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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 PURPOSE  

The County of San Bernardino through the Land Use Services Department, Planning 
Division (County), as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), has prepared this Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed 
Church of the Woods project (State Clearinghouse No. 2004031114) in the community of Rim 
Forest within the San Bernardino National Forest.  This Final EIR contains all of the required 
contents outlined in Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, including the following:  

• The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of the Draft EIR; 

• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR; 

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

• The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process; and 

• Other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Final EIR consists of Comments and Responses, Changes to the Draft EIR, and a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program.  This Final EIR is intended to be a companion 
to the Draft EIR, which is incorporated by reference and bound separately.  Pursuant to 
Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County has reviewed all comments received on the 
Draft EIR.  Responses to these comments are presented in Chapter 2.0, Comments and 
Responses, of this Final EIR.  Any revisions to the Draft EIR based on these comments are 
contained in Chapter 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR in 
revision mode text (i.e., deletions are shown with strikethrough and additions are shown with 
underline).   

Comments on the Draft EIR and agency responses to these comments are an important 
part of the CEQA process because they allow: 

• Agencies and the public the opportunity to review and comment on the methods and 
analyses contained in the Draft EIR; 

• The ability to detect any omissions that may have occurred during the preparation of 
the Draft EIR; 
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• The ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR; and 

• The ability to discover and respond to public concerns. 

1.2 PROCESS 

As the Lead Agency for the project, the County took several steps to ensure that all 
interested parties had an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR, in accordance with Article 7, 
EIR Process, of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15087 et seq.).  The Draft EIR was submitted to 
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, which established a 
45-day public review period from April 19, 2010, to June 3, 2010.  In response to public input, 
the comment period was extended to June 18, 2010.  The Draft EIR and its Technical 
Appendices were available for public review at the following locations during the public review 
period: 

• San Bernardino County, Land Use Services Department, Advance Planning Division, 
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA  92415-0182 

• San Bernardino County Building and Safety, Twin Peaks Regional Office, 26010 
State Hwy 189, Twin Peaks, CA  92391 

• San Bernardino County Library, Lake Arrowhead Branch, 27235 Hwy 189, Lake 
Arrowhead, CA  92317 

• San Bernardino County Library, Crestline Branch, 23555 Knapps Cutoff, Crestline, 
CA  92325 

• San Bernardino County Library, Running Springs Branch, 2677 Whispering Pines, 
Running Springs, CA  92382 

• County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department webpage, 
www.sbcounty.gov/landuseservices (see Draft/Final EIRs/EISs). 

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was posted with the Clerk of the San 
Bernardino County Board of Supervisors during the public review period.  The NOA was mailed 
to various agencies and organizations and to individuals that had previously requested such a 
notice.  Additionally, the NOA and Extension of Time for Review and Comment on the NOA 
were published in the following newspapers and/or local publications on the following dates:  (a) 
The Sun Newspaper on April 19, 2010, April 20, 2010, June 1, 2010, and June 3, 2010; (b) The 
Mountain News/Mountain Shopper on April 22, 2010, and June 3, 2010; and (c) The Crestline 
Courier News on April 22, 2010 and June 3, 2010. 
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1.3 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

As explained in more detail in Volume I, Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft 
EIR, the Church of the Woods project, located in the community of Rim Forest within the San 
Bernardino National Forest, would include an assembly building/youth center, an auditorium and 
children’s ministry, a maintenance building/caretaker unit, a 1,200 seat worship center, a chapel 
retreat building, various recreational fields and facilities, and parking.  The facilities would be 
developed within portions of a 37-acre site in the community of Rim Forest.  Approximately 23 
acres (63 percent) of the project site would be developed with structures, paved surfaces, 
recreational facilities, and landscaping.  The remaining 13.7 acres (37 percent) of the site would 
be retained as open space, including hiking trails and some fuel modification within the forested 
areas. 

Vehicular access onto the project site would be provided by a driveway on Highway 18.  
A secondary emergency access would be provided along Highway 18 east of the proposed 
driveway.  The proposed project would provide a total of 540 parking spaces, which would meet 
and exceed the minimum code requirements. 

In accordance with the requirements of the Crest Forest Fire Protection District, a 
permanent fuel modification zone with a minimum width of 100 feet around all proposed 
structures, would provide a fire break to deter the spread of a potential forest fire.  The extent of 
the fuel modification boundaries would be determined by the CFFPD based on an approved Fuel 
Modification Plan.   

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

The contents of this Final EIR include the information required to be in compliance with 
CEQA.  This document contains the following chapters: 

Chapter 1.0, Introduction, identifies the purpose and processes undertaken throughout 
the preparation of the Draft EIR and provides an overview of the project. 

Chapter 2.0, Comments and Responses, contains comments and response to comments 
received during the public review period. 

Chapter 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, contains revisions that were 
made to the Draft EIR based on comments or new information received. 

Chapter 4.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program, provides the 
mitigation program that will be adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of the Final EIR, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. 
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2.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

This chapter presents letters submitted during the public comment period for the Draft 
EIR from federal, State, San Bernardino County, and local agencies, as well as from local 
organizations and individuals.  The individual letters are each assigned a letter and number based 
on the date of the comment letter and affiliation of the commenter, as indicated in Table 2-1 on 
page 2-2, which provides the full listing of comments received on the Draft EIR.  Each comment 
within the letters that requires a response is also assigned a number that appears in the margin of 
the letter adjacent to the comment.  For example, the first San Bernardino County agency to 
provide comments was the Department of Public Works, therefore this letter is identified as 
Letter D1.  As follows, the first comment within the Department of Public Works letter is 
identified as Comment D1-1, and the second comment is Comment D1-2 and so on.  The 
responses to each comment are then correspondingly numbered (i.e., Response D1-1, Response 
D1-2).  Each lettered and numbered comment letter is presented first, followed by the responses 
to the comments included in the letter.  Responses are also provided to comments received after 
the close of the public review period. 
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Table 2-1 
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A Federal Agencies 
               

A1 Scott Tangenberg, District Ranger  
United States Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service 
Mountaintop Ranger District  
San Bernardino National Forest 
P.O. Box 290 
Fawnskin, CA 92333  
June 18, 2010 

 •  • • • • • •      

B State Agencies 
               

B1 Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
June 7, 2010 

             • 

B2 Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
June 23, 2010 

             • 
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B3 Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
June 23, 2010 

             • 

B4 Christine L. Otero-Medina 
Transportation Planner 
Intergovernmental Review 
Local Development Review 
Division of Planning 
Caltrans District #8 
cmedina@dot.ca.gov 
April 28, 2010 

             • 

B5 Al Shami, Project Manager 
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration 
Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, California 90630 
June 2, 2010 

  •   •         
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B6 Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental Scientist 
Department of Fish and Game 
Inland Deserts Region 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-200 
Ontario, CA 91764 
June 2, 2010 

   •   •        

B7 Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
August 10, 2010 

             • 

C Regional Agencies 
               

 No Commenters               
D San Bernardino County Agencies 

               

D1 Naresh Varma, P.E. Chief  
Environmental Management Division 
County of San Bernardino, Dept. of Public Works 
825 East Third Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 
May 24, 2010 

      •        
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D2 Nancy Sansonetti, Principal Planner/Chief 
Planning & Permitting Section 
Solid Waste Management Division 
County of San Bernardino, Dept. Public Works 
April 19, 2010 

             • 

D3 Michael Truett 
Flood Control Planning Division 
County of San Bernardino 
April 29, 2010 

      •        

D4 Naresh P. Varma, P.E., Chief 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Public Works 
825 East Third Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 
June 16, 2010 

      •        

D5 James Lasby 
Elections Technician 
Registrar of Voters 
777 East Rialto Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0770 
June 16, 2010 

             • 
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E Local Agencies 
               

E1 Ryan Gross  
District Engineer 
Water/Wastewater Systems 
Lake Arrowhead Community Services District 
P.O. Box 700 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 
April 27, 2010 

      •       • 

E2 Jim Grant 
Lake Manager 
Arrowhead Lake Association 
P.O. Box 1119 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 
May 10, 2010 

      •        

E3 April Andrews 
Inland Empire Resource Conservation District 
25864-K Business Center Drive 
Redlands, CA 92374 
June 15, 2010 

   •   •        

F Individuals and Local Organizations 
               

F1 Sandra Ellis 
P.O. Box 8542 
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341 
May 1, 2010 

 • • •   • •  •    • 
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F2 Marilyn Fuller 
P.O. Box 1739 
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 
May 10, 2010  

   •     • •    • 

F3 Brad Roberts 
P.O. Box 574 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 16, 2010 

             • 

F4 Antonette Pell 
No address provided 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F5 Harold Pell 
No address provided 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F6 William Abell 
No address provided 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F7 Becky Wickland 
No address provided 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F8 Rebecca and Bruce Forbes 
P.O. Box 293 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 26, 2010 

 •     •   •    • 
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F9 Lynne Zubieta 
No address provided 
May 22, 2010 

   •     •     • 

F10 Mary Taylor 
No address provided 
May 22, 2010 

             • 

F11 Unreadable 
No address provided 
May 27, 2010 

             • 

F12 Sue Walker 
[svwalker@gmail.com] 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 
May 17, 2010 

             • 

F13 Trudie Blank 
[blankc@charter.net] 
Twin Peaks, CA 
May 18, 2010 

             • 

F14 Laurel Simpson 
[lwsimpson1 @verizon.netj 
May 18, 2010 

             • 

F15 Hank Coats 
[neothink58@yahoo.com] 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 
May 18,2010 

   •   •       • 
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F16 Sandra Huckaby 
33120 Piedras Grandes 
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341 
May 19, 2010 

             • 

F17 Ann Rawson 
[arawson07@charter.net] 
May 19, 2010 

             • 

F18 Heather Sargeant 
PO Box 224 
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F19 Janice Smith 
PO Box 304 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F20 Carol Pedder 
P.O. Box 598 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F21 Brenda Cox 
[LoveJoyMagic@aol.com] 
May 20, 2010 

             • 

F22 Arbe M. Kraft 
P.O. Box 696 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 
May 21, 2010 

             • 
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F23 Carolyn Wolpe 
[carolyn.wolpe@gmail.com] 
May 21, 2010 

     •    •    • 

F24 Raymond G. Gottenbos and Joanna S. Carter-
Gottenbos 
P.O. Box 305" 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 21, 2010 

  •   •    •    • 

F25 Dr. Paul Abell 
[paulabell@charter.net] 
May 21, 2010 

             • 

F26 Beth Boyd 
[Boyd_420@verizon.net] 
May 21, 2010 

             • 

F27 DeAnne Boyd 
[jazminhound@gmail.com] 
May 21, 2010 

             • 

F28 Randy and Tina Oertle and Ryan K. Murray 
[tinaoart2000@yahoo.com] 
May 21, 2010 

             • 

F29 Lynne Zubieta 
1171 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 22, 2010 

             • 
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F30 Debra Butler 
26547 Lakeview Rd., PO Box 13 
Rim Forest, CA 92378-0013 
May 22, 2010 

     •   • •    • 

F31 Bruce and Connie Stevens 
1178 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 22, 2010 

             • 

F32 David and Tracey Lammert 
[dtlammert@cox.net] 
May 23, 2010 

             • 

F33 Liam Ferguson 
[l_a_ferguson@yahoo.com] 
May 24, 2010 

             • 

F34 Maureen Mann 
[marley-mann@msn.com] 
May 24, 2010 

             • 

F35 Barbara and Roland Harding 
[hpy2birish@verizon.net] 
May 24, 2010 

             • 

F36 Ann Stocker 
1291 Bear Springs RD., 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 24, 2010 

             • 
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F37 Gennaro Bevilacqua 
PO Box 405 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 24, 2010 

             • 

F38 Mary and Donald Wolverton 
[mwolvert@usc.edu] 
May 24, 2010 

             • 

F39 Hugh Bialecki, DMD 
President 
Save Our Forest Association, Inc. 
[Bialecki.dmd@verizon.net] 
May 25, 2010 

             • 

F40 Mark Baum 
1176 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 25, 2010 

             • 

F41 Chris Coward 
Director Technical Operations 
LAN International 
27071 Aliso Creek Road #200 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 
May 25, 2010 

             • 

F42 David Barrie 
P.O. Box 557 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 25, 2010 

             • 
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F43 The Lopez Family 
[cherribunns@yahoo.com] 
May 25, 2010 

 • • •     •      

F44 Josh Hernandez 
[marshmellowmurder@yahoo.com] 
May, 25, 2010 

             • 

F45 The Apracio and Bunn Family 
[babymonsterb@yahoo.com] 
May 25, 2010 

             • 

F46 Thomas Schultheis 
[thomas.schultheis@gmail.com] 
May 26, 2010 

             • 

F47 Michael Warga 
[warga.mike@gmail.com] 
May 26, 2010 

             • 

F48 Brad Roberts 
P.O. Box 574 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 26, 2010 

             • 

F49 Cheryl Robinson 
[crbr82@yahoo.com] 
May 26, 2010 

 •   • • •  • •    • 
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F50 Drew Feldmann 
Conservation Chair 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 
P. O. Box 10973 
San Bernardino, CA 92423-0973 
May 26, 2010 

             • 

F51 Steven Farrell, Vice-Chair 
Sierra Club San Bernardino Mountains Group 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
PO Box 708 
Blue Jay, CA 92317 
May 26, 2010 

             • 

F52 Billie Yocky 
[cardsforgod@verizon.net] 
May 26, 2010  

             • 

F53 Neil Barton 
1111 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 28, 2010 

             • 

F54 Maureen Mann 
[marley-mann@msn.com] 
May 28, 2010 

             • 

F55 Carol Pedder 
P.O. Box 598 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 28, 2010 

             • 
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F56 Carol Kinzel 
Kinzel1812@aol.com] 
May 28, 2010 

             • 

F57 Gary Clay 
615 Grass Valley Rd.  
P.O. Box 2862 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 
May 28, 2010 

             • 

F58 None Identified 
[kissxofxdeath95@aim.com] 
May 29, 2010 

             • 

F59 Maureen Mann 
[marley-mann@msn.com] 
May 29, 2010 

             • 

F60 Matthew Tratz 
SGT, US Army 
1207 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 30, 2010 

             • 

F61 Maureen Mann 
[marley-mann@msn.com] 
May 31, 2010 

             • 

F62 Pam Orr 
[pamsorr@gmail.com] 
May 31, 2010 

             • 
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F63 Jon A. and Susan A. Frieboes 
PO Box 127 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
May 31, 2010 

             • 

F64 Maureen Mann 
[marley-mann@msn.com] 
June 1, 2010 

             • 

F65 Bruce and Connie Stevens 
1178 Scenic Way 
Rim Forest, CA 92378 
June 1, 2010 

   •   •  • •    • 

F66 Billie Yocky 
[cardsforgod@verizon.netj 
June 1, 2010 

             • 

F67 Maureen Mann 
marley-mann@msn.com] 
June 2, 2010 

             • 

F68 The Walters 
no address given 
June 2, 2010 

 •  •      •    • 

F69 Sue Walker 
svwalker@gmail.com 
June 8, 2010 

             • 
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F70 Burton Fletcher Bige 
Safety Ministry 
Church of the Woods 
P.O. Box 293 
Skyforest, CA 9238_ 
June 14, 2010 

             • 

F71 Will Abell 
P.O. 317 
__, CA 92385 
June 15, 2010 

   •          • 

F72 Wayne J.R. Browser, Assoc AIA, LEED AP 
P.O. Box 909 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352  
June 15, 2010 

             • 

F73 Todd Pahl 
sky4ust@hotmail.com 
Skyforest, CA  
June 15, 2010 

             • 

F74 Sue Walker 
P.O. Box 94 
966 Willow Creek Road 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352  
June 15, 2010 

 •  •   • • •      
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F75 Steven Farrell 
Conservation Chair 
Sierra Club 
San Bernardino Mountains Group 
San Gorgonio Chapter 
P.O. Box 708 
Blue Jay, CA 92317  
June 16, 2010 

• •  •  • •     •  • 

F76 Tom Kirklen 
no address given  
June 16, 2010 

       • • •  •  • 

F77 Brad Roberts 
P.O. Box 574 
Rimforest, CA 92378  
June 16, 2010 

• •   • • • • • •  •   

F78 Lori Semeniuk 
No address given  
June 16, 2010 

• •   •  •       • 

F79 Bruce Stevens, Connie Stevens 
1178 Scenic Way 
Rimforest, CA 92378  
June 16, 2010 

             • 

F80 John and Sue Behney 
jbehney@gmail.com  
June 17, 2010 

 •  • •  •   •     
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F81 Donal and Velma Jolley 
26375 Apache Trail 
P.O. Box 156 
Rimforest, CA 92378  
June 17, 2010 

 •  •      •  •  • 

F82 Sherry Noone 
P.O. Box 4020 
Crestline, CA 
June 17, 2010 

 •             

F83 Robert B. Sherman 
P.O. Box 94 
966 Willow Creek Road 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352  
June 17, 2010 

   •   •        

F84 Janice Smith 
P.O. Box 304 
Rimforest, CA 92378  
June 17, 2010 

 •   •   • • •     

F85 Hugh A Bialecki, DMD 
President 
Save Our Forest Association 
No address given  
June 18, 2010 

 •  • •  • •    •  • 
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F86 David R. Caine 
P.O. Box 1726 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352-1726  
June 18, 2010 

             • 

F87 Susan A Friedboes 
P.O. Box 127 
Rimforest, CA 92378 
220 Cypress Drive 
Twin Peaks, CA 92391  
June 18, 2010 

 •  • •  •  •     • 

F88 Marta E. and Robert H. Hethmon 
P.O. Box 8498 
759 Tulip Drive 
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341  
June 18, 2010 

   •  •    •     

F89 Peter Jorris  
Drew Feldmann, Conservation Chair 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 10973 
San Bernardino, CA 92423-0973  
June 18, 2010 

 •  • •   •    • •  

F90 Maureen Mann, Attorney-at-Law 
marley-mann@msn.com  
June 18, 2010 

 •  •   •   •  • • • 
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F91 Carol Pedder 
P.O. Box 598 
Rim Forest, CA 92378  
June 18, 2010 

   • •  •   •    • 

F92 Laurence Reider, P.E. 
P.O. Box 91 
Blue Jay, CA 92317  
June 18, 2010 

  •            

F93 Judi Sullivan 
sullivanjudi@hotmail.com  
June 18, 2010 

 •    • •   •     

F94 Valerie Wilson 
Crestline, CA 
random12357@verizon.net  
June 18, 2010 

 •  •   • •      • 

F95 Heather Sargeant 
P.O. Box 224 
Twin Peaks, CA 92391  
June 20, 2010 

 •  • •  • • • •  •   

G Late Letters 
               

G1 Charm Kutch 
P.O. Box 173 
Twin Peaks, CA 92391  
June 25, 2010 

• •     • •  •    • 
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G2 Cindi Mitton, Senior Engineer 
California Regional Water Control Board 
Lahontan Region 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, CA 92392 
August 8, 2020 
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Letter No. A1 

Scott Tangenberg, District Ranger Date:  6/18/2010 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE  
Mountaintop Ranger District  
San Bernardino National Forest  
P.O. Box 290  
Fawnskin, CA 92333 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments A1-2 through A1-11 below. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  Please refer to Responses to 
Comments A1-3 through A1-11. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-3 
The Draft EIR addressed hazardous fuels and fuel modification requirements in Section 3.E, 
Hazards.  The County requirement for a 100 foot fuel modification area around all structures (per 
Section 82.13.040(f) of the County Development Code) is discussed on page 3.E-9 of the Draft EIR.  
This is also a standard condition of the Crest Forest Fire Protection District (CFFPD) (see page 3.E-
6).  A Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan that indicates the fuel modification zone is included as 
Figure 3E-1of the Draft EIR.  As indicated on this figure, all proposed fuel modification would 
occur within the project boundary and not within the National Forest System (NFS) lands.  As 
further described on page 3.E-14 of the Draft EIR:  

Upon completion of the final phase, a permanent fuel modification area must be maintained 
at no less than 100 feet in width from the development (or structure) perimeter.  Each 
temporary and permanent modification area must be outlined in the fuel modification plan, 
and all final plans must be reviewed and approved by the CFFPD. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-4 
The Draft EIR discussed potential project impacts on the adjacent NFS land in Sections 3.G, Land 
Use and 3.C, Biological Resources.  As described on page 3.G-29 of the Draft EIR, the project site 
is designated as Non-Forest System Land and is adjacent to undeveloped NFS land to the north and 
south.  The adjacent NFS land is designated as Development Area Interface (DAI) because they are 
adjacent to concentrated uses with high level of human activity, including the project site.  
Therefore, development of the proposed project would be consistent with non-forest system land 
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uses anticipated in the Land Management Plan.  The proposed project would also be compatible 
with land uses allowed within the DAI, such as recreation, residence tracts and lodges.  In addition, 
the project would include features and mitigation measures to minimize any potential impact on 
NFS land including the provision of approximately 900 feet of undeveloped open space buffer area 
along the northern boundary and restricting hiking and other activities to existing on-site trails.  No 
offsite trails are proposed or contemplated as part of the project.  As stated, in part, in Mitigation 
Measure MM-C3(b), “. . . hiking shall be confined to existing on-site trails.”    

RESPONSE NO.  A1-5 
The Draft EIR addressed potential impacts on the California spotted owl in Section 3.C, Biological 
Resources and in supporting studies included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  On page 3.C-28 it is 
noted that the species was observed on the site.  The discussion of impacts provided on pages 3.C-
38 and 3.C-39, indicates that while the loss of Western ponderosa pine plant community and trees is 
substantial on a site specific basis, the community is widespread in the San Bernardino Mountains 
and is not considered a sensitive plan community.  More specific to the spotted owl, the finding 
states that the loss of potential habitat would not threaten regional populations and that it would 
represent a less than significant impact on sensitive avian species that are not protected by Federal 
or State listings.  Regarding the interest in retaining as much suitable habitat on site as possible, and 
in pursuing off-site habitat acquisition/protection as mitigation, it should be noted that mitigation 
measures pursuant to CEQA are intended to address significant impacts, where impacts on the 
spotted owl, while adverse, were found to be less than significant.  Nonetheless, it should be 
recognized that approximately 37 percent of the site, or 13.7 acres, is proposed to remain as natural 
open space and mitigation measures proposed to address jurisdictional waters, the southern rubber 
boa, and the San Bernardino flying squirrel have the potential to enhance the value of habitat in this 
area through such means as streambed and riparian habitat restoration, prohibition and restrictions 
on human use, placement of downed wood to support habitat, and selective grading directed by a 
biologist to retain as much canopy cover as possible across the development site.  All of these 
factors, as well as mitigation to protect nesting birds, would serve to reduce impacts on the 
California spotted owl.  The specifics of mitigation that would also benefit the California spotted 
owl are presented on pages 3.C-43 through 3.C-45. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-6 
The statement that human activity has the potential to impact habitat for the southern rubber boa if it 
is retained on site, and that all 23 acres of the development area not fenced or protected be 
considered impacted and subject to off-site mitigation, is noted.  Mitigation Measure MM-C4(a) 
addresses this concern and indicates that the amount of southern rubber boa habitat impacted will be 
determined through a habitat delineation approved by the County, CDFG and USFS, and that 
impacted habitat will include areas with the potential to be directly or indirectly affected by human 
activities, including habitat areas that are not clearly restricted and off-limits to site occupants.  
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RESPONSE NO.  A1-7 
Water supply and related infrastructure is discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description and Section 
3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply of the Draft EIR.  Water service to the project site 
would be provided by the Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency (CLAWA) through a lateral 
extension of an existing 12-inch line off of Daley Canyon Road.  No water extractions from on-site 
wells are proposed.  Therefore, no corresponding impacts on riparian habitats from on-site wells 
would occur.  As described on pages 3.F-30 through 3.F-33 of the Draft EIR, water demand from 
the proposed project is within the demand forecasts considered in CLAWA’s Urban Water 
Management Plan and water supply would be available for the proposed project (see 
correspondence from CLAWA dated March 3, 2010 and included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR).   
The project would incorporate applicable water conservation measures that are included as part of 
San Bernardino County’s Standard Conditions of Approval.  These standard conditions include 
drought tolerant vegetation and computerized irrigation systems with automatic, independent 
adjustments and sensing capabilities to shut down the system in the event of break or leak.  The 
project would also be required to install low-flow interior water faucets and toilets.  It is not clear 
from the comment what additional mitigation measures should be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors.   

Regarding adequacy of water supply to meet fire flow requirements, the proposed project would 
also meet fire flow standards in accordance with CFFPD requirements. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-8 
Noise impacts on biological resources were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.C, Biological 
Resources, on page 3.C-40.  The analysis recognizes potential impacts from noise and lighting and 
concludes that while adverse, they would not reduce common wildlife populations below self-
sustaining levels in the region and the impacts would be less than significant. The same conclusion 
is expected to be true for sensitive wildlife species, as well.  

The request to consider mitigation that would restrict evening and night-time use of the ballfield; 
restriction of amplified sound and lighting of the ballfield; use of fully-shielded low-emitting lights; 
timers and motion sensors for outdoor lights; and, restrictions on the number of outdoor concerts per 
year is noted.  However, as stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, page 2-6, of the Draft EIR, no 
evening use, lighting, or amplified sound is proposed for the sports fields.  Regarding the temporary 
outdoor amphitheatre, this discussion in the Project Description also states that it would be primarily 
used for Sunday morning services and on Wednesday evenings from 6:30 P.M to 8:00 P.M., and for 
up to three concerts per year. Additionally, as described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR, parking lot 
lighting will be established through a photometric study to ensure indirect lighting effects are 
minimized, that low level lighting will be used, and that all outdoor lighting will be shielded and 
directed on site.  Furthermore, all proposed lighting would be in conformance with County 
Development Code Section 83.07.040 to minimize glare and light trespass in mountain areas.  
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Although the project features described above address the suggested recommendations for 
mitigation measures, it should be recognized that indirect impacts on biological resources due to 
noise and lighting were identified as less than significant and mitigation is therefore not required.  
Regarding the suggestion that sound studies be conducted for the amphitheatre, please see 
Mitigation Measure MM-H2(a) in Section 3.H, Noise of the Draft EIR.  

RESPONSE NO.  A1-9 
As described in the Section 3.H Noise of the DEIR, Mitigation Measures MM-H2(a) and MM-
H2(b) require that the project applicant conduct sound studies during a “test-case” amphitheater 
event.  Noise levels are to be obtained for the amphitheater at a representative sampling of off-site 
residential land uses (i.e., noise-sensitive receptors) located within 900 feet from the amphitheater.  
The findings of the noise monitoring shall be incorporated into a report submitted by the applicant 
to the County for review and approval.  Should noise levels exceed significance thresholds at one or 
more residences additional restrictions on the use of the amphitheater, such as those proposed by the 
commenter could be imposed.  As described above, indirect noise impacts on wildlife activities and 
functions were identified as less than significant.  Furthermore, as indentified in Section 3.A, 
Aesthetics, page 3.A-6, of the Draft EIR, there were no identified noise sensitive receptors within 
National Forest Service lands that would warrant noise monitoring.   

RESPONSE NO.  A1-10 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO.  A1-11 
This comment regarding a 100 foot setback of ground disturbing activities from NFS land 
boundaries is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  All construction activities would 
occur within the project site boundaries.  Impacts from construction, grading, cutting, and filling 
activities are described in Section 3.D, Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 
3.D-13, of the Draft EIR: 

To prevent erosion during construction, the project would implement measures set forth in 
the geologic investigation, comply with standard conditions of grading permit approval, and 
would be required to comply with the State NPDES General Construction Permit and 
Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements. . . As a standard project condition, 
upon completion of rough grading erosion control planting, landscaping, and erosion control 
devices will be installed to prevent any significant erosion with the developed project 
condition.  With implementation of traditional engineering control methods, measures 
specified in the geologic investigation, and compliance with standard project conditions and 
regulatory requirements, impacts due to erosion are considered less than significant. 
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In addition, and as stated in Mitigation Measure MM-D1, specific recommendations provided in a 
Design-Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation would be incorporated into the design of 
the project and implemented during grading and construction.  Such recommendations would be 
based on a final grading plan and include construction monitoring to ensure that any ground 
disturbing activities would not encroach on adjacent NFS lands.   
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LETTER NO. B1 

Scott Morgan, Acting Director Date:  6/7/2010 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

RESPONSE NO.  B1-1 
The comment confirms that the review period for the State agencies indicated on the attached 
letter was extended to June 17, 2010.   
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LETTER NO. B2 

Scott Morgan, Acting Director Date:  6/7/2010 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

RESPONSE NO.  B2-1 
The comment and attached document details report establishes the extended review period 
beginning April 14, 2010 and ending June 17, 2010.   

RESPONSE NO.  B2-2 
This comment is noted.  One comment letter was provided by the California Department of Fish and 
Game.  Please refer to Letter B6 for responses to their comments. 

RESPONSE NO.  B2-3 
This comment is noted. 
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LETTER NO. B3 

Scott Morgan, Acting Director Date:  6/7/2010 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

RESPONSE NO.  B3-1 
The Department of Toxic Substances Control provided comments in a letter dated June 2, 2010 but 
received by the State Clearinghouse on June 23, 2010 after the close of the review period on June 
17, 2010.  Please refer to Letter B5 for responses to their comments. 

RESPONSE NO.  B3-2 
This comment is noted. 
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LETTER NO. B4 

Christine L. Otero-Medina, Transportation Planner Date:  4/28/2010 
CALTRANS DISTRICT #8  
Intergovernmental Review, Local Development Review  
Division of Planning  
Caltrans District #8  
cmedina@dot.ca.gov 

RESPONSE NO.  B4-1 
A hard copy of the Draft EIR volumes was provided to Caltrans from Matthew Slowik on April 27, 
2010.  No additional comments on the Draft EIR were provided by Caltrans during the public 
review period. 
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LETTER NO. B5 

Maziar Movassaghi, Acting Director Date:  6/2/2010 
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL  
5796 Corporate Avenue  
Cypress, California 90630 

RESPONSE NO. B5-1 
This introductory comment provides a description of the project as stated in the Notice of 
Preparation and does not address the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Responses to specific 
comments are presented in Responses to Comments B5-2 through B5-9 below. 

RESPONSE NO. B5-2 
Existing conditions within the project site and project area would not pose a threat to human health 
or the environment.  As described on pages 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 and depicted on Figure 3G-1 of the 
Draft EIR, the project site is currently undeveloped and comprised of hilly to steep forested terrain 
and is generally bordered by Highway 18 and undeveloped San Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) 
land to the south; single-family residences on Bear Springs Road and an animal hospital to the west; 
Daley Canyon Road, undeveloped SBNF land, and a campground to the east; and undeveloped 
SBNF land to the north.  There are commercial uses southwest of the project site along Highway 18, 
generally west of Bear Springs Road.  Furthermore, as determined on page 13 of the Initial Study 
Environmental Checklist Form prepared for the project and included in Appendix A of the Draft 
EIR, the project site is not included in a list of hazardous materials sites.   

Please see Response to Comment B5-7 regarding the potential for offsite sources to pose a threat to 
human health or the environment.  

RESPONSE NO. B5-3 
As described in Response to Comment B5-2, the project site is currently undeveloped.  Therefore, 
no contaminated conditions that require remediation are expected to be present on the site. 

RESPONSE NO. B5-4 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B5-2 and B5-3. 

RESPONSE NO. B5-5 
As described in Response to Comment B5-2, the project site is currently undeveloped.  Therefore, 
no demolition of structures or paved surfaces would be required for project development. 
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RESPONSE NO. B5-6 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed excavation and grading in Section 3.D, Geology 
and Soils with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix D.  As described on 
page 3.D-10 of the Draft EIR: 

[T]he project site consists of a northeasterly trending valley falling to the northeast.  
Consequently, the southeastern portion of the project site would be graded to facilitate the 
construction of the church facility and its ancillary parking.  Graded materials would be 
placed in the southwestern and northwestern portions of the project site for construction of 
the sports fields, entry, and parking.  Preliminary grading quantities are estimated to be 
approximately 300,000 cubic yards of cut and fill materials, which would be balanced on 
site. 

Because the site is undeveloped forested terrain and no export or import of soil is proposed, no 
contaminated soils are expected to be present on site.   

RESPONSE NO. B5-7 
This comment is noted.  As previously described, because the project site is currently undeveloped 
no demolition of structures or paved surfaces would be required for project development. 

The Draft EIR addressed human health impacts on sensitive receptors from toxic air contamination 
(TAC) during project construction and operation in Section 3.B, Air Quality with supporting 
technical data and analysis provided in Appendix B.   

As described on pages 3.B-18 for TAC impacts during construction: 

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) impacts would be related to diesel 
particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during grading and 
excavation activities.  According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from 
carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk.  “Individual 
Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of TACs over a 70-
year lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment 
methodology.  Given the relatively limited number of heavy-duty construction equipment 
and the short-term construction schedule, the project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 
years) substantial source of TAC emissions and corresponding individual cancer risk and, 
therefore, project-related toxic emission impacts would be less than significant. 

As analyzed on pages 3.B-21 through 3.B-23 of the Draft EIR for operational-related TAC impacts: 
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According to the [CEQA Air Quality] Handbook, land uses associated with toxic emissions 
include industrial, manufacturing, and commercial land uses such as gas stations and dry 
cleaning processing facilities using perchloroethylene.  Although these types of land uses 
would not occur on the project site, potential sources of air toxic emissions associated with 
project development include, but may not be limited to, diesel particulates from buses as 
well as small amounts of toxics from consumer household products (e.g., detergents, 
cleaning compounds, glues, polishes, floor finishes, cosmetics, perfume, antiperspirants, 
rubbing alcohol, room fresheners, car wax, paint and lawn care products).  These sources 
would contribute small amounts of toxic air pollutants to the project vicinity that would be 
well below levels that would result in a significant impact on human health.   

In regard to potential accidental releases of air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous 
materials posing a threat to public health and safety, the project would only have limited 
amounts of hazardous materials on site, primarily related to consumer products.  These 
products are expected to be used in accordance with manufacturers specifications for safe 
use.  Any accidental release of air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous materials associated 
with such products would not pose a threat to general public health and safety.  Therefore, 
the project would have no impact related to the accidental release of air toxics or acutely 
hazardous materials. 

In addition to the analysis of potential on-site sources of air toxics, an analysis was also 
conducted to determine whether the proposed project would result in the siting of sensitive 
receptors within ¼ mile of existing off-site sources of toxic air contaminants that would 
result in a significant health impact.  The project has been analyzed using screening 
procedures identified in Chapter 5 of the Handbook.  Based on this screening analysis, 
which included an [Environmental Protection Agency] EPA and [Air Resources Board] 
ARB database search as well as a field reconnaissance of the project vicinity, no sources of 
toxic air contaminants were identified that would result in levels of air toxics that might emit 
carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants that individually or cumulatively exceed the 
maximum individual cancer risk of ten in one million.  As such, project development would 
have a less-than-significant impact on human health.1 

Based on the above analysis, a health risk assessment would not be required for the proposed 
project. 

                                                 
1  EPA’s Environmental Mapper of potential Superfund Sites, Hazardous Waste, Toxic Releases, and Air Emissions 

(http://www.epa.gov/enviro/html/em/index.html) and ARB’s Facility Search for Emissions Inventory of Air Toxics 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/facinfo/facinfo.php). 
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RESPONSE NO. B5-8 
This comment is noted.  As described on page 13 of the Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form 
prepared for the project (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the storage and use of limited amounts 
of hazardous materials would require the preparation of a Business Emergency Plan and be subject 
to further discretionary review and permitting by the San Bernardino Fire Department, Hazardous 
Materials Division.  These measures would ensure that any hazardous waste resulting from project 
operation would be appropriately managed. 

RESPONSE NO. B5-9 
This comment is noted.  As described above no conditions have been identified in the Draft EIR that 
would warrant the need for site cleanup.  
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LETTER NO. B6 

Jeff Brandt, Senior Environmental Scientist Date:  6/2/2010 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME  
Inland Deserts Region  
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-200  
Ontario, CA 91764 

RESPONSE NO. B6-1 
It is acknowledged that the Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), is a Responsible and Trustee 
Agency that will consult and rely on the Final EIR for discretionary permitting actions and that the 
sufficiency of the document to support such actions is of interest. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-2 
CDFG’s summary of the project evaluated in the EIR is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-3 
Regarding CDFG’s first recommendation based on their review of the Draft EIR that they be 
notified in the event the southern rubber boa and/or San Bernardino flying squirrel are found within 
the project site, please refer to the Draft EIR, Section 3.C, Biological Resources, Mitigation 
Measure MM-C4 regarding the southern rubber boa, and Mitigation Measure MM-C5 regarding the 
San Bernardino flying squirrel.  As indicated in Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b) on page 3.C-44, the 
measure states in part that “…CDFG and the USFS shall be immediately notified if the southern 
rubber boa is found at any time on the site.”  Regarding notification if the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel is found on the site, as stated on page 3.C-41, the species was incidentally observed within 
the study area during white-eared pocket mouse trapping surveys in 2003, although focused 
trapping surveys for the species conducted in 2007 did not detect presence on the site.  

Regarding the recommendation that pre-construction surveys be conducted for the southern rubber 
boa, see Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b) on page 3.C-44 and note that the measure states in part that 
“No ground disturbing activities or construction shall take place on the site until a pre-construction 
survey for the southern rubber boa has been completed by a qualified biologist to the satisfaction of 
the County, CDFG and the USFS.”  Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b) was also intended to include 
the condition that a pre-construction survey for the San Bernardino flying squirrel and has been 
revised accordingly.  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this 
Final EIR.   
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RESPONSE NO. B6-4 
Regarding the recommendation that an application for a CESA Permit for the southern rubber boa 
be submitted prior to initiation of any project activities, see Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b) on page 
3.C-44 and note that the measure states in part that “… a California Endangered Species Act 
Incidental Take Permit shall be obtained from CDFG prior to ground disturbing activities on the 
site.”  The measure also states that no grading within suitable habitat for the southern rubber boa 
shall occur until a required mitigation plan has been formalized and approved to the satisfaction of 
the County, CDFG and USFS. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-5 
As indicated in Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b), an on- and off-site mitigation plan for the southern 
rubber boa, to be approved to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG and USFWS, will be required 
prior to any construction activities within identified suitable habitat.  Furthermore, the mitigation 
plan will include measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate potential impacts to this species and/or 
its habitat, as indicated in the last sentence of Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b).  Similarly, Mitigation 
Measure MM-C5(a) includes a provision to promote movement of the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel across the site by avoiding wide clearings and retaining as much canopy cover as feasible 
across the development area.  Moreover, this measure states that the final grading plan will be 
reviewed by the County, CDFG and USFWS to confirm that the objective of conserving canopy 
cover is achieved; that is, removal of canopy cover is avoided, minimized and mitigated.    

RESPONSE NO. B6-6 
Regarding the recommendation that an analysis of potential impacts on the Strawberry Creek Open 
Space Corridor be provided along with mitigation measures to address impacts, please note that this 
issue was addressed in the Draft EIR on pages 3.C-5 through 3.C-8, page 3.C-33, page 3.C-34, and 
pages 3.C-38 through 3.C-40.  The discussion on page 3.C-7 states that the site is within the 
northwest portion of, and is adjacent to, the Strawberry Creek Open Space Corridor.  On page 3.C-8 
it is indicated that while the site represents a portion of a potential travel route, wildlife movement in 
the area is expected to occur throughout the surrounding area of the project and not to be 
concentrated across the site itself.  The Draft EIR analysis goes on to state that corridors are linear in 
nature and generally cross landscapes that are otherwise difficult or impossible for wildlife to 
navigate.  This is not the case on site, and wildlife movement can and likely does occur over large 
blocks of habitat without defined corridors.  Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that the site does 
not constitute a wildlife corridor.  Thus, wildlife movement will not be significantly effected by the 
project, no potentially significant impacts to the Strawberry Creek Open Space Corridor are 
expected, and no mitigation is warranted.  
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RESPONSE NO. B6-7 
Regarding the recommendation that impacts associated with fuel modification be evaluated with 
mitigation required, the entirety of site areas subject to disturbance were evaluated in Section 3.C, 
Biological Resources of the Draft EIR and the mitigation measures provided to address significant 
impacts apply to areas that would be subject to fuel modification.  Impact C-1 beginning on page 
3.C-37 of the Draft EIR specifically discusses fuel modification efforts completed to date that were 
directed by the San Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS).  In addition, for the purpose of the assessment contained in the Draft 
EIR, fuel modification was considered to be a part of the development that was analyzed.  For 
example, as relates to the southern rubber boa, Mitigation Measure MM-C4(a) states in part that the 
amount of southern rubber boa habitat determined to be impacted will include among other things, 
areas subject to fuel modification.   

RESPONSE NO. B6-8 
Regarding the recommendation that impacts on riparian habitat be analyzed, such analysis was 
provided in Section 3.C, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR, including mitigation measures 
provided to address significant impacts.  See page 3.C-2 of the Environmental Setting discussion on 
Plant Communities, pages 3.C-40 and 3.C-41 regarding impacts on Jurisdictional Areas, and page 
3.C-43 for mitigation measures addressing impacts to Jurisdictional Waters. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-9 
Regarding the recommendation that a hydrological analysis be completed focusing on how the 
project would alter and concentrate flows from the site and potentially impact local drainages 
downstream to Lake Arrowhead, a Drainage Study was prepared for the project and was 
incorporated into the analysis presented in Section 4.F, Hydrology, Water Quality and Water 
Supply, of the Draft EIR.  In summary, the analysis found that since on site flows would be 
discharged at the same point within the natural drainage course as under existing conditions and 
there would be an overall decrease in storm flows discharged from the site (as a result of creating 
flat building pads where there are now steep slopes), neither the off site natural drainage course nor 
the off site watershed, would be substantially altered by development of the project.  Thus, impacts 
regarding hydrology and drainage would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-10 
See above Response to Comment B6-8, regarding analysis and mitigation for impacts to 
jurisdictional waters.  Also, it is acknowledged that additional requirements may be imposed on the 
project through the CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement process that is provided for in 
Mitigation Measure MM-C3(a). 
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RESPONSE NO. B6-11 
The issues identified in the comment as being of particular concern to CDFG were addressed in the 
Draft EIR as indicated in the above responses. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-12 
Regarding the various surveys addressing biological resources that have been conducted for the site 
and the recommendation that all surveys and the jurisdictional delineation be updated with results 
included in the Final EIR; site conditions, including habitat characteristics and jurisdictional features 
have not meaningfully changed since the surveys cited in the comment were completed.  Moreover, 
regarding the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel, the Final EIR incorporates 
pre-construction surveys for both of these species prior to the initiation of clearing and construction 
activities in Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b).  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to 
the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.  Therefore, updated surveys at this time are not warranted.   

RESPONSE NO. B6-13 
Regarding the concern that impacts to State-listed species of special concern were found to be less 
than significant, it should be noted as stated in the Draft EIR on page 3.C-40, that while 
displacement or loss of individuals or their habitat due to the project would be an adverse impact, it 
would not threaten regional populations.  Regarding the statement that “the entire site will be 
rendered unsuitable for sensitive native species,” it should be acknowledged that over 13 acres or 37 
percent of the site would be retained as open space, and that this area would be contiguous to large 
areas of adjacent undeveloped forested land.  Furthermore, the utility of the approximately 13 acre 
open space area for sensitive native species is supported through Mitigation Measure MM-C3(b), 
which restricts use of the 13 acre open space area through various means.   

RESPONSE NO. B6-14 
Regarding the statement that the project has the potential to significantly impact sensitive species, 
including a State-listed threatened species and that the Final EIR should therefore focus on such 
impacts and in-kind mitigation, the Draft EIR includes alternatives that were selected in important 
part to reduce and/or avoid impacts on the southern rubber boa and other sensitive species.  For 
example, as described in Chapter 4, Alternatives, on page 4-7, Alternative 2 would reduce the size 
of the development area proposed by the project from 37 acres to about 5 acres, and as stated on 
page 4-9, the alternative would reduce or avoid significant impacts on jurisdictional waters, southern 
rubber boa and the San Bernardino flying squirrel, along with overall impacts on biological 
resources.  Although to a lesser extent than Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would reduce the extent of 
development on the site by approximately 25 percent, while substantially avoiding impacts on 
jurisdictional waters.  Other habitat impacts under Alternative 3 would be greatly reduced or 
avoided compared to the proposed project.    
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RESPONSE NO. B6-15 
Please refer to Response B6-12.  Rare plants and rare natural communities were addressed in the 
Draft EIR assessment.  

RESPONSE NO. B6-16 
Please refer to Response B6-12.  Sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian species were 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-17 
Please refer to Response B6-12.  Rare, threatened, and endangered species were addressed in the 
Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-18 
As is an industry accepted standard, the Department’s California Natural Diversity Data Base was 
searched to obtain information on reported sensitive species and habitats at the time the Draft EIR 
was prepared.  A current search was also completed for the Final EIR and there were no new 
records found that change the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-19 
Comment noted.  Effects on the southern rubber boa and relevant information on the species is 
provided in Section 3.C, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-20 
Comment noted. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-21 
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project, including human activities, would have an 
impact on the southern rubber boa and its habitat, as discussed on page 3.C-41.    

RESPONSE NO. B6-22 
Regarding the statement that the Final EIR include discussion of direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts with specific measures to offset impacts; the Draft EIR discusses these issues.  Direct, 
indirect and cumulative impacts on the southern rubber boa and other sensitive species, including 
offsetting mitigation measures, are discussed on pages 3.C-41 through 3.C-45.   Concerning 
knowledge of the regional setting as being critical to an assessment of environmental, the Draft EIR 
analysis contains numerous references to the status of biological resources in the region.  Beginning 
on page 3.C-5 the analysis discusses regional connectivity/wildlife movement and specifically 
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addresses the site’s location within the much larger undeveloped National Forest.  Continuing on 
pages 3.C-9 through 3.C-13, the analysis discusses the project in the context of regional and state-
wide resource agency policies and regulations, including state and federal programs, including the 
San Bernardino National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  Tables 3C-1 and 3C-2 
provide information on the status and distribution of sensitive plant and wildlife species, as well as 
the nature of threats to them in some cases.  Similarly, the discussion of the regulatory framework 
for the project beginning on page 3.C-28 addresses nation-wide, state-wide and county-wide 
regulatory statutes.  On page 3.C-36 of the Draft EIR the geographical area within which the 
significance of potential impacts is addressed is defined to be the region including the San 
Bernardino National Forest east of Interstate 15, and to the Banning Pass, north of Interstate 10 
(literally hundreds of thousands of acres).  Finally, the cumulative impact analysis found on pages 
3.C-42 and 3.C-43 of the Draft EIR speaks specifically to the entire San Bernardino National Forest 
as the context for its assessment. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-23 
Regarding the recommendation that the Final EIR address on and off-site impacts to habitat, the 
Draft EIR addresses such effects related to increased human activity, such as noise and light levels, 
on page 3.C-40 as well as cumulative impacts on page 3.C-42.  And, as previously indicated, 
Mitigation Measure MM-C3(b) addresses indirect effects on habitat through prohibition and 
restriction of activities in the 13 acre open space area.  Furthermore, potential lighting impacts and 
potential for “light spillover” effects on adjacent lands are addressed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of 
the Draft EIR on page 3.A-24.  Regarding impacts on wildlife corridor/movement areas, this issue 
was addressed in the Draft EIR as indicated above in Response to Comment B6-6.     

RESPONSE NO. B6-24 
Regarding wildlife-human interactions and mitigation measures to address such potential effects, 
this issue was addressed in the Draft EIR, as indicated above in Response to Comment B6-23. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-25 
Cumulative effects on biological resources were addressed in the Draft EIR, see the discussion 
under the heading “Cumulative Impacts” in Section 3.C, Biological Resources on page 3.C-42.  

RESPONSE NO. B6-26 
At the present time, neither the preparation nor the implementation of any regional or subregional 
NCCP/HCPs that include the project site are anticipated.    
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RESPONSE NO. B6-27 
The statement that the requirements for a CESA for the southern rubber boa must be satisfied prior 
to certification of the Final EIR or a subsequent CEQA document will have to be prepared to meet 
the CEQA needs of a CDFG Incidental Take Permit is unreasonable.  The Draft EIR discusses and 
discloses potentially significant impacts to southern rubber boa.  Practicable mitigation is proposed 
that mitigates for these impacts, including provisions for replacement habitat on- and off-site at a 3:1 
ratio, established to the satisfaction of CDFG.  Suitable mitigation lands will be established in 
consultation with CDFG, however, the mitigation measures for the southern rubber boa are capable 
of being successfully implemented as evidenced through preliminary discussions with the USFS.  
The USFS has identified available properties with suitable southern rubber boa habitat that are 
targeted as additions to forest land through off-site mitigation programs, as recently evidenced by a 
program with the USFS that addressed impacts on the southern rubber boa associated with a 
Caltrans roadway project.  Also, regarding adequate funding, Mitigation Measure MM-C4(b) makes 
it clear that no grading or construction will occur until an off-site mitigation plan for the southern 
rubber boa has been formalized and approved to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG, and the 
USFS.    

RESPONSE NO. B6-28 
The comment regarding the environmentally superior alternative and the impacts it would reduce or 
avoid is noted.  Regarding concerns about fire hazards and the statement that the Final EIR should 
address this issue and impacts associated with fuel modification, see Section 3.E, Hazards of the 
Draft EIR for a thorough evaluation.  A crown fire (i.e., the movement of fire through the crowns of 
trees) was a component considered in the evaluation of wildland fire hazards.  Regarding how the 
risk of a crown fire would be reduced through a reduced density alternative, see Chapter 4, 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR.  As indicated in the discussion of the reduced density alternative 
related to wildland fire hazards on page 4-15, impacts associated with wildland fires would be 
similar to but less than those of the proposed project.  Regarding fire hazards also see Response to 
Comment F75-30.      

RESPONSE NO. B6-29 
The statement that the Draft EIR does not include a discussion of the Strawberry Creek wildlife 
corridor is not accurate.  The Draft EIR includes a discussion of wildlife movement on pages 3.C-5 
through 3.C-8, including specific analysis of the Strawberry Creek Open Space Corridor as depicted 
on A Plan for Open Space and Trails for the County of San Bernardino (1991) and as shown on the 
General Plan Open Space Overlay Map.  Although specific reference to “Wildlife Corridor 20” is 
not made, potential impacts on the corridor are addressed.  Also see Response to Comment B6-6 
above.  
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RESPONSE NO. B6-30 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B6-8 and B6-10.  Also, see the discussion of Impact C-3 on 
page 3.C-40 and Mitigation Measures MM-C3(a) and MM-C3(b) on page 3.C-43 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-31 
Comment noted. 

RESPONSE NO. B6-32 
Although CDFG’s recommendations are noted, the County takes exception to the suggestion that 
the mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR are not specific enough for CDFG to fulfill its 
CEQA obligations as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. Regarding the statement that by leaving 
permit negotiations out of the CEQA process the public is deprived the right to know what the 
impacts are and how they will be mitigated does not fairly credit the analysis and mitigation 
provided in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR provides the public with a reasonably complete 
understanding of project impacts, mitigation measures, and a clear understanding of the 
performance standards that mitigation will need to achieve assuming the project is approved and 
moves through the permitting process.   Also, to expect permit negotiations to be undertaken in 
advance of a project being approved raises feasibility issues given the potential that projects going 
through the CEQA process may not be approved, may be approved with changes, and development 
of final plans following approval and associated passage of time would often be likely to change the 
determination of specific permit requirements.      
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LETTER NO. B7 

Scott Morgan, Acting Director Date:  8/10/2010 
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit  
1400 10th Street  
P.O. Box 3044  
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

RESPONSE NO.  B7-1 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board provided late comments (August 9, 2010) 
after the close of the review period on June 17, 2010.  Responses to these comments are provided in 
Letter G2. 
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LETTER NO. D1 

Naresh Varma, P.E. Chief Date:  5/24/2010 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DIVISION  
County of San Bernardino, Dept. of Public Works  
825 East Third Street  
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 

RESPONSE NO.  D1-1 
The Draft EIR discussed hydrological conditions in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and 
Water Supply with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 
3.F-3 of the Draft EIR, using the San Bernardino County Rational Hydrology Program, the runoff 
flow during a 100-year storm event at Node No. 8 is 150.6 cfs.  The difference between the 100-
year flow rates (17 cfs or approximately 10 percent increase) is minor and most likely based on  
how the subareas were delineated.  This slight discrepancy would be resolved upon review and 
approval of a Final Drainage Study/storm drain design by the Department of Public Works.  
Additionally, this comment is in regard to offsite drainage flows at the point where the natural 
drainage course intersects the northern boundary of the project site.  Therefore, the slight increase in 
flow rates would not have an effect on the proposed storm drain improvements described on pages 
3.F-28 and 3.F-29 of the Draft EIR.  

RESPONSE NO.  D1-2 
The Rimforest Drainage Feasibility Study is a proposed County Department of Public Works 
project that will undergo a separate environmental review process.  The retarding basins referenced 
by the commenter would be required to mitigate impacts identified as part of the County Project 
(downstream of the proposed project), not the proposed project.  The Drainage Study prepared for 
the project and included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR was based on existing hydrological 
conditions at the time the study was prepared.  County improvements identified in the Rimforest 
Drainage Feasibility Study are in the preliminary design phase and may undergo additional 
revisions prior to final approval.  At this time the timing and extent of construction for the County 
project has not been fully determined and therefore it would be premature and speculative to 
analyze the County project in this EIR.   
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LETTER NO. D2 

Nancy Sansonetti, Principal Planner/Chief Date:  4/19/2010 
PLANNING & PERMITTING SECTION  
Solid Waste Management Division  
County of San Bernardino, Dept. Public Works  
 

RESPONSE NO.  D2-1 
The comment regarding the responsibility of the County of San Bernardino Solid Waste Division is 
acknowledged.  Please refer to Responses D2-2 and D2-3 below. 

RESPONSE NO.  D2-2 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed recycling in Sections 3.J, Global Climate Change 
and 3.B, Air Quality.  Specifically for the handling of construction and demolition debris Mitigation 
Measure MM-B1(h) requires the following: 

Prior to issuance of any grading or building permit, the project plans and specifications shall 
include a statement that at least 50 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition 
debris (including, but not limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and 
cardboard) shall be recycled, salvaged, or reused. The statement in the plans and 
specifications shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. 

In addition, as a condition of project approval the applicant shall complete the Solid Waste 
Management Division’s (SWMD) Construction and Demolition Waste Reduction and Recycling 
Plan for review and approval by the SWMD prior to the issuance of permits.  The Plan will list the 
types and volumes of solid waste materials expected to be generated from grading and construction 
activities and the types and volumes of materials diverted from landfill disposal for reuse or 
recycling. 

Mitigation Measure MM-B2(j) addresses recycling during project operation as follows: 

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall demonstrate that the proposed 
building or structure designs incorporate interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables 
and green waste and adequate recycling containers located in public areas.  Documentation 
of compliance with this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building 
Official for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation measures or 
equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior to certificate of 
occupancy. 
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RESPONSE NO.  D2-3 
The project site is adjacent to residential uses already served by a commercial waste hauler.  It is 
expected that trash pick-up service could readily be extended to serve the project site.  As described 
on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR, regularly scheduled trash pick-up would occur once a week with 
additional pick-ups scheduled when needed, such as a special event or program.  Any increase in 
traffic due to waste-hauling vehicles serving the site would be minimal and accounted for within the 
assumptions uses for the traffic study.   
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LETTER NO. D3 

Michael Truett Date:  4/29/2010 
FLOOD CONTROL PLANNING DIVISION  
County of San Bernardino  
 

RESPONSE NO.  D3-1 
Please refer to Response to Comment D1-2 regarding proposed drainage improvements by the 
County Flood Control Planning Division. 
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LETTER NO. D4 

Naresh P. Varma, P.E., Chief Date:  6/16/2010 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DIVISION  
Department of Public Works  
825 East Third Street  
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0835 

RESPONSE NO.  D4-1 
The omission of the attachment of Exhibit “F,” Proposed Options No. 1 & 2 – 
Hydrology/Hydraulics Study Map, Community of Rimforest, County of San Bernardino, CA is 
noted.   

Please see Response to Comment D1-2 for a discussion of the Rimforest Drainage Feasibility 
Study. 
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LETTER NO. D5 

James Lasby, Elections Technician Date:  6/16/2010 
REGISTRAR OF VOTERS  
777 East Rialto Avenue  
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0770 

RESPONSE NO.  D5-1 
This comment of support for the project is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. E1 

Ryan Gross, District Engineer Date:  4/27/2010 
LAKE ARROWHEAD COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT  
Water/Wastewater Systems  
P.O. Box 700  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO.  E1-1 
In response to concerns expressed by the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (LACSD)  
regarding the availability of downstream sewer capacity to adequately serve the proposed project 
the applicant’s engineer has identified that there is available sewer main capacity based on recent 
land use changes in the area.  Furthermore, during the final engineering phase and as a Condition of 
Approval of the Conditional Use Permit, the applicant will be required to conduct a Sewer 
Feasibility Study to confirm the available capacity of the existing sewer collection system based on 
a weekend peak flow from the project site through Blue Jay.  Therefore, as reflected in LACSD’s 
letter to W.J. McKeever Inc., dated November 3, 2010, LACSD’s concerns have been addressed.  
See Appendix C of this Final EIR for related correspondence.  

RESPONSE NO.  E1-2 
The Draft EIR discussed water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 
3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, operation of the project could increase pollutants in storm water runoff, 
including oil, grease, and heavy metals associated with surface parking areas.  Measures to reduce 
downstream impacts from vehicle “droppings” in the parking areas and fertilizers and sediment 
from the play fields include the preparation of a site specific Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP), Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the Drainage Study (such as directing 
“first flush” from most of the parking and driveway areas to grassy swales within landscaped areas), 
and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  These measures would reduce operational surface 
water quality impacts (including off-site storm water runoff that is tributary to Little Bear Creek and 
Lake Arrowhead) to a less-than-significant level.   

Since the preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP for the proposed project was prepared 
and is included in Appendix A of the Final EIR.  The Preliminary WQMP identifies pollutants of 
concern, hydrologic conditions of concern, watershed impact of project, site design BMPs, source 
control BMPs, treatment control BMPS, BMP design criteria, and operations and maintenance of 
identified BMPs.   
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As stated in the Preliminary WQMP, the project will implement site design, source control, and 
treatment control BMPs to mitigate pollutants of concern including but not limited to: the use of 
vegetated swales, retention areas, and storm drain inserts; educating property owners; specifying 
activity restrictions; training; street sweeping; landscaping; roof runoff controls; and efficient 
irrigation.  Many of these features are shown on the WQMP Site Plan, included as Attachment A of 
the Preliminary WQMP.  A complete listing of all proposed BMPs is provided on pages 10 through 
19 of the Preliminary WQMP.  Approval of a Final WQMP and implementation of the BMPs 
would conform to National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements and 
impacts on downstream receiving waters would be less than significant, as was stated in the Draft 
EIR.   

These measures amplify and clarify the BMPs referenced in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, 
and Water Supply and the Drainage Study (Appendix F) of the Draft EIR.  Relevant changes to the 
discussion of water quality are shown in Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in 
this Final EIR. 
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LETTER NO. E2 

Jim Grant, Lake Manager Date:  5/10/2010 
ARROWHEAD LAKE ASSOCIATION  
P.O. Box 1119  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO. E2-1 
The Draft EIR discussed hydrology and water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and 
Water Supply with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As described on 
pages 3.F-4 and 3.F-5 of the Draft EIR, on-site flows within the natural drainage course exit the site 
at the northeast corner and continue in a northerly direction along Daley Canyon Road.  Flows 
within the natural drainage course are tributary to the headwaters of Little Bear Creek which flow to 
Lake Arrowhead.  As analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, operation of the 
project has the potential to increase pollutants in storm water runoff.  Measures to reduce 
downstream impacts include the preparation of a site specific Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP), Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the Drainage Study (such as directing 
“first flush” from most of the parking and driveway areas to grassy swales within landscaped areas), 
and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  These measures would reduce operational surface 
water quality impacts (including off-site storm water runoff that is tributary to Little Bear Creek and 
Lake Arrowhead) to a less-than-significant level.   

Please see Response to Comments E2-4 and E1-2 for a discussion of the Preliminary WQMP which 
clarifies and amplifies the BMPs identified in the Drainage Study, included as Appendix F of the 
Draft EIR.  See also Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, included in this Final 
EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. E2-2 
This comment is acknowledged.  However, for clarification the USGS designation of Little Bear 
Creek is that of an “intermittent” rather than “perennial” blue line stream. 

RESPONSE NO. E2-3 
As further described on page 3.F-29 of the Draft EIR, storm water runoff from the project site 
would decrease under the proposed conditions when compared to existing conditions based on the 
following: 

Currently, the area of the project site proposed for development consists of steep 
mountainous slopes.  Grading of the site would create flatter areas (i.e., athletic fields, 
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landscaped areas) where the steep slopes previously existed.  This change in topography 
would alter storm water runoff by increasing the time that rainfall stays on the project site 
(Tc), which would decrease the average intensity for any given storm event.  Essentially, the 
athletic fields and landscaped areas would act as infiltration beds to offset the increased 
runoff due to the impervious areas.  Overall, the developed/altered portion of the project site 
would consist of approximately 50 percent pervious and 50 percent impervious area.   

The drainage calculations included in Appendix F, Drainage Study of the Draft EIR, were 
performed using the San Bernardino County Rational Hydrology Program (Hydrology Manual date 
– August 1986) Civilcadd / Civildesign Engineering Software(c) 1989-2005 Version 7.1, as 
required by the County Department of Public Works.  The rational method hydrology calculations 
were provided in Exhibit B of the Drainage Study.  

As indicated in the Drainage Study, the “Peak Q’s” of the runoff from the developed site are lower 
than the “Peak Q’s” from the site as developed.  The term “Q”, as used in hydrology calculations, is 
defined as the amount of storm water passing a defined point measured in cubic feet per second.  
This measurement of storm water flow is used to calculate the necessary size of a proposed storm 
drain or the capacity of an existing storm drain. 

The Rational Method formula used for calculating storm water runoff includes a factor for “time of 
concentration.”  This term is defined as the time that is required for a drop of water to travel from 
the upper edge of a particular drainage subarea to the lower edge.  When this “time of 
concentration” is applied to the “Intensity Duration Curve” for a specific storm event, the resultant 
is the average intensity (in inches) for that storm.  When the gradient along the path of travel for a 
drop of water is reduced or flattened, the velocity of the water is reduced requiring a greater amount 
of time for the water to travel through a drainage sub area.  When the travel time is increased, the 
resultant intensity is decreased.  Consequently, when the gradient of a site is reduced (steep existing 
mountain terrain to flatten developed site) the intensity factor use to calculate Peak Q is reduced.  
Additionally, the runoff coefficients (water falling on the site less percolation) in the steep natural 
mountain terrain are high. 

As described on pages 3.F-29 and 3.F-30 of the Draft EIR, since the drainage improvements would 
be designed to ensure that offsite flows into the natural area would not increase compared to 
existing conditions and the project would implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a Soil 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, impacts on hydrology and drainage would be less than 
significant.  See also Response to Comment E1-2 and Appendix A of this Final EIR for a discussion 
of site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs that will be implemented as 
part of the project. 
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Please see Letters D1 and D4 for responses to comments provided by the San Bernardino County 
Department of Public Works, Flood Control Planning Division regarding off-site drainage 
conditions. 

RESPONSE NO. E2-4 
The Draft EIR discussed water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As described on pages 3.F-34 
through 3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified 
in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) and an approved Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would reduce construction and 
operational impacts on water quality to a less-than-significant level.  Since preparation of the Draft 
EIR, a Preliminary WQMP (provided as Appendix A of this Final EIR) was prepared for the project 
site that identifies pollutants of concern, hydrologic and conditions of concern, watershed impact of 
the project, site design BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control BMPs, BMP design criteria, 
and operations and maintenance of identified BMPs.  (See Response to Comment E1-2 of this Final 
EIR.)  The implementation of BMPs identified in the Preliminary WQMP would also mitigate first-
flush effects and the volume of stormwater runoff primarily through the use of vegetative swales 
and landscaping.  Therefore, the installation of a detention/retention basin would not be required to 
reduce drainage and water quality impacts to a less than significant level.  Furthermore, the 
construction of a detention/retention basin would result in greater impacts on biological resources 
than the drainage improvements proposed for the project.  
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LETTER NO. E3 

April Andrews Date:  6/15/2010 
INLAND EMPIRE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT  
25864-K Business Center Drive  
Redlands, CA 92374 

RESPONSE NO. E3-1 
The Draft EIR addressed impacts on these species and their habitat in Section 3.C, Biological 
Resources with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As described on 
page 3.C-41 of the Draft EIR, project construction may impact the southern rubber boa (a State-
listed threatened species) and San Bernardino flying squirrel (Forest Service Sensitive and 
California Special Concern species), which may be present on site.  With implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures project-level impacts on these species would be less than 
significant but would be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  As shown on Table 3C-2 of the 
Draft EIR (and clarified in Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final 
EIR), the mountain yellow-legged frog, white-eared pocket mouse, and Andrew’s marble butterfly 
are not expected to occur on site, and therefore no impacts on these species would occur with 
project development.  Regarding the California spotted owl, this species was observed on site.  As 
concluded on page 3.C-39 of the Draft EIR, because this species is not protected by Federal or State 
listings as threatened or endangered, and loss of potential habitat would not threaten the regional 
population, the disruption of potentially suitable habitat represents a less-than-significant impact to 
regional populations of the California spotted owl.   

RESPONSE NO. E3-2 
The Draft EIR addressed impacts on riparian habitat in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As described on pages 3.C-2 and 
3.C-38 of the Draft EIR, riparian habitat occurs along a stream that flows down the middle of the 
site from the southwest to the northwest corner and is dominated by arroyo willow with a shrub 
layer of mountain dogwood.  Regarding the concern expressed about negative impacts on riparian 
habitat, as analyzed in Section 4.F, Hydrology, Water Quality and Water Supply, and Appendix F, 
Drainage Study, of the Draft EIR, because on site flows after project development would be 
discharged at the same point within the natural drainage course as under existing conditions and 
there would be an overall decrease in storm flows discharged from the site (as a result of creating 
flat building pads where there are now steep slopes), neither the off-site natural drainage course and 
its associated riparian habitat nor the off-site watershed, would be substantially altered by 
development of the project.  Thus, impacts to riparian habitat resulting from changes in drainage on 
site would be less than significant.  Moreover, with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-
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C3(b), which prohibits access to riparian areas, direct impacts to riparian and wetland habitats 
would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. E3-3 
The Draft EIR addressed impacts on jurisdictional wetland in Section 3.C, Biological Resources 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As described on page 3.C-40 
of the Draft EIR, the proposed project will impact approximately 0.22 acre of jurisdictional non-
wetland “waters of the State” and 0.12 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.”  These impacts 
would be less than significant through California Department of Fish and Game and Army Corps of 
Engineers permitting requirements and other mitigation as specified in Mitigation Measure MM-
C3(a).   

RESPONSE NO. E3-4 
The Draft EIR addressed impacts on tree removal in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As analyzed on pages 3.C-37 and 
3.C-38 of the Draft EIR: 

The proposed project would impact the Westside ponderosa pine plant community, which is 
relatively common in the San Bernardino Mountains.  Approximately 3,969 trees with a 
diameter of at least six inches existed on the site in 2003, based on a Foresters Report 
inventory conducted at that time.  In 2004, approximately 70 percent, or 2,800 of these trees 
were removed due to infestation and death by the bark beetle and the associated fire hazard.  
In addition to this earlier removal of trees, approximately 23 acres or 60 percent of the 
Westside ponderosa pine plant community on the site would be impacted by the proposed 
project due to grading and development.  The remaining 40 percent of the site, primarily 
Westside ponderosa pine, would be preserved and unaffected by grading or development.  It 
should also be noted that the SBCFD and NRCS have removed additional trees and 
vegetation under the emergency Large Tree Removal Program during September and 
October 2008.  All work was reviewed and approved by a County of San Bernardino 
Registered Professional Forester and the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection prior to removal. 

Although the loss of Westside ponderosa pine plant community acreage and trees is 
substantial on a site specific basis, the community is common, fairly widespread in the San 
Bernardino Mountains, and is not considered a sensitive plant community.  While there 
would be an impact on this natural plant community, the taking of trees on-site would not 
have a significant adverse impact locally or region-wide.  The protection of remaining trees 
from disturbances during construction would be addressed through compliance with the San 
Bernardino County Plant Protection and Management Ordinance, Landscaping Ordinance, 
and associated Tree Protection Guidelines. . . 
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Furthermore, Mitigation Measure MM-C5(a), on page 3.C-44 of the Draft EIR states: 

Prior to completion of a final grading plan, a registered biologist approved by the County, 
CDFG, and the USFS shall review the grading plan and work with the appropriate applicant 
representative or contractor to identify areas and specific trees (Westside ponderosa pines, 
snags, and oaks) that can be feasibly retained within the proposed development area of the 
site.  The objective of this coordination shall be to promote movement of the San Bernardino 
flying squirrel across the site by avoiding wide clearings and retaining as much canopy 
cover as feasible across the development area.  Following coordination between the 
biologist and the applicant representative, the final grading plan shall be reviewed by the 
County, CDFG, and the USFS to confirm that these resource conservation objectives for 
canopy cover have been achieved.   

RESPONSE NO. E3-5 
The Draft EIR discussed water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 
3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, operation of the project could increase pollutants in storm water runoff, 
including oil, grease, and heavy metals associated with surface parking areas.  Measures to reduce 
downstream impacts from release of motor oils in the parking areas and fertilizers in landscaped 
areas include the preparation of a site specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the Drainage Study (such as directing “first flush” from 
most of the parking and driveway areas to grassy swales within landscaped areas), and a Soil 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  These measures would reduce operational surface water 
quality impacts to a less-than-significant level.   

Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP (included in Appendix A of this Final 
EIR) was prepared that includes additional site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment 
control BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project.  For a discussion of the Preliminary 
WQMP see Response to Comment E1-2.  

RESPONSE NO. E3-6 
Water supply and water use are discussed in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water 
Supply of the Draft EIR.  As presented on pages 3.F-30 through 3.F-33 of the Draft EIR, water 
demand from the proposed project is estimated to be 86 acre-feet (AF) per year, which is within the 
demand forecasts considered in Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency’s (CLAWA’s) Urban 
Water Management Plan.  As indicated by CLAWA  in correspondence dated March 3, 2010 and 
included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, water supply would be available for the proposed project.   
The project would incorporate applicable water conservation measures that are included as part of 
San Bernardino County’s Standard Conditions of Approval.  These standard conditions include 
drought tolerant vegetation (which includes native plant species) and computerized irrigation 
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systems with automatic, independent adjustments for changes in temperature, solar radiation, 
humidity, rain and wind.  The computerized irrigation system would include flow sensing 
capabilities to shut down the system in the event of break or leak.  The project would also be 
required to install low-flow interior water faucets and toilets.   

RESPONSE NO. E3-7 
Please see Response to Comment E3-5 for a discussion of measures to control and contain non-
point source pollution. 

RESPONSE NO. E3-8 
As described in Response to Comment E3-6, native plant species would be included in landscaping 
plans as part of San Bernardino County’s Standard Conditions of Approval. 
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LETTER NO. F1 

Sandra Ellis Date:  5/1/2010 
P.O. Box 8542  
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341 

RESPONSE NO. F1-1 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR analyzed scenic views of the project from Highway 18 in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  As stated on page 3.A-20 of the Draft EIR, approximately 
63 percent of the site would be developed and 37 percent of the site would remain as open space.  
As concluded on page 3.A-31, even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures 
(such as landscaping and revegetation) impacts associated with the change in views of the project 
from Highway 18 from undeveloped forest land to developed conditions would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-2 
The Draft EIR analyzed light and glare in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  As analyzed on 
page 3.A-24 and 3.A-25 of the Draft EIR, lighting at the site would be shielded to restrict glare and 
address sky glow and light spillover in accordance with Chapter 83.07 of the County Development 
Code.  Outdoor lighting would be shielded and focused.  Any lighting used in landscaping would be 
low-level and downward facing.  As athletic games or events would be prohibited in the evenings, 
athletic fields would not be illuminated at night.  Light emanating from buildings on site and from 
parking areas would be visible from Highway 18.  However, as there are no sensitive receptors 
located along Highway 18, the impact would be less than significant.  Regarding visibility of 
lighting from adjacent residences, given the type of lighting sources and their locations proposed 
under the project, residential properties to the east would not be significantly affected by on-site 
illumination.  The western half of the project site consists primarily of athletic fields and surface 
parking areas.  As nighttime use of the athletic fields would not occur and no lighting of the fields is 
proposed, there would be a less than significant lighting impact to residences located west of the 
site.  Parking areas located between the two proposed baseball diamonds are situated approximately 
325 feet from residential property lines.  These parking areas would be lit at night; however, 
distance, the natural topography between the residences and parking areas, as well as the coniferous 
nature of the forested land, would prevent light spillover effects.  As such, lighting impacts would 
be less than significant.   

Regarding glare, as described on page 3.A-25 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would be 
constructed with non-reflective materials.  Glare associated with automobile headlights would be 
limited to cars entering, exiting, or parking on site.  Depending on the locations of the moving cars 
on site relative to Highway 18, glare may be visible from Highway 18.  However, there are no 
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sensitive receptors located immediately south of the project site, and as such, no impacts would 
occur due to cars exiting the site.  The effects of headlights internal to the site would be less than 
significant, as the residential properties to the west of the site, would remain elevated above the site 
at a distance of 70 feet or more from the internal roadways.  As a result, impacts on these receptors 
due to glare from headlights would be less than significant.  Additionally, due to the distance and 
elevation difference between proposed light sources and the nearest residences, impacts on sensitive 
receptors due to glare from sources such as roadway lighting, would be less than significant. 

The Draft EIR addressed the effect of lighting on animals in the area in Section 3.C, Biological 
Resources with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As described on 
page 3.C-40 of the Draft EIR, indirect project-related impacts would include increased human 
activity, including higher unnatural nighttime light levels.  Increases in nighttime lighting could be 
beneficial for insectivorous wildlife species, such as bats and toads, because it attracts and 
concentrates large numbers of insects upon which these species feed.  However, the negative effects 
of nighttime lighting and associated human activities on other wildlife populations generally exceed 
the possible beneficial effects.  Nighttime lighting is detrimental to animals in adjacent habitats 
because of disruption of light-dark daily rhythms and reduction in the ability of nocturnal species to 
avoid predators.  Although these impacts would be adverse, by themselves they would not be 
expected to reduce common wildlife populations below self-sustaining levels in the region; 
therefore, elimination or disruption of habitat for these species would not represent a regionally 
significant impact. 

Based on the above analysis presented in the Draft EIR, light and glare impacts on Highway 18, 
adjacent residences, and animals in the area would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-3 
The installation of traffic signals was discussed in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As described under mitigation 
measures MM-12(a) through MM-12(w), the proposed project would be required to contribute a fair 
share towards traffic signals at nine identified intersections and fully fund the traffic signal at the 
project access and Highway 18.  Therefore, one signal would be constructed as part of the project 
and nine signals are improvements at significantly impacted intersections that would be constructed 
in the future, as determined by the County of San Bernardino and Caltrans.  Although these traffic 
lights would generate additional light sources, due to design standards and the distance from 
sensitive receptors, the illumination would not be of an intensity to create a substantial source of 
light and glare.  Furthermore, due to the limited extent of physical improvements, the traffic lights 
alone would not result in significant changes to the rural mountain communities which under the 
General Plan would continue to be dominated by undeveloped forested lands.  Therefore, impacts 
from installation of the traffic signals associated with the project and regional improvements would 
be less than significant.   
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RESPONSE NO. F1-4 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed grading in Section 3.D, Geology and Soils with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix D.  See also Response to Comment 
F1-5 regarding the effect of grading on the character of the site. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-5 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed visual impacts of the project from Highway 18 in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 3.A-22 and shown on Figures 3A-6 
through 3A-8, of the Draft EIR, implementation of the project would substantially change views to 
the site along the Highway 18 corridor.  Views of relatively undisturbed forested land would be 
altered through grading with entry roads, a traffic signal, parking areas, buildings and athletic fields 
visible to some degree through a variable width setback with introduced landscaping. The landform 
of the site as viewed from the highway would also be altered, particularly in the southeastern portion 
of the site where a section of hillside would be removed.  Even with implementation of mitigation 
measures, impacts on views from Highway 18 would be significant and unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-6 
Please see Response to Comment E3-2 regarding the presence of riparian habitat on site and 
Response to Comment E3-1 regarding the potential of the species listed by the commenter to occur 
on site. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-7 
Please see Response to Comment E3-3 regarding potential adverse effects on federally protected 
wetlands.  The potential for the presence of blue line streams was analyzed in Sections 3.C, 
Biological Resources, and 3.H, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply of the Draft EIR with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendices C and F.  As stated on page 3.C-8 of 
the Draft EIR, no blue line streams, as shown on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
quadrangle map, are located on the project site.   

RESPONSE NO. F1-8 
Please see Response to Comments B6-6 and F89-17 regarding the potential impact of the project on 
the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor.  Concerning the statement in the comment that the entire 
area is an important riparian habitat, approximately 95 percent of the site is dominated by Westside 
ponderosa pine forest.  Only a very small portion of the site supports riparian vegetation that is 
restricted on site to immediate drainage areas.   
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RESPONSE NO. F1-9 
Please see Response to Comments B6-6 and F89-17 regarding the potential impact of the project on 
the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor.  Regarding the loss of riparian habitat please refer to 
Response to Comments F1-8, E3-2, and E3-3. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-10 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with the goals and policies of the County’s General 
Plan Conservation and Open Space elements and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan in Sections 
3.A, Aesthetics, 3.C, Biological Resources, and 3.G, Land Use.   

As stated on page 3.G-12 of the Draft EIR, the project site is located within the Open Space (OS), 
Biotic Resources (BR), Geologic Hazard (GH), and Fire Safety (FS) Overlays.  Within the OS 
Overlay the site is adjacent to a County Designated Scenic Route and Wildlife Corridor.  The 
project site may be partially within a portion of the Strawberry Creek wildlife corridor.  The project 
site is designated as a BR Overlay, because Southern Rubber Boa habitat has been identified on or 
in the vicinity of the project site.  As described in Section 3.D, Geology and Soils and 3.E, Hazards 
conformance with regulatory requirements and implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-D1 
would reduce potential impacts within these areas to a less than significant level.  As described in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics, even with implementation of mitigation measures, impacts on views along 
Highway 18, a Designated Scenic Route within the OS overlay, would be significant and 
unavoidable.  As described in Responses to Comments B6-6 and F89-17, impacts on the Strawberry 
Creek Corridor, within in the OS overlay would be less than significant.    As analyzed in Section 
3.C, Biological Resources project-specific impacts to the southern rubber boa would be less than 
significant after mitigation but cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-11 
Consistency of the proposed project with Lake Arrowhead Community Plan policies designed to 
retain the existing alpine character of the region and improve and preserve open space corridors was 
presented in Tables 3.A-1 and 3.G-2 of the Draft EIR.  As concluded on page 3.G-24 of the Draft 
EIR, development of the proposed project would result in landform alteration and the removal of 
natural vegetation, which could be considered inconsistent with the mountain character of the 
community.  In particular, the change in views along Highway 18, a designated scenic highway, 
would be considered a significant unavoidable aesthetic impact, potentially in conflict with 
Circulation and Infrastructure Policy LA/CI 1.8, and Conservation Goal LA/CO 2.  As described on 
page 3.G-28, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with policies to preserve open space 
corridors (i.e., Goal LA/OS 4, and Policies LA/OS 4.1 and 4.2).  Although a portion of the 
Strawberry Creek wildlife corridor may extend into the northwest corner of the project site, because 
no development is proposed on this portion of the site and wildlife movement is not confined to this 
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corridor since the area is surrounded by undeveloped U.S. Forest Service land, the proposed project 
would be in conformance with this goal.   

RESPONSE NO. F1-12 
Consistency of the proposed project with the goals of the County’s General Plan Conservation and 
Open Space elements referenced by the commenter (i.e., Goals M/CO 1, M/CO 5, and OS 5) was 
presented in Table 3.A-1 of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on pages 3.A-25 through 3.A-27 of the 
Draft EIR, although 37 percent of the site would be retained as open space, and mitigation measures 
are proposed, the impact on views along Highway 18 may conflict with Goals M/CO 1 and Goal 
OS 5 due to changes in the visual character of the site from a natural forest to a developed 
conditions.   As described in Response to Comment F1-2, the proposed project would generate low-
level lighting that would be consistent with Chapter 83.07 of the Development Code and therefore 
no conflict with Goal M/CO 5 would occur.  

RESPONSE NO. F1-13 
This comment is noted.  The thresholds of significance used to analyze visual impacts and as stated 
by the commenter is presented on page 3.A-15 of the Draft EIR.  Based on the analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR, it is acknowledged the impacts on views along Highway 18 would be significant and 
unavoidable.  See also Responses to Comments F1-1, F1-5, F1-11, and F1-12.  Regarding light and 
glare impacts these would be less than significant as described in Response to Comment F1-2. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-14 
For clarification, only one of the traffic signals is specifically required for this project.  The 
remaining traffic signals are not required to “accommodate” this project, but to address existing 
deficiencies.  As summarized in Table 3I-6 of the Draft EIR, by Year 2013 the intersections of 
Grass Valley Road/Highway 189, Daley Canyon Road/Highway 189, Lake Gregory 
Drive/Highway 18, Daley Canyon Access Road/Highway 18, and Highway 173/Highway 18 will 
operate at a deficient Level of Service (LOS) F even without the project during the Saturday Peak 
Hour.  Furthermore, it should be noted that since preparation of the Traffic Study included in 
Appendix H of the Draft EIR, one of the traffic signals (Lake Gregory Drive/Highway 18) has 
already been installed which will improve LOS.  Please see Responses to Comments F1-3, F81-3, 
and F81-5 regarding the construction of stoplights and driving conditions along Highway 18.     

RESPONSE NO. F1-15 
Please see Response to Comment F77-24 regarding evacuation.  As stated in that response, with 
preparation of an approved Evacuation Plan and multi-agency coordination during an evacuation, 
impacts associated with evacuation would be less than significant. 
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RESPONSE NO. F1-16 
Please refer to Response to Comment F1-3 and F1-14 regarding the construction of stoplights and 
the effect on mountain communities. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-17 
Please see Responses to Comments F1-11 and F1-12 regarding the General Plan and Lake 
Arrowhead Community Plan goals and policies.  Please see Response to Comment F1-10 regarding 
project consistency with the provisions of the Open Space overlay, which was analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  An analysis of project consistency with the San Bernardino National Forest Land 
Management Plan Scenic Objectives Map was provided in Section 3.G, Land Use of the Draft EIR.  
As stated on page 3.G-29, although no public trails were identified north of the site where the 
proposed project would be visible, impacts on views from Highway 18, which is identified on the 
Scenic Objectives Map as providing high scenic value, would be significant and unavoidable due to 
the alteration of the natural topography and removal of native vegetation.  As a result, while the 
proposed uses would be compatible with undeveloped SBNF property to the north, the change in 
views along Highway 18 represents a potential conflict with the scenic value attributed to this 
highway. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-18 
Comment noted.  Please see Responses to Comments F1-1 and F1-5 regarding the alteration of 
topography and vegetation. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-19 
The Draft EIR addressed air quality in Section 3.B, Air Quality with supporting technical data and 
analysis provided in Appendix B.  As concluded on pages 3.B-31 and 3.B-32 of the Draft EIR, even 
with implementation of mitigation measures, construction activities from the proposed project will 
result in significant unavoidable impacts on regional and local air quality due to exceedances of 
SCAQMD emissions thresholds for PM2.5, PM10, ROC, and NOx.  However, operational air quality 
impacts associated with PM2.5, PM10, ROC, NOx and CO would not exceed SCAQMD daily 
thresholds and therefore would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F1-20 
The Draft EIR addressed drainage in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  As concluded on page 3.F-30, 
since the drainage pattern of the site or area would not be substantially altered and the project would 
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, 
impacts on hydrology and drainage would be less than significant. 
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RESPONSE NO. F1-21 
As concluded on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, although the No Project/No Build Alternative would 
not result in any significant environmental impacts and would eliminate significant and unavoidable 
aesthetic, air quality, land use, and temporary noise impacts associated with the proposed project, it 
would not achieve any of the project objectives.  These objectives include relieving deficiencies at 
the existing Church of the Woods facilities; providing a new facility for worship services, meetings, 
and recreational activities; providing spiritual, educational, and recreational activities in a natural 
setting; and providing meeting, classroom, and recreational facilities for the community.   

RESPONSE NO. F1-22 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F2 

Marilyn Fuller Date:  5/10/2010 
P.O. Box 1739  
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 

RESPONSE NO. F2-1 
The Draft EIR addressed additional traffic from the proposed project in Section 3.I, Transportation 
and Circulation with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  Mitigation 
measures are presented on pages 3.I-23 through 3.I-2 of the Draft EIR.  As shown on Table 3I-8, 
Years 2013 and 2030 with Project with Mitigation Intersection Levels of Service, implementation of 
mitigation measures would improve traffic flow and reduce traffic impacts at the study intersections 
to less than significant levels.   

RESPONSE NO. F2-2 
Please see Response to Comment F81-5 regarding traffic signals and road hazards. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-3 
The Draft EIR addressed loss of habitat in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with supporting 
technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.   As described on pages 3.C-41 and 3.C-42 the 
loss of habitat for the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel as a result of the 
project would be potentially significant.  With implementation of mitigation measures MM-C4(a), 
MM-C4(b), MM-C5(a), and MM-C5(b), (which include consultation with the County, California 
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Forest Service to ensure appropriate habitat replacement, 
completion of a pre-construction survey, and construction monitoring), project-level impacts would 
be less than significant.  Also, please refer to Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, in this Final EIR regarding Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b).  However, cumulative impacts on 
these species would be significant and unavoidable.  See also Response to Comment B6-6 regarding 
wildlife corridors. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-4 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed increases in noise from the proposed project in 
Section 3.H, Noise with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix G.  Potential 
long-term operational noise impacts included traffic-related noise, amphitheater noise, athletic field 
noise, parking area noise, and combined noise levels.  As concluded on page 3.H-28 of the Draft 
EIR, even with implementation of mitigation measures amphitheater noise would be temporarily 
significant and unavoidable at the nearest residences.  Phase III of the proposed project would 
remove the temporary outdoor amphitheater and eliminate the noise impact.  Traffic noise from the 
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project would also contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact along some 
roadway segments. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-5 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-6 
The Draft EIR analyzed privacy, in terms of proximity to adjacent residences located west of the 
project site in Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  As described on pages 3.A-23 and 3.A-24 of the Draft EIR, 
the closest residential properties having the clearest vantage point into the site are approximately 30 
to 50 feet from the project’s western boundary.  These residences would be partially screened from 
the site by existing coniferous forest and natural vegetation, as well as landscaped manufactured 
slopes.  However, as tree removal and grading would occur as close as 30 feet to one or more 
residences, it is assumed that these properties would have visual access to the field areas and other 
site facilities to the east and these properties would also be visible from the project site.  Due to the 
change in these views from natural forested land to a developed condition, impacts to approximately 
three properties to the southwest of the site are considered significant and mitigation is required.  
The implementation of landscaping along the southwestern-most portion of the site, as required 
under Mitigation Measure MM-A8 would also help to maintain privacy on these adjacent private 
properties.  Residences located further north along the site’s western boundary would be almost 
completely screened and buffered from the site, since a substantial amount of natural open space 
(from approximately 150 to 300 feet) would be retained between these properties and the 
landscaped manufactured slope areas on the project site.  In addition, as required by Mitigation 
Measure MM-C3(b) hiking shall be confined to existing on-site trails.  Therefore, the project would 
be designed to minimize or avoid any intrusion on private property.  

Regarding house values, this is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-7 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-8 
This comment is noted.  The review period granted by the County is in accordance with Section 
15105(a) of the CEQA Guidelines which provides for a review period for a Draft EIR of no less 
than 45 days (when a copy is submitted to the State Clearinghouse) to no longer than 60 day except 
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in unusual circumstances.  The County does not find any unusual circumstances associated with the 
Draft EIR in comparison to other County projects, which would warrant the extension of the public 
review period beyond 60 days.  

RESPONSE NO. F2-9 
A CD copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010.   

RESPONSE NO. F2-10 
The commenter will be added to the County’s notification list for the proposed project, as requested. 

RESPONSE NO. F2-11 
As stated in the Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared by the 
County the contact person is Matthew Slowik, Advance Planning Division, Land Use Services 
Department, County of San Bernardino. 
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LETTER NO. F3 

Brad Roberts Date:  5/16/2010 
P.O. Box 574  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F3-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F4 

Antonette Pell Date:  5/20/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F4-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3 ,2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F5 

Harold Pell Date:  5/20/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F5-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F6 

William Abell Date:  5/20/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F6-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3 ,2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F7 

Becky Wickland Date:  5/20/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F7-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F8 

Rebecca and Bruce Forbes Date:  5/26/2010 
P.O. Box 293  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F8-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F8-2 
This comment is noted.   

RESPONSE NO. F8-3 
Please see Responses to Comments A1-7 regarding water, F2-1 regarding traffic, F1-2 regarding 
lighting, and E1-1 regarding sewage capacity. 

RESPONSE NO. F8-4 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F8-5 
Please see Response to Comment F8-1. 
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LETTER NO. F9 

Lynne Zubieta Date:  5/22/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO. F9-1 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F9-2 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed noise impacts from the proposed project in 
Section 3.H, Noise with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix G.  See also 
Response to Comment F2-4. 

RESPONSE NO. F9-3 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed tree removal in Section 3.C, Biological Resources 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.   

RESPONSE NO. F9-4 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F10 

Mary Taylor Date:  5/22/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F10-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F11 

Unreadable Date:  5/27/2010 
No address provided  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F11-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F12 

Sue Walker Date:  5/17/2010 
[svwalker@gmail.com]  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 

RESPONSE NO.  F12-1 
A CD copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on May 14, 2010.  The County had 
previously distributed a copy of the Notice of Availability to the commenter on April 16, 2010.  In 
response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency review and comment period 
for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 2010), resulting in a total 
review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F13 

Trudie Blank Date:  5/18/2010 
[blankc@charter.net]  
Twin Peaks, CA 

RESPONSE NO.  F13-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F13-2 
A CD copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on May 20, 2010.  The County had 
previously distributed a copy of the Notice of Availability to the commenter on April 16, 2010. 
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LETTER NO. F14 

Laurel Simpson Date:  5/18/2010 
[lwsimpson1 @verizon.netj  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F14-1 
In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency review and comment 
period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 2010), resulting in a 
total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F15 

Hank Coats Date:  5/18/2010 
[neothink58@yahoo.com]  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 

RESPONSE NO. F15-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F15-2 
The expressed concern for the loss of tree rain is noted and based on the scientific literature, fog 
captured by trees and retained as tree rain can be an important source of water for sustaining certain 
plant species within natural communities.  For example, research by Dawson indicated that during 
summer months, when fog was most frequent, between 8 to 34 percent of the water used by the 
coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), and between 6 to 100 percent of water used by the 
understory vegetation came from fog precipitation after it had dripped from tree foliage into the soil 
(Dawson, T.E., 1995, The Use of Fog Precipitation by Plants in Coastal Redwood Forests).  
However, a comparable study By Keppler (Keppler, E., 2007, Effects of Timber Harvest on Fog 
Drip and Streamflow, Casper Creek Experimental Watersheds, Mendocino County, California, 
USDA Forest Service, Gen Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-194), indicated that precipitation from fog drip at 
clear cut sites was not significantly different from sites that had not been clear cut; furthermore, fog 
drip did not appear to strongly influence groundwater and baseflow processes in the Casper Creek, 
Mendocino County, California watershed.  All of this is to say that the influence and importance of 
fog drip seems to vary geographically, and is more pronounced in areas which receive fog during 
otherwise dry summer months.  The project site is inland with a semi-arid climate, where fog is 
most frequent during the winter months when rainfall and snowmelt runoff is dominating the 
precipitation the area receives.  This, combined with the relatively small area to be affected by the 
project, does not appear to jeopardize understory vegetation on site, let alone within the watershed.  
In addition, it should be noted that the surface runoff from the site (as opposed to percolation) is 
projected to decrease slightly (and the percolation to increase slightly) giving more opportunity for 
accretion of water in the soils within the open space on site.  Therefore, no significant impact is 
expected.      
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LETTER NO. F16 

Sandra Huckaby Date:  5/19/2010 
33120 Piedras Grandes  
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341 

RESPONSE NO.  F16-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F17 

Ann Rawson Date:  5/19/2010 
[arawson07@charter.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F17-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F18 

Heather Sargeant Date:  5/20/2010 
PO Box 224  
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 

RESPONSE NO.  F18-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F19 

Janice Smith Date:  5/20/2010 
PO Box 304  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F19-1 
A CD copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on May 24, 2010.  The County had 
previously distributed a copy of the Notice of Availability to the commenter on April 16, 2010. 

RESPONSE NO. F19-2 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F20 

Carol Pedder Date:  5/20/2010 
P.O. Box 598  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F20-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F21 

Brenda Cox Date:  5/20/2010 
[LoveJoyMagic@aol.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F21-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F22 

Arbe M. Kraft Date:  5/21/2010 
P.O. Box 696  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO.  F22-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F23 

Carolyn Wolpe Date:  5/21/2010 
[carolyn.wolpe@gmail.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F23-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F23-2 
This comment is noted Please refer to Response to Comment F77-24 regarding emergency 
evacuation. 

RESPONSE NO. F23-3 
This comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment F81-5 regarding hazardous driving 
conditions. 
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LETTER NO. F24 

Raymond G. Gottenbos and Joanna S. Carter-Gottenbos Date:  5/21/2010 
P.O. Box 305"  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F24-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F24-2 through F24-4 below. 

RESPONSE NO.  F24-2 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO.  F24-3 
Impacts on local infrastructure, in terms of water, sewer, and storm drains were adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  Proposed water, sewer, and storm drains improvements were described 
in Chapter 2.0 Project Description of the Draft EIR.  Impacts on drainage and water supply were 
analyzed in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical 
data and analyses provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR and were determined to be less than 
significant through compliance with regulatory requirements.  Please see Response to Comment E1-
1 regarding impacts on sewers.  As stated in that response, based on  recent correspondence between 
the applicant’s engineer and the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (LACSD) sewer 
service would be available to the project subject to certain conditions imposed by the LACSD. 

Please see Responses to Comments F75-30 and F75-31 regarding public safety. 

The effects of increased traffic during operation of the project, including increase in air pollution 
from vehicular traffic, were addressed in Sections 3.I, Transportation and Circulation and 3.B, Air 
Quality with supporting technical data and analyses provided in Appendices H and B of the Draft 
EIR.  As concluded on page 3.I-27 of the Draft EIR regarding operational traffic, implementation of 
mitigation measures would improve traffic flow and reduce traffic impacts at the study intersections 
to less than significant levels.  As stated on page 3.B-32 regarding air quality, with implementation 
of mitigation measures operational air quality impacts would be less than significant. 
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Regarding wear and tear on mountain roads, the amount of traffic that would be generated by the 
proposed project would not in and of itself create the need for additional maintenance beyond what 
is currently provided by the County and Caltrans.   

RESPONSE NO.  F24-4 
A CD copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on May 24, 2010.  The County had 
previously distributed a copy of the Draft EIR with the Notice of Availability to the commenter on 
April 16, 2010. 
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LETTER NO. F25 

Dr. Paul Abell Date:  5/21/2010 
[paulabell@charter.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F25-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F25-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
 



Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-173 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-174 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

LETTER NO. F26 

Beth Boyd Date:  5/21/2010 
[Boyd_420@verizon.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F26-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-175 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-176 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

LETTER NO. F27 

DeAnne Boyd Date:  5/21/2010 
[jazminhound@gmail.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F27-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F28 

Randy and Tina Oertle and Ryan K. Murray Date:  5/21/2010 
[tinaoart2000@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F28-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

 

 



Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-179 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-180 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

LETTER NO. F29 

Lynne Zubieta Date:  5/22/2010 
1171 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F29-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F30 

Debra Butler Date:  5/22/2010 
26547 Lakeview Rd., PO Box 13  
Rim Forest, CA 92378-0013 

RESPONSE NO. F30-1 
This comment is noted.  As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction of this Final EIR, the Notice of 
Availability and the Draft EIR was available for public review at three local libraries, the County of 
San Bernardino Building and Safety Department, the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services 
Department, the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department webpage, and published 
in three local publications which established the initial public review period of the Draft EIR from 
April 19, 2010 to June 3, 2010.  

RESPONSE NO. F30-2 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F30-3 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed noise in Section 3.H, Noise, and traffic in Section 
3.I, Transportation and Circulation with supporting technical data and analysis provided in 
Appendices G and H.  See also Responses to Comments F2-4 regarding noise and F2-1 regarding 
traffic. 

RESPONSE NO. F30-4 
This comment regarding the number of days the ball fields can be used is noted.  However, this is 
not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and therefore no further response is 
required. 

Regarding weather conditions and traffic please see Response to Comment F81-5. 
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LETTER NO. F31 

Bruce and Connie Stevens Date:  5/22/2010 
1178 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F31-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F32 

David and Tracey Lammert Date:  5/23/2010 
[dtlammert@cox.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F32-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F33 

Liam Ferguson Date:  5/24/2010 
[l_a_ferguson@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F33-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F34 

Maureen Mann Date:  5/24/2010 
[marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F34-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days.  The duration of the public review period 
complies with Section 15105(a) of the CEQA Guideline which states that if an EIR has been 
submitted to the State Clearinghouse the public review period shall not be less than 45 days nor 
longer than 60 days except in unusual circumstances.  The County did not find any unusual 
circumstances to warrant the extension of the public review period of this Draft EIR to August 2, 
2010 (a total of 106 days).   
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LETTER NO. F35 

Barbara and Roland Harding Date:  5/24/2010 
[hpy2birish@verizon.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F35-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F36 

Ann Stocker Date:  5/24/2010 
1291 Bear Springs RD.,  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F36-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F37 

Gennaro Bevilacqua Date:  5/24/2010 
PO Box 405  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F37-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F38 

Donald L. and Mary J Wolverton Date:  5/24/2010 
[mwolverton@usc.edu]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F38-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F39 

Hugh Bialecki, DMD Date:  5/25/2010 
PRESIDENT  
Save Our Forest Association, Inc.  
[Bialecki.dmd@verizon.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F39-1 
This comment is noted.  The County had previously distributed three copies of the Draft EIR with 
the Notice of Availability to the Save Our Forest Association on April 16, 2010.   In response to 
numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency review and comment period for the 
Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 2010), resulting in a total review 
period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F39-2 
In response to the commenter’s request, a fourth copy of the Draft EIR was provided by Matthew 
Slowik on May 27, 2010.   
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LETTER NO. F40 

Mark Baum Date:  5/25/2010 
1176 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F40-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F41 

Chris Coward Date:  5/25/2010 
DIRECTOR TECHNICAL OPERATIONS  
LAN International  
27071 Aliso Creek Road #200  
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 

RESPONSE NO.  F41-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F42 

David Barrie Date:  5/25/2010 
P.O. Box 557  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F42-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F42-2 
The “password” feature is used to protect the contents of the EIR from being modified and is not 
needed to view the document.  The contents of the Draft EIR (Volume I, Sections 1.0 to 7.0) 
were provided at a high quality (resolution) for optimal viewing by the reader.  However, some 
of the scanned documents (i.e., letters and technical appendices) may be of a lower print quality 
in order to keep the file size and accessibility manageable.   Nonetheless, as described in Chapter 
1.0, Introduction of this Final EIR, hard copies of the Draft EIR were available for public review 
at three local libraries, the County of San Bernardino Building and Safety Department, and the 
County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department.  In addition, the original technical 
reports and letters are also on file with the Land Use Services Department, Advance Planning 
Division.  
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LETTER NO. F43 

The Lopez Family Date:  5/25/2010 
[cherribunns@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F43-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F43-2 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed wildlife habitat and tree removal in Section 3.C, 
Biological Resources; air quality in Section 3.B, Air Quality; and views in Section 3.A, Aesthetics; 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendices C and A.  Please also see 
Responses to Comments F2-3 regarding biological resources, E3-4 regarding tree removal, F1-19 
regarding air quality, and F75-10 regarding views.  

RESPONSE NO. F43-3 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F43-4 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed construction and operational noise impacts in 
Section 4.H, Noise with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix G.  As 
summarized on pages 3.H-26 and 3.H-27 of the Draft EIR, even with implementation of mitigation 
measures and compliance with County Code requirements, short-term construction noise levels 
would be significant and unavoidable to the nearest residents.  Potential long-term operational noise 
impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR included traffic-related noise, amphitheater noise, athletic field 
noise, parking area noise, and combined noise levels.  As concluded on page 3.H-28 of the Draft 
EIR, even with implementation of mitigation measures amphitheater noise would be temporarily 
significant and unavoidable at the nearest residences.  Traffic noise from the project would also 
contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative noise impact along some roadway segments. 

RESPONSE NO. F43-5 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F44 

Josh Hernandez Date:  5/25/2010 
[marshmellowmurder@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F44-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F45 

The Apracio and Bunn Family Date:  5/25/2010 
[babymonsterb@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F45-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F46 

Thomas Schultheis Date:  5/26/2010 
[thomas.schultheis@gmail.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F46-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F47 

Michael Warga Date:  5/26/2010 
[warga.mike@gmail.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F47-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F48 

Brad Roberts Date:  5/26/2010 
P.O. Box 574  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F48-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F49 

Cheryl Robinson Date:  5/26/2010 
[crbr82@yahoo.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F49-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F49-2 
This comment is noted.  Please refer to Responses to Comments F2-1 regarding traffic, F1-3, F1-14, 
F81-3, and F81-5 regarding traffic lights, F77-24 regarding fire and evacuation, F1-20 regarding 
storm water runoff, F1-1 and F1-5 regarding change in views of the site from a forested to a 
developed condition, and Response to Comment F43-4 regarding noise.  Parking lot impacts in 
terms of views and lighting, storm water runoff, water quality, and noise were analyzed in Section 
4.A, Aesthetics; 4.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply; and 4.H, Noise of the Draft 
EIR. 
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LETTER NO. F50 

Drew Feldmann Date:  5/26/2010 
CONSERVATION CHAIR  
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society  
P. O. Box 10973  
San Bernardino, CA 92423-0973 

RESPONSE NO.  F50-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment F50-2. 
 
RESPONSE NO.  F50-2 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F51 

Steven Farrell, Vice-Chair Date:  5/26/2010 
SIERRA CLUB SAN BERNARDINO MOUNTAINS GROUP  
San Gorgonio Chapter  
PO Box 708  
Blue Jay, CA 92317 

RESPONSE NO. F51-1 
The County had previously distributed five copies of the Draft EIR with the Notice of Availability 
to the Sierra Club on April 16, 2010.  In response to the commenter’s request, a sixth copy of the 
Draft EIR was provided by Matthew Slowik on May 27, 2010.   

The comments regarding the length of the public review process and turnover in the mountain 
communities are noted.  However, these are not comments on the contents or adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and therefore no further response is required. 

Section 3.J, Global Climate Change, provides a discussion of applicable project features and 
mitigation measures that promote sustainability in terms of air quality, recycling, landscaping, water 
use, energy efficiency, and reduced vehicle miles/alternative transportation.   

RESPONSE NO. F51-2 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F52 

Billie Yocky Date:  5/26/2010 
[cardsforgod@verizon.net]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F52-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F53 

Neil Barton Date:  5/28/2010 
1111 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F53-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F54 

Maureen Mann Date:  5/28/2010 
[marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F54-1 
A separate response to this request was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010.  A formal 
response is also provided herein as part of this Final EIR.   

Chapter 7.0, Organizations and Persons Consulted and List of Preparers, of the Draft EIR includes 
those agencies and organizations that were consulted during the preparation of the individual EIR 
sections.  However, this Chapter does not represent the list of agencies that were sent the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) or Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR for the Church of the Woods 
Project.   

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County provided an NOP for the 
Church of the Woods Project to responsible agencies including the California Department of Fish 
and Game and the U.S. Forest Service – San Bernardino National Forest on February 10, 2005.  Of 
these agencies, the only one to respond to the Notice of Preparation was the San Bernardino 
National Forest – Mountaintop District.  Their recommendations were considered in the preparation 
of the applicable sections of the Draft EIR, including Section 4.C, Biological Resources; 4.D, 
Geology and Soils; 4.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply; and 4.G, Land Use. 

Copies of the NOA/Draft EIR were sent to the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 
Forest Service as indicated below.  The respective comment letters on the Draft EIR from these 
agencies that responded to this Final EIR are also indicated. 

California Department of Fish and Game 
3602 Inland Empire Blvd., Suite C-220 
Ontario, CA  91764 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: G. Gatchel 

(See Comment Letter B6.)  

U.S. Forest Service 
Arrowhead (Mountaintop) Ranger 
Station 
P.O. Box 350 
Sky Forest, CA  92385 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: Gene Larkette 

(See Comment Letter A1.)  
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U.S. Forest Service 
Forest Supervisor’s Office 
602 S. Tippecanoe Ave. 
San Bernardino, CA  92408 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: Barbara Dur 

(No comments provided.)  

U.S. Forest Service 
Big Bear Ranger Station 
P.O. Box 290 
Fawnskin, CA  92333 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: Robin Prince 

(No comments provided.)  
 

Although Arrowhead Lake Association was not on the initial NOA/DEIR distribution list, they were 
otherwise notified/informed and their contact information is provided below. 

Arrowhead Lake Association 
Jim Grant 
P.O. Bos 1119 
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

(See Comment Letter E2.) 
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LETTER NO. F55 

Carol Pedder Date:  5/28/2010 
P.O. Box 598  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F55-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F55-2 
The legend that corresponds to the “Occurrence On-Site” column of Tables 3C-1 and 3C-2 (pages 
3C-15 through 3C-27) of the Draft EIR were inadvertently omitted.  The corrected tables were 
provided to the commenter on May 27, 2010 and posted on the County’s website on June 9, 2010.  
The corrected tables that show this information are also provided in Chapter 3.0, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR.  Any species that was identified in Table 3C-2 as OB (observed) or P 
(Species has potential to occur on-site) was discussed in the corresponding text of the Draft EIR 
following these tables.  

RESPONSE NO. F55-3 
As indicated in Response to Comment F55-1, the comment period for the Church of the Woods 
Draft EIR was extended.  
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LETTER NO. F56 

Carol Kinzel Date:  5/28/2010 
Kinzel1812@aol.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F56-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F56-2 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F56-3 
Comment noted. 
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LETTER NO. F57 

Gary Clay Date:  5/28/2010 
615 Grass Valley Rd.  
P.O. Box 2862  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 

RESPONSE NO.  F57-1 
This comment of support for the project is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F57-2 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed traffic in Section 3.I, Transportation and 
Circulation with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H. 
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LETTER NO. F58 

None Identified Date:  5/29/2010 
[kissxofxdeath95@aim.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F58-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F59 

Maureen Mann Date:  5/29/2010 
[marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F59-1 
A separate response to this request was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010.  A formal 
response is also provided herein as part of this Final EIR. 

Please see Response to Comment F54-1 for contact and distribution information for California 
Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Forest Service – San Bernardino National Forest, and 
Arrowhead Lake Association.  A copy of the NOP for the Church of the Woods project was also 
provided to the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service on February 10, 2005.  No comments on the NOP 
were received from this agency. 

Copies of the NOA/Draft EIR were sent to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as indicated below.  
No comments on the Draft EIR were received from this agency. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Carlsbad Field Office 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad, CA  92011 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Office Stamp) 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 
Sacramento, CA  95825 
Mailed: April 12, 2010 
Signed by: Michael Hall 
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LETTER NO. F60 

Matthew Tratz Date:  5/30/2010 
SGT, US ARMY  
1207 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F60-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F61 

Maureen Mann Date:  5/31/2010 
[marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F61-1 
A separate response to this request was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010.   

RESPONSE NO. F61-2 
Please see Responses to Comments F54-1 and 59-1 for contact and distribution information for 
these agencies. 
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LETTER NO. F62 

Pam Orr Date:  5/31/2010 
[pamsorr@gmail.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F62-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F62-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F63 

Jon A. and Susan A. Frieboes Date:  5/31/2010 
PO Box 127  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F63-1 
This comment is noted.  In response to numerous requests, the County extended the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days (from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 
2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 
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LETTER NO. F64 

Maureen Mann Date:  6/1/2010 
[marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F64-1 
A separate response to this request was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010. 

RESPONSE NO. F64-2 
Please refer to Response to Comment F34-1.  As indicated in that response the public/agency 
review and comment period for the Draft EIR was extended an additional 15 days (from June 3, 
2010 to June 18, 2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO. F64-3 
Please see Response to Comment F64-1. 

RESPONSE NO. F64-4 
Please see Responses to Comments F54-1 and F59-1 for contact and distribution information for 
these agencies. 
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LETTER NO. F65 

Bruce and Connie Stevens Date:  6/1/2010 
1178 Scenic Way  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F65-1 
This comment is noted.  Table 3C-2, Church of the Woods Sensitive Wildlife, on pages 3.C-21 
through 3.C-27 of the Draft EIR identifies the types of wild animals that have been observed or may 
be present on the project site.  A minor correction to this table has been made since publication of 
the Draft EIR and is included in Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this 
Final EIR.  As described on pages 3.C-41 and 3.C-42 the loss of habitat for the southern rubber boa 
and San Bernardino flying squirrel as a result of project development would be potentially 
significant.  With implementation of mitigation measures MM-C4(a), MM-C4(b), MM-C5(a), and 
MM-C5(b), (which include consultation with the County, California Department of Fish and Game 
and U.S. Forest Service to ensure appropriate habitat replacement, completion of a pre-construction 
survey, and construction monitoring), project-level impacts would be less than significant.  Also, see 
Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR for further clarification to 
Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b).  However, cumulative impacts on these species would be 
significant and unavoidable.   

RESPONSE NO. F65-2 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5 regarding traffic signals and 
travel time. 

RESPONSE NO. F65-3 
Please see Response to Comment E3-6 regarding water supply. 

RESPONSE NO. F65-4 
This comment is noted.  Please see Responses to Comments F2-1 regarding traffic increase, F89-30 
regarding population increase, and F2-4 regarding noise increase. 
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LETTER NO. F66 

Billie Yocky Date:  6/1/2010 
[cardsforgod@verizon.netj  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F66-1 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  This is not a comment on the 
contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and therefore no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. F67 

Maureen Mann Date:  6/2/2010 
marley-mann@msn.com]  
 

RESPONSE NO. F67-1 
The Extension of Time for Review and Comment on the Notice of Availability for the Church of 
the Woods project (extending the public/agency review and comment period to June 18, 2010 was 
posted on the County’s Land Use Services website on June 3, 2010.]  In addition this Extension was 
published in The Sun Newspaper June 1, 2010 and June 3, 2010; The Mountain News/Mountain 
Shopper June 3, 2010; and The Crestline Courier News on  June 3, 2010. 

RESPONSE NO. F67-2 
A separate response to this request was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 3, 2010. 

RESPONSE NO. F67-3 
Please see Response to Comment F67-1. 

RESPONSE NO. F67-4 
Please see Responses to Comments F54-1 and 59-1 for contact and distribution information for 
these agencies. 
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LETTER NO. F68 

The Walters Date:  6/2/2010 
no address given  

RESPONSE NO. F68-1 
This comment is noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment F2-1 regarding traffic. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-2 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5 regarding traffic signals. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-3 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F1-1 and F1-5 regarding change in views of the site, 
including views of the buildings. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-4 
Some of the mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation in the 
Draft EIR and listed on Tables N and O of the Traffic Study (Appendix H of the Draft EIR) would 
require the installation of two-way or all-way stop signs rather than traffic signals at the 
intersections of  Daley Canyon Road and Highway 189 for Year 2013 conditions (i.e., Mitigation 
Measure MM-12(b)), Daley Canyon Road and Daley Canyon Access Road for Year 2013 and Year 
2030 conditions (Mitigation Measures MM-I2(f) and MM-I2(t)), and North Road and Highway 189 
for Year 2030 conditions.  As shown on Table 3I-8, Years 2013 and 2030 with Project with 
Mitigation Intersection Levels of Service, of the Draft EIR, implementation of these mitigation 
measures would improve traffic flow and reduce traffic impacts at these intersections to less than 
significant levels. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-5 
Please refer to Response to Comment E3-4 regarding tree removal. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-6 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F68-7 
The comment regarding the need for recreational facilities is noted for the consideration of the 
decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F69 

Sue Walker Date:  6/8/2010 
svwalker@gmail.com  
 

RESPONSE NO.  F69-1 
A copy of the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (LACSD) comments on the Draft EIR 
was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 9, 2010.  A copy of this correspondence and responses to 
LACSD’s comments are provided in Letter E1 of this Final EIR.  
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LETTER NO. F70 

Burton Fletcher Bige Date:  6/14/2010 
CHURCH OF THE WOODS  
Safety Ministry  
P.O. Box 293  
Skyforest, CA 9238_ 

RESPONSE NO.  F70-1 
This comment of support for the project is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F71 

Will Abell Date:  6/15/2010 
P.O. 317  
__, CA 92385 

RESPONSE NO.  F71-1 
Please see Response to Comment F15-2 regarding tree removal and tree rain.   

The Draft EIR addressed impacts on flora and fauna Section 3.C, Biological Resources with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.   As described on pages 3.C-41 and 
3.C-42 of the Draft EIR, the loss of habitat for the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying 
squirrel as a result of the project would be potentially significant.  With implementation of 
mitigation measures MM-C4(a), MM-C4(b), MM-C5(a), and MM-C5(b), (which include 
consultation with the County, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Forest Service to: 
ensure appropriate habitat replacement, identify areas and specific trees that can be feasibly retained 
within the development area of the site, place downed wood within open space areas of the site, 
complete a pre-construction survey, and monitor construction), project-level impacts would be less 
than significant.  However, cumulative impacts on these species would be significant and 
unavoidable.  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR 
for minor revisions to Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b). 
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LETTER NO. F72 

Wayne J.R. Browser, Assoc AIA, LEED AP Date:  6/15/2010 
P.O. Box 909  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO.  F72-1 
Sections 3.B, Air Quality; 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply; and 3.J, Global 
Climate Change, provide a discussion of applicable project features and mitigation measures the 
promote green building practices in terms of energy efficiency, reduced water consumption, 
landscaping, recycling, and air quality.  Some of these project features and mitigation measures 
include: installing Energy Star rated windows, space heating, and light fixtures (Mitigation 
Measures MM-B2(d), MM-B2(e), MM-B2(f)); installing energy efficient hot water systems 
(Mitigation Measure MM-B2(h)); exceeding Title 24 requirements by 10 percent (Mitigation 
Measure MM-B2(a)); preparing an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (County Development 
Code) and Water Quality Management Plan (County Stormwater Program); incorporating water 
efficient fixtures, appliances, and irrigation systems and features (County Standard Condition of 
Approval); using drought tolerant landscaping (County Standard Condition of Approval); 
facilitating recycling collection and maximizing the reuse and recycling of construction waste 
(Mitigation Measures MM-B1(h) and MM-B2(j)); and using “Super Compliant” (i.e., low or no 
VOC emissions) architectural coatings (Mitigation Measure MM-B1(g)).   

As described in Response to Comment E1-2, since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary 
WQMP (included in Appendix A of this Final EIR) was prepared that includes additional site 
design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs that will be implemented as part 
of the project. 

The applicant will also incorporate the following Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) performance standards into the design and operation of the project (many of which 
correspond to the County requirements and mitigation measures described in the Draft EIR): 

Sustainable Sites 

• Develop and implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to prevent loss of top 
soil during construction by stormwater runoff and wind erosion.  This shall also prevent 
sediment from entering the storm sewer and existing stream, and prevent polluting the 
air with dust and particulate matter during the construction phase. 
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• Control stormwater runoff so as not to exceed pre-development peak discharge rate, 
while at the same time reducing water pollution by eliminating the sources of 
contaminants and removing pollutants from runoff.  This shall be accomplished through 
the implementation of rainwater collecting, bio-swales, and retention ponds. 

Water Efficiency 

• Limit the use of potable water consumption for irrigation by 50% from a calculated mid-
summer baseline case by planting native and drought tolerant species, implementing 
efficient irrigation, capturing rainwater, develop specific water zones, prepare and 
amend top soil with mulch and compost to maintain health and conserve water, and only 
use turf on recreational areas. 

• Reduce the generation of wastewater by 50% and potable water demand through the use 
of high efficiency water-conserving water closets (toilets) and urinals. 

• Maximize water efficiency within the buildings through the use of high efficiency 
fixtures and sensors that use 20% less water than the water use baseline calculated for 
meeting the Energy Policy Act of 1992 fixture performance requirements. 

Energy and Atmosphere 

• Meet current Title 24 Energy requirements. 

Materials and Resources 

• Provide a collection and storage area for the recycling of paper, corrugated cardboard, 
glass, plastic and metals. 

Indoor Environmental Quality 

• Prohibit smoking in buildings and designate outdoor smoking areas 25 feet (minimum) 
away from entries, air intakes and operable windows. 

• Provide lighting system and thermal comfort system controllability for all shared spaces 
to enable adjustments to meet individual task needs and preferences. 
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In addition, the applicant may consider incorporating additional LEED measures later in the design 
and permitting process in order to qualify as LEED certified or that meet the County’s Green 
Building Basics Checklist Requirements. 

RESPONSE NO. F72-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F73 

Todd Pahl Date:  6/15/2010 
sky4ust@hotmail.com  
Skyforest, CA 

RESPONSE NO. F73-1 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F73-2 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F73-3 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F74 

Sue Walker Date:  6/15/2010 
P.O. Box 94  
966 Willow Creek Road  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO. F74-1 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F74-2 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed consistency with the goals and policies of the 
Lake Arrowhead Community Plan in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1 and 3.G, Land Use, 
Table 3.G-2 and Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply. 

RESPONSE NO. F74-3 
As described on pages 3.A-28 and 3.A-25 of the Draft EIR, regarding Goal LA/CO 1, project-
specific impacts on native wildlife and vegetation would be less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation measures.  However, because development of the site would change 
the visual character along Highway 18, the proposed project would potentially conflict with this 
goal.   

Regarding Goal LA/CO 2, as analyzed on page 3.G-27 of the Draft EIR, approximately 37 percent 
of the site would be maintained as natural forest; however, the majority of forested area on the site 
would be removed.  Mitigation measures and regulatory requirements would ensure that 
landscaping would include replacement trees to the degree feasible.  However, the extent of tree 
removal that would occur as a result of project development could be considered as a conflict with 
this goal. 

Regarding Goal LA/CO 3, as stated on page 3.F-41 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
preserve approximately 50 percent of the natural drainage course that traverses diagonally through 
the site from the southwest corner to the northeast corner.  However, a storm drain is proposed for 
the remaining 50 percent, which would be placed underground and would be maintained by the 
property owner.  A concrete-lined channel is proposed for the drainage along the northern boundary, 
which would generally not be visible from Highway 18 or adjacent residences to the west.  
Although these drainage improvements would result in an impact to a portion of jurisdictional 
streams, with implementation of mitigation measures provided in Section 3.C, Biological 
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Resources, this impact would be less than significant.  Therefore, while the proposed project may 
conflict with Goal LA/CO 3, this inconsistency is considered less than significant. 

Regarding Goal LA/CO 4, as stated on page 3.F-42 of the Draft EIR, compliance with regulatory 
requirements, such as BMPs included in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and 
WQMP and provisions of a Temporary Erosion Control Plan (TECP) and Soil Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan would reduce construction and operational impacts on water quality to a less 
than significant level.  Therefore, the proposed project would be in conformance with Goal LA/CO 
4. 

Regarding the claim that mitigation is inadequate and the site will be suburbanized, Mitigation 
Measures MM-A1 through MM-A9 presented in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, includes 
site plan review, design standards, landscaping, replacement trees, and the use of natural materials 
to ensure, to the extent practicable, that all development and landscaping within the scenic corridor 
is as compatible as possible with the scenic and forested qualities of the project area.  In addition, 37 
percent of the site would be retained as open space.  Because the commenter does not specify why 
the mitigation is considered inadequate, a more specific response is not possible.   

RESPONSE NO. F74-4 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F2-4 regarding noise, F1-2 regarding light, and F2-1 
regarding traffic.  The analysis in the Draft EIR was based on all components of the proposed 
project presented in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, including the 1,200 seat worship center and 
ball fields.  Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce or eliminate significant impacts of the 
proposed project.  As described in the respective sections of the Draft EIR during operation of the 
project, lighting impacts would be less than significant, traffic impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation, and noise impacts from the amphitheater, even with mitigation, would be 
temporarily significant and unavoidable during Phases I and II of the project. 

RESPONSE NO. F74-5 
It is acknowledged that the proposed project conflicts with certain goals and policies of the San 
Bernardino County General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan designed to preserve views 
along Highway 18 and mitigation measures are recommended to reduce these impacts to the extent 
feasible, as previously described.  Please refer to Responses to Comments F77-15 regarding Goal 
M/CO1; F74-3 regarding Goal LA/CO1; F77-13 regarding Goal OS 5 and Policies OS 5.1 and OS 
5.2; F77-14 regarding Policy O.S 7.5; and F1-10 regarding the OS Overlay.  In addition to 
mitigation measures presented in Section 3.A in the Draft EIR that address views, alternatives to the 
project that reduce or avoid the significant aesthetic impacts are evaluated in Chapter 4.0, 
Alternatives of the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE NO. F74-6 
Please see Response to Comment E3-4 regarding tree removal.  The 12 inch replacement trees 
referenced by the commenter refer to Mitigation Measure MM-A5 which states: 

To reduce the significant impact along Highway 18, replacement trees that are at least 12 
inches in diameter and endemic to the mountain region shall be planted along the western 
and southern boundaries of the project site to screen proposed structures, sports fields, and 
parking lots from public view.  In addition to screening of off-site views to the interior of the 
site, the objective of landscaping in these areas shall be to convey a natural forested 
appearance along the site’s southern and western boundaries to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

As stated on page 3.C-37 of the Draft EIR, approximately 40 percent of the trees on site would be 
preserved and unaffected by grading or development.  In addition, Mitigation Measure MM-C5(a), 
in Section 3.0, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR, includes provisions for a registered biologist 
to review the site grading plan to identify areas and specific trees within the development area that 
can be feasibly retained.   

RESPONSE NO. F74-7 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F75 

Steven Farrell Date:  6/16/2010 
CONSERVATION CHAIR  
Sierra Club  
San Bernardino Mountains Group, San Gorgonio Chapter  
P.O. Box 708  
Blue Jay, CA 92317 

RESPONSE NO. F75-1 
This comment is noted.   

RESPONSE NO. F75-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  The Draft EIR was prepared in 
full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, State CEQA Guidelines, and the 
County of San Bernardino CEQA Guidelines (County CEQA Guidelines) including project 
definition, foreseeable impacts, and appropriate mitigation measures.  Specific comments on the 
Draft EIR are addressed in Responses to Comments F75-3 to F75-40 below.    

RESPONSE NO. F75-3 
The agencies identified by the commenter on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR are those agencies where 
additional discretionary approvals are needed for the proposed project.  Consultation and guidance 
from these agencies for preparation of the Draft EIR occurred during the scoping process, including 
distribution of the Initial Study and Notice of Preparation to responsible agencies, affected agencies 
and other interested parties (see pages 1-2 and 1-3 and Appendix A of the Draft EIR).  Responses 
received from public agencies were considered in the preparation of the respective Draft EIR 
sections.  Additional comments on the Draft EIR were received from the California Department of 
Fish and Game (see Letter B6) and Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (see Letter E1). 

As stated in Section 3.0, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR and noted by the commenter, the 
proposed project would also require a Federal 404 Nationwide Permit from the Army Corps of 
Engineer.  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.  

Regarding the claim of inappropriate deferral of mitigation measures, it is common and appropriate 
that when a regulatory agency, such as the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), will be issuing a permit or other approval, that the specifics of 
mitigation requirements be worked out independent of CEQA through a consultation and approval 
process.    However, the performance standards required for the issuing of permits would reduce 
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project impacts to a less than significant level.  These are described in Mitigation Measures MM-
C3(a), MM-C4(a), MM-C4(b),  MM-C5(a). 

The Draft EIR identified the extension of the new water main and sewer line relocation in Section 
2.0, Project Description.  The water line would extend approximately 1,100 feet northeast from the 
graded area into the open space area within a 12 foot easement for an approximate temporary area 
of disturbance of 13,200 square feet.  The majority of the sewer relocation would occur within the 
area proposed for development, with the exception of a small portion that extends 140 feet north 
into the open space area where it connects with the existing 8-inch sewer line.  The area of 
temporary disturbance associated with this segment of the sewer line relocation within a 12-foot 
easement is approximately 1,680 square feet.  Construction impacts, which assumed sufficient 
equipment available to complete construction of all on-site improvements, including utilities; and 
considered a worst-case scenario of construction equipment operating along the fenceline of 
residential uses to the west, were respectively analyzed in Section 3.B, Air Quality and 3.H, Noise.  
Grading impacts during construction of approximately 2,000 cubic yards would extend into the 
open space areas but are considered within the overall estimates described in Section 3.D, Geology 
and Soils.  Furthermore, as described in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, the extent of project 
impacts on jurisdictional waters would be confirmed in consultation with California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) once plans have been further detailed during the permit process and 
mitigation would be provided as specified in Mitigation Measure MM-C3(a). 

RESPONSE NO. F75-4 
The Draft EIR addressed drainage in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As concluded on page 3.F-30, 
since the drainage pattern of the site or area would not be substantially altered and the project would 
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, 
impacts on drainage would be less than significant.  The project does not propose the addition of a 
retention basin or other drainage improvements that were not presented in the Draft EIR. 

Please see Response to Comment D1-2 regarding the retarding basin and drainage improvements 
referenced by the County Department of Public Works Flood Control District based on the 
Rimforest Drainage Feasibility Study. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-5 
Please see Response to Comment F75-3 regarding deferring agency analysis and permit 
requirements. 
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RESPONSE NO. F75-6 
Please see Response to Comment E1-1 regarding the adequacy of existing wastewater 
infrastructure.  As stated in that response, based on recent correspondence between the applicant’s 
engineer and the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District sewer service would be available to 
the project subject to certain conditions.  As described in Chapter 5.0, Other CEQA Considerations, 
page 5-5 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is intended to serve existing residents within the 
area.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant growth inducing impacts.    

RESPONSE NO. F75-7 
The Draft EIR addressed biological resources in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with supporting 
technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  Please see Responses to Comments F75-8 and 
F75-9 for specific comments.  

RESPONSE NO. F75-8 
Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding wildlife corridors.  The spring area identified by 
commenter will not be paved over, surrounded with urban development structures, or isolated with 
fencing.  The project avoids the spring area and a majority of the northeasterly drainage course and 
preserves the connection to the undeveloped adjacent Forest Service land to the north and east.  
Furthermore, the only structure near this area is the worship center (Phase III) which is setback over 
200 feet from the drainage course.  No other structures “surround” this area.  Finally, the open space 
area is not “isolated” with fencing.  As described on pages 3.A-22 and 3.A-33 of the Draft EIR, 
fencing would be erected along the entire length of the soccer field’s southern perimeter and around 
the perimeter of the chapel retreat and an adjacent garden.  The remainder of the site will not be 
fenced, so the interior and the majority of the eastern and western boundaries of the site will be fully 
accessible to wildlife.  See also Response to Comment F78-3 regarding fencing. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-9 
Please see Response to Comment   B6-27 regarding southern rubber boa habitat. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-10 
The Draft EIR addressed views from Highway 18 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  Views from the 
driver’s approach east of the property on Highway 18 are shown on Figure 3A-8, View of the 
Project Site from Highway 18 Looking Northwest, of the Draft EIR.  This vantage point depicts 
where the greatest change in visual conditions would occur due to project development but is not 
meant to represent all potential views driving west on Highway 18.  As described on pages 3.A-23, 
northwesterly views of the site from Highway 18 presents a sharp contrast from the existing views 
of the site which would result in a significant visual impact and mitigation is required.  Although 
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR would, to the extent practicable, ensure that all 
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development and landscaping within the scenic corridor is as compatible as possible with the scenic 
and forested qualities of the project area, impacts on views along Highway 18 would remain 
significant and unavoidable.    

An analysis of project consistency with County and General Plan policies designed to preserve 
scenic views is presented on Table 3A-1, Goal and Policy Consistency Analysis of the Draft EIR.  
As concluded in the Draft EIR, the same impact and change in visual conditions along Highway 18 
may be inconsistent with certain related policies and goals of the County’s General Plan 
Conservation and Open Space Elements and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan.  As presented in 
Table 3A-1, the impact on views along Highway 18 may conflict with Goals  M/CO 1 and LA/CO 
1, which focuses on preserving features of the Mountain Region and Lake Arrowhead, with Goals 
OS 5 and Policy OS 5.1 to enhance the visual character along scenic corridors, and with Policy OS 
5.2, which focuses on preserving scenic values along scenic highways through visual analysis and 
review of development to  demonstrate that the proposed improvements that are compatible with the 
scenic qualities present.  Due to landform alteration and removal of native vegetation, the visual 
impacts along Highway 18 may also conflict with Policy OS 7.5 and OS Overlay provisions relating 
to grading and landscaping.     

RESPONSE NO. F75-11 
The Draft EIR identified potential locations where the greatest impact on views would occur.  As 
described on pages 3.A-6 and 3.A-16 of the Draft EIR, the evaluation of views was based on the 
potential for the project to result in obstruction and degradation of scenic views within and near the 
project site as perceived by the public (e.g., motorists traveling along Highway 18) and private 
citizens (e.g., residents and property owners in the project vicinity).  Direct, unobstructed public or 
private views of the project site from off-site locations to the north and east are extremely limited 
due to the topography and undeveloped forested nature of these areas.  Therefore, the Draft EIR 
analysis primarily focused on changes in aesthetics and views from vantage points along Highway 
18, and from residential properties to the west.   

RESPONSE NO. F75-12 
See Response to Comment F75-11.  Due to the topography, distance, and intervening forested land, 
there would not be prominent views of the project site from Daley Canyon Road.    Furthermore, 
Daley Canyon Road is not designated as a Scenic Highway or Byway.  

RESPONSE NO. F75-13 
It is unclear what the commenter means by the description “lacks three dimensional accuracy” and 
the commenter does not provide any guidance as to what additional information is expected.  The 
information referenced in Section 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, includes building square 
footage and height and site plans (Figures 2-4 through 2-6).  Furthermore, the visual simulations 
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discussed below provide views of the project.  Together these provide a detailed, two and three 
dimensional project description.  The Draft EIR addressed views from Highway 18 in Section 3.A, 
Aesthetics.  Photo simulations of the developed project as viewed from Highway 18 were presented 
in Figures 3A-6, 3A-7, and 3A-8 of the Draft EIR.  These vantage points depict where the greatest 
change in visual conditions would occur due to project development but is not meant to represent all 
potential views along Highway 18 and nearby areas.  As concluded in the Draft EIR, even with 
implementation of mitigation measures impacts associated with the change in views from Highway 
18 from undeveloped forest land to developed conditions would remain significant and unavoidable.   

RESPONSE NO. F75-14 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  See Response to Comment 
F75-10 regarding consistency with County policies to protect scenic views. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-15 
Please refer to Response to Comment F75-13 regarding visual impacts. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-16 
Please refer to Response to Comment F75-13 regarding visual impacts and Response to Comment 
F75-3 regarding the project description.  There are no new significant environmental impacts, new 
mitigation measures that would result in a new significant environmental effect, or a substantial 
increase in the severity of an environmental impact based on the above comments.  Therefore, 
recirculation would not be required under CEQA.  

RESPONSE NO. F75-17 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  An analysis of the No 
Project/Feasible Development Alternative is presented in Chapter 4.0, Alternatives Analysis of the 
Draft EIR and assumes the development of the site under its existing zoning and land use 
designations without the need for discretionary approvals.  The environmental effects of this 
alternative would be reduced or avoided compared to the proposed project.  As concluded on page 
4-12 of the Draft EIR: 

The No Project/Feasible Development Alternative would eliminate significant and 
unavoidable impacts from regional ROC construction emissions, construction and 
operational noise, and cumulative impacts on the southern rubber boa and the San 
Bernardino flying squirrel compared to the proposed project.  This alternative would also 
reduce less than significant impacts of the proposed project associated with operational 
emissions, biological resources, geology and soils, hazards, hydrology, transportation, and 
global climate change.  Although this alternative would result in reduced aesthetic, land use, 
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and cumulative traffic noise impacts, these impacts could potentially remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-18 
It is remote and speculative to consider that the property would be acquired by the U.S. Forest 
Service or a Land Trust organization, as they have not indicated any interested in purchasing this 
parcel.  Furthermore, the adjacent National Forest Service land is designated as Development Area 
Interface (DAI) because they are adjacent to concentrated uses with high level of human activity, 
including the project site.  As described on pages 4-3 and 4-4 of the Draft EIR, conservation of the 
site was considered and rejected as a project alternative, which would retain the site in its present 
condition for long-term support of habitat and open space values.  This is essentially the same as the 
No Project/No Build Alternative.  In addition, an alternative that would conserve the project site (or 
transfer ownership of the site for the purpose of conservation) would not fulfill the basic objectives 
of the project.  Therefore, the conservation alternative was not further evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

RESPONSE NO. F75-19 
The Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative (or environmentally superior alternative) 
was described in Chapter 4.0, Alternatives Analysis pages 4-13 through 4-18 of the Draft EIR.  In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the description of the Reduced 
Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative provided sufficient information to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project and identified those impacts that 
could be reduced or avoided compared to the proposed project.  A comparison of the environmental 
effects of all alternatives was presented in Table 4-1 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-20 
A slope analysis, as required for development within the Fire Safety Overlay, is not related to 
drainage calculations.   The slope considered as part of the drainage calculations is the gradient of 
the facility conveying storm water runoff throughout a given area, such as a natural drainage course, 
a graded channel, a concrete channel, or a pipe.  The characteristics of these conveyances are 
established in the San Bernardino County Rational Hydrology Program (Hydrology Manual date – 
August 1986) and used in the County-approved computer programs for drainage calculations.   

A final grading plan, Design-Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation, final Drainage 
Study, and storm drain design will be submitted during the plan review process to meet regulatory 
requirements including the County Building Regulations, the County Development Code, the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program, the State Water Resources 
Control Board, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the County Stormwater Program. 
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RESPONSE NO. F75-21 
The Draft EIR addressed storm water runoff and water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As 
described on pages 3.F-28 through 3.F-30 of the Draft EIR, the proposed storm drain improvements, 
including the 60-inch reinforced concrete storm drain pipe and concrete lined channel, were 
designed to meet accommodate peak flows during a 100-year storm event based on the San 
Bernardino County Rational Hydrology Program.  Because the natural drainage pattern of the site 
area would not be substantially altered and the project would implement Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, impacts on hydrology and 
drainage would be less than significant. 

In addition, as described on page 3.F-35 of the Draft EIR, a Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) would be prepared for the project to identify site-specific BMPs that would conform to 
NPDES permit requirements to maintain water quality standards.    

Since preparation of the Draft EIR, a Preliminary WQMP was prepared and is included in Appendix 
A of the Final EIR.  As further discussed in Response to Comments E1-2 and Appendix A, the 
Preliminary WQMP identifies pollutants of concern, hydrologic and conditions of concern, 
watershed impact of the project, site design BMPs, source control BMPs, treatment control BMPs, 
BMP design criteria, and operations and maintenance of identified BMPs.  Approval of a Final 
WQMP and implementation of the BMPs would conform to National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) requirements and impacts on water quality would be less than 
significant.  The information presented in the Preliminary WQMP clarifies and amplifies the BMPs 
identified in the Drainage Study, included as Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  See also Section 3.0, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, included in this Final EIR.  The incorporation of these 
BMPs does not result in any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the 
severity of an environmental impact.  Therefore, recirculation would not be required under CEQA. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-22 
Please see Responses to Comments F75-21 and E2-2 regarding the Preliminary WQMP, which 
includes additional BMPs which would reduce impacts on water quality to a less than significant 
level.  See Response to Comment F75-24 regarding design criteria for vegetative swales. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-23 
This comment is acknowledged.   

As described in the Preliminary WQMP (see Appendix A of this document), a variety of BMPs are 
proposed to address site design, source control, and treatment control including the use of vegetative 
swales, retention areas, and storm drain inserts; landscaping; retaining 37 percent of the site as open 
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space; use of permeable surfaces; educating property owners; specifying activity restrictions; 
training; street sweeping; roof runoff controls; and efficient irrigation.   

RESPONSE NO. F75-24 
The design criteria for the grassy swales presented by the commenter is the same  design criteria 
considered for the Preliminary WQMP and  included in Attachment D of Appendix A, Preliminary 
WQMP in this Final EIR to demonstrate the effectiveness of this BMP.   

RESPONSE NO. F75-25 
As shown on the WQMP Site Plan, included as Attachment A of the Preliminary WQMP, a storm 
drain catch basin with insert (noted by the commenter as a “flow-guard catch basin insert”) is 
identified as a BMP in the Preliminary WQMP.  According to the manufacturer, the insert or fossil 
filter shall provide 80 percent removal of total suspended solids (TSS) from treated flow with a 
particle size distribution consistent with typical urban street deposited sediments.  Filter shall 
capture at least 70 percent of oil and grease and 40 percent of total phosphorus (TP) associated with 
organic debris from treated flow.  The filter unit shall provide for isolation of trapped pollutants, 
including debris, sediments, and floatable trash and hydrocarbons, from bypass flow such that re-
suspension and loss of pollutants is minimized during peak flow events. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-26 
 All references in this response to the CEQA Statute are Section 21000 (et seq.) of the Public 
Resources Code and to the CEQA Guidelines are Section 15000 (et seq.) 14 California Code of 
Regulations. 

First, the commenter’s statement (or claim), it appears, is that San Bernardino County did not make 
the Church of the Woods Draft EIR available to the public.  As summarized (below), San 
Bernardino County exceeded the minimum requirements of CEQA to make the Church of the 
Woods Draft EIR available to the public. 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15201, Public Participation) states, “Each public agency should include 
provisions in its CEQA procedures for wide public involvement, formal and informal . . . .  Such 
procedures should (emphasis added) include, whenever possible, making environmental information 
available (emphasis added) in electronic format on the Internet, on a web site maintained or utilized 
by the public agency.”  CEQA Guidelines, here, encourages making information available in 
electronic format.  San Bernardino County made the Church of the Woods Draft EIR available on 
the County’s web site. 

CEQA Statute, Section 21161, states, “Whenever a public agency has completed an environmental 
impact report, it shall cause a notice of completion of that report to be filed with the Office of 
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Planning and Research.”  To inform/notify the public of the completion/availability of an EIR and 
allow public review CEQA Guidelines (Section 15087, Public Review of Draft EIR) states, “Notice 
shall . . . be given by at least one (emphasis added) of the following procedures:  1) Publication at 
least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation . . . ; 2) Posting of the 
Notice . . . ; 3) Direct mailing (to contiguous property owners).”  The County of San Bernardino 
exceeded the minimum requirements of CEQA.  Rather than one procedure, all three procedures 
(i.e. newspaper publication, posting the notice with the County Clerk’s Office, and direct mailing to 
surrounding property owners) were used for public noticing of the completion/availability of the 
Church of the Woods Draft EIR. 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15087(c)(5)) states the Lead Agency shall disclose (in the Notice of 
Completion/Availability), “the address where copies of the EIR . . . will be available (emphasis 
added) for public review.”  Further, CEQA Guidelines (Section 15087(g)) states, “To make copies 
of EIRs available (emphasis added) to the public, Lead Agencies should (emphasis added) furnish 
copies of draft EIRs to public library systems serving the area involved.  Copies should also be 
available (emphasis added) in offices of the Lead Agency.”  The County of San Bernardino 
exceeded the minimum requirements of CEQA for the Church of the Woods Draft EIR by including 
in the Notice of Completion/Availability, and making copies of the Draft EIR available at: 

• The Office of the Lead Agency- San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department 

• The San Bernardino County Twin Peaks Regional Office (local to the project site) 

• Three local libraries (i.e. Crestline Library, Running Springs Library, and Lake Arrowhead 
Library) 

• Posted on the San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department web page at 
www.sbcounty.gov/landuseservices. 

Second, the commenter’s statement infers that CEQA requires EIRs to be distributed in a specific 
form/format (i.e. hard copy).  Further, the commenter expresses his opinion and/or personal 
preference regarding EIR format in his comment (he prefers hard copies).  Although CEQA 
provides guidelines for making EIRs available to the public, CEQA does not mandate or require the 
distribution of EIRs to the public in a specific form/format.  San Bernardino County made the 
Church of the Woods Draft EIR available to the public in hard copy and/or CD (form) at the 
locations listed above, exceeding the minimum requirements of CEQA. 

Third, the commenter indicates that since the EIRs were not distributed in a format (i.e. hardcopy) 
in accordance with his personal preference, therefore, the EIR was not made available to the public, 
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but rather, “hidden behind this electronic wall.”  The Church of the Woods Draft EIR was made 
available to the public at the local County offices, three local libraries, and on the County web site, 
in accordance with CEQA (as stated above). 

Fourth, the commenter’s organization (Sierra Club) was sent five separate copies of the Church of 
the Woods EIR (on April 16, 2010).  A sixth copy of the Church of the Woods Draft EIR was 
direct- mailed to the commenter on May 11, 2010.  Thus, the County of San Bernardino made the 
Draft EIR available to the organization (i.e. the Sierra Club), and directly to the commenter. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-27 
The commenter states a local newspaper reporter was not able to open Volume II of the Appendices 
(of the Church of the Woods Draft EIR, on the County web site).  This newspaper reporter called 
San Bernardino County and spoke to Mathew Slowik, Land Use Services Department, Advance 
Planning Division.  At the time the reporter claimed he could not open Volume II of the Appendices 
(on the County web site).  At that time County staff immediately checked/verified that Volume II 
was accessible/available and that the County web site was in proper working order.  The reporter 
was informed of this by County staff (Matthew Slowik).  Thus, the commenter’s assertion that 
“Volume II (on the web site) was identified as a problem to the County, but no action or correction 
was apparently taken,” is incorrect.  The County responded immediately, checked/verified that the 
County web site was in proper working order and that Volume II of the Church of the Woods Draft 
EIR was accessible/available, and informed the reporter of this fact. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-28 
The contents of the Draft EIR (Volume I, Sections 1.0 to 7.0) were provided at a high quality 
(resolution) for optimal legibility.  However, some of the scanned documents (i.e., letters and 
technical appendices) may be of a lower print quality in order to keep the file size and accessibility 
manageable.   Nonetheless, hard copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at 
three local libraries, the County of San Bernardino Building and Safety Department, and the County 
of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department.  In addition, the original technical reports and 
letters are also on file with the Land Use Services Department, Advance Planning Division. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-29 
The Conditional Use Permit Site Plan Showing Permanent Water Quality Management Features is 
part of Exhibit E of the Drainage Study (included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR).  The grassy 
swales, infiltration area, and fossil filter are shown on this exhibit and are viewable on the County’s 
electronic version.  These features are also described on pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 of the Draft EIR.  
As also noted on this exhibit the original map is on file with the County of San Bernardino Land 
Use Services Department and available for public review.  However, as previously noted since 
preparation of the Draft EIR, a Preliminary WQMP was prepared that includes additional water 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-304 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

quality management features, such as site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs, that 
will be implemented as part of the project.  (See Response to Comment E1-2 of this Final EIR.)  
Based on the above, the public was provided sufficient access to technical information used as the 
basis for the EIR analysis and recirculation is not required under CEQA. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-30 
The complete statement referenced by the commenter from Section 3.E, Hazards, page 3.E-12 
reads:  

Although the vast majority of prospective site occupants already reside in the area and are 
presently served by CFFPD, development of the proposed worship center, with a maximum 
site occupancy of 1,200 people, would increase demand for fire services. 

Therefore, the reference to “presently served by CFFPD” was in reference to where the majority of 
the congregation resides and not the location of the current Church of the Woods facility.  It is also 
acknowledged that the proposed project could result in an incremental increase in emergency calls. 

As concluded on page 3.E-14 of the Draft EIR, with the availability of permanent CFFPD staff and 
Paid Call Firefighters (PCF) the proposed project, which primarily serves area residents, is not 
expected to pose a constraint on the capacity of the CFFPD such that new or substantially expanded 
services are needed.  Demand for fire services would also be reduced through project compliance 
with applicable statutes, codes, ordinances and standards of the CFFPD that are focused on fire 
prevention.   Based on the above, impacts on the provision of fire protection services are considered 
less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-31 
As described above, the proposed project could result in an incremental increase in emergency calls.  
However, such demand would not be considered significant to the extent that new or substantially 
expanded services are needed as a result of project development.  

RESPONSE NO. F75-32 
The commenter failed to accurately quote the entire sentence.  The complete sentence from page 2-
14 of the Draft EIR states, “The proposed project includes the widening of Highway 18 by 
approximately 300 feet on either side of the driveway to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane 
and a westbound deceleration/acceleration lane.”  Accordingly, it is clear that the project will be 
widening Highway 18 both to the east and the west of the driveway entrance.    
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RESPONSE NO. F75-33 
As described above, the proposed widening of Highway 18 was identified in the project description 
and shown on several of the site plan figures (e.g., Figure 2-3).  The widening of Highway 18 would 
occur in the relatively flatter portion of the project site.  Only a small portion of the overall grading 
would be required for the road widening.  The overall grading of the project is described on page 2-
16 of the Draft EIR: 

[T]he project site consists of a northeasterly trending valley falling to the northeast.  
Consequently, the southeastern portion of the project site would be graded to facilitate the 
construction of the church facility and its ancillary parking.  Graded materials would be 
placed in the southwestern and northwestern portions of the project site for construction of 
the sports fields, entry, and parking.  Preliminary grading quantities are estimated to be 
351,350 cubic yards of excavation or cut materials and 255,842 cubic yards of fill material 
used for the embankment.  Given that these grading quantities would be adjusted due to 
subsidence, duff removal, tree/stump removal, remedial grading shrinkage, and mass 
excavation shrinkage, cut and fill materials would be balanced on site.    

RESPONSE NO. F75-34 
Please refer to Response to Comment F75-3 regarding the extension of the water line.  The existing 
Crestline Lake Arrowhead Water Agency system has adequate water pressure and storage to 
maintain the CFFPD fire flow requirements and therefore no new water tank is necessary in order to 
provide water service to the project.  Based on information obtained from CLAWA’s consultant, the 
pressure in the existing water system at the point of connection with the proposed water line at the 
northeast corner of the project site is 270 pounds per square inch (psi).  The elevation at this 
connection point is 5,492 feet.  The highest building pad on site is proposed at elevation 5,625 feet, 
an elevation difference of 133 feet.  The pressure required to lift the water 133 feet is 57.2 psi, 
which would result in a pressure on 212.8 psi at the building pad.  Because a safe working pressure 
at the building pad would be 86 psi, this would require a pressure reducer at the point of connection 
to reduce the pressure by 126.8 psi.    

RESPONSE NO. F75-35 
The project description provided sufficient information about the current state of the property and 
the proposed actions to sufficiently analyze project impacts under CEQA.  For example, pages 2-1 
through 2-4 describe the project location and site characteristics and within Chapter 3.0, each 
environmental issue area includes a subheading that describes existing conditions before project 
implementation. 
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RESPONSE NO. F75-36 
As described in Chapter 2.0, page 2-1, of the Draft EIR, there is a natural drainage course that runs 
diagonally through the project site from the southwest corner to the northeast corner.  Impacts on 
this drainage course were analyzed in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with supporting technical 
data and analysis provided in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 3.C-8 of the 
Draft EIR, based on a formal jurisdictional delineation performed on July 17, 2005 by Thomas 
Leslie Corporation (TLC), the project site contains approximately 3,475 linear feet of drainages, 
including 1,010 feet of spring fed waters flowing northeast from the proposed drainage outlet (see 
page 9 and Appendix C of the Wetland/Jurisdictional Survey in Appendix C of the Draft EIR).  
Approximately 0.44 acre of jurisdictional ephemeral and perennial non-wetland “waters of the 
state” and approximately 0.24 acre of jurisdictional non-wetland “waters of the U.S.” occur within 
the project boundaries.  With approximately 0.22 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the state” and 
approximately 0.12 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” that will be impacted by the project, 
approval for both state and federal regulatory agencies is required (State 401 and 1602 permits, 
Federal 404 Nationwide Permit).  As further described in Mitigation Measure MM-C3(a) of the 
Draft EIR, the distance and amount of CDFG jurisdictional streambed will be confirmed in 
consultation with the CDFG during the permit process.  A copy of the Jurisdictional Delineation 
Report is included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR.  Therefore impacts on wetlands were 
appropriately analyzed and mitigated in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-37 
  The commenter fails to provide any detail, beyond a speculative Flood Control requirement for 
drainage basins, about infrastructure requirements that are “missing.”   Therefore, no additional 
response can be provided beyond Responses to Comments 75-3, 75-4, and D1-2. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-38 
Please see Responses to Comments F75-3, F75-4, F75-37, and D1-2 regarding infrastructure and 
permitting requirements. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-39 
As described on page 3.E-15 of the Draft EIR, the secondary emergency access road would be 
designed to comply with CFFPD standards and the applicant would also be required to submit 
emergency/evacuation road access plans to the CFFPD for review and approval.  Therefore, this 
secondary access road would be usable.  Although secondary emergency access would be limited to 
site egress (exit) for the occupants of the site, use of this road by emergency vehicles would be 
provided in compliance with CFFPD requirements.   
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Regarding the distance between the project entrance and secondary emergency access, the correct 
distance is 325 feet, subject to review and approval of emergency/evacuation road access plans by 
the CFFPD.  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F75-40 
This comment is acknowledged.  Although the maintenance building/caretaker unit is less than 100 
feet from the San Bernardino National Forest boundary, as stated on page 3.E-12 of the Draft EIR, 
the project would be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the CFFPD compliance with this 
provision of the Fire Safety Overlay prior to project approval.  As concluded on page 3.E-17 of the 
Draft EIR, compliance with regulatory requirements would reduce fire hazard impacts to a less than 
significant level.  Should the relocation of the maintenance building/caretaker be required by the 
CFFPD this could occur within the area proposed for development as shown on Figure 2-6 and thus 
was considered in the Draft EIR analysis.  Therefore, no new significant environmental impacts or a 
substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact due to the relocation of this structure 
would occur and recirculation would not be required under CEQA. 
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LETTER NO. F76 

Tom Kirklen Date:  6/16/2010 
no address given  
 

RESPONSE NO. F76-1 
This comment is noted.   

RESPONSE NO. F76-2 
This comment is noted.  Please see Responses to Comments F2-1 regarding traffic and F2-4 
regarding noise.   

The project would be designed and mitigation measures would be incorporated so that the proposed 
project would not represent a city type land use but to the extent practicable would be compatible 
with the scenic and mountain character of the area.  As described on page 3.G-19, the proposed 
project would retain approximately 37 percent of the site as open space, including 900 feet along the 
western property boundary (adjacent to residential uses) and 900 feet along the northern boundary 
(adjacent to undeveloped forested areas).  As presented in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measures MM-A1 through MM-A9 include site plan review, design standards, 
landscaping, replacement trees, and the use of natural materials for retaining walls and other 
architectural or landscape treatments.   

RESPONSE NO. F76-3 
Please see Response to Comment F81-9 regarding alternative sites. 

RESPONSE NO. F76-4 
This comment is noted.  Potential impacts of the proposed project were identified throughout 
Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR and where impacts were identified as significant, mitigation measures 
were presented to reduce or eliminate such impacts to the greatest extent feasible.   

RESPONSE NO. F76-5 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F77 

Brad Roberts Date:  6/16/2010 
P.O. Box 574  
Rimforest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F77-1 
The provisions of the previous Development Code, in effect when the application was filed, was 
less restrictive than the 2007 Development Code in terms of structure height (75 feet compared to 
45 feet), floor area ratio (0.97 versus 0.41), and overlays.  In addition, provisions of the Lake 
Arrowhead Community Plan (adopted in 2007) are applicable to the project as described in Section 
3.G, Land Use, pages 3.G-24 through 3.G-29 of the Draft EIR.  Although not a requirement of or 
implied by Section 81.01.090 of the Development Code, the applicant has voluntarily agreed to 
comply with and the project will processed according to current regulations and requirements of the 
more restrictive 2007 Development Code, thereby reducing potential environmental effects 
associated with the project.  As agreed upon by the applicant and the County, the project will not be 
processed under the previous development code that was in effect when the application was filed.  
The applicable regulations and requirements for the project are fully disclosed in Chapter 3.0 of the 
Draft EIR under the heading Regulatory Framework of the relevant section.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-2 
The San Bernardino County Assessor’s property information is included as an attachment to the 
commenter’s letter.  As described in Section 3.G, Land Use, pages 3.G-5 and shown on Figure 3G-
2, based on the San Bernardino County General Plan Land Use Zoning District Map the project site 
is zoned LA/IC (Lake Arrowhead, Community Industrial) and these are the regulations that are 
applicable to the proposed project.  As described in the Initial Study and Previous Staff Report 
(included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the land use/zoning designation for the project site has 
been IC since preparation of the original Initial Study in 2004.  It is beyond the scope of this EIR to 
determine why the County Assessor’s property information (as presented by the commenter) is not 
consistent with the information presented on the County’s Land Use Zoning District Map for the 
project site. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-3 
This comment is acknowledged.  See also Responses to Comments F77-1 and F77-2. 
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RESPONSE NO. F77-4 
The Worship Center is identified as part of Phase III of this project and is fully disclosed and 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The applicant fully intends to develop the Worship Center to replace the 
temporary outdoor amphitheater as described on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR.  

RESPONSE NO. F77-5 
The commenter is quoting the summary of alternatives from the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR, page ES-3.  A further description and analysis of project alternatives is provided in Chapter 
4.0, Alternatives Analysis of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, the purpose 
of this alternative is to analyze what could feasibly be developed on the site under its existing land 
use and zoning designations without the need for discretionary approvals.  It is acknowledged that 
the proposed project would require discretionary approvals including a conditional use permit 
before it could be developed (see page 4-6 of the Draft EIR).   

RESPONSE NO. F77-6 
The commenter is quoting the summary of alternatives from the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR, page ES-3.  A further description and analysis of project alternatives is provided in Chapter 
4.0, Alternatives Analysis of the Draft EIR.  As concluded on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR: 

Even though this alternative would eliminate some significant impacts associated with the 
proposed project, it would not achieve any of the project objectives.  Specifically, the No 
Project/Feasible Development Alternative would not relieve deficiencies at the existing 
Church of the Woods facilities; provide a new facility for worship services, meetings, and 
recreational activities; provide spiritual, educational, and recreational activities in a natural 
setting; and provide meeting, classroom, and recreational facilities for the community.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-7 
As shown in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, Table 2-1, On-Site Uses-Phases I, II, and III and also 
in Section 3.1, Transportation and Circulation, Table 3I-4 of the Draft EIR, the maximum on-site 
occupancy is 1,200 per service associated with the size of the congregation.    This includes all 
adults and children, regardless of which building(s) would be used for Sunday morning services.  In 
addition, as stated on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR, attendance at special events could be up to (but 
not exceed) 1,200 people.  This capacity will be defined in a Final Evacuation Plan approved by the 
Crest Forest Fire Protection District (CFFPD), the Conditional Use Permit, and conditions of project 
approval.  Methods of enforcement would include such measures as:  

• Posting of the maximum number of persons (1,200) permitted on the site at site entrance 
and all major structures; 
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• Maintaining a daily attendance roster to demonstrate that no more than 1,200 people are 
on site at any one time; 

• Providing the attendance roster for inspection upon request to any official agency staff in 
relation to their inspection duties (e.g., CFFPD; County Department of Public Health, 
Environmental Health Services (EHS); and EHS Code Enforcement); 

• Requiring a Special Use Permit to monitor compliance with on-site capacity. 

These measures will define and provide a mechanism of enforcement to ensure that the on-site 
maximum capacity is 1,200. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-8 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR analyzed scenic views of the project from Highway 18 in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  As concluded on page 3.A-31, even with implementation 
of recommended mitigation measures (such as landscaping and revegetation) impacts associated 
with the change in views of the project from Highway 18 from undeveloped forest land to 
developed conditions would remain significant and unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-9 
The comments regarding current site conditions and walking the property are noted for the 
consideration of the decision-makers.  Pictures of the project site are provided in Figures 3A-2 
through 3A-8 of the Draft EIR and are based on 2006 site conditions. 

On-site and off-site drainage courses are addressed in Section 3.F, Hydrology with supporting data 
provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 3.F-4 of the Draft EIR on-site 
natural drainage flows to the natural drainage the traverses diagonally through the project site and 
continue in a northeasterly direction along Daley Canyon Road.  Flows within the natural drainage 
course are tributary to the headwaters of Little Bear Creek which flows to Lake Arrowhead.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-10 
The Draft EIR discussed water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology with supporting data provided in 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, a site 
specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified 
in the Drainage Study, and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would reduce operational 
surface water quality impacts (including off-site storm water runoff that is tributary to Little Bear 
Creek) would be less than significant.  Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP 
(included in Appendix A of this Final EIR) was prepared that includes additional site design BMPs, 
source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project.   
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Please also refer to Response to Comment E1-2 for additional discussion of the Preliminary 
WQMP.    

RESPONSE NO. F77-11 
As stated in Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, page 2-16, preliminary grading 
quantities are estimated to be 351,000 cubic yards of cut and 255,842 cubic yards of fill to be 
balanced on site.  As described on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR, grading would primarily occur within 
the 23-acre are proposed for development and not within the 13.7-acre open space area with the 
exception of some fuel modification zones and hiking trails within the open space area.  Grading 
would also be required for the extension of the water line and relocation of the sewer (see Section 
3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR).  Grading of the entire 38-acre 
site is not proposed. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-12 
The Draft EIR presented the 2007 Development Code requirements for issuing a conditional use 
permit on page 3.G-11, in Section 3.G, Land Use.  As further described on page 3.G-24 of the Draft 
EIR: 

Prior to approving a CUP application, findings must be made by the reviewing authority 
regarding the adequacy of the site and the uses proposed.  The proposed project would not 
be fully consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan.  The proposed project would 
significantly increase noise levels for adjacent residential uses to the west in comparison to 
existing noise levels during use of the outdoor amphitheater.  Mitigation measures are 
proposed to reduce impacts associated with the use of the amphitheater and the amphitheater 
would be removed during Phase III of project development.  . . . [A]fter mitigation the 
proposed project would still significantly impact views along a scenic corridor which would 
be inconsistent with General Plan and Community Plan goals and policies designed to 
restrict development within a scenic corridor and protect the alpine/forest character and 
environment.  Because development would occur within a scenic corridor, the proposed 
project would also conflict with provisions of the OS Overlay and related development 
standards. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-13 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with these applicable goals and policies in Section 3.A, 
Aesthetics, Table 3A-1, Goal and Policy Consistency Analysis.  As concluded on pages 3.A-26 and 
3.A-27 of the Draft EIR, due to changes in views of the project site from Highway 18 (a designated 
scenic route), the proposed project would potentially conflict with Goal OS, and Policies OS 5.1 and 
OS 5.2 even with implementation of mitigation measures. 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-327 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

RESPONSE NO. F77-14 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Policy OS 7.5 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 
3A-1, page 3.A-28.  As stated in this analysis, even with implementation of best management 
practices (BMPS) and mitigation measures development of the project would affect natural features 
within a scenic highway corridor and therefore, would not fully conform with this policy. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-15 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Goal M/CO 1 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 
3A-1, page 3.A-26.  As stated in this analysis, project-specific impacts on native wildlife and 
vegetation would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures.  However, 
because development of the site would change the visual character along Highway 18, the proposed 
project would potentially conflict with this goal.  The proposed project would not have a significant 
impact on scenic vistas.  Because the project would not significantly impact scenic vistas and the 
project site does not contain a notable ridgeline Policy M/CO 1.2 is not applicable to the project.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-16 
 The Draft EIR addressed applicable water policies of the Conservation Element for the Mountain 
Region in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply.  Although Goal M/CO 3 is a 
broad goal to be implemented at a County-wide level rather than at a project-specific level, 
consistency with related policies M/CO 3.2, which requires natural drainage improvements where 
modifications to the natural streamway are required, and M/CO 3.9, which encourages the support 
and application of water reuse measures, were discussed on page 3.F-39 of the Draft EIR.  As 
concluded in the Draft EIR analysis of consistency with Policy M/CO 3.2, although storm drain 
improvements would impact a portion of a jurisdictional stream, with implementation of mitigation 
measures, this impact and policy inconsistency would be less than significant.  In addition, no 
significant groundwater resources were identified at the project site.   As stated in the analysis of 
project consistency with Policy M/CO 3.9, the proposed project would incorporate water 
conservation measures as prescribed by the County Development Code and/or CLAWA, such as 
low-volume flush toilets and low flow plumbing fixtures, drought-tolerant or low-water-use plants, 
and low-output sprinkler heads and drip irrigation systems.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
be in conformance with this policy.  Furthermore, as analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 of the 
Draft EIR, water quality would be protected based on BMPs identified in the Drainage Study, a Soil 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and  a site specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP).  
Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP was prepared that includes additional 
structural and non-structural BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project, as further 
described in Response to Comment E1-2.  Based on the above, the proposed project would 
substantially conform to Goal M/CO 3 and the applicable policies of the Conservation Element. 
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RESPONSE NO. F77-17 
As stated in Table 3A-1, on page 3.A-28 of the Draft EIR, project consistency with Goal LA/CO1 is 
the same as project consistency with Goal M/CO 1.  Please see Response to Comment F77-15. 

Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-18 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Goal LA/CO 4 in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and Water Supply with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As 
described on page 3.F-42 of the Draft EIR, compliance with regulatory requirements, such as BMPs 
included in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and WQMP and provisions of a 
Temporary Erosion Control Plan (TECP) and Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would reduce 
construction and operational impacts on water quality to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the 
proposed project would be in conformance with Goal LA/CO 4.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-19 
The Draft EIR addressed traffic signals in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  Mitigation measures, which 
include the installation of traffic signals, are presented on pages 3.I-23 through 3.I-27 of the Draft 
EIR.  As shown on Table 3I-8, Year 2013 and 2030 with Project with Mitigation Intersection Levels 
of Service, implementation of mitigation measures would improve traffic flow and reduce traffic 
impacts at the study intersections to less than significant levels rather than create traffic backups.  
Please also refer to Responses to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5 regarding traffic signals 
and mountain roadway conditions. 

The Draft EIR discussed the Scenic Byway and Scenic Highway designations for Highway 18 in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  The purpose of these designations is to protect scenic views from Highway 
18.  Because the traffic signals would be constructed along existing roads and would not 
substantially alter existing scenic views of forested land from Highway 18, the installation of traffic 
signals would not conflict with the Scenic Byway and Scenic Highway designations for Highway 
18.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-20 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed traffic in Section 3.I, Transportation and 
Circulation with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As stated on page 
3.I-23 of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis included ambient growth and traffic from one related 
project (Tentative Tract No. 15612 or “Rob Roy”). 
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RESPONSE NO. F77-21 
The traffic analysis included in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR did not 
include weekday peak hour because the vast majority of the traffic generated by the project will be 
from weekend activities at the site (i.e., use of the playing fields on Saturdays and morning church 
services on Sunday). 

RESPONSE NO. F77-22 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-23 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  Future improvements, 
including traffic signals and additional turn lanes would improve traffic conditions at the study area 
intersections shown on Table 3.I-8, Year 2013 and 2030 with Project with Mitigation Intersection 
Levels of Service, of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-24 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed evacuation in Section 3.E, Hazards with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix E.  As described on pages 3.E-15 and 
3.E-16 of the Draft EIR, the applicant would be required to submit emergency/evacuation road 
access plans and an evacuation plan to the CFFPD for review and approval.  The evacuation plan 
would include procedures for evacuating the site and to ensure that there is adequate transportation 
on site to safely evacuate all site occupants.  A Draft Evacuation Plan was provided in Appendix E 
of the Draft EIR that included procedures to prepare for and respond to an evacuation.   

Since preparation of the Draft EIR, the Draft Evacuation Plan was revised in response to comments 
from the CFFPD and was subsequently resubmitted to and approved by the CFFPD (see Appendix 
B of this Final EIR). Therefore, compliance with requirements established by the County, CFFPD 
and USFS would assist in timely and adequate emergency response to reduce (1) impacts to fire 
protection services, (2) the risk of exposure to wildland fire hazards, and (3) the potential for fire 
accidents and the spread of fire to less than significant levels.   

Other agencies that are expected to be involved in the implementation of an evacuation plan include 
the U.S. Forest Service, the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department, Cal Fire, and the 
California Highway Patrol.  For the proposed project, the vast majority of site occupants already live 
in the mountain communities, therefore, the project would not meaningfully change the number of 
people requiring evacuation down the mountain during a major wildfire.  With ongoing preplanning 
and coordinated efforts by local and regional fire departments and other agencies, impacts 
associated with emergency evacuation beyond the site are also considered less than significant. 
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RESPONSE NO. F77-25 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed amphitheater noise in Section 3.H, Noise with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix G.  As described on page 3.H-21 of the 
Draft EIR, noise levels generated within the outdoor amphitheater during the regular services on 
Sunday mornings and Wednesday evenings would be much lower than the noise levels generated 
by the concert events.  However, the impact from amphitheater noise during church services would 
be significant for Leq standards.  Therefore, as concluded on page 3.H-28 of the Draft EIR, even 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-H2(a) and MM-H2(b) significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts are associated with the use of the amphitheater.  Phase III of the project 
would remove the temporary outdoor amphitheater and eliminate the noise impact.  

RESPONSE NO. F77-26 
As stated in Response to Comment 77-4, the applicant fully intends to develop the Worship Center 
to replace the temporary outdoor amphitheater as described on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F77-27 
The comment does not provide any specific technical issues regarding the adequacy of the noise 
analysis presented in Section 3.H, Noise and Appendix G of the Draft EIR.  The methodology used 
to conduct the noise analysis is consistent with the requirements of the County, the CEQA 
Guidelines, and noise industry standards and protocols.   

RESPONSE NO. F77-28 
Please refer to Letter B6, Responses to Comments B6-1 through B6-32 for responses to the 
California Department of Fish and Game comment letter. 
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LETTER NO. F78 

Lori Semeniuk Date:  6/16/2010 
No address given  
 

RESPONSE NO. F78-1 
Please see Responses to Comments F91-3 regarding grading and landslides and   F75-36 regarding 
onsite drainage. 

RESPONSE NO. F78-2 
Please see Responses to Comments E3-4 regarding tree removal and F75-10 regarding change in 
views of the site from Highway 18.  The project site is located within 200 feet of Highway 18, a 
designated scenic corridor.  As stated on pages 3.A-13 and 3.A-14, under the provisions of the Open 
Space Overlay, the removal of native vegetation, especially timber, shall be minimized and 
replacement vegetation and landscaping shall be compatible with the local environment.  Although 
replacement trees would be provide under Mitigation Measure MM-A5, it is acknowledged on page 
3.A-25 of the Draft EIR that such plantings would likely take several years to mature and, therefore, 
would not screen the site in the short-term.  In the long-term, these plantings are anticipated to 
partially screen the site; however, the natural, forest-like appearance would not replicate or 
approximate existing conditions along Highway 18 and would therefore be considered a significant 
and unavoidable impact of the project. 

RESPONSE NO. F78-3 
The locations of the buildings are shown on Figures 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6, in Chapter 2.0, Project 
Description of the Draft EIR.  Photo simulations of views of the project from Highway 18 are 
shown on Figures 3.A-6, 3.A-7, and 3.A-8 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.   These 
vantage points depict where the greatest change in visual conditions would occur due to project 
development.  Although the retaining wall is discussed in the impact analysis provided on page 3.A-
23 of the Draft EIR, it was inadvertently omitted from Figure 3.A-8.  The addition of the wall in the 
figure would not change the analysis or finding in the Draft EIR of significant unavoidable impacts 
on views along Highway 18.  The analysis states, in part, that “the loss of a forested hillside and the 
potential visibility of the fire road, retaining wall, and chapel retreat present a sharp contrast from 
the existing view of this area and of the site.”  Regarding fencing, this is depicted along the 
ballfields (Figure 3A-6) and around the chapel retreat (Figure 3A-8).  As described on pages 3.A-22 
and 3.A-23, a six-foot tubular steel fence would be erected along the entire length of the soccer 
field’s southern perimeter and around the perimeter of the chapel retreat and an adjacent garden 
area.    Regarding specifics of the project design and materials, final architectural plans would be 
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developed when, and if, the project is approved with input from the County.  As stated in Mitigation 
Measure MM-A1: 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, site plan review shall be conducted with special 
consideration of building and structure heights and setbacks, natural setback areas/buffer 
zones, and parking lot design and placement.  Design requirements shall be established to 
address architectural treatment, retaining walls, colors, and materials to ensure that proposed 
structures blend in with the natural environment to the maximum extent feasible.  Use of 
indigenous materials, such as rocks and stones, should be considered for retaining walls and 
other architectural or landscape treatments.  The landscape plan for the project shall also be 
reviewed relative to tree preservation efforts and opportunities to provide replacement trees 
and plant materials that are endemic to the mountain region to help maintain a natural 
appearance along the site boundaries and screen parking areas, retaining walls and other 
structures from motorists along Highway 18. 

 Therefore, to the extent practicable, this mitigation measure would ensure the development would 
be as compatible as possible with the scenic and forested qualities of the project area. 

RESPONSE NO. F78-4 
Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding wildlife movement.  Regarding endangering 
drivers on Daley Canyon Road, as depicted on Figure 2-6, a 625 foot line-of-site distance towards 
Daley Canyon Road would be maintained from the project entrance, and no retaining walls or 
fencing would be located within this gravel shoulder area.   

RESPONSE NO. F78-5 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  Under CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15382, economic effects, unless they result in physical impacts, are not a focus of an EIR.   

RESPONSE NO. F78-6 
This comment is noted.  It is highly speculative and there is no evidence available to suggest that the 
project, if approved, would be partially constructed and abandoned.  Therefore, analysis of such 
effects is not required under CEQA. 

RESPONSE NO. F78-7 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F75-21 regarding water quality and drainage, and E3-3 
regarding the seasonal stream and seasonal wetland.  For clarification all waters of the U.S. and 
State found on site are non-wetland.       
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LETTER NO. F79 

Bruce Stevens, Connie Stevens Date:  6/16/2010 
1178 Scenic Way  
Rimforest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO.  F79-1 
An email response was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 17, 2010 and July 13, 2010.  As stated 
in his response, the project application was accepted and the original notices mailed out on 
September 24, 2004.  The project was presented to the public during the Scoping Meeting, held on 
February 23, 2005 at the Twin Peaks Senior Center.  The question regarding local newspaper 
coverage of the project is too general in nature and beyond the scope of this EIR. 
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LETTER NO. F80 

John and Sue Behney Date:  6/17/2010 
jbehney@gmail.com  
 

RESPONSE NO. F80-1 
This comment is noted.  Responses to specific issues are provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F80-2 
Please refer to Response to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic signals and 
driving conditions. 

RESPONSE NO. F80-3 
As described on page 3.C-37 of the Draft EIR, approximately 60 percent of the Westside ponderosa 
pine plant community would be impacted by the proposed project due to grading and development 
and the remaining 40 percent would be preserved within the open space areas.  As stated on page 
3.C-38, although this loss of forest on a site specific basis would be substantial, this plant 
community is common and widespread and impact on the plant community would not be 
significant.  The removal of a the Westside ponderosa pine plant community would impact the San 
Bernardino flying squirrel, but with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-C5(a) and MM-
C5(b) this impact would be less than significant on a project level but would remain cumulatively 
significant and unavoidable.   

Please see Response to Comment F75-21 regarding the effects on the watershed, including water 
quality and flooding.   

RESPONSE NO. F80-4 
Contrary to the statement by the commenter the entire site would not be leveled for a parking lot.  
As described on page 3.D-10 of the Draft EIR, the southeastern portion of the project site would be 
graded to facilitate the construction of the church facility and its ancillary parking.  Graded materials 
would be placed in the southwestern and northwestern portions of the project site for construction of 
the sports fields, entry, and parking.  Furthermore, approximately 37 percent of the site would be 
retained as open space.   

Impacts of the proposed project on the watershed and wildlife were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
Please see Responses to Comments F75-21 regarding drainage and F2-3 regarding biological 
resources.   
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RESPONSE NO. F80-5 
Please see Response to Comment F1-2 regarding lighting. 

RESPONSE NO. F80-6 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  However, where significant 
impacts were identified in the Draft EIR for the issues of traffic, geology, and biological resources, 
mitigation measures were provided.  As analyzed in the Draft EIR, impacts associated with 
hydrology and drainage, water quality, and lighting were less than significant and no mitigation is 
required.    
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LETTER NO. F81 

Donal and Velma Jolley Date:  6/17/2010 
26375 Apache Trail  
P.O. Box 156  
Rimforest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F81-1 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  The Draft EIR addressed 
views from Highway 18 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-2 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-3 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed tree removal in Section 3.C, Biological Resources 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As concluded on page 3.C-38 
of the Draft EIR, the loss of the Westside ponderosa pine community would be less than significant 
since this is a common plant community within the San Bernardino Mountains.  The installation of 
traffic signals and traffic congestion was discussed in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As described under mitigation 
measures MM-12(a) through MM-12(w), the proposed project would be required to contribute a fair 
share towards traffic signals at nine identified intersections and fully fund the traffic signal at the 
project access and Highway 18.  Therefore, for clarification the total number of traffic signals is ten, 
rather than eleven as stated by the commenter.  For further discussion of the traffic signals, please 
also see Response to Comments F1-3 and F1-14.  It is acknowledged in Section 3.G, Land Use, of 
the Draft EIR that the proposed project would conflict with General Plan goals and policies 
designed to protect the alpine/forest character of the environment and community. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-4 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-5 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  As described in Response to 
Comment F81-3, one signal would be constructed as part of the project and nine signals are 
improvements at significantly impacted intersections that would be constructed in the future, as 
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determined by the County of San Bernardino and Caltrans.  As shown on Table 3.I-8 of the Draft 
EIR, implementation of the identified traffic improvements would decrease vehicle delay and 
improve traffic movements at these intersections rather than create long backups.  Furthermore, it 
should be noted that one of the traffic signals at Lake Gregory Drive/Highway 18 has already been 
installed.  Therefore, traffic impacts at these intersections would be less than significant.   

It is acknowledged that driving conditions within the San Bernardino Mountains present unique 
circumstances in terms of weather (snow, rain, and fog), road conditions, and the skills of other 
drivers, but not unlike other mountainous areas of the State and country.  Those driving in the area 
would travel on County roads or State highways, which have been designed and constructed 
consistent with the respective jurisdictional requirements.  Therefore, the project itself would not 
create unique circumstances that would affect traffic safety.   

RESPONSE NO. F81-6 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-7 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F81-8 
Views of the project from Highway 18 are shown on Figures 3A-6, 3A-7 and 3A-8 of the Draft 
EIR.    As described on page 3.A-20 of the Draft EIR: 

[L]andscaping would be provided in the areas altered by grading along much of the southern 
edge of the site visible from Highway 18, approximately 1,350 feet. . .  However, in order to 
maintain a 625 foot line-of-site distance along Highway 18 from the project entrance (as 
required by Caltrans), no landscaping would be provided within the gravel shoulder located 
east of the entrance along Highway 18 (see Figure 2-6 [of the Draft EIR]). 

Please refer to Response to Comment F81-3 regarding loss of trees.  The Draft EIR addressed loss 
of habitat in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with supporting technical data and analysis provided 
in Appendix C.  As described on pages 3.C-41 and 3.C-42 the loss of habitat for the southern rubber 
boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel as a result of the project would be potentially significant.  
With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-C4(a), MM-C4(b), MM-C5(a), and MM-C(b), 
(which include consultation with the County, California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. 
Forest Service to ensure appropriate habitat replacement, completion of a pre-construction survey, 
and construction monitoring), project-level impacts would be less than significant.  However, 
cumulative impacts on these species would be significant and unavoidable.  
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RESPONSE NO. F81-9 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed alternatives in Chapter 4.0, Alternatives Analysis.  
As described on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR: 

[T]he applicant had considered the following alternative locations prior to purchasing the 
project site:  Santa’s Village, Mill Pond, and Alpine Conference Center.  At the time the 
former Santa’s Village, located in Skyforest, was for sale the church had made an offer to 
purchase a portion of the property.  However, another buyer made an offer on the entire 
property and that offer was accepted and the sale closed.  The Mill Pond site, located in 
Cedar Glen, was not considered suitable for the proposed project due to site topography and 
potential incompatibility with surrounding residential uses in terms of noise and parking.  
The applicant had discussions with the owners of the Alpine Conference Center, located in 
Blue Jay, to buy a portion of the property but the owners changed their mind and the 
property was never put on the market.    

Two alternative locations were proposed [during the public scoping meeting and NOP 
public comment period], the CEDU School site and the Cedar Glen Redevelopment area.  
The CEDU School site is located at 3500 Seymour Road in Running Springs, approximately 
7 miles east of the project site.  The school went out of business and the site is now operated 
as the Running Springs Retreat Center and is not for sale.  The Cedar Glen Redevelopment 
Area includes 5,639 parcels on approximately 837 acres within the Cedar Glen community.  
The Redevelopment Project area, located approximately 6 miles east of the project site, was 
established in response to the destruction that occurred from the “Old Fire” in 2003.   The 
Mill Pond property, discussed above, was within this Redevelopment Area.  Due to 
economic and time constraints it would not be feasible for the applicant to investigate, 
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to these parcels or properties considering that the 
project applicant already owns the project site. 
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LETTER NO. F82 

Sherry Noone Date:  6/17/2010 
P.O. Box 4020  
Crestline, CA 

RESPONSE NO. F82-1 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F82-2 
Please refer to Response to Comment F75-10 regarding views of the site driving west on 
Highway 18. 

RESPONSE NO. F82-3 
Please refer to Response to Comment F1-2 regarding lighting effects on the dark skies. 

RESPONSE NO. F82-4 
This comment is noted. 
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LETTER NO. F83 

Robert B. Sherman Date:  6/17/2010 
P.O. Box 94  
966 Willow Creek Road  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352 

RESPONSE NO. F83-1 
The attached letter includes the correspondence submitted by the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), dated June 2, 2010 and additional comments from the commenter that refer to the 
CDFG letter (comments F83-3 through F83-16).  An email acknowledging receipt of these 
comments was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 22, 2010.   

RESPONSE NO. F83-2 
Please refer to Letter B6, Responses to Comments B6-1 through B6-32 for responses to the CDFG 
comment letter. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-3 
In addition to referring the commenter to the responses provided to the CDFG Letter B6, it should 
also be noted that mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts to jurisdictional waters 
(i.e., Mitigation Measure MM-C3(a)), southern rubber boa (i.e., Mitigation Measures MM-C4(a) 
and MM-C4(b)), and San Bernardino flying squirrel (i.e., Mitigation Measures MM-C5(a) and 
MM-C5(b)) all involve coordination between the applicant, the County and state and federal 
resource agencies, including CDFG, USFS, and ACOE.  Therefore, the project is consistent with 
Goal CO 2.1. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-4 
Please refer to Response to Comments B6-8, B6-9, and B6-10 regarding riparian habitat, providing 
a hydrological analysis, and applying for a Streambed Alteration Agreement, respectively. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-5 
Please refer to Response to Comment B6-8.  For clarification, all waters of the U.S. and state found 
on site are non-wetland.  Additionally, the detail being requested in the comment will be provided as 
part of the permit application submitted to the CDFG and ACOE; however, they are not required to 
satisfy the reporting requirements of CEQA.  Regarding the comments on the dates of survey work, 
please refer to Response to Comment B6-12. 
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RESPONSE NO. F83-6 
The comment and credentials of the commenter are noted.  Again, however, all waters of the U.S. 
and state found on site are non-wetland. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-7 
The comment is noted and acknowledged as important components of the state and federal 
regulatory permit applications and processing. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-8 
Please refer to Response to Comment B6-9 regarding potential downstream impacts to Lake 
Arrowhead. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-9 
Although no attachment from the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (LACSD) was 
provided by the commenter, LACSD comments and responses are in Letter E1, Responses to 
Comments E1-1 and E1-2 of this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-10 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-11 
The comment is noted as an introductory statement for comments that follow. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-12 
The comment and opinion expressed are noted.  However, as indicated on page 3.C-2 of the Draft 
EIR, all of the species mentioned in the comment were included in the discussion of the species 
composition of the vegetation on site.  As for the plant community classification as a Westside 
ponderosa pine forest, the Draft EIR followed recognized habitat/community classification systems 
used in the industry today.  Whereas it is acknowledged that the application of such classifications 
are somewhat subjective, and differences of opinion can result, the classification of on site 
vegetation as Westside ponderosa pine forest or mixed montane forest does not affect the findings 
presented in the Draft EIR.     

RESPONSE NO. F83-13 
The comment expresses an opinion regarding the significance of the biological resources on site.  
The Draft EIR attempts to objectively assess those same resources within the parameters of state 
and federal regulatory statutes, CEQA, and a regional perspective.  The classification of the natural 
community dominating the site is addressed in Response to Comment F83-12.  All waters of the 
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U.S. and state on site are non-wetland; there is not a large wetland on site.  The Draft EIR did not 
characterize the resources as just a “throwaway” parcel but, instead, completed an objective 
assessment of the resources, regulatory requirements, potentially significant impacts, and mitigation 
measures required to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level.  

RESPONSE NO. F83-14 
The comment, disagreeing with the cumulative impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR is noted.  
However, no contradictory evidence to the analysis is presented.  The Draft EIR’s cumulative 
impact analysis was based on facts and figures obtained from the San Bernardino National Forest 
website.   

RESPONSE NO. F83-15 
The comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F83-16 
Regarding purported shortcomings in the Draft EIR, these concerns have been addressed in the 
above responses and no issues have been raised that indicate impacts have been underestimated or 
that re-drafting of the EIR is warranted.   
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LETTER NO. F84 

Janice Smith Date:  6/17/2010 
P.O. Box 304  
Rimforest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F84-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F84-2 through F84-16 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-2 
This comment is noted.   

RESPONSE NO. F84-3 
The Draft EIR addressed consistency with the policies of the County’s General Plan in Sections 
3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1 and 3.G, Land Use, Table 3.G-1.  Consistency with applicable 
policies of Goal M/LU 1 (i.e., policies M/LU 1.1 and M/LU 1.6) are discussed in Responses to 
Comments F84-4 and F84-5 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-4 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Policy M/LU 1.1 in Section 3.G, Land Use, Table 
3G-1, page 3.G-21.  As stated in this analysis, the proposed project would be less intense than 
industrial uses permitted within the IC District and would retain 37 percent of the site as open space.  
Development of the proposed project on the remaining areas of the site would alter the existing 
hillside topography.  However, the proposed project would be subject to the development standards 
of the Fire Safety Overlay and other standard conditions of approval imposed by the CFFPD to 
reduce fire hazards.  Development of the proposed project would also conform with the preliminary 
recommendations contained in the Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation and specific 
recommendations provided in a Design-Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation for the 
landslide area located along the southeastern portion of the site, as well as regulatory requirements 
to prevent erosion.  Nonetheless, the forest character of the region would be significantly altered, 
due to grading and tree removal which would impact views from Highway 18.  As a result, and as 
stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would potentially conflict with this policy.     

RESPONSE NO. F84-5 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Policy M/LU 1.6 in Section 3.G, Land Use, Table 
3G-1, page 3.G-21.  As described in that analysis, the proposed project includes project design 
features and mitigation measures to minimize detraction from the residential alpine environment.  
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Approximately 37 percent of the project site would be retained as open space, including natural 
forested area.  Landscaping along the western boundary (adjacent to residential uses) and Highway 
18 (a designated scenic highway), would include replacement trees and plant materials native to the 
alpine environment.  The density and character of the proposed church and recreation uses would be 
more compatible with the residential alpine environment than more intense industrial uses that could 
be developed on the project site under IC District.  However, as stated in the Draft EIR, because 
implementation of the proposed project would significantly alter the existing alpine environment 
along Highway 18 (even with replacement landscaping), the proposed project would potentially 
conflict with this policy. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-6 
The proposed project is not a commercial or industrial development.  Therefore, Policy M/LU 2.3 is 
not applicable.  Nonetheless setbacks and landscaping are proposed to buffer adjacent residential 
uses to the west.  As described on pages 3.A-23 and 3.A-24 of the Draft EIR, the closest residential 
properties, located near the southwestern-most corner of the project site and east of Bear Springs 
Road are approximately 30 to 50 feet from the project’s western boundary.  These residences would 
be partially screened from the site by existing coniferous forest and natural vegetation, as well as 
landscaped manufactured slopes.  However, as tree removal and grading would occur as close as 30 
feet to one or more residences, it is assumed that these properties would have some visual access to 
the field areas and other site facilities to the east.  Due to the change in these views from natural 
forested land to a developed condition, impacts to approximately three properties to the southwest 
of the site are considered significant and landscaping along the southwestern-most portion of the site 
would be required under Mitigation Measure MM-A8.  With implementation of this mitigation 
measure, visual impacts to residential uses to the west would be less than significant.  Residences 
located further north along the site’s western boundary would be almost completely screened and 
buffered from the site, since a substantial amount of natural open space (from approximately 150 to 
300 feet) would be retained between these properties and the landscaped manufactured slope areas 
on the project site.   

RESPONSE NO. F84-7 
Policy OS 5.3 simply designates State Route 18 as a scenic highway.  Policy OS 5.2 identifies the 
site as located within a scenic corridor along Highway 18 and that the project will be required to 
demonstrate that proposed improvements are compatible with the scenic qualities present.  
Therefore, since Policy OS 5.2 is more specific to project development, consistency with this policy 
was analyzed in the Draft EIR.  As stated in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1, page 3.A-28 of 
the Draft EIR regarding Policy OS 5.2, the project site includes grading and various built 
improvements that would result in a significant impact on views from Highway 18.  Mitigation 
measures would, to the extent practicable, ensure that all development and landscaping within the 
scenic corridor is as compatible as possible with the scenic and forested qualities of the project area.  
Nonetheless, it is accepted that substantial visual change would occur due to grading, landform 
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alteration, tree removal, and retaining walls which would significantly alter the natural character of 
the site within the scenic corridor.  Thus, as stated in the Draft EIR, conversion of the site from a 
forested area to a developed condition represents a potential conflict with this policy. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-8 
Please see Responses to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic signals and 
driving in winter. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-9 
Consistency with applicable policies of Goal M/CI 1 (i.e., policies M/CI 1.1, M/CI 1.5, and M/CI 
1.16) are discussed in Responses to Comments F84-10 through F84-12 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-10 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Policy M/CI 1.1 in Section 3.G, Land Use, Table 
3G-1, page 3.G-22.  As stated in this analysis, with the installation of a traffic signal at the project 
entrance and Highway 18 and fair share contribution to the identified off-site intersection 
improvements, the minimum levels of service would be maintained on all study area intersections 
with the addition of project-generated traffic (see Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation of the 
Draft EIR).  Therefore, the proposed project would be in conformance with this policy.    

RESPONSE NO. F84-11 
Please see Response to Comment F89-24 regarding Policy M/CI 1.5. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-12 
Policy M/CI 1.16 is a broad policy implemented at a Countywide level rather than at a project level.  
Nevertheless, as shown in Table 3.I-8 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures for Year 2013 and 2030 would maintain the minimum level of service 
standards and therefore traffic impacts from the project would be less than significant.  Therefore, 
with implementation of mitigation measures, traffic generated by the proposed project would also 
not be expected to exceed the carrying capacity of the roadway system. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-13 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F77-21 regarding weekday traffic from the project and F1-
3, F1-14, F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic signals. 
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RESPONSE NO. F84-14 
Please refer to Responses to Comments F1-10 regarding the Geologic Hazard Overlay and F91-3 
regarding landslides. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-15 
Please see Response to Comment F2-4 regarding noise increases.  Because the outdoor 
amphitheater is only a temporary use and would be removed as a component of Phase III of the 
project, no enclosure of this temporary use is proposed. 

RESPONSE NO. F84-16 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 
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LETTER NO. F85 

Hugh A Bialecki, DMD Date:  6/18/2010 
PRESIDENT  
Save Our Forest Association  
No address given  

RESPONSE NO. F85-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F85-2 through F85-26 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-2 
This comment is noted.  Responses to specific concerns are provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-3 
The regulatory framework referenced by commenter was addressed in the Draft EIR.  Specifically,  
consistency with the Scenic Highway/Scenic Byway designation for Highway 18 was analyzed in 
Section 3.A, Aesthetics; consistency with the Conservation and Open Space Elements were 
addressed in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics, 3.B, Air Quality, 3.C, Biological Resources, 3.F, Hydrology, 
Water Quality, and Water Supply, and 3.J, Global Climate Change; consistency with the Open 
Space Overlay was addressed in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics and 3.C, Biological Resources; and 
consistency with the Lake Arrowhead Community Plan was addressed in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics 
and 3.G, Land Use.   

Responses to specific issues are provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-4 
The Conservation Element and potential impacts on the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor were 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment B6-6 regarding the Strawberry 
Creek Open Space Corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-5 
Please refer to responses provided to the California Department of Fish and Game letter (Letter B6) 
in this Final EIR and note that potential impacts on jurisdictional water and other biological 
resources have been adequately addressed pursuant to CEQA requirements.   
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RESPONSE NO. F85-6 
The project would not result in the stripping of all trees and vegetation throughout the site.  As 
described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description of the Draft EIR, approximately 37 percent of the site 
would be retained as open space.  Regarding visual impacts as analyzed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics 
of the Draft EIR, although the depiction of the retaining wall was inadvertently omitted, impacts 
associated with retaining wall and other site development were analyzed on pages 3.A-22 and 3.A-
23 and impacts associated with the change in views from Highway 18 from undeveloped forested 
land to developed conditions were determined to be significant and unavoidable, even with 
implementation of mitigation measures listed on pages 3.A-29 through 3.A-31 of the Draft EIR.  
Because of this change in views, it was acknowledged in the Draft EIR that the proposed project 
would potentially conflict with Goals M/CO 1, LA/CO 1, OS 5, and Policies OS 5.1 and OS 5.2 
(see Table 3A-1 of the Draft EIR).  Please also see Response to Comment F78-3 regarding photo 
simulations presented in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-7 
This comment is acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment F85-6 regarding Goal M/CO 1 
and Policy OS 5.2.  Policy OS 5.3 simply designates State Route 18 as a scenic highway, while 
Policy OS 5.2 is more specific to development within a scenic corridor.  Therefore, consistency with 
Policy OS 5.2 rather than OS 5.3 was analyzed in Table 3A-1 of the Draft EIR.  Regarding 
consistency with Policy OS 5.1 c, as stated in Table 3A-1, page 3.A-27 of the Draft EIR, the project 
site does not contain any unique features that comprise a dominant portion of the viewshed nor does 
the site offer a distant vista that is distinct from the surrounding mountain area.  As such, the project 
would not conflict with this Policy OS 5.1c.  Furthermore, views from the site are on private 
property and alteration of such views would not affect existing views available to the public. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-8 
The Draft EIR analyzed project consistency with Policy OS 7.5 in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 
3A-1, page 3.A-28.  As stated in this analysis, even with implementation of best management 
practices (BMPS) and mitigation measures, development of the project would affect natural features 
within a scenic highway corridor and therefore, would not fully conform with this policy. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-9 
The Draft EIR addressed consistency with the applicable goals and policies of the Lake Arrowhead 
Community Plan in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1 and 3.G, Land Use, Table 3.G-2 and 
Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply.   

Regarding Policy LA/ED 1.2 from the Economic Development Element of the Lake Arrowhead 
General Plan, this policy is not applicable to the proposed project, since the project is a church and 
not commercial or light industrial.  However, consistency with similar Policy M/LU 1.6 which 
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states, “The density and character of development shall not detract from the beauty, character and 
quality of the residential alpine environment;” was analyzed in Table 3G-1, page 3.G-21 of the 
Draft EIR.  As presented in this analysis, the proposed project includes project design features and 
mitigation measures to minimize detraction from the residential alpine environment, approximately 
37 percent of the project site would be retained as open space, and the density and character of the 
proposed church and recreation uses would be more compatible with the residential alpine 
environment than more intense industrial uses that could be developed on the project site under IC 
District.  However, because implementation of the proposed project would significantly alter the 
existing alpine environment along Highway 18, the proposed project would potentially conflict with 
this policy.   

RESPONSE NO. F85-10 
Although consistency with Policy LA/LU 1.3 was not analyzed in the Draft EIR, consistency with a 
similar policy, (Policy M/LU 1.1) which states, “Regulate the density of development in sloping 
hillside areas in order to reduce the hazards, prevent erosion, and to preserve the forest character of 
the region;” was analyzed in Table 3G-1, page 3.G-21 of the Draft EIR.  As presented in this 
analysis, the proposed project would be less intense than industrial uses permitted within the IC 
District and would retain 37 percent of the site as open space.  Development of the proposed project 
on the remaining 64 percent of the site would alter the existing hillside topography.  However, the 
proposed project would be subject to the development standards of the Fire Safety Overlay and 
other standard conditions of approval imposed by the CFFPD to reduce fire hazards.  Development 
of the proposed project would also conform with the preliminary recommendations contained in the 
Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation and specific recommendations provided in a Design-
Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation for the landslide area located along the 
southeastern portion of the site, as well as regulatory requirements to prevent erosion.  Nonetheless, 
the forest character of the region would be significantly altered, due to grading and tree removal 
which would impact views from Highway 18.  As a result, the proposed project would potentially 
conflict with this policy.  Physical impacts on the environment related to this and other referenced 
policies were fully evaluated in the Draft EIR.   

RESPONSE NO. F85-11 
As described on Table 3G-2, page 3.G-26 of the Draft EIR, because part B of Policy LA/CI 1.8 is a 
County regulation requirement it is not applicable to the proposed project. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-12 
Consistency with Goal LA/CI 7, which is also applicable to Policy LA/CI 7.2, was analyzed in 
Table 3G-2, page 3.G-27 of the Draft EIR.  As stated therein, infrastructures improvements, such as 
water, sewer, and storm drains are readily available from developed areas to the west and Daley 
Canyon Road to the east.  These connections would be provided within the project site and 
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underground.  However, construction activities associated with the placement of these utilities 
would be visible from Highway 18 and Daley Canyon Road for a short-term duration.  Although a 
concrete lined drainage channel would be required in the northern portion of the site, this channel 
would not be visible from offsite areas, such as residential uses to the west or Highway 18 to the 
south.  Therefore the proposed project would be in conformance with this goal. 

Furthermore, mitigation measures presented in Section 3.A, Aesthetics would ensure that 
appropriate screening and location criteria would mitigate visual impacts of facilities, structures, 
utilities, and mechanical installations to the extent feasible.  

RESPONSE NO. F85-13 
Consistency with Goal LA/OS 4, was analyzed in Table 3G-2, page 3.G-287 of the Draft EIR.  As 
stated therein, a portion of the Strawberry Creek wildlife corridor may extend into the northwest 
corner of the project site, within the open space area west of the baseball field.  Because no 
development is proposed on this portion of the site and wildlife movement is not confined to this 
corridor since the area is surrounded by undeveloped U.S. Forest Service land, the proposed project 
would not conflict with this goal. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment B6-6 regarding the Strawberry Creek Open Space 
Corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-14 
Please see Response to Comment F77-18 regarding consistency with Goal LA/CO 4. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-15 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-16 
Please see Response to Comment E1-1 regarding the adequacy of sewage transportation capacity. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-17 
Please see Response to Comment E1-2 regarding water quality impacts. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-18 
These statements on pages 3.F-3 and 3.F-4 have been revised to state “not highly eroded” rather 
than “minimal signs of erosion” which reflect the field review conditions at the time the Drainage 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-380 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

Study (included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR) was prepared (see pages 2 and 4 of the Drainage 
Study).  Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.  

The Draft EIR addressed runoff control measures in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and 
Water Supply with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  Runoff volumes 
calculated in the Drainage Study (Appendix F of the Draft EIR) were based on developed site 
conditions including the parking lot.   

Consistency of the project with Section 82.13.080 of the County Code, including the provision of 
runoff control measures was analyzed on pages 3.F-34 through 3.F-36 and 3.F-40 of the Draft EIR.  
Development of the project would require the preparation and approval of a Soil Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan/Permit by the County and the preparation and approval of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) by the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The SWPPP includes measures to minimize 
sedimentation and runoff during construction (such as proper grading techniques and sandbagging) 
and the WQMP includes measures to control runoff during operation (such as onsite percolation and 
energy dissipaters).  The SWPPP and WQMP generally cover the same issues as the Soil Erosion 
Sediment Control Plan/Permit.  Elements of both the SWPPP and WQMP will be compiled to 
prepare the Soil Erosion Sediment Control Plan and to apply for the Soil Erosion and Sediment 
Control Permit.  With implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), a SWPPP, a WQMP, 
and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, offsite flows would not increase compared to 
existing conditions and therefore, impacts on downstream runoff would be less than significant.   

Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP, included in Appendix A of this Final EIR, 
was prepared that includes additional site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment control 
BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project (along with other BMPs included in the Final 
WQMP).  Some of the runoff control measures referenced as BMPs in the Preliminary Water 
Quality Control Plan include: permeable landscape areas in the parking lot and around the building; 
retaining 37 percent of the site as open space; vegetative swales; retention areas; and storm drain 
inserts.  See also Response to Comment G2-1 and Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.  

RESPONSE NO. F85-19 
Please see Response to Comment E2-3 regarding drainage calculations. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-20 
This comment is noted.  Regarding the Eagle Ridge project, this is not a comment on the contents or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR and therefore no further response is required. 
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Regarding the Drainage Study and Preliminary WQMP, the Drainage Study was prepared by a 
licensed civil engineer using County-approved methodology.  Both the Drainage Study and 
Preliminary WQMP would be subject to additional review and approval by the County and 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, respectively.    

RESPONSE NO. F85-21 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B6-9 and B6-10 regarding CDFG recommendations 8 and 
9. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-22 
Please refer to Responses to Comments E1-1 and E1-2 regarding sewage capacity and storm water 
runoff. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-23 
This comment is noted.  However, the alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 4.0 of the Draft 
EIR, identified the Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative as the environmentally 
superior alternative since it would reduce impacts on aesthetics, air quality, land use, and noise to a 
greater extent than the No Project/Feasible Development Alternative.  Furthermore, as described on 
page 4-12 of the Draft EIR, even though the No Project/Feasible Development Alternative would 
eliminate some significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project, it would 
not achieve any of the project objectives. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-24 
This comment is noted.  However, one of the project objectives listed on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR 
is to relieve space constraints at the existing facility.   Furthermore, the Reduced Project/Alternative 
Site Design Alternative would also place constraints on future congregational worship services, 
programs, and activities compared to the proposed project, which was designed to accommodate 
anticipated growth and the desire for additional programs and activities.   

RESPONSE NO. F85-25 
Comment noted.  However, as analyzed on pages 4-7 through 4-12 of the Draft EIR, because of the 
industrial type of use proposed under the No Project/Feasible Development Alternative, impacts on 
aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, and noise would similar to or greater than 
the Reduced Project/Alternative Site Design Alternative. 

RESPONSE NO. F85-25 
Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines states, in part, that if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
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alternative among the other alternatives.  This discussion was provided on pages 4-18 and 4-19 of 
the Draft EIR.      
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LETTER NO. F86 

David R. Caine Date:  6/18/2010 
P.O. Box 1726  
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352-1726 

RESPONSE NO. F86-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F86-2 through F86-8 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-2 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-3 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-4 
Comment noted.  Please also see Responses to Comments F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic lights 
and driving conditions. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-5 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-6 
This comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment E3-2 regarding riparian habitat.  

RESPONSE NO. F86-7 
This comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment F2-3 regarding animal life. 

RESPONSE NO. F86-8 
This comment of support for the project is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F87 

Susan A Friedboes Date:  6/18/2010 
P.O. BOX 127  
Rimforest, CA 92378  
220 Cypress Drive  
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 

RESPONSE NO. F87-1 
This comment is noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-2 
Please see Responses to Comments B6-6 and F89-17 regarding potential impacts on the wildlife 
corridor.   

RESPONSE NO. F87-3 
This comment is noted.  These species are identified in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, page 
3.C-2 and Appendix C of the Draft EIR (Tom Leslie Corporation (TLC) 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005), 
with the exception of Red Firs which are not identified as occurring on site.   

Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR for a minor 
correction to where a complete listing of plant species is located within Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-4 
This comment is noted.  A description of riparian habitat including mountain dogwood is described 
on pages 3.C-2 and 3.C-3 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-5 
This comment is noted.  However, mountain apple trees were not identified in Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR (Tom Leslie Corporation (TLC) 2001, 2002, 2003, 2005) as occurring on site. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-6 
Please see Response to Comments E3-2 and E3-3 regarding the loss of riparian habitat.  However, 
approximately 95 percent of the project site is dominated by Westside ponderosa pine forest which 
is not considered riparian habitat.  Please see Responses to Comments E3-4 regarding tree removal 
and F75-3 regarding the water line. 
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RESPONSE NO. F87-7 
Please see Response to Comment F2-4 regarding increased noise. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-8 
Please see Response to Comment F1-2 regarding lighting. 

RESPONSE NO. F87-9 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F88 

Marta E. and Robert H. Hethmon Date:  6/18/2010 
P.O. Box 8498  
759 Tulip Drive  
Green Valley Lake, CA 92341 

RESPONSE NO. F88-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F88-2 through F88-14 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-2 
This comment is noted.  Responses to specific issues are provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-3 
As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR, the open space 
areas would include some hiking trails and fuel modification zones within the forest areas.  In order 
to protect and prevent the overuse of these areas the following mitigation measure is recommended 
in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR: 

MM-C3(b) Prior to occupancy of the site, signage and educational materials for site 
occupants shall be created to emphasize the importance of natural open 
space and riparian areas and to restrict activities within such areas.  Access to 
riparian areas shall be prohibited and hiking shall be confined to existing on-
site trails.  The content for the signs and educational materials shall be 
developed by a qualified biologist subject to approval by the County.  
Signage shall be strategically located by the biologist to control or prevent 
access into riparian and natural habitat areas from developed and recreational 
areas of the site. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-4 
Please refer to Responses to Comments B6-6 and F89-17 regarding project impact on the 
Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-5 
Please see Response to Comment E3-1 regarding potential impacts on these species. 
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RESPONSE NO. F88-6 
Please see Response to Comment E3-3 regarding potential adverse effects on federally protected 
wetlands. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-7 
Please refer to Responses to Comments A1-8 regarding noise impacts on wildlife and F43-4 
regarding noise impacts on the nearby communities. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-8 
This comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment F77-24 regarding evacuation procedures. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-9 
Please refer to Response to Comment F2-1 regarding additional traffic. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-10 
Please refer to Response to Comment F81-5 regarding driving conditions in the mountains. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-11 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed soil erosion in Sections 3.D, Geology and Soils 
and 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical data and analysis 
provided in Appendices D and F.  As stated on page 3.D-13 of the Draft EIR, to prevent erosion 
during construction the project would implement measures stated in the geologic investigation, 
comply with standard conditions of grading permit approval, comply with State NPDES General 
Construction Permit and Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, and implement Best 
Management Practices.  A Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would also be required prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit.  Therefore, impacts due to erosion during grading activities would 
be less than significant. 

As described on pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, to address operational impacts on water 
quality due to erosion and surface water runoff, development of the project would require the 
preparation and approval of a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan by the County and the 
preparation and approval of a WQMP by the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The 
WQMP would include measures to control runoff during operation (such as onsite percolation and 
energy dissipaters).   With implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), a Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan, and WQMP, impacts on downstream runoff would be less than 
significant.   
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Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), 
included in Appendix A of this Final EIR, was prepared that includes additional site design BMPs, 
source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project.  
See Response to Comment E1-2 and Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this 
Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F88-12 
The Draft EIR addressed cumulative traffic impacts in Section 3.I, Transportation and Circulation 
and cumulative noise impacts in Section 3.H, Noise with supporting data provided in Appendices H 
and G.  Regarding cumulative traffic impacts from the proposed project and the Royal Rangers 
project, as stated on page 3.I-8 of the Draft EIR, Royal Rangers was not included in the traffic 
analysis because it would generate only nominal traffic during the analysis periods for the proposed 
project.  Therefore, cumulative traffic and safety hazards would be less than significant. 

Regarding cumulative noise impacts with the Royal Rangers project, as analyzed on page 3.H-24 of 
the Draft EIR related projects (including Royal Rangers) were located at a sufficient distance from 
the proposed project that related project noise levels generated at their respective locations would 
not be additive to project-related noise levels on site.  Therefore, cumulative noise levels from 
related projects would be less than significant.   

RESPONSE NO. F88-13 
Please refer to Response to Comment F81-9 regarding alternative sites that were analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 
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LETTER NO. F89 

Peter Jorris Date:  6/18/2010 
DREW FELDMANN, CONSERVATION CHAIR  
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society  
P.O. Box 10973  
San Bernardino, CA 92423-0973 

RESPONSE NO. F89-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F89-3 through F89-40 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-2 
Comment noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-3 
The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted, regarding claims that the Draft EIR has failed to 
accurately represent impacts, see the responses to individual comments provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-4 
Regarding incompatibility of the project see Responses to Comments F89-19 and F89-20. 
Regarding impacts on scenic views, refer to Section 3.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR and Response 
to Comment F89-7 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-5 
The comment is taken as an expression of concerns regarding the project’s development.  However, 
the characterization of the riparian vegetation on site as significant must be qualified.  Whereas, the 
Draft EIR acknowledged the stream and associated riparian habitat on site, the assessment did not 
find it significant in the context of regionally significant riparian corridors, such as upper Lytle and 
Cajon Creeks, the Mojave River, the Santa Ana River, and others.  As a riparian habitat within semi 
arid Southern California, it is a restricted habitat of note and conservation value; but it should not be 
represented as being of regional significance.  The comment also uses the term “critical habitat.”  
Critical habitat is a term used in the federal Endangered Species Act to denote delineated areas 
where constituent components of a listed species may occur.  The use of it in the comment, 
presumably to reflect southern rubber boa habitat is misrepresentative.  The site does not contain 
any federally designated critical habitat.  Please refer to Responses to Comments F89-15 through 
F89-18 regarding impacts to wildlife corridors.   
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RESPONSE NO. F89-6 
The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of 
Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.), the County of San Bernardino CEQA Guidelines, and 
applicable regulatory requirements for each environmental issue analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIR.  Responses to specific areas of purported non-compliance referenced by the commenter are 
provided below. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-7 
The statement concurring with the Draft EIR findings on aesthetic impacts is noted, however, the 
characterization of impacts being extensive, should be considered in light of the comprehensive 
mitigation provided for these impacts. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-8 
Comment noted.  The referenced letter from Dave Goodward was not received by the County nor 
is it clear what DEIR Dave Goodward commented on. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-9 
The concern regarding the accuracy of studies conducted for the southern rubber boa is 
acknowledged, however, it should be noted that the Draft EIR was prepared by PCR Services 
Corporation, with qualified biologists involved in drafting Section 3.C, Biological Resources.  
Furthermore, the most recent habitat assessment for the southern rubber boa was conducted in 2007 
by a PCR biologist who has no association with the Hawarden site or any purported or alleged 
violations of CDFG acceptable practices.   Regarding the statement that the Draft EIR fails to 
accurately assess the full extent of southern rubber boa (SRB) habitat on the site, it should be 
emphasized, as stated on page 3.C-41 and in Mitigation Measure MM-C4(a) on pages 3.C-43 and 
3.C-44 of the Draft EIR, that the final determination of the total amount of southern rubber boa 
habitat on the site and subject to impacts will be based on a habitat delineation conducted by a 
qualified biologist approved by the County, CDFG, and USFS.  The mitigation further states that no 
ground disturbing activities or construction within habitat areas shall occur until an on- and off-site 
mitigation plan has been formalized and approved to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG, and 
USFS.   

RESPONSE NO. F89-10 
The comment is incorrect in its assertion that if presence of southern rubber boa is acknowledged on 
site (although it has not been found present), the entire site should be identified as occupied habitat.  
In a letter to the County of San Bernardino from the department of Fish and Game, dated April 4, 
2002, CDFG recommended an off site ratio of 3:1 for habitat lost.  This statement was made in the 
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context of CDFG acknowledging two areas of potential southern rubber boa habitat on a site and not 
the entire site.  As noted in Response to Comment F89-9, the actual amount of southern rubber boa 
habitat that exists on site will be determined in consultation with the County, CDFG and USFWS; 
and it is the amount of habitat determined to be potential habitat through such consultation that will 
be subject to the off site 3:1 compensation.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-11 
As indicated in Table 3C-2, page 3.C-25 of the Draft EIR, the status of the California spotted owl is 
identified as both a state and Forest Service Sensitive species.  The table also includes the note that 
in 2007, one male was detected on site on three occasions.  However, this individual was not 
observed to be roosting or nesting and was assumed to be foraging only.  Whereas, the Draft EIR 
makes no attempt to misrepresent the status of the species and it being a potential issue for CEQA 
documentation and review, the Draft EIR did assess the site as being of less than significant value to 
the species in the context of regional population numbers.  California spotted owl are known to have 
large home ranges that can vary from a few to several thousand acres in size.  Within these home 
ranges the habitat requirements are not nearly as strict for foraging as they are for roosting and 
nesting sites.  In view of the large home ranges and absence of strict foraging habitat requirements, 
the removal of approximately 23 acres of potential foraging habitat is not considered to be 
significant.  Moreover, to have assigned greater importance to the site in relation to the species 
would have been speculative and without support.  In the absence of a significant loss of habitat, no 
mitigation measures are warranted. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-12 
The statement that the Draft EIR did not properly disclose the site location and adjacent lands is 
misleading and in error.  The project location in relation to adjacent lands is fully disclosed in the 
Draft EIR and no issues of basic importance were missed or obscured.  In the project description the 
location of the site in relation to surrounding uses is shown in Figures 2-2 through 2-6.  Figures 2-3 
through 2-6 include a call-out in the area to the east of site stating “USFS Vacant.”  Regarding the 
biology section, the evaluation fully considered the context of the site, particularly in regard to 
wildlife movement.  See Section 3.C, Biological Resources, page 3.C-8 regarding east-the absence 
of topographic barriers, wildlife movement in all directions through the area, and “east-west” 
movement.  Regarding the land use section, see Figure 3G-1 and the narrative on page 3.G-2 which 
clearly present the project location and setting.  Also see page 3.G-13 and the statement that “… the 
project site is … surrounded by San Bernardino National Forest land to the north, east and south, 
…” as well as other such references in the Draft EIR.   

RESPONSE NO. F89-13 
Please refer to Response to Comment F89-11. 
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RESPONSE NO. F89-14 
The comment is mistaken in its characterization of the mitigation for potential impacts to San 
Bernardino flying squirrel as mostly optional “if convenient”.  On pages 3.C-44 and 3.C-45 of the 
Draft EIR, MM-C5(a) and MM-C5(b) are specific in their requirements that the County, CDFG and 
USFS be involved in the review of the grading plan and the selection of a monitoring biologist for 
purposes of retaining a tree canopy across the site to promote movement of the species.  These same 
agencies are indicated to also provide input to the placement of downed wood to enhance the habitat 
to remain on site for the species.  Therefore, with implementation of these mitigation measures 
impacts were correctly identified in the Draft EIR as less than significant.  Please also see Section 
3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this Final EIR regarding additional clarification 
to Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b). 

RESPONSE NO. F89-15 
Please refer to Response to Comment B6-6 regarding the analysis of the wildlife corridor in the 
Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-16 
The statement that inconsistencies with specific policies designed to protect the environment need to 
be acknowledged as significant impacts is an oversimplification of the issue.  Physical impacts on 
biological resources were appropriately and fully disclosed in Section 3.C of the Draft EIR along 
with potential for conflicts with County policy relating to wildlife movement.  Policy consistency 
analysis was also provided in Section 3.A, Aesthetics (see Table 3A-1 and page 3.A-26), and in 
Section 3.G, Land Use (Table 3G-2) and other portions of the Draft EIR.  It should be recognized 
that the County policies, including those cited by the commenter, are general policies that apply 
broadly to extensive areas of the County.  They do not imply or mandate that every individual 
project should comply fully with their general intent, for example, the project site is anticipated for 
development in the County General Plan and is zoned “Community Industrial,” in contrast to areas 
north, east and south of the site that are zoned “Resource Conservation.”  While it is acknowledged 
that the project would result in the loss of open space and have adverse impacts on biological 
resources, the analyses in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, appropriately supports the finding that 
impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.  To imply that effects on common species 
were dismissed as irrelevant is inaccurate as such species are discussed throughout Section 3.C, 
Biological Resources.  Furthermore, the suggestion that such impacts must simply be identified as 
significant impacts due to implied inconsistencies with broad County policy is considered 
inappropriate but will be left to County decision-makers. 

Please refer to Response to Comment B6-6 regarding the analysis of the wildlife corridor in the 
Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE NO. F89-17 
Contrary to the opinion of the commenter, the discussion of wildlife movement presented in Section 
3.C, Biological Resources of the Draft EIR, does not downplay the importance of the Strawberry 
Creek Wildlife Corridor nor deny wildlife movement through the study area and vicinity.  The 
importance of wildlife corridors is first acknowledged and discussed on pages 3.C-5 through 3.C-8 
of the Draft EIR.  The information presented includes a discussion of the forms of movement 
wildlife engage in, not all of which are associated with corridors.  The discussion then defines these 
movement forms indicating the difference between "travel routes" (that may or may not be 
associated with a true corridor), "wildlife corridors" (which are generally defined as the only or one 
of a few options available to wildlife to move between habitat patches), and "wildlife crossing" 
(which are specific to allowing wildlife to cross short distances over, through or under otherwise 
obstacles or barriers).  As stated on page 3.C-7, it is important to note that where few or no man-
made or naturally occurring physical constraints to wildlife exist, corridors (as they should properly 
be defined) may not actually exist. 

Regarding the approach to the assessment, the methods cited in the comment were not warranted 
given the discussion above.  Typically, such approaches as track plates, camera stations, or scent 
stations are employed at locations thought to be potential wildlife crossings or narrow, critical 
corridors, and not across broader linkage areas, where many possible travel routes are expected to 
exist. 

As referenced by the commenter and described in the County General Plan, “… indicate the general 
locations within which major corridors should be provided.  The actual size and location of these 
corridors will need to be determined based on further detailed study.”  Accordingly, the evaluation 
of wildlife movement potential in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR did not 
disregard the designation that applies to the site; rather, it provided a more site-specific analysis.  As 
discussed on page 3.C-7 of the Draft EIR, the project site is within the northwest portion of, and is 
immediately adjacent to Wildlife Corridor 20 (Strawberry Creek).  The corridor represents the 
north-south connection of two relatively large watersheds, City Creek to the south and Grass Valley 
Creek to the north.  The corridor does not connect with the small drainage that occurs in the 
northern portion of the project and flows down to Daley Canyon and off the project site. 

In response to the commenter’s implication that the project would reduce an existing wildlife 
corridor without mitigation, as indicated on page 3.C-8, in Section 3.C, Biological Resources, of the 
Draft EIR, wildlife movement in the area is expected to occur throughout the surrounding area 
(since National Forest lands abut the property on three sides) and not concentrated on the site itself.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not impede the functioning of this corridor as a connection 
for wildlife moving in a north-south direction through this area of the National Forest. 
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RESPONSE NO. F89-18 
Please refer to Response to Comment F89-17.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-19 
The statement that the land use section does not disclose that the project is bordered on three sides 
by National Forest land is in error.  See Response to Comment F89-12 above, and Section 3G., 
Land Use, Figure 3G-1, the narrative on page 3.G-2, and page 3.G-13 which states that “… the 
project site is … surrounded by San Bernardino National Forest land to the north, east and south, 
…” 

RESPONSE NO. F89-20 
Again, the statement that the Draft EIR and the land use section omitted critical information 
regarding adjacent National Forest is incorrect as indicated above in Responses to Comments F89-
12 and F89-19.  The Draft EIR fully discloses the grading effects of the project including the loss of 
forested land and impacts on aesthetics and other policy considerations, see Section 3.A, Aesthetics 
and Section 3.G, Land Use.  Regarding General Plan Policy LU 1.2, and statements that the project 
should have been found inconsistent with the policy, it should be emphasized that “The design and 
siting of new development will meet location and development standards …” As previously 
indicated, the General Plan anticipates development on the site which is current designated as a 
Community Industrial District, which allows for such uses as places of worship and meeting 
facilities subject to a Conditional Use Permit.  Furthermore, as stated in Section 3.G, Land Use, on 
page 3.G-11, prior to approving a CUP, findings would need to be made by the reviewing authority 
that the site and the project are consistent with relevant policies and standards and will not have a 
substantial adverse effect on abutting property.  And, as stated on page 3.G-21 and as also described 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, setbacks and landscaping along the western boundary of the site 
(adjacent to residential uses) would include replacement trees and plant materials native to the 
alpine environment.  Furthermore, the density and character of the proposed church and recreational 
uses would be more intense than industrial uses that could be developed on the site within the 
Community Industrial District.  Furthermore, the site is bounded by a major highway on the south, 
and is proximate to Daley Canyon Road on the east where land use compatibility is not much of an 
issue.  While the project would involve grading and create new interfaces between development and 
forested land, this circumstance is common to most development in the mountain area and does not 
in and of itself create a land use incompatibility.  Finally, the discussion of traffic signals is 
incorrect.  There are ten signals rather than eleven and  the remaining traffic signals are not required 
to accommodate this project but to address existing deficiencies.  As summarized in Table 3I-6 of 
the Draft EIR, by Year 2013 the intersections of Grass Valley Road/Highway 189, Daley Canyon 
Road/Highway 189, Lake Gregory Drive/Highway 18, Daley Canyon Access Road/Highway 18, 
and Highway 173/Highway 18 will operate at a deficient Level of Service (LOS) F even without the 
project during the Saturday Peak Hour.  It should be noted that since preparation of the Traffic 
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Study included in Appendix H of the Draft EIR, one of the traffic signals (Lake Gregory 
Drive/Highway 18) has already been installed which will improve LOS.  Please also see Response 
to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5.  Also, see Response to Comment 89-16, particularly 
regarding the broad focus and intent of County policies.      

RESPONSE NO. F89-21 
Regarding land use policy LU 7.2, as with other County policies, statements such as “… limit 
development in environmentally sensitive areas …” [emphasis added] should not be construed as a 
prohibition on development in the mountain area if it has an effect on slopes, streams, 
environmentally sensitive areas, and fire risks. Many of these effects are common to most 
development in the mountain area.  While the site does have areas of environmental sensitivity, it 
also sets aside a large area of open space and provides comprehensive mitigation to limit and 
compensate for effects on environmentally sensitive areas, including a 3:1 replacement ratio 
stipulated by CDFG for impacts on the southern rubber boa.       

RESPONSE NO. F89-22 
Regulations are in place that apply to the project and will preclude unsafe development and the 
impacts of the project have been disclosed and with appropriate mitigation measures provided in the 
EIR.  The statement that the EIR has “… grossly underestimated …” existing habitat and necessary 
mitigation for the SRB is unclear and unfounded.  Estimates of habitat on site were based on field 
work conducted by PCR staff with an MOU for the species (CDFG Collectors Permit SC-000187), 
and as disclosed in the Draft EIR and in other responses, the extent of southern rubber boa habitat 
on the site and the ultimate mitigation requirements will be established in consultation with and to 
the satisfaction of the County, CDFG and the USFS.    

RESPONSE NO. F89-23 
Regarding the wildlife corridor, see Response to Comment B6-6, and note that the mitigation 
measures in Section 3.C, Biological Resources include habitat enhancement in areas beyond the 
development site.  For example, MM-C5(b) has the objective of enhancing the natural open space 
areas of the site. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-24 
The Draft EIR did not dismiss an analysis of project consistency with Mountain Policy M/CI 1.5, 
and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan Policies LA/CI 1.5 and LA/CI 1.13, as this discussion is 
provided in Section 3.G, Land Use, pages 3.G-23, 3.G-25, and 3.G-26, respectively.  As stated in 
the Draft EIR, at the recommendation of the County an alternative to the installation of traffic 
signals as mitigation for project and regional traffic improvements was evaluated at Lake Gregory 
Drive/Highway 18 and Daley Canyon Road/Highway 18.  The Traffic Study, included as Appendix 
H of the Draft EIR, evaluated a Roundabout Concept and Grade-Separated Concept at these 



2.0  Response to Comments 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 2-413 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

locations and determined that these alternatives were infeasible due to jurisdictional and geological 
constraints.  A detailed evaluation of these alternatives was provided on pages 40, 45 through 49, 
and supported by level of service calculations in Appendix C, conceptual plans in Appendix F, cost 
estimates in Appendix G, and analysis in Appendix H of the Traffic Study.  Based on this 
information it was determined in the Traffic Study that construction of these alternatives would 
most likely not be feasible due to  right-of-way constraints, physical constraints (such as the limited 
space on the mountain edges), queuing of vehicles, and the natural terrain of the study area .    As 
shown on Table R of the Traffic Study, the level of service (LOS) at the intersection of Lake 
Gregory Drive and Highway 18 would be LOS B during Saturday and Sunday peak hours under 
both the signalized concept and roundabout concept and the LOS at the intersection of Daley 
Canyon Road and Highway 18 would be LOS C (under the signalized concept) and LOS B (under 
the roundabout concept).  However LOS C is considered acceptable by Caltrans.  Furthermore, as 
shown on Table 3.I-8 of the Draft EIR, implementation of the identified traffic improvements would 
decrease vehicle delay and improve traffic movements at these intersections and therefore traffic 
impacts at these intersections would be less than significant.   

The location of traffic signals at Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18 and Daley Canyon Access 
Road and Highway 18 are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  The intersection of Daley Canyon 
Access Road and Daley Canyon Road is a County intersection; no traffic signal is proposed at this 
location.  The traffic signals at Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18 and Daley Canyon Access 
Road and Highway 18 would be synchronized to minimize traffic backup.  Similar to the proposed 
project, “signal ahead” warning signs would be posted and the traffic signals would be designed to 
meet Caltrans requirements regarding visibility and line-of-sight.    

        

It is acknowledged that driving conditions within the San Bernardino Mountains present unique 
circumstances in terms of weather (snow, rain, and fog), road conditions, and the skills of other 
drivers, but not unlike other mountainous areas of the State and country.  Please also see Response 
to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic signals and mountain driving.  Those 
driving in the area would travel on County roads or State highways, which have been designed and 
constructed consistent with the respective jurisdictional requirements.  Therefore, the project itself 
would not create unique circumstances that would affect traffic safety. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-25 
Please refer to Response to Comment F89-17 regarding the Strawberry Creek Wildlife Corridor. As 
described on pages 3.A-22 and 3.A-33 of the Draft EIR, fencing would be erected along the entire 
length of the soccer field’s southern perimeter and around the perimeter of the chapel retreat and an 
adjacent garden.  The remainder of the site will not be fenced, so the interior and the majority of the 
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eastern and western boundaries of the site will be fully accessible to wildlife.  See also Response to 
Comment F78-3 regarding fencing. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-26 
Comment noted. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-27 
Regarding conflicts with biological resource related policies, see Responses to Comments F89-9 
through F89-23. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-28 
The claim that there was no meaningful analysis of growth inducement in the Draft EIR and that the 
finding was based on no meaningful analysis is in error.  The basic nature of the project and its 
objective stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, on page 2-5, to “… support the activities of the 
community …” are such that an extensive analysis was not warranted.  As stated on page 5-5 in 
Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, “The proposed project would not result in economic or 
population growth in the Rim Forest area as the facilities are intended to serve existing residences in 
the area.”  Furthermore the project does not include and would not foster construction of additional 
housing in the area.  These simple facts are disclosed in the Draft EIR, they support the finding of 
no significant growth inducing impacts, and they adequately address the intent of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2(d).     

RESPONSE NO. F89-29 
The statement with reference to the alternative analysis in the Draft EIR that the proposed project is 
substantially more intense than the Commercial Industrial land use designation of the site would 
likely otherwise support, does not account for the discussion on page 4-7, in Chapter 4, Alternatives 
of the Draft EIR, which indicates that development of 644,688 square feet of manufacturing or 
warehouse use could be developed on site.    Regarding the Rim Forest area, and what is meant 
related to growth inducement, certain congregants and users of the site very well may come from 
the greater Running Springs, Lake Arrowhead and Crestline areas. This does not however suggest 
that significant growth would be induced as new residents are not expected, or not expected in any 
meaningful number, to move into the mountain community as a result of the new church facilities.   

RESPONSE NO. F89-30 
Although speculative, it is acknowledged that people could be attracted to and move to the 
community of Rim Forest from surrounding communities, motivated in part by the provision of the 
church facilities, however, the magnitude of any such increase in residents due to the project alone 
is not considered significant.  Furthermore, accepting that the site is designated to accommodate 
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development, most development that could occur on the site would also increase to some extent the 
desirability of living in the Rim Forest area with the potential for some indirect growth.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-31 
As previously indicated, the project site is designated to accommodate development and it is not 
expected to result in significant growth-inducing impacts.  The claim that the project will foster 
other growth that will impact National Forest lands, is highly speculative.  If growth were induced 
to some limited extent, it is most likely the growth would occur on private land in areas designated 
for development.  The suggestion that the project in and of itself would trigger a chain of events that 
would alter the “forested character” of National Forest lands, is highly unlikely, particularly given 
the scale of National Forest lands in the San Bernardino Mountains.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-32 
The statements suggesting that the project will start a new trend in the mountains for development 
of “mega-churches” are considered highly speculative.  See the above Responses to Comments F89-
28 through F89-31 regarding the lack of significant growth inducing impacts.   

RESPONSE NO. F89-33 
It is speculative to assume that the project will set a significant precedent for radical land alteration 
and large-scale development.  While the project does involve substantial grading, it is not a high 
density large-scale development; it includes large areas of natural open space, broad areas for 
recreational use, and low-scale two-story buildings and less than a 100,000 square feet of 
development.  As indicated above in Response to Comment F89-29, substantially higher density 
development is allowable and could occur on the site. 

RESPONSE NO. F89-34 
For clarification regarding the number and effect of traffic signals please see Response to 
Comments F89-20, F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5.  Traffic signals in the mountain communities are 
not unprecedented and are not an unexpected outcome in the context of growth that is anticipated to 
occur in the mountain communities under the General Plan.  Installation of traffic signals is not 
considered a “major adverse impact” that would significantly degrade the overall rural character of 
the mountains.  The installation of traffic signals within developed areas in mountain communities, 
would not alter the overall character of the mountains, which under the General Plan, would 
continue to be dominated by undeveloped forested lands.     

RESPONSE NO. F89-35 
As indicated in Chapter 6, Alternatives, Alternative 3 would not flatten out the site in the same way 
as the proposed project, it would substantially avoid grading and disturbance of natural vegetation 
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within an approximately 200 foot setback area along Highway 18, substantially avoid alteration of 
the natural drainage, reduce grading and clearance of natural vegetation along the southwest 
boundary of the site, limit development to 17.5 acres, and provide an overall 25 percent reduction in 
grading and disturbance.  A grading plan for the alternative was not prepared; however, the general 
differences in environmental consequences associated with grading between the proposed project 
and the alternative are discussed in the Draft EIR.      

RESPONSE NO. F89-36 
Regarding the suggestion that an alternative be considered that would eliminate recreational uses, 
not recreational uses are included in Alternatives 1 and 2, and Alternative 3, would eliminate the 
baseball field in the southwestern portion of the site and would shift playfield activities further away 
from residential uses.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-37 
Regarding the reasons why the site is being proposed, also see page 2-5, in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, and note that there are a number of project objectives that go beyond relieving space 
constraints, including the objective: “ To provide a new and expanded facility to meet present and 
anticipated congregational needs for worship services, bible study, social gatherings, and 
recreational activities.”  Furthermore, the commenter’s reference to a 38 acre development site does 
not account for 13.7 acres of the site being retained in open space.   

RESPONSE NO. F89-38 
The commenter’s opposition to recreational use on the site is noted.  Regarding the suggestion that 
an alternative with no recreation be considered, see the above Response to Comment F8-36 and also 
note that Alternative 2, does not include such uses and reduces the development footprint of the site 
to 5 acres.  This alternative also address concerns regarding effects on habitat, scenic resources and 
open space.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-39 
Regarding water demand and the effects on the natural landscape, see the above Response to 
Comment F89-38 regarding Alternative 2, which would eliminate recreational uses, site disturbance 
and reduce water demand.  

RESPONSE NO. F89-40 
The Audubon’s views opposition to the project is noted along with the view that it would have too 
many impacts.  Regarding purported shortcomings in the Draft EIR, these concerns have been 
addressed in the above responses and no issues have been raised that indicate impacts have been 
underestimated or that re-drafting of the EIR or portions of the EIR is warranted.   
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LETTER NO. F90 

Maureen Mann, Attorney-at-Law Date:  6/18/2010 
marley-mann@msn.com  
 

RESPONSE NO. F90-1 
This comment is noted.  As concluded on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR, although the No Project/No 
Build Alternative would not result in any significant environmental impacts and would eliminate 
significant and unavoidable aesthetic, air quality, land use, and temporary noise impacts associated 
with the proposed project, it would not achieve any of the project objectives.  These objectives 
include relieving deficiencies at the existing Church of the Woods facilities; providing a new facility 
for worship services, meetings, and recreational activities; providing spiritual, educational, and 
recreational activities in a natural setting; and providing meeting, classroom, and recreational 
facilities for the community.   

RESPONSE NO. F90-2 
Please see Response to Comment F34-1 regarding the extension of the public comment period.  
Responses to concerns raised by California Department of Fish and Game are provided in Letter B 
of this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-3 
Comment noted.  Construction and operational impacts of the proposed project were analyzed in 
Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures of the Draft EIR. 

Please see Responses to Comments F81-9 regarding alternative site locations and F90-1 regarding 
the No Project Alternative. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-4 
The technical studies included in the Draft EIR accurately assessed site conditions, as these 
conditions have not meaningfully changed since these reports or the Draft EIR were prepared.   

Regarding the need to update various biological resources surveys, please see Response to 
Comment B6-12.   

Regarding the multi-year beetle infestation, this was addressed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, 
page 2-1 and Section 3.C, Biological Resources, with supporting technical data and analysis 
provided in Appendix C.  Specifically, page 3.C-3 of the Draft EIR addressed tree removal due to 
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the bark beetle infestation and additional tree removal under the Large Tree Removal Program 
during September and October 2008. 

Regarding fires in the area, including the October 2007 Slide and Grass Valley fires, these were 
described in Section 3.E, Hazards, pages 3.E-1 and 3.E-2 of the Draft EIR.  The project site was not 
affected by these fires. 

Regarding drought conditions, these were presented in Section 3.F-10 Hydrology, Water Quality, 
and Water Supply, pages 3.F-9 and 3.F-10 of the Draft EIR.  At the time the Draft EIR was 
prepared Stage 1 water conservation measures were in effect and water conservation measures 
would be imposed on new development during the design review process as part of the County of 
San Bernardino’s Standard Conditions of Approval. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-5 
Please see Responses to Comments F1-3, F1-14, F81-3, and F81-5 regarding traffic signals and 
driving conditions.  As noted in these responses, after mitigation the project’s impact on traffic 
would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-6 
Please see Response to Comment B6-12 regarding the adequacy of the biological studies.  The Draft 
EIR addressed potential impacts to flora and fauna in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.   

Regarding impacts on common plant species, as stated on page 3.C-38 of the Draft EIR, project 
implementation would result in the loss of the Westside ponderosa pine plant community and 
numerous common plant species.  However, since project implementation would not threaten 
regional or local populations, impacts were considered less than significant.  Regarding sensitive 
plant species, as state on page 3.C-38, no sensitive plant species are expected to occur on site and 
therefore, no impacts would occur from project construction. 

Regarding impacts on common animal species, as stated on page 3.C-40 of the Draft EIR, while 
displacement or loss of individuals or their habitat due to the project would be an adverse impact, it 
would not threaten regional populations.  As described on pages 3.C-41 and 3.C-42 the loss of 
habitat for the southern rubber boa (a State-listed threatened species) and San Bernardino flying 
squirrel (Forest Service Sensitive and California Special Concern species) as a result of the project 
would be potentially significant.  With implementation of mitigation measures MM-C4(a), MM-
C4(b), MM-C5(a), and MM-C5(b), (which include consultation with the County, California 
Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Forest Service to ensure appropriate habitat replacement, 
completion of a pre-construction survey, and construction monitoring), project-level impacts would 
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be less than significant.  (Also, see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in this 
Final EIR regarding Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b)).  However, cumulative impacts on these 
species would be significant and unavoidable.   

RESPONSE NO. F90-7 
Please see Responses to Comments F90-7 regarding impacts of grading on flora and fauna and F85-
18 regarding impacts on drainage. 

The proposed project does not represent the urbanization and degradation of a natural setting.  As 
described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, approximately 37 percent of the site 
would be retained as open space.  As analyzed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics, Mitigation Measures 
MM-A1 through MM-A9 would be incorporated such as site plan review, design standards, 
landscaping, and replacement trees, and the use of natural materials to ensure, to the extent 
practicable that all development and landscaping is as compatible as possible with the scenic and 
forested qualities of the area.  Nevertheless, it is accepted that impacts associated with change in 
views from Highway 18 from undeveloped forested land to developed conditions would remain 
significant and unavoidable.     

RESPONSE NO. F90-8 
This comment is noted.  Significant unavoidable impacts were identified in Section 5. A, pages 5-1 
and 5-2 of the Draft EIR.  As described therein, the proposed project would result in significant 
unavoidable impact on: views and aesthetics along Highway 18; regional and local air quality 
during construction; noise during construction and during operation of the outdoor amphitheater 
(Phase I and II); and land use.  The proposed project would result in cumulatively significant and 
unavoidable impacts on the southern rubber boa and San Bernardino flying squirrel; and traffic 
noise.   

The commenter is incorrect that significant unavoidable impacts were identified for the natural 
hydrology of the site including increased runoff and siltation and impact to the quality of drinking 
water.  As described in Response to Comment 75-21, implementation of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and Water Quality Management Plan, 
impacts on runoff and water quality would be less than significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-9 
The County, as the Lead Agency is required to implement a Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance 
Program (MMCP) under CEQA (see Chapter 4.0 of this Final EIR).  Funding of this program is 
provided by the applicant.    The MMCP process is initiated when the project proponent submits an 
application for an MMCP with the County Land Use Services Department.  The project proponent 
provides documentation of completion of each mitigation measure to the Land Use Services 
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Department.  An initial deposit by the applicant is made to the MMCP account.  As hours are 
charged to the account the applicant pays for these administrative costs on an actual-cost basis. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-10 
Please refer to Response to Comment E1-1 regarding the provision of sewer service. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-11 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed consistency with the County’s General Plan, Lake 
Arrowhead Community Plan, and Overlays in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1 and 3.G, Land 
Use, Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 and other sections.  It was acknowledged in the Draft EIR that the 
proposed project would be inconsistent with certain policies designed to protect scenic views and 
the alpine/forest character of the community/region.       

RESPONSE NO. F90-12 
Regarding the claim of inappropriate deferral of mitigation measures, it is common and appropriate 
that when a regulatory agency will be issuing a permit or other approval, that the specifics of 
mitigation requirements be worked out independent of CEQA through a consultation and approval 
process.    However, the performance standards required for the issuing of permits would reduce 
project impacts to a less than significant level. 

RESPONSE NO. F90-13 
Cumulative impacts on traffic, water, and fire and emergency services were respectively analyzed in 
Sections 3.I, Transportation and Circulation; 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply; and 
3.E, Hazards of the Draft EIR and were determined to be less than significant. 

Regarding cumulative impacts on roads, the amount of traffic that would be generated by the 
proposed project would not individually or cumulatively contribute to the need for increased 
maintenance beyond what is currently provided by the County and Caltrans.   

Regarding the project’s cumulative contribution to impacts on sanitation (sewers) please see 
Response to Comment E1-1. 

Regarding the project’s cumulative impact on police protection, as determined in the Initial Study 
(included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the proposed project will not likely attract criminal 
activity or increase the need for law enforcement services and therefore would be less than 
significant.  As such, the project’s cumulative contribution to the need for additional law 
enforcement services would also be less than significant.  
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RESPONSE NO. F90-14 
Please refer to responses above to specific issues raised regarding wrong location and the No Project 
Alternative. 
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LETTER NO. F91 

Carol Pedder Date:  6/18/2010 
P.O. Box 598  
Rim Forest, CA 92378 

RESPONSE NO. F91-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F91-2 through F91-20 below. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-2 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-3 
The Draft EIR addressed landslides in Section 3.D, Geology and Soils and Drainage and Water 
Quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical data 
and analysis provided in Appendices D and H.  As indicated in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, the 
Engineering Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation and subsequent information was prepared 
by an Engineering Geologist and Registered Professional Geotechnical Engineer and reviewed by 
the County Geologist.  As discussed on page 3.D-3 of the Draft EIR, a small landslide has been 
identified in the far southeastern portion of the site and shown on Figure 3D-1, Site Geology and 
Topography of the Draft EIR.  As shown on the Figure 2-6, Phase III Site Plan, no structures are 
proposed within 40 feet of the mapped landslide area, only parking and recreational use.  However, 
due to the unstable nature of the materials associated with this smaller landslide area impacts from 
any grading or development within this landslide area are considered potentially significant.  As 
stated on page 3.D-14, with implementation of Mitigation MM-D1, which requires the preparation 
and approval of a Design-Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation, impacts associated 
with landslides would be less than significant.  The Design-Level Investigation would include 
excavation and design criteria to stabilize or remove the small landslide area in the southwestern 
portion of the project site. 

Regarding the landslide potential of the Rimforest area as a whole, as discussed on page 3.D-12: 

The LOR Investigation conducted for the project indicates that there is some evidence which 
suggest that the project site and the Rimforest area predominately west of the site may be 
underlain by a large, deep-seated ancient landslide complex, and that the small valley of the 
site may be the back scarp of such a feature.  The investigation states that no strong evidence 
was found for the existence of this landslide as far east as the project site, and that if the 
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postulated landslide were present, it is considered to be grossly stable.  Based on the lack of 
recent geomorphic features and the presence of unfractured older alluvium overlying the 
bedrock, the investigation indicates that it is unlikely that the slide has moved during 
Holocene time, and that the climatic and geomorphic conditions that existed during the time 
this feature may have been active have changed.   Although the possibility of this landslide 
presenting a hazard cannot be completely ruled out, and providing absolute proof that no 
hazard exists is not feasible, because of its age and apparent stability the project geologist 
has indicated that the ancient landside to the west of the site is not considered a constraint to 
development of the project, therefore, the potential impact associated with this landslide is 
considered less than significant.  

Specific comments related to water hazards are addressed below. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-4 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  Responses to specific 
comments related to the watershed, the environment, and sewers are provided below.  Regarding 
driving conditions on mountain roads, including Highway 18, please refer to Response to Comment 
F81-5. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-5 
The Draft EIR addressed groundwater and liquefaction in Sections 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, 
and Water Supply, and 3.D, Geology and Soils with supporting technical data and analysis provided 
in Appendix D.  

As described on page 3.F-13 of the Draft EIR: 

Groundwater was not encountered in any of the trenches dug at the project site, nor were 
there any seeps noted.  In addition, the hard, non-porous nature of the underlying bedrock at 
the site tends to minimize groundwater, except within fractures.  However, along the upper 
portion of the valley in the center of the site the lush vegetation and reeds tend to indicate 
the presence of shallow groundwater.  Therefore, this area may have some groundwater 
perched over the bedrock or within the fractures.  Overall, the Engineering and Soils 
Investigation concludes that the groundwater at the site is anticipated to consist of 
insignificant amounts of perched water and limited amounts of water within the fractures of 
the bedrock. 

As analyzed on pages 3.D-11 and 3.D-12 of the Draft EIR: 

The potential for liquefaction generally occurs during strong ground shaking within fine 
grained loose sediments where the groundwater is usually less than 50 feet.  Based on the 
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geologic conditions of the site (i.e., shallow granitic bedrock and the absence of shallow 
groundwater), the potential for liquefaction on the majority of the site is non-existent 
although the upper area of the valley in the south-central portion of the site may have some 
liquefaction potential.  However, the project would comply with the California Department 
of Conservation, CGS Special Publications 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards in California, which provides guidance for evaluation and mitigation of 
earthquake-related hazards, including liquefaction.  In addition, the project would comply 
with current State and local building and safety codes, including other CGS requirements, 
the UBC, the California Building Code (CBC), the County of San Bernardino Building 
Regulations, and the County of San Bernardino Development Code.  Therefore, the project 
would not expose people to substantial risk of injury from liquefaction hazards, and impacts 
related to liquefaction would be less than significant.   

Although liquefaction is not typically caused by heavy rain, the Draft EIR addressed soil erosion 
and site drainage in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply with supporting 
technical data and analysis provided in Appendix H.  As concluded on page 3.F-30 of the Draft EIR, 
since the drainage pattern of the site or area would not be substantially altered and the project would 
implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, 
impacts on hydrology and drainage would be less than significant. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 75-36 regarding the underground spring and site drainage. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-6 
The crib walls would be designed to meet the specifications stated in the Geology and Soils 
Engineering Investigation, included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR and any additional 
specifications contained in the County approved Design-Level Geology and Soils Engineering 
Investigation.   This would ensure the structural stability of the crib walls and conformance with 
applicable provisions of the California Building Code, County Building Regulations and County 
Development Code. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-7 
Please see Responses to Comments F91-5 regarding the potential for liquefaction, F91- 3 regarding 
the potential for mud flow (landslides) due to site development, and F75-21 regarding water flow 
(drainage) due to project development.  Implementation of recommendations contained in a Design-
Level Geology and Soils Engineering Investigation, Best Management Practices, and a Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan would reduce liquefaction, landslide, and drainage impacts from the 
proposed project to a less than significant level.  Furthermore, as stated on page 6 of the Drainage 
Study, included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the Site Plan (Figure 2-6) shows a concrete “V” 
ditch at the top of the 36-inch crib wall located easterly and northerly of the athletic field areas.  The 
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“V” ditch would intercept runoff from the slope above the cribwall and thus prevent runoff from 
eroding material from behind the cribwall. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-8 
As described in Response to Comment F75-21 drainage improvements would be designed to 
accommodate peak flows during a 100-year storm event per County criteria and reduce potential 
flooding impacts to a less than significant level.  In addition, final design drawings would be 
submitted to the Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (LACSD) for review and approval 
prior to final connection to reduce the potential for an accidental release of raw sewage during 
construction (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR, LACSD correspondence dated March 21, 2003). 

RESPONSE NO. F91-9 
As described on pages 3.F-28 through 3.F-30 of the Draft EIR, the proposed storm drain 
improvements include a 60-inch reinforced concrete storm drain pipe, not a 5 foot drainage pipe as 
referenced by the commenter.  If the storm drain does become plugged, the flows would pond at the 
inlet, flow through the site, by way of the soccer field, parking and main driveway and re-enter the 
creek at the location of the proposed storm drain inlet. 

As described on page 3.F-35 of the Draft EIR, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) would 
be prepared for the project to identify site-specific BMPs.  As described in Response to Comments 
E1-2, since preparation of the Draft EIR, a Preliminary WQMP (provided as Appendix A of this 
Final EIR) was prepared for the project site that identifies pollutants of concern, hydrologic and 
conditions of concern, watershed impact of the project, site design BMPs, source control BMPs, 
treatment control BMPs, BMP design criteria, and operations and maintenance of identified BMPs.  
The operation and maintenance of BMPs include regular inspection and cleaning of the storm drain 
(see page 24 of the Preliminary WQMP).      

RESPONSE NO. F91-10 
  The attached California Geological Survey Note 48 is a checklist used by the California Geological 
Survey in review of public schools, hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, and essential service 
buildings under contract with the Division of the State Architect and Office of Statewide Health 
Planning and Development to ensure compliance with Title 24, California Building Code 
requirements.  As described on pages 3.D-7 and 3.D-8 of the Draft EIR, the County has its own 
review procedures and regulations that are applicable to the proposed project as specified the 
County Code:  Building Regulations (Title 6, Division 3); Development Code (Title 8, Division 2); 
Geologic Hazard Overlay (Chapter 82.15), and Fire Safety Overlay (Chapter 82.13) to ensure 
compliance with Uniform Building Code, California Building Code, and County requirements.   
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RESPONSE NO. F91-11 
Please see Response to Comment 91-3 regarding landslide probability of the area.  As stated on 
page 3.D-7 of the Draft EIR, because the project site is located within the Geologic Hazard Overlay 
development of the site would be subject to the provisions of Chapter 82.15 of the County Code. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-12 
As further described on pages 3.C-40, 3.C-41, and 3.C-43 of the Draft EIR, prior to grading permits 
would be required from California Department of Fish (CDFG), Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
and Regional Water Quality Control Board to avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for impacts to 
jurisdictional areas.  As further specified in Mitigation Measure MM-C3(a), no construction on the 
site shall occur until mitigation for jurisdictional areas has been formalized, approved, and 
implemented to the satisfaction of CDFG and ACOE to reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level.  See also Response to Comment B6-32 from CDFG regarding the Streambed Alteration 
Agreement.  

Regarding consultation with the CDFG and ACOE prior to the EIR process, the County provided 
copies of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to these agencies.   However, no comments from these 
agencies were received.  Nonetheless, it is common and appropriate that when regulatory agencies 
will be issuing a permit or other approval, that the specifics of mitigation requirements are worked 
out independent of CEQA through a consultation and approval process.  As stated above, the 
performance standards required for the issuing of permits would reduce project impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-13 
Conformance with General Plan Circulation Element Policy M/CI 4.1 was addressed in Section 3.F, 
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply.  As analyzed on page 3.F-38 of the Draft EIR, the 
Circulation and Infrastructure Element includes a Policy M/CI 4.1 to ensure the retention of natural 
drainage bottom for drainage facilities and flood control channels.  The completed infrastructure is 
generally underground and not visible from offsite locations to the west and north.  Although 
approximately 50 percent of drainage area A would be retained in its natural condition, a 60-inch 
underground pipe would extend from the southwest corner of the site approximately 750 feet 
northeasterly.  In addition, a concrete-lined channel would be located along the northern boundary.  
Because these drainage improvements reduce storm runoff and prevent erosion damage and impacts 
on natural drainage courses would be fully mitigated, this potential plan inconsistency would be 
considered less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would substantially conform to the 
applicable goals and policies of the Circulation and Infrastructure Element. 

Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding wildlife corridors. 
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Furthermore, as concluded on page 3.F-30, since the drainage pattern of the site or area would not 
be substantially altered and the project would implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a 
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, impacts on hydrology and drainage would be less than 
significant. 

Therefore the construction of the storm drain would retain approximately 50 percent of the natural 
drainage channel, would not alter offsite drainage flows to Little Bear Creek, and would not 
substantially interfere with the movement of wildlife species and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-14 
This comment is noted.  However, as described on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR, water would be 
provided from CLAWA’s 12-inch main of off Daley Canyon Road and distributed through the site 
via a 12-inch line, rather than the 16-inch and 14-inch water lines referenced by the commenter. 

Please see Response to Comment F75-3 regarding the analysis of potential impacts associated with 
the construction of the water line and relocation of the sewer line. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-15 
The Draft EIR discussed water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As analyzed on pages 3.F-35 and 
3.F-36 of the Draft EIR, operation of the project could increase pollutants in storm water runoff.  
Measures to reduce water quality impacts to a less than significant level include  the preparation of a 
site specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
identified in the Drainage Study (such as directing “first flush” from most of the parking and 
driveway areas to grassy swales within landscaped areas), and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan.  As described in Response to Comment E1-2 of this Final EIR, since preparation of the Draft 
EIR, a Preliminary WQMP was prepared for the project site that identifies pollutants of concern, 
hydrologic and conditions of concern, watershed impact of the project, site design BMPs, source 
control BMPs, treatment control BMPs, BMP design criteria, and operations and maintenance of 
identified BMPs.  Approval of a Final WQMP and implementation of the BMPs would conform to 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements and impacts on 
downstream receiving waters would be less than significant.  The information provided in the 
Preliminary WQMP clarifies and amplifies the BMPs identified in the Drainage Study, included as 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  See also Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, 
included in this Final EIR. 
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RESPONSE NO. F91-16 
Please refer to Response to Comment 91-15 regarding measures that will be implemented by the 
project to protect water quality. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-17 
Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding wildlife corridors. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-18 
Compliance with the County’s Plant Protection and Management Ordinance (i.e., the “Landscape 
Ordinance” referenced by the commenter) is addressed in Section 3.0 Biological Resources of the 
Draft EIR.  As stated on page 3.C-13: 

Under this ordinance, a Tree or Plant Removal Permit is required for regulated trees and 
plants including native trees with a six inch or greater stem diameter or 19 inches in 
circumference measure 4.5 feet above natural grade level and riparian plants within 200 feet 
of the bank of a stream as shown on USGS topographic maps as perennial or intermittent, 
blue or brown lines (solid or dashed), and river wash areas.   This permit can be considered 
part of an approved land use application or development permit, if the application provided 
sufficient information to determine the extent of any proposed native tree or plant removal.  
This determination is based, in part, on the finding that the removal of a native tree or plant 
is justified if the location of the native tree or plant interferes with an allowed structure, or 
other approved improvements, or ground disturbing activity.  The following additional 
findings are required for tree removal in the Mountain Region:  (1) Twenty percent of 
commercial, industrial, and/or administrative/professional uses will be maintained or 
established in a natural condition; (2) One half of all natural areas will be located so that 
significant portions are visible from the public right-of –way; (3) an RFP has certified that 
the removal of a regulated tree will contribute to the overall health of the remaining stand of 
trees.   Prior to the issuance of a Tree or Plant Removal Permit, a plot plan indicating which 
trees are authorized for removal shall be approved by the appropriate County Review 
Authority.   The County’s Landscaping Ordinance also requires the preparation of a forest 
conservation plan by an RFP for projects located within the Mountain Region. 

As analyzed on page 3.C-38 of the Draft EIR, although the loss of Westside ponderosa pine plant 
community acreage and trees is substantial on a site-specific basis, the community is common in the 
San Bernardino Mountains and is not considered a sensitive plant community.  Therefore the loss of 
trees on site would not have a significant adverse impact locally or regionally.  The protection of the 
remaining trees from disturbances during construction would be addressed through compliance with 
the Plant Protection and Management Ordinance.  Therefore, the proposed project is not illegal 
under this ordinance. 
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RESPONSE NO. F91-19 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  Responses to these issues are 
provided above. 

RESPONSE NO. F91-20 
Comment noted.  Information regarding animal species observed or potentially present on site was 
listed in Table 3.C-2, pages 3.C-21through 3.C-27, and summarized on page 3.C-28 of the Draft 
EIR.  The commenter’s summary of this information is generally accurate with the exception of the 
potential use of the site by the bald eagle for foraging or nesting.  As shown on page 3.C-24 the bald 
eagle is not expected to occur on site. 

Please see Response to Comment B6-12 regarding the need to update the surveys presented in the 
Draft EIR. 
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LETTER NO. F92 

Laurence Reider, P.E. Date:  6/18/2010 
P.O. Box 91  
Blue Jay, CA 92317 

RESPONSE NO. F92-1 
The Draft EIR addressed air quality in Section 3.B, Air Quality with supporting technical data and 
analysis provided in Appendix B.  As described under the headings of Thresholds of Significance 
and Methodology on pages 3.B-13 through 3.B-16, a project is considered to result in significant 
impacts to air quality if it causes or contributes to a violation of an applicable air quality standard.  
In addition to pollutant reducing strategies applicable to any project within the South Coast Air 
Basin (Basin), such as the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) Rule 403, 
a number of feasible project-specific mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures MM-B1(a) through 
MM-B1(h)) have been developed to reduce air quality impacts during construction.  However, as 
stated on page 3.B-31 of the Draft EIR, even after implementation of these mitigation measures, 
construction activities from the proposed project will result in significant unavoidable impacts on 
regional and local air quality due to exceedances of SCAQMD emissions thresholds for PM2.5, 
PM10, ROC, and NOx.   

The commenter is incorrect that no project may cause a violation of an air quality standard and 
therefore if a project exceeds California Ambient Air Quality Standards or National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards it is illegal.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 requires that should the project be 
approved that will result in significant unavoidable impacts, the lead agency shall prepare a 
statement of overriding considerations that states the reasons why the benefits of the project 
outweigh any significant unavoidable impacts identified in the Final EIR.   

According to SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, background conditions may be 
established through existing monitoring stations.  On-site background air monitoring is allowed as 
an alternative method, but not necessary to establish ambient conditions.  The SCAQMD provides 
ambient air quality data at stations located throughout the Basin in different source receptor areas.  
According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the closest monitoring station (same source 
receptor area) to the project site is considered representative of the background conditions.   

RESPONSE NO. F92-2 
The new federal 1-hour NO2 standard went into effect four days prior to the distribution of the Draft 
EIR.  However, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released in February of 2005.  It is the 
SCAQMDs’ policy to establish thresholds applicable to each project when the NOP is published or 
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environmental analysis begins.  Since the analysis was performed starting in 2005 and finalized in 
2009, thresholds used in the analysis and presented in the Draft EIR are appropriate under CEQA.   

RESPONSE NO. F92-3 
Comment noted.  The following mitigation measure will be added to the Final EIR: 

MM-B1(i)  The project applicant shall ensure that construction equipment to be used on-site 
for more than 5 business days meet EPA Tier 3 emissions standards if available 
or be equipped with  CARB Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters. 

However even with implementation of this mitigation measure to address diesel particulate matter 
from diesel-fueled construction equipment, PM10 emissions during construction would remain 
significant and unavoidable.   Please see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in 
this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F92-4 
Mitigation Measure MM-B1(c) requires that the construction contractor shall utilize electric 
equipment in lieu of gasoline powered engines where feasible.   

RESPONSE NO. F92-5 
Logging of fuel usage and operating hours would not serve to mitigate emissions related to 
construction activities.  The air quality analysis of construction emissions contained in the Draft EIR 
assumes a worst-case operating scenario where all pieces of equipment would be operating for eight 
hours per day continuously.  In reality, a few pieces of equipment would be operating at any given 
time and not continuously for an entire day.  Therefore, construction related air quality impacts 
presented in the Draft EIR are conservative.  Projected equipment operating parameters (hours, load, 
number of equipment) and construction assumptions are provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.     

RESPONSE NO. F92-6 
As described on pages 3.I-9 and 3.I-10 of the Draft EIR, during peak construction activity 
construction traffic would generate up to approximately 25 daily trips which would be distributed 
evenly across the work day.  Because the number of construction trips is relatively limited and 
would not occur during peak traffic hours, construction traffic is not anticipated to cause substantial 
delays and disruption to existing traffic.  Nonetheless, delays during construction activities may 
occur during the widening of Highway 18 to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane and a 
westbound deceleration/acceleration lane.  With implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-I1(a) 
through MM-I1 (d), which include limiting construction traffic to off-peak hours and the use of flag 
persons, as necessary to assist with truck movements into and out of the site, impacts on existing 
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intersection Level of Service (LOS) from construction traffic generated by the proposed project 
would be less than significant and no further mitigation is required. 

RESPONSE NO. F92-7 
Intersection modeling for CO was performed in the Draft EIR consistent with SCAQMD guidelines. 
For mobile source emissions, CO is the preferred benchmark pollutant for assessing local air quality 
impacts and modeling for NO2 is not required.  The CO hotspots analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR was based on a maximum of 800 trips during the peak hour and found to result in less than 
significant impacts.  Since construction trips are not expected to reach this level, CO concentrations 
at nearby intersections during construction would remain below significance thresholds.   

Air quality monitoring is not necessary as dispersion modeling (CALINE4) has been performed to 
demonstrate that CO concentrations at intersections would remain below significance thresholds.   

RESPONSE NO. F92-8 
The project is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 which requires water or a stabilizing 
agent be applied in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes outside the 
property boundaries.  Installing PM10 filters at off-site locations (i.e. private residences) is not 
practicable, and the effectiveness of such filters can be greatly compromised in buildings with 
operable windows.   
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LETTER NO. F93 

Judi Sullivan Date:  6/18/2010 
sullivanjudi@hotmail.com  
 

RESPONSE NO. F93-1 
Environmental impacts were considered for various topical issues in Chapter 3.0, Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR addressed flood control in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 
with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  Please also see Response to 
Comment F85-18 regarding this issue. 

The Draft EIR addressed scenic resources in Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  Please also see Responses to 
Comments F1-1 and F1-5 regarding this issue.   

The Draft EIR addressed public safety in Section 3.E, Hazards.  Please also see Response to 
Comment F77-24 regarding evacuation. 

RESPONSE NO. F93-2 
Please see Response to Comment F81-5 regarding driving on mountain roads and F77-24 regarding 
emergency evacuation. 

RESPONSE NO. F93-3 
This comment is noted.  The issues raised by the commenter were addressed in Responses to 
Comments F93-1 and F93-2. 

RESPONSE NO. F93-4 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 
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LETTER NO. F94 

Valerie Wilson Date:  6/18/2010 
random12357@verizon.net  
Crestline, CA  
 

RESPONSE NO. F94-1 
This comment provides the transmittal for this letter.  Responses to the referenced letter are 
presented in Responses to Comments F94-2 through F94-19.  An email acknowledging receipt of 
these comments was provided by Matthew Slowik on June 22, 2010.   

RESPONSE NO. F94-2 
See responses below to specific issues raised by the commenter. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-3 
The Draft EIR addressed views in Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  As stated on page 3.A-20 of the Draft 
EIR, approximately 63 percent of the site would be developed and 37 percent of the site would 
remain as open space.  As described on page 3.A-22 and shown on Figures 3A-6 through 3A-8, of 
the Draft EIR, implementation of the project would substantially change views to the site along the 
Highway 18 corridor.  As concluded on page 3.A-31, even with implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures (such as landscaping and revegetation) impacts associated with the change in 
views of the project from Highway 18 from undeveloped forest land to developed conditions would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

The Draft EIR addressed natural drainage in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality and Water 
Supply with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  As described on pages 
3.F-28 of the Draft EIR, approximately 50 percent of the natural drainage course would be retained.  
As concluded on page 3.F-30, since the drainage pattern of the site or area would not be 
substantially altered and the project would implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a 
Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, impacts on hydrology and drainage would be less than 
significant.    

Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary WQMP (included in Appendix A of this Final 
EIR) was prepared that includes additional site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment 
control BMPs that will be implemented as part of the project to protect water quality.  See also 
Responses to Comments E1-2 regarding this Plan and Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, in this Final EIR.   
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The Draft EIR addressed impacts on jurisdictional waters in Section 3.C, Biological Resources with 
supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix C.  As described on page 3.C-40 of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project will impact approximately 0.22 acre of jurisdictional non-wetland 
“waters of the State” and 0.12 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.”  These impacts would be 
less than significant through California Department of Fish and Game and Army Corps of 
Engineers permitting requirements and other mitigation as specified in Mitigation Measure MM-
C3(a).  

RESPONSE NO. F94-4 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed consistency with the County’s General Plan and  
Lake Arrowhead Community Plan in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics, Table 3.A-1 and 3.G, Land Use, 
Tables 3.G-1 and 3.G-2 and other sections.  It was acknowledged in the Draft EIR that the proposed 
project would be inconsistent with certain policies designed to protect scenic views and the 
alpine/forest character of the community/region.       

RESPONSE NO. F94-5 
This comment is noted.  These issues were fully analyzed in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics; 3.H, Noise; 
and 3.I, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR.  See Responses to Comments F94-3 
regarding visual impacts, F1-2 regarding lighting impacts, F43-4 regarding noise impacts, and F81-
3 and F81-5 regarding traffic lights. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-6 
Impacts on views from Highway 18 (a scenic highway) were analyzed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of 
the Draft EIR.  See also Response to Comments F94-3 regarding this issue. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-7 
This comment lacks specificity.  Impacts on mountain residents and mountain resources were fully 
evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-8 
This comment is noted.  The stream that runs through the property was addressed in Section 3.F, 
Hydrology with supporting data provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 
3.F-4 of the Draft EIR on-site natural drainage flows to the natural drainage the traverses diagonally 
through the project site and continue in a northeasterly direction along Daley Canyon Road.  Flows 
within the natural drainage course are tributary to the headwaters of Little Bear Creek which flows 
to Lake Arrowhead.   
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As stated on page 3.C-8 of the Draft EIR and as noted by the commenter, no blue line streams, as 
shown on the United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map, are located on the project 
site.  The County provided a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the Army Corps of Engineers 
Operations Branch, Regulatory Branch, and Floodplain Management and no comments were 
received.  It is beyond the scope of this EIR to provide a comprehensive listing of public agencies 
who did not provide comment on the Draft EIR. 

Please see Response to Comment F94-3 regarding impacts to the stream and mitigation. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-9 
Impacts on sensitive and common animal species were analyzed in Section 3.C Biological 
Resources of the Draft EIR.  Please see Response to Comment F90-6. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-10 
Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding impacts on the wildlife corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-11 
Please see Response to Comment F94-3 regarding impact to jurisdictional waters. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-12 
Please see Response to Comment B6-6 regarding impacts on the wildlife corridor. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-13 
This comment lacks specificity about public safety omissions and negligence.  However, the Draft 
EIR addressed public safety in Section 3.E, Hazards.  Please also see Response to Comment F77-24 
regarding evacuation. 

The Draft EIR addressed water availability and conveyance in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  As 
concluded in the Draft EIR impacts on water supply and infrastructure requirements would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

Regarding water quality, runoff, and flooding please see Response to Comment F94-3. 

Regarding sanitation (sewer) issue, please see Response to Comment E1-1. 
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The Draft EIR addressed fire protection and emergency services in Section 3.E, Hazards.  As 
concluded in that analysis impacts of the project relative to fire protection services and hazards 
would be less than significant.  Regarding police protections, as determined in the Initial Study 
(included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the proposed project will not likely attract criminal 
activity or increase the need for law enforcement services and therefore would be less than 
significant.  As such, the project’s cumulative contribution to the need for additional law 
enforcement services would also be less than significant.  

It is not clear from the comment how the EIR analysis was deficient in for these referenced issues. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-14 
Comment noted.  Please see Responses to Comments F94-13 and F77-24 regarding public safety 
and F2-1 regarding (traffic) congestion. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-15 
This comment is noted.  However, no specific issues were raised by the commenter that were not 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.   

RESPONSE NO. F94-16 
Please refer to Response to Comment regarding consistency with the General Plan and Community 
Plan. 

RESPONSE NO. F94-17 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.  However, no specific issues 
were raised by the commenter that were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.   

RESPONSE NO. F94-18 
This comment is noted.  However, cumulative and negative (significant) impacts were identified 
throughout Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR considered the mountain setting as a component of impact evaluation.  

RESPONSE NO. F94-19 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers.   
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LETTER NO. F95 

Heather Sargeant Date:  6/20/2010 
P.O. Box 224  
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 

RESPONSE NO. F95-1 
This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR addressed views in Section 3.A, Aesthetics.  As stated on 
page 3.A-20 of the Draft EIR, approximately 63 percent of the site would be developed and 37 
percent of the site would remain as open space.  As described on page 3.A-22 and shown on Figures 
3A-6 through 3A-8, of the Draft EIR, implementation of the project would substantially change 
views to the site along the Highway 18 corridor.  As concluded on page 3.A-31, even with 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures (such as landscaping and revegetation) 
impacts associated with the change in views of the project from Highway 18 from undeveloped 
forest land to developed conditions would remain significant and unavoidable. 

RESPONSE NO. F95-2 
This comment is noted.  Please see Response to Comment E3-4 regarding tree removal.  The Draft 
EIR addressed changes to the property’s forest character in Sections 3.A, Aesthetics and 3.G, Land 
Use.  It was acknowledged in the Draft EIR that even with implementation of mitigation measures, 
conversion of the site from a forested area to a developed condition would potentially conflict with 
goals and policies of the General Plan and Lake Arrowhead Community Plan designed to preserve 
such areas and would result in a significant unavoidable impact on views along Highway 18.  

RESPONSE NO. F95-3 
Please refer to Response to Comment F1-2 regarding lighting impacts. 

RESPONSE NO. F95-4 
Please see Response to Comments E3-2 and E3-3 regarding impacts on the riparian habitat and 
jurisdictional waters and Response to Comment F85-18 regarding drainage and water quality. 

RESPONSE NO. F95-5 
Please see Response to Comment F81-9 regarding alternative sites that were analyzed in 
Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 
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LETTER NO. G1 

Charm Kutch Date:  6/25/2010 
P.O. Box 173  
Twin Peaks, CA 92391 

RESPONSE NO.  G1-1 
Although this letter and request for extension were received after the comment period, the County 
had extended the public/agency review and comment period for the Draft EIR an additional 15 days 
(from June 3, 2010 to June 18, 2010), resulting in a total review period of 61 days. 

RESPONSE NO.  G1-2 
This comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the contents or adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
therefore no further response is required. 

RESPONSE NO.  G1-3 
This comment is noted for the consideration of the decision-makers. 

RESPONSE NO.  G1-4 
Water supply and water use are discussed in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water 
Supply of the Draft EIR.  As presented on pages 3.F-30 through 3.F-33 of the Draft EIR, water 
demand from the proposed project is within the demand forecasts considered in CLAWA’s Urban 
Water Management Plan.  As indicated by the Crestline-Lake Arrowhead Water Agency in 
correspondence dated March 3, 2010 and included in Appendix F of the Draft EIR, water supply 
would be available for the proposed project.   The project would incorporate applicable water 
conservation measures that are included as part of San Bernardino County’s Standard Conditions of 
Approval.  These standard conditions include drought tolerant vegetation and computerized 
irrigation systems with automatic, independent adjustments and sensing capabilities to shut down 
the system in the event of break or leak.  The project would also be required to install low-flow 
interior water faucets and toilets.  Therefore the project impact on water demand would be less than 
significant.   

RESPONSE NO.  G1-5 
This comment is noted.  Please see Responses to Comments F81-3 and F81-5 regarding driving 
conditions and weather. 
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RESPONSE NO.  G1-5 
This comment is noted.  No guns or gun range is proposed as part of the project. 

See Responses to Comments G1-4 regarding water, F81-3 and F81-5 regarding traffic, and E3-4 
regarding tree removal. 

It is not clear from the commenter what was meant by “buildings” as this was a component of the 
project evaluated throughout Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR.  However, impacts on views of the site 
were addressed in Section 3.A, Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  As described on page 3.A-22 and 
shown on Figures 3A-6 through 3A-8, of the Draft EIR, implementation of the project would 
substantially change views to the site along the Highway 18 corridor.  As concluded on page 3.A-
31, even with implementation of recommended mitigation measures (such as landscaping and 
revegetation) impacts associated with the change in views of the project from Highway 18 from 
undeveloped forest land to developed conditions would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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LETTER NO. G2 

Cindi Mitton, Senior Engineer Date:  8/9/2010 
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER CONTROL BOARD 
Lahontan Region 
14440 Civic Drive, Suite 200 
Victorville, CA 92392 

RESPONSE NO.  G2-1 
The Draft EIR addressed storm water runoff and water quality in Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water 
Quality, and Water Supply with supporting technical data and analysis provided in Appendix F.  As 
described on page 3.F-30 of the Draft EIR, because the natural drainage pattern of the site area 
would not be substantially altered and the project would implement Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, impacts on hydrology and drainage would 
be less than significant. 

In addition, as described on page 3.F-35 of the Draft EIR, a Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP) would be prepared for the project to identify site-specific BMPs that would conform to 
NPDES permit requirements to maintain water quality standards.   At the time the Draft EIR was 
published, a WQMP for the site was not available.  However, the Drainage Study (included in 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR) identifies operational BMP’s that would be incorporated into the 
WQMP.  Initial “first flush” flows from most of the parking and driveways areas would be directed 
to “grassy swales” within the landscaped areas.  The grassy swales are illustrated on Exhibit A of 
the Drainage Study.  Additionally, fossil filters would be installed in the storm drain inlet to the 60-
inch reinforced concrete pipe.  In addition to these BMPs, which would be incorporated into the 
WQMP, additional structural and non-structural BMPs would be implemented as part of the 
WQMP.  The WQMP would be based on the San Bernardino County WQMP Guidelines and 
NPDES permits that took effect as of January 2004. 

Since preparation of the Draft EIR a Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP), 
included in Appendix A of this Final EIR, was prepared for review and approval by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, (Lahontan RWQCB) that includes 
additional site design BMPs, source control BMPs, and treatment control BMPs that will be 
implemented as part of the project.  Some of the LID measures referenced as BMPs in the 
Preliminary Water Quality Control Plan include: permeable landscape areas in the parking lot and 
around the building; retaining 37 percent of the site as open space; vegetative swales; retention 
areas; and storm drain inserts.  See also Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, in 
this Final EIR. 
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RESPONSE NO.  G2-2 
Compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit and the requirement for the project to 
develop and implementation a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan was described in Section 3.F, 
Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply, of the Draft EIR.  As stated on pages 3.F-34 and 3.F-
35 of the Draft EIR: 

BMPs would be implemented that would serve to minimize sedimentation, reduce or 
eliminate other pollutants in storm water runoff, and reduce or eliminate non-storm water 
discharges.  The implementation of traditional engineering erosion control methods and 
BMPs (e.g., proper grading techniques, appropriate sloping of the construction site, sand 
bagging, drainage swales, regular watering of disturbed areas), which constitute standard 
conditions of grading permit approval, would effectively control fugitive dust and sediment 
transport during construction operations, including the discharge of sediment into the area’s 
storm drain system. 

In addition, the Drainage Study [see Appendix H of the Draft EIR] includes a Temporary 
Erosion Control Plan (TECP) that identifies erosion control measures to be implemented 
during construction of the project (refer to Exhibit D in the Drainage Study).  As part of the 
TECP, silt fences would be employed at the downhill boundary of all areas to be disturbed 
by grading activities.  The silt fences would trap fine sediment in runoff during construction 
activities.  The TECP includes sand bag barriers or chevrons within the driveways and 
parking lots and sand bags around the storm drain entrance(s).  These sand bag features are 
intended to prevent silt from migrating offsite during construction activities.  The TECP 
includes stabilizing construction entrances at the two access points to State Highway 189, 
which would be the only access points utilized during construction activities.  The stabilized 
construction entrances would consist of a rock base with ridged steel plates that serve to 
remove dirt and miscellaneous debris from the tires of construction vehicles.  The TECP 
also includes a sediment control basin to be located at the main storm drain inlet in the 
central portion of the project site.  The basin would mitigate flows from that portion of the 
site above the fill slopes during construction activities.  The basin would be created by 
placing sand bags around the storm drain inlet that is located in a sump.  The TECP contains 
other BMP’s that may or may not be necessary depending on how the construction 
operation would be phased.  The BMP’s identified in the TECP would be included within 
and/or supplement the SWPPP.  The TECP would also be incorporated into a Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan to control erosion during and sediment runoff during 
construction. 

As concluded on page 3.F-35 of the Draft EIR, short-term impacts on water quality during 
construction would be less than significant due to compliance with regulatory requirements, 
including the General Construction Permit that requires implementation of BMPs identified in a 
SWPPP prior to the issuance of a grading permit.    
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RESPONSE NO.  G2-3 
As described in Response to Comment G2-1 a Preliminary WQMP for compliance with NPDES 
requirements has been prepared for the proposed project, which would be subject to the review and 
approval of the Lahontan RWQCB.  BMPs included in the Preliminary WQMP would ensure that 
pollutant loading to surface waters would meet numeric and narrative water quality objectives of the 
Water quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region.  As stated on page 6 of the Preliminary 
WQMP, expected pollutants include heavy metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, and oil and 
grease.  Potential pollutants include bacteria/virus, nutrients, pesticides, sediments, and oxygen 
demanding substances.  This information updated the more general discussion on page 3.F-35 of the 
Draft EIR which stated, “[operational pollutants would] typically be limited to trash and debris, 
although additional pollutants associated with surface parking areas could include oil, grease, and 
heavy metals such as copper.”  Please also see Section 3.0, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, in this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE NO.  G2-4 
As described on pages 3.F-13 and 3.F-14 of the Draft EIR, because the project will impact 
approximately 0.22 acres of jurisdictional waters of the state and approximately 0.12 acres of 
jurisdictional “waters of the U.S,” approval for both state and federal regulatory agencies is required 
(i.e., State 401 and 1604 permits, Federal 404 Nation Wide Permit).   Therefore before the Army 
Corps of Engineers will issue a Section 404 permit, a Federal Clean Water Act Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification will be required. 

RESPONSE NO.  G2-5 
Potential impacts on wetlands and jurisdictional waters were analyzed in Section 3.C, Biological 
Resources in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment G2-4.  As noted in that response, 
all waters of the U.S. and state found on site are non-wetland. 

RESPONSE NO.  G2-6 
Alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed in Section 4.0, Alternatives Analysis of the Draft 
EIR.  As described on pages 4-13 and 4-14 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Project/Alternative Site 
Design Alternative would reduce the major components and capacity of the project by 25 percent 
and reconfigure uses in the southern portion of the site to substantially avoid the natural drainage 
area.   

RESPONSE NO.  G2-7 
This comment is noted. 
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RESPONSE NO.  G2-8 
What is meant by the statement regarding the need to develop and implement acceptable mitigation 
is not clear.  As indicated in the above responses, the Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts on 
hydrology and water quality and included operational BMPs.  As reflected in this Final EIR, 
additional BMPs have been identified in a Preliminary WQMP prepared in compliance with 
NPDES and RWCQB requirements that is subject to the review and approval of the Lahontan 
RWQCB.  Given the information provided in the EIR and the process for Lahontan RWQCB 
review and approval, it is assumed that concerns regarding acceptable mitigation have been 
addressed. 
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3.0  CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

 

As provided in Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, responses to comments may 
take the form of a revision to the Draft EIR or may be a separate section in the Final EIR.  This 
section complies with the latter, and provides changes to the Draft EIR in revision mode text 
(i.e., deletions are shown with strikethrough and additions are shown with underline).  The 
changes to the Draft EIR identified below provide clarification, corrections, or revisions based 
on public comments or due to additional information that was received during the public review 
period.  Changes to the Draft EIR are outlined below under their appropriate EIR Chapter and/or 
Section headings.  These revisions are minor changes and do not constitute significant additional 
information that would alter the outcome of the environmental analysis or require recirculation 
of the document under CEQA Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Executive Summary 

Page ES-1, fourth paragraph, first sentence has been revised as follows: 

Vehicular access onto the project site would be provided by a driveway on Highway 18.  
A secondary emergency access would be provided along Highway 18 approximately 400 325 
feet east of the proposed driveway.  The proposed project would provide a total of 540 parking 
spaces, which would meet and exceed the minimum code requirements. 

Table ES-1, page ES-10, the following Mitigation Measure MM-B1(i) has been added: 

MM-B1(i)  The project applicant shall ensure that construction equipment to be used on-
site for more than 5 business days meet EPA Tier 3 emissions standards if available or be 
equipped with  CARB Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters. 

Table ES-1, page ES-20, Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b) has been revised as follows: 

MM-C5(b)  No vegetation removal, ground disturbing activities, or construction shall 
take place on the site until a pre-construction survey for the San Bernardino flying squirrel has 
been completed by a qualified biologist to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG and the 
USFWS.  Upon initiation of vegetation removal at the site a registered biologist approved by the 
County and the USFS shall be present to direct construction crews to place downed wood in 
open space areas of the site.  The objective of this effort shall be to enhance the natural open 
space areas of the site for the San Bernardino flying squirrel by increasing mesic microsites 
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important to truffle production through shading or moisture retention.  The general approach to 
placement of downed wood shall be approved by the Crest Forest Fire Protection District to 
avoid conflicts with fire hazards or conflicts with fuel modification requirements. 

2.0 Project Description 

Subsection 7, Site Grading, page 2-16 has been revised as follows: 

7.  Site Grading 

As previously mentioned, the project site consists of a northeasterly trending valley 
falling to the northeast.  Consequently, the southeastern portion of the project site would be 
graded to facilitate the construction of the church facility and its ancillary parking.  Graded 
materials would be placed in the southwestern and northwestern portions of the project site for 
construction of the sports fields, entry, and parking.  Grading would also be required for the 
extension of the water line and relocation of the sewer line.  Preliminary grading quantities are 
estimated to be 351,350 cubic yards of excavation or cut materials and 255,842 cubic yards of 
fill material used for the embankment.  Given that these grading quantities would be adjusted due 
to subsidence, duff removal, tree/stump removal, remedial grading shrinkage, and mass 
excavation shrinkage, cut and fill materials would be balanced on site.    

Subsection E, Intended Use of the Draft EIR, page 2-17 has been revised as follows: 

Other Agencies 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Federal 404 Nationwide Permit) 
• California Department of Fish and Game (Streambed Alteration Agreement; State 

401 and 1602 permits) 
• California Department of Forestry (Timber Harvest Plan approval; Timberland 

Conversion Permit) 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan Region) (Wastewater treatment 

requirements; NPDES requirements) 
• Lake Arrowhead Community Services District (Sewer Line Connection Permit) 

Section 3.A, Aesthetics 

Page 3.A-20, fourth paragraph, third sentence has been revised as follows: 
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A driveway off of Highway 18 would provide vehicular access to and from the project 
site with a monument sign designating the entrance.  A traffic signal would be installed at the 
entrance driveway and Highway 18 would be widened by approximately 300 feet on either side 
of the driveway to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound 
deceleration/acceleration lane.  A secondary emergency access road, which would be limited to 
site egress (i.e., exit only), would be provided along Highway 18, approximately 400 325 feet 
east of the proposed driveway.   

Section 3.B, Air Quality 

Page 3.B-28, the following Mitigation Measure MM-B1(i) has been added: 

MM-B1(i)  The project applicant shall ensure that construction equipment to be used on-
site for more than 5 business days meet EPA Tier 3 emissions standards if 
available or be equipped with  CARB Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters. 

Section 3.C, Biological Resources 

Page 3.C-3, first paragraph, third sentence, has been revised as follows: 

with a shrub layer of mountain dogwood.  Ruderal/disturbed areas on-site comprise a sparse 
variety of annual, locally-common non-native grasses and forbs, and adventitious native 
species, (disturbance followers) that grow along old logging roads and skid trails.  Species 
found within ruderal/disturbed vegetation include: common ragweed (Ambrosia 
artemisiifolia), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), black bindweed (Polygonum convolvulus), 
cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), native white yarrow (Achillea 
millefolium), tarplant (Hemizonia paniculata), morning glory (Calystegia occidentalis), and 
California goldenrod (Solidago californica).  A complete list of plant species recorded during 
the surveys is provided in the NRATLC 2001, and2002, 2003, and 2005 reports found in 
Appendix C. 

Table 3C-1, Church of the Woods Sensitive Plants and Table 3C-2, Church of the Woods 
Sensitive Wildlife on pages 3C-15 through 3C-27 of the Draft EIR have been revised as 
follows to include the legend for the abbreviations used under the “Occurrence On-Site” 
columns (i.e., OB, NE, P, F, n, and B): 
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Table 3C-1 
 

Church of the Woods Sensitive Plants 
 
VASCULAR PLANTS        

Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
List Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-Site 

Acanthoscyphus 
parishii var. 
goodmaniana 

Cushenbury 
oxytheca 

June-Sept. FE NONE 1B.1 Limestone talus from 4,800 to 7,500 
feet. 

Endemic to northern slopes of 
the San Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Arabis parishii Parish’s rock cress Apr.-May NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement on dry slopes from 
6,500 to 9,800 feet.  Yellow pine forest, 
red fir forest. 

Bear Valley and Sugarloaf 
Peak. 

NE 

Arenaria ursina Big Bear Valley 
sandwort 

May-Aug. FT NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement on dry slopes from 
6,000 to 7,000 feet.  Pinyon and 
Juniper woodland.   

Endemic to San Bernardino 
Mountains, known only from 
Big Bear and Baldwin Lakes. 

NE 

Astragalus leucolobus Big Bear Valley 
woolly pod 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement from 6,000 to 8,000 
feet.  Upper montane coniferous forest.  
Pinyon and juniper woodland and 
sagebrush scrub. 

Known from the central San 
Gabriel Mountains, San 
Bernardino and Santa Rosa 
Mountains. 

NE 

Berberis nevinii Nevin’s barberry Mar.-Apr. FE SE 1B.1 Sandy and gravelly places below 2,000 
feet.  Coastal sage scrub and chaparral. 

Known from the hills south of 
Loma Linda in San Bernardino 
County and in the area around 
Vail Lake in Riverside County. 

NE 

Calochortus palmeri 
var. palmeri 

Palmer’s mariposa 
lily 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Meadows and moist places from 3,500 
to 6,500 feet.  Chaparral and yellow 
pine forest. 

Known from the north San 
Bernardino Mountains to 
Tehachapi Mountains and East 
San Luis Obispo. 

NE 

Calochortus 
plummerae 

Plummer’s mariposa 
lily 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Dry, rocky areas in coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, meadows and seeps, and 
yellow pine forest below 1,700 meters 
(5,000 feet) elevation. 

Know from the Santa Monica 
Mountains and San Jacinto 
Mountains. 

NE 
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Church of the Woods Sensitive Plants 
 

OB = Observed; NE = Species not expected to occur on-site due to the lack of suitable habitat; P = There remains a low potential for this species to occur on-site due to:  (1) the 
inherent difficulty in observing 100 percent of the property at close range, (2) the population fluctuation of the species from year to year, and/or (3) the small stature of the species. 
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VASCULAR PLANTS        

Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
List Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-Site 

Castilleja cinerea Ash-gray Indian 
paintbrush 

June-Aug. FT NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement plains, Mojavean 
desert scrub meadows and seeps.  
Pinyon and juniper woodland and 
upper montane coniferous forest from 
5,000 to 9,800 feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains at fewer than 20 
occurrences. 

NE 

Castilleja lasiorhyncha San Bernardino 
Mountains owl’s 
clover 

June-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement chaparral, upper 
montane coniferous forest and 
meadows from 4,600 to 7,400 feet. 

Known from south San 
Bernardino Mountains south to 
Cuyamaca Mountains. 

NE 

Deinandra (Hemizonia) 
mohavensis 

Mojave tarplant July-Sept. NONE SE 1B.3 Riparian scrub, Joshua tree woodland 
and chaparral from 2,500 to 4,800 feet.  
Low sand bars along riverbeds.  Mostly 
in riparian areas or in ephemeral grassy 
areas. 

Reported from Deep Creek in 
San Bernardino Mountains and 
San Jacinto Mountains. 

NE 

Dudleya abramsii ssp. 
affinis 

San Bernardino 
Mountains dudleya 

Apr.-June NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement on granitic or 
quartizite outcrops or rarely limestone, 
from 6,000 to 8,500 feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Erigeron uncialis var. 
uncialis 

Limestone daisy June-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Crevices of limestone cliffs from 7,000 
to 9,500 feet.  Occurs in sagebrush 
scrub, bristlecone forest, pinyon juniper 
woodland. 

Known from the Clark 
Mountains, eastern San 
Bernardino County, Inyo 
Mountains, Tin Mountains and 
the western Mojave desert. 

NE 

Eriogonum kenndeyi 
ssp. austromontanum 

Southern mountain 
buckwheat 

July-Sept. FT NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement and 6,300 to 6,500 
feet from yellow pine forest. 

Known from Bear Valley in 
the San Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Helianthus nuttallii ssp. 
parishii 

Los Angeles 
sunflower 

Aug.-Oct. NONE NONE 1A Wet ground.  1,000 to 1,500 feet. Probably extinct; last known 
from Los Angeles, San 
Bernardino and Orange 
counties. 

NE 
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Heuchera parishii Parish’s alum root June-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.3 Rocky places in montane coniferous 
forest from 5,000 to 8,900 feet. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Horkelia wilderae Barton Flats 
horkelia 

May-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.1 Dry benches in yellow pine forest from 
6,000 to 8,000 feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Ivesia argyrocoma Silver-haired ivesia June-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble plain montane coniferous forest 
and dry meadows from 6,500 to 7,500 
feet. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains south to 
Baja California. 

NE 

Lesquerella kingii ssp. 
bernardina 

San Bernardino 
Mountains 
bladderpod 

May-June FE NONE 1B.1 Dry plats in Pinyon and juniper 
woodland and yellow pine forest from 
6,600 to 6,700 feet. 

Known from eastern end of 
Bear Valley in San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Lilium parryi Lemon lily July-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.2 Springs, wet banks in riparian scrub 
and montane coniferous forest from 
4,000 to 9,000 feet. 

Known from San Gabriel 
Mountains south to San Diego 
County. 

NE 

Linanthus concinnus San Gabriel 
linanthus 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Montane coniferous forest and dry 
rocky slopes from 5,000 to 8,500 feet. 

Known from the San Gabriel 
Mountains. 

NE 

Linanthus killipii Baldwin Lake 
linanthus 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Pinyon juniper woodland, pebble 
pavement and dry slopes from 5,000 to 
7,000 feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains in the Baldwin 
Lake area. 

NE 

Lycium parishii Parish’s desert-thorn Mar.-Apr. NONE NONE 2.3 Sandy to rocky slopes and canyons in 
coastal sage scrub, creosote bush scrub 
below 2,000 feet. 

Known from San Bernardino 
Valley and western Colorado 
Desert. 

NE 

Mimulus exiguus San Bernardino 
Mountains 
monkeyflower 

June-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement and moist disturbed 
places. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains and 
Baja California. 

NE 



3.0  Corrections and Additions 

Table 3C-1 (Continued) 
 

Church of the Woods Sensitive Plants 
 

OB = Observed; NE = Species not expected to occur on-site due to the lack of suitable habitat; P = There remains a low potential for this species to occur on-site due to:  (1) the 
inherent difficulty in observing 100 percent of the property at close range, (2) the population fluctuation of the species from year to year, and/or (3) the small stature of the species. 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 3-7 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

VASCULAR PLANTS        

Scientific Name Common Name 
Flowering 

Period Federal State 
CNPS 
List Preferred Habitat Distribution 

Occurrence 
On-Site 

Mimulus purpureus Purple 
monkeyflower 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Moist sandy places from 6,000 to 7,300 
feet. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains and 
Baja California. 

NE 

Monardella macrantha 
ssp. hallii 

Hall’s monardella June-Aug. NONE NONE 1B.3 Chaparral, forest and woodland habitats 
on slopes and ridges from 2,500 to 
6,000 feet. 

Known from the San Gabriel, 
San Bernardino, Cuyamaca 
and Santa Ana Mountains. 

NE 

Opuntia basilaris var. 
brachyclada 

Short-joint 
beavertail 

Apr.-June NONE NONE 1B.2 Occurs on dry slopes in chaparral, 
riparian woodland, and Joshua tree 
woodland. 

Historically distributed on the 
desert slopes of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino 
Mountains, and also the 
Providence Mountains. 

NE 

Packera bernardina San Bernardino 
ragwort 

May-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Pebble pavement, coniferous forest on 
the rocky slopes from 6,400 to 7,500 
feet. 

Known from Bear and 
Holcomb Valleys in the San 
Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Perideridia parishii 
ssp. parishii 

Parsh’s yampah June-July NONE NONE 2.2 Coniferous forest and damp meadows 
from 4,000 to 7,500 feet. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains and 
other western states. 

NE 

Phlox dolichantha Big Bear Valley 
phlox 

June-July NONE NONE 1B.2 Open places in montane coniferous 
forest on pebble pavement. 

Known from Bear Valley in 
the San Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Poa atropurpurea San Bernardino blue 
grass 

Jan.-July FE NONE 1B.2 Meadows and grassy slopes from 5,000 
to 7,500 feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Poliomintha incana Frosted mint June-July NONE NONE 1A Thought to occur in moist places.  
Associated with yellow pine forest. 

Historically collected only 
from one wet place above 
Cushenbury Springs in the San 
Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 
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Pyrrocoma uniflora 
var. gossypina 

Bear Valley 
pyrrocoma 

July-Sept. NONE NONE 1B.2 Alkaline solids of mountain meadows, 
open forest, near hot springs from 
6,000 to 7,500 feet. 

Known from the Baldwin Lake 
area, San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Ribes divaricatum var. 
parishii 

Parish’s gooseberry Feb.-Apr. NONE NONE 1A Willow thickets, swamps, similar moist 
and damp sites. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino region and Los 
Angeles County. 

NE 

Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. 
parishii 

Parish’s 
checkerbloom 

July-Aug. NONE SR 1B.2 Dry mountain slopes within chaparral 
and yellow pine forest between 4,000 
and 7,500 feet elevation. 

Known from the San 
Bernardino and Los Padres 
National Forests. 

NE 

Sidalcea pedata Bird-foot 
checkerbloom 

May-July FE SE 1B.1 Wet meadows from 6,500 to 7,500 feet. Known from the San 
Bernardino Mountains. 

NE 

Streptanthus 
bernardinus 

Laguna Mountains 
Jewelflower 

June-July NONE NONE 4.3 Chaparral and coniferous forest on dry 
slopes from 4,000 to 7,500 feet. 

Known from San Gabriel 
Mountains south to the Laguna 
Mountains. 

NE 

Taraxacum 
californicum 

California dandelion May-July FE NONE 1B.2 Moist meadows from 6,500 to 8,300 
feet. 

Endemic to the San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Thelypodium 
stenopetalum 

Slender-petaled 
thelypodium 

June-July FE SE 1B.1 Meadows, seeps and stony slopes from 
6,500 to 7,000 feet in yellow pine 
forest. 

Known from Bear Valley in 
the San Bernardino Mountains 

NE 

Thelypteris puberula 
var. sonorensis 

Sonoran maiden 
fern 

Non-
flowering 

NONE NONE 2.2 Wet shaded canyons below 3,000 feet. Known from the lower slopes 
of Peninsular and Transverse 
mountains to Baja California. 

NE 
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Key to Species Listing Status Codes 
FE Federally Listed as Endangered SE State Listed as Endangered SR State Rare 
FT Federally Listed as Threatened ST State Listed as Threatened CSC California Special Concern Species 
  SCE State Candidate for Endangered   
FC Federal Candidate SCT State Candidate for Threatened   
FSS Forest Service Sensitive     

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
List 1A: Presumed extinct in California. 
List 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered throughout their range. 
List 2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common in other states. 
List 3: Plant for which we need more information-Review List 
List 4: Plants with limited distribution -Watch List 
CNPS Threat Codes: 

.1 Seriously endangered in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat) 

.2 Fairly endangered in California (20-80% occurrences threatened) 

.3 Not very endangered in California (<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known) 



3.0  Corrections and Additions 

OB = Observed; P = Species has potential to occur on-site   NE = Species not expected to occur on-site; F = Raptors: if present, would utilize the site for foraging only; n = Raptors:  if present, would 
utilize the site for nesting only; B = Raptors:  if present, would utilize the site for both foraging and nesting 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 3-10 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

Table 3C-2 
 

Church of the Woods Sensitive Wildlife 
 
INVERTEBRATES       

Scientific Name Common Name Federal State Preferred Habitat Distribution 
Occurrence 

On-Site 

INSECTA – GRASSHOPPERS, KATYDIDS, CRICKETS, BEETLES, FLIES, BUTTERFLIES, MOTHS 
Order Coleoptera Beetles      
Hydroporus simplex simple hydroporus diving 

beetle 
NONE NONE Aquatic habitats. Pinecrest area of Tuolumne 

Co.  and the Holcomb Valley 
area of the San Bernardino 
Mountains. 

NE 

Order Lepidoptera Butterflies and Moths      
Euchloe hyantis andrewsi Andrew’s marble butterfly NONE NONE Primarily inhabits sunny flats, 

open slopes, trails, fields of 
wildflowers and other similar 
areas within pine and mixed-
conifer forests. 

Restricted to the San 
Bernardino Mountains above 
5,000 feet in elevation. 

NE 

Comments: This species was not observed during surveys in 2001 and 2003 
 
VERTEBRATES       

Scientific Name Common Name Federal State Preferred Habitat Distribution 
Occurrence 

On-Site 

FISHES 
Catostomidae Sucker Family      
Catostomus santaane Santa Ana sucker FT 

FSS 
CSC Santa Ana, Santa Clara, San 

Gabriel and Los Angeles rivers. 
Larger rivers of southern 
California; declining due to 
the introduction of non-native 
species and the degradation of 
urbanized streams. 

NE 

Gasterosteidae Stickleback Family      
Gasterosteus aculeatus 
willliamsoni 

unarmored threespine 
stickleback 

FE 
FSS 

SE 
SFP 

Coastal streams and rivers and 
major rivers along the coastal 
slopes. 

Santa Ana, Santa Clara and 
other major rivers along the 
coastal slopes. 

NE 
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AMPHIBIANS 
Bufonidae True Toads      
Bufo californicus arroyo toad FE CSC Washes and arroyos with open 

water; sand or gravel beds; for 
breeding, pools with sparse 
overstory vegetation. 

Coastal and a few desert 
streams from Santa Barbara 
County to Baja California. 

NE 

Ranidae True Frogs      
Rana aurora draytonii California red-legged frog FT CSC Streams and slow-moving water 

and deep pools; dense, shrubby 
riparian vegetation at pool 
edges. 

Coastal streams from Marin 
County to Ventura County; 
between Ventura County and 
Mexican border. 

NE 

Rana muscosa mountain yellow-legged frog FE 
FSS 

CSC Always encountered within a 
few feet of water in rocky 
stream courses. 

Rocky stream courses in 
southern California. 

NE 

Comments:  Federal listing proposal refers to populations in the San Gabriel, San Jacinto, and San Bernardino Mountains.  No suitable habitat exists on site for this 
species. 
REPTILES 
Phrynosomatidae Iguanid Lizard Family      
Phrynosoma coronatum  coast horned lizard FSS CSC Valley-foothill hardwood, 

conifer, and riparian habitats, 
pine-cypress, juniper and annual 
grassland habitats below 6,000 
feet, open country, especially 
sandy areas, washes, flood 
plains, and windblown deposits. 

Coastal ranges from south 
Ventura, Los Angeles, San 
Bernardino counties, Orange, 
western Riverside and 
western San Diego counties. 
 

NE 
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Boidae Boas      
Charina bottae umbratica southern rubber boa FSS ST Usually occurs in moist 

woodlands and coniferous 
forests.  Mixed conifer-oak 
forest and woodlands at 
elevations 5,000 to 8,000 feet.  
Prefers old large logs, rock piles 
as hibernacula, as well as dense 
leaf litter. 

San Bernardino and San 
Jacinto Mountains and Mt. 
Pinos. 

P 

Comments:  Surveys conducted in 2002 did not find the species on site. 
Colubridae Colubrid Snakes      
Diadophis punctatus  ring-neck snake FSS NONE Most common in open, 

relatively rocky areas within 
valley-foothill, mixed chaparral, 
and annual grass habitats. 

Northern San Diego County 
north through Ventura 
County.  

P 

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra California mountain 
kingsnake (San Bernardino 
population) 

FSS CSC Relatively open stands of mixed 
coniferous forest.  From 4,500 
feet to 6,500 feet, but can occur 
less commonly at higher and 
lower elevations. 

In southern California 
associated with Transverse 
Ranges including San 
Bernardino, San Gabriel, and 
San Jacinto Mountains. 

P 

Thamnophis hammondii two-striped garter snake FSS CSC Only found in or near permanent 
water sources.  Streams with 
rocky beds supporting willows 
or other riparian vegetation. 

Monterey County to northern 
Baja California. 

NE 
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BIRDS 
Accipitridae Hawks, Kites, Harriers and Eagle Family    
Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle DELISTE

D 
SE 
SFP 

Aquatic ecosystems including 
coastal areas, rivers, lakes and 
swamps. 

Rare throughout North 
America. 

NE 

Comments:  The bald eagle was removed from the FESA on July 9, 2007. 
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk NONE NONE Open woodlands especially 

riparian woodland. 
Entire state. P, B 

Accipiter striatus sharp-shinned hawk NONE NONE Woodlands; forages over 
chaparral and other scrublands; 
prefers riparian habitats and 
north-facing slopes, with 
plucking perch sites. 

Entire state, although only 
winters in most of southern 
California. 

P, F 

Accipiter gentilis northern goshawk FSS CSC Coniferous forest plant 
communities including 
ponderosa and Jeffrey pine, 
mixed conifer, white fir, and 
lodgepole pine.   

Breeds in north coast ranges 
in California.  but only in 
Ventura County, the San 
Bernardino Mountains, and 
the San Jacinto Mountains in 
southern California. 

P, B 

Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle NONE SFP Mountains, deserts, and open 
country; prefer to forage over 
grasslands, deserts, savannahs 
and early successional stages of 
forest and shrub habitats. 

Throughout California with 
the exception of the center of 
the Central Valley. 

P, B 

Falconidae Falcons      
Falco columbarius merlin NONE NONE Coastlines, wetlands, 

woodlands, agricultural fields, 
and grasslands. 

Winter migrant throughout 
most of the western half of 
the State. 

P, F 
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Falco perefrinus anatum American peregrine falcon DELISTE
D 

FSS 

SE 
SFP 

Wetlands near high cliffs; few 
known to nest in urban settings 
on tall buildings. 

California coastal areas and 
inland mountains. 

NE 

Strigidae Owls      
Strix occidentalis occidentalis California spotted owl FSS CSC Inhabits dense coniferous 

woodland on steep shady slopes.  
Primary habitats are closed 
canopied live oak and conifer 
forests.  Primarily above 4,000 
feet in elevation   

Known to occur in the 
majority of large mountain 
ranges in southern California. 

OB,F 

Comments: Surveys conducted for this species in 2001 and 2003 did not detect this species on-site.  However, surveys conducted in 2007 detected one male on three 
occasions.  The individual male was not observed roosting or nesting on-site.  It is assumed that the site provides suitable foraging habitat only. 
Parulidae Wood Warblers      
Dendroica petechia brewsteri yellow warbler NONE CSC Riparian woodlands, montane 

chaparral, and mixed conifer 
habitats. 

An uncommon to common 
summer resident in the north; 
locally common in the south. 

P, F 

MAMMALS 
Vespertilionidae Evening Bats      
Antrozous pallidus pallid bat FSS CSC Wide variety of habitats but 

most common in open, dry 
habitats with rocky areas for 
roosting. 

Throughout California except 
the high Sierra and northwest 
corner of the State. 
 

P 

Corynorhinus (Plecotus) 
townsendii townsendii 

Townsend’s western big-
eared bat 

FSS CSC Found in all but subalpine and 
alpine habitats. 

Throughout California. 
 

P 

Euderma maculatum spotted bat NONE CSC Arid deserts and grasslands 
through mixed conifer forests. 

Foothill, mountain, and desert 
regions of southern 
California. 
 

P 
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Molossidae Free-tailed bats      
Eumopus perotis californicus California mastiff bat NONE CSC In California found in rocky 

areas at low elevations with 
roosting occurring in crevices. 

North-central California to 
Baja California and east to 
southwest U.S. 

P 

Nyctinomopss macrotis big free-tailed bat NONE CSC Prefers rocky, rugged terrain.  
Roosts in crevices in high cliffs 
or rocky outcrops. 

Populations scattered 
throughout southwestern U.S.  
Breeds in Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Texas. 

P 

Sciuridae Squirrel Family      
Glaucomys sabrinus californicus San Bernardino flying 

squirrel 
FSS CSC Mid to upper elevation (5,200 to 

8,500 ft.) coniferous forest plant 
communities.  Mature, dense 
conifer forest, typically with 
white fir close to riparian areas. 

San Bernardino Mountains, 
historically in San Jacinto 
Mountains. 

OB 

Comments: This species was captured on-site during trapping for the white-eared pocket mouse in 2003.  Focused trapping surveys for the San Bernardino flying squirrel 
in 2007 did not detect this species on-site. 
Heteromyidae Pocket Mice and Kangaroo Rat Family    
Perognathus alticolus alticolus white-eared pocket mouse FSS CSC Dry, open pine forest with 

bracken fern.  Sagebrush and 
other shrubs in ponderosa and 
Jeffrey pine forests.  Sandy 
soils. 

Tehachapi and San 
Bernardino Mountains from 
3,500 to 6,900 ft. elevation. 

NE 

Comments:  This species has not been observed in the San Bernardino Mountains since 1938.  This species was not captured during any of the trapping surveys in 2001 
or 2003.   
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Bovidae Bison, Goats, and Sheep      
Ovis canadensis cremnobates Peninsular bighorn sheep FE ST 

SFP 
Prefers rugged terrain and can 
be found near the valley floor to 
the tops of desert mountain 
ranges.   

White Mountains south to 
Mexico.  Also in San 
Bernardino Mountains and in 
isolated populations in San 
Gabriel Mountains. 

NE 

Comments:  The Nelson’s bighorn sheep is a Bureau of Land Management sensitive species.   
Key to Species Listing Status Codes 
FE Federally Listed as Endangered SE State Listed as Endangered   
FT Federally Listed as Threatened ST State Listed as Threatened   
  SCE State Candidate for Endangered   
FPE Federally Proposed as Endangered SCT State Candidate for Threatened   
FPT Federally Proposed as Threatened SR State Rare   
FPD Federally Proposed for Delisting SFP State Fully Protected   
FSS Forest Service Sensitive species CSC California Special Concern Species   
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Page 3.C-45, Mitigation Measure MM-C5(b) has been revised as follows: 

MM-C5(b)No vegetation removal, ground disturbing activities, or construction shall take 
place on the site until a pre-construction survey for the San Bernardino flying 
squirrel has been completed by a qualified biologist to the satisfaction of the 
County, CDFG and the USFWS.  Upon initiation of vegetation removal at the 
site a registered biologist approved by the County and the USFS shall be 
present to direct construction crews to place downed wood in open space areas 
of the site.  The objective of this effort shall be to enhance the natural open 
space areas of the site for the San Bernardino flying squirrel by increasing 
mesic microsites important to truffle production through shading or moisture 
retention.  The general approach to placement of downed wood shall be 
approved by the Crest Forest Fire Protection District to avoid conflicts with 
fire hazards or conflicts with fuel modification requirements. 

Section 3.D, Geology and Soils 

Page 3.D-10, second paragraph has been revised as follows: 

As previously discussed, the project site consists of a northeasterly trending valley falling 
to the northeast.  Consequently, the southeastern portion of the project site would be graded to 
facilitate the construction of the church facility and its ancillary parking.  Graded materials 
would be placed in the southwestern and northwestern portions of the project site for 
construction of the sports fields, entry, and parking.  Grading would also be required for the 
extension of the water line and relocation of the sewer line.  Preliminary grading quantities are 
estimated to be approximately 300,000 cubic yards of cut and fill materials, which would be 
balanced on site. 

Section 3.E, Hazards 

Page 3.E-12, second and third paragraphs, have been revised as follows: 

b.  Project Features 

As identified above, the CFFPD has established a comprehensive set of fire protection 
planning requirements which are standard conditions that the proposed project must demonstrate 
compliance with prior to project approval, site grading, issuance of a building permit, and project 
occupancy.  These standard conditions as well as non-standard conditions (including preparation 
and approval of an evacuation plan) would be included as part of the project subject to review 
and approval by the CFFPD prior to the issuance of construction permits. 
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As previously described the standard and non-standard conditions and requirements for 
fire prevention include provision of a permanent fuel modification zone (shown on Figure 3E-1), 
compliance with water main, fire hydrant and fire flow standards, fire sprinklers and fire alarm 
systems, approved emergency/evacuation road access plans, an evacuation plan, and a host of 
other requirements to support compliance with the Uniform Fire Code, the FS Overlay, and all 
applicable statutes, codes, ordinances and conditions of the CFFPD.  An Evacuation Plan has 
been prepared for the project and approved by the CFFPD.  The approved Evacuation Plan is 
included in Appendix B of the Final EIR. 

Page 3.E-14, second paragraph, ninth sentence has been revised as follows: 

Demonstration of compliance with applicable fire protection planning requirements 
established by the CFFPD, including both standard and non-standard conditions, would need 
to occur prior to project approval, site grading, issuance of building permit, and project 
occupancy.  With fulfillment of these requirements to the satisfaction of the CFFPD potential 
impacts of the project relative to fire hazards would be less than significant. 

Page 3.E-15, fourth paragraph, third sentence has been revised as follows: 

Vehicular access onto the project site would be provided by a driveway on Highway 18.  
The proposed project includes the widening of Highway 18 by approximately 300 feet on 
either side of the driveway to accommodate an eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound 
deceleration/acceleration lane.  A secondary emergency access, which would be limited to site 
egress (i.e., exit only), would be provided along Highway 18 approximately 400 325 feet east 
of the proposed driveway by the volleyball courts.   

Pages 3.E-15, tenth sentence and 3.E-16, first paragraph, second sentence have been 
revised as follows: 

The evacuation plan would include procedures for evacuating the site and to ensure that 
there is adequate transportation on site to safely evacuate all site occupants.1  An Draft 
Evacuation Plan has been submitted to and approved by the CFFPD for review and approval 
and is included in Appendix EB of the Draft Final EIR.  The Draft approved Evacuation Plan 
includes procedures to prepare for and respond to an evacuation,   such as designated staff to 
be responsible for the implementing the evacuation plan, posting of exit and evacuation 
routes, testing of the emergency alarm system, evacuating at the time a voluntary evacuation 
order is issued, maintaining an updated list of emergency contacts, and maintain adequate 

                                                 
1  Tom Curtis, Fire Engineer Paramedic, Crest Forest Fire Protection District, telephone conversation, July 21, 

2009. 
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ground transportation to ensure the safe and timely evacuation of all church members and 
staff.   

Section 3.F, Hydrology, Water Quality, and Water Supply 

Page 3.F-1, first paragraph, fourth sentence has been revised as follows: 

This section addresses the potential impacts of the proposed project with regard to 
drainage patterns, groundwater supply and recharge, and surface and groundwater water quality 
during both project construction and operation.  This section also provides an analysis of water 
supply and estimated water demand of the proposed project.  Information regarding groundwater 
hydrology is based on the Engineering Geology and Soils Investigation, dated November 2001, 
prepared by LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc.  The analysis of surface drainage impacts is based on 
the Drainage Study, dated July 2005, and Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan 
(WQMP), dated August 6, 2010, both prepared by W.J. McKeever, Inc.  The analysis of water 
demand for the project is based on the Water Service Requirement calculations, dated July 18, 
2006, prepared by W.J. McKeever, Inc.  The Engineering Geology and Soils Investigation is 
included in Appendix D of this Draft EIR.  The Drainage Study and additional water supply 
information are provided in Appendix F.  The Preliminary WQMP is included in Appendix A of 
the Final EIR.   

Page 3.F-3, last paragraph, first and second sentences has been revised as follows: 

Overall, the natural drainage channels within the undeveloped offsite drainage areas show 
minimal signs of erosion are not highly eroded based on a field reconnaissance review 
conducted for the Drainage Study.  The natural drainage channels within the developed or 
semi-developed offsite drainage areas consist of roadside swales and pipes that are maintained 
by the San Bernardino County Transportation Department, which also display minimal signs 
of erosion are not highly eroded. 

Page 3.F-27, last paragraph, fourth sentence has been revised as follows: 

Existing storm water quality is qualitatively discussed, as there is no measured data on 
storm water quality for the project site.  For purposes of the surface water quality analysis, 
impacts are assessed by evaluating the types of pollutants and/or effects on water quality 
likely to be associated with construction and operation of the project, and how and where they 
would be conveyed.  With this basis, the potential for project generated pollutants to impact 
sensitive receiving waters is assessed.  Where potential impacts are identified, relevant project 
design features and/or BMPs identified in the Drainage Study Preliminary WQMP prepared 
for the project and regulatory permits/requirements are considered. 
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Subheading F-4, first and second paragraphs, pages 3.F-35 and 3.F-36 have been revised 
as follow: 

F-4.  Operation Impacts on Water Quality.  Project operations could increase 
pollutant concentrations in surface water.  This would be considered a Less Than 
Significant Impact. 

Operation of the proposed project could increase pollutants in storm water runoff.  These 
pollutants would typically be limited to are expected to include heavy metals, organic 
compounds, trash and debris, and oil and grease; although additional pollutants associated with 
surface parking areas could include oil, grease, and heavy metals such as copper bacteria/virus, 
nutrients, pesticides, sediments, and oxygen demanding substances.  In accordance with the 
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) for Urban Runoff prepared by San Bernardino 
County, the project would prepare prepared a site-specific WQMP.  The WQMP for Urban 
Runoff Preliminary WQMP (included in Appendix A of the Final EIR) conforms to the NPDES 
permit for San Bernardino County (Effective as of July 2004).  At the time of PCR’s analysis, a 
WQMP for the site was not available.  However, the Drainage Study does identify operational 
BMP’s that would be incorporated into the WQMP.  Initial “first flush” flows from most of the 
parking and driveways areas would be directed to “grassy swales” within the landscaped areas.  
The grassy swales are illustrated on Exhibit A of the Drainage Study.  Additionally, fossil filters 
would be installed in the storm drain inlet to the 60-inch reinforced concrete pipe.  In addition to 
these BMPs, which would be incorporated into the WQMP, additional structural and non-
structural BMPs would be implemented as part of the WQMP.  The WQMP would be based on 
the San Bernardino County WQMP Guidelines and NPDES permits that took effect as of 
January 2004.  As stated in the Preliminary WQMP, the project will implement site design, 
source control, and treatment control BMPs to mitigate pollutants of concern including but not 
limited to: the use of vegetated swales, retention areas, and storm drain inserts; educating 
property owners; specifying activity restrictions; training; street sweeping; landscaping; roof 
runoff controls; efficient irrigation.  Many of these features are shown on the WQMP Site Plan, 
included as Attachment A of the Preliminary WQMP.  A complete listing of all proposed BMPs 
is provided on pages 10 through 19 of the Preliminary WQMP.   Approval of a Final WQMP and 
implementation of the BMPs would conform to National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) requirements and impacts on downstream receiving waters would be less than 
significant.  Development of the proposed project would also require the preparation and 
approval of a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan that would include measures to control 
runoff during operation (such as onside onsite percolation and energy dissipaters).  Compliance 
with the NPDES permit, WQMP standards, and an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
would reduce long-term operational surface water quality impacts to a less than significant level. 

In addition, since groundwater at the site is anticipated to consist of insignificant amounts 
of perched water and limited amounts of water within the fractures of the bedrock and the 
project does not propose the use of groundwater, surface water that may percolate into the soil 
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would not adversely affect groundwater on- or off-site as the project would implement BMPs 
identified in the an approved WQMP (a Preliminary WQMP is included in Appendix A of the 
Final EIR).  Therefore, impacts to groundwater quality during operation of the project would 
be less than significant. 

Pages 3.F-37 and 3.F-38, and footnote 102 have been revised as follows: 

(ii)  Lahontan and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

The applicant would prepare a SWPPP that will be reviewed and approved by the 
appropriate Lahontan RWQCB prior to issuance of a grading permit.2  The RWQCB may require 
additional erosion control measures beyond the SWPPP to ensure that water quality impacts are 
reduced to the maximum extent feasible.  Thus, implementation of the approved SWPPP would 
ensure compliance with the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan and Santa Ana 
Regions. 

(c)  Local 

(i)  San Bernardino County Stormwater Program 

According to the Model Water Quality Management Plan Guidance document prepared 
for the San Bernardino County Stormwater Program, a WQMP must be prepared for projects 
that qualify as “Category Projects” or are non-Category projects but meet or exceed certain 
development thresholds, as discussed above.  The proposed project qualifies as a Category 
Project as it consists of a hillside development of at least 10,000 sq. ft. and the on-site slopes 
are greater than 25 percent.  The project would prepare prepared a Preliminary WQMP 
pursuant to the requirements of the San Bernardino County Stormwater Program (included in 
Appendix A of the Final EIR). 

Page 3.F-38, second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

The Circulation and Infrastructure Element includes goals and policies to ensure the 
following: reliable water supplies and conveyance systems (Policy CI 11.12), use of BMPs to 
achieve compliance with County Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit (Policy CI 13.1), 
infrastructure improvements are compatible with the natural environment (Goal M/CI 4), and 
retention of natural drainage bottom for drainage facilities and flood control channels (M/CI 
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4.1).As described above, water supply is available from CLAWA to meet projected water 
demand and water service can be provided to the site from existing infrastructure located in 
the immediate project vicinity; and therefore project development would be in conformance 
with Policy CI 11.12.  In compliance with the San Bernardino County Stormwater Program 
and Policy CI 13.1, operational BMPs would be incorporated in a an approved Water Quality 
Management Plan prepared for the proposed project.   (A Preliminary WQMP with 
recommended BMPs is included in Appendix A of the Final EIR.)   Regarding compatibility 
of infrastructure with the natural environment, including the retention of natural drainage 
bottoms, the completed infrastructure is generally underground and not visible from offsite 
locations to the west and north.  Although approximately 50 percent of drainage area A would 
be retained in its natural condition, a 60-inch underground pipe would extend from the 
southwest corner of the site approximately 750 feet northeasterly.  In addition, a concrete-
lined channel would be located along the northern boundary.  Because these drainage 
improvements reduce storm runoff and prevent erosion damage and impacts on natural 
drainage courses would be fully mitigated, this potential plan inconsistency would be 
considered less than significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would substantially conform 
to the applicable goals and policies of the Circulation and Infrastructure Element. 

Page 3.F-40, second paragraph, has been revised as follows: 

(iii)  County of San Bernardino Development Code 

In compliance with Section 82.13.080 of the County Code, a Soil Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan would be prepared by the applicant and submitted to the County for review and 
approval, prior to grading or other construction activities.  This Plan would include many of 
the erosion control and design standards during construction and operation of the project that 
are also necessary in order to comply with all applicable federal and state requirements 
described above.      The project would prepare prepared a Preliminary WQMP that includes 
structural and non-structural site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs to 
avoid or reduce the pollutant load of runoff prior to entering the natural drainage course 
during project operation (see Appendix A of the Final EIR).  As discussed above, grassy 
swales and fossil filters vegetated swales, retention areas, and storm drain inserts would be 
included as project design features to treat runoff during project operations.  The WQMP 
would be based on the San Bernardino County WQMP Guidelines and NPDES permits that 
took effect as of January 2004.    In addition, the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
would incorporate the TEC and BMPs provided in the Drainage Study for the proposed 

                                                                                                                                                             
2  As the project is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of both the Lahontan and Santa 
Ana RWQCBs, the approving agency or agencies will be determined prior to submittal of the 
SWPPP.
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project during construction.  Thus, the project would conform with the provisions of Section 
82.13.080, Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan/Permits. 

Section 3.J, Global Climate Change 

Table 3J-3, Consistency with Applicable California Climate Action Team Report 
Strategies, page 3.J-15 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Table 3J-3 (Continued) 
 

Consistency with Applicable California Climate Action Team Report Strategies 
 

Strategies for Reducing GHG Emissions Project Consistency 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Reduce GHG emissions from electricity by reducing energy demand.  
The California Energy Commission updates building energy 
efficiency standards that apply to newly constructed buildings and 
additions to and alterations to existing buildings.  Both the Energy 
Action Plan and the Integrated Energy Policy Report call for ongoing 
updating of the standards 

 
 

Project buildings would be constructed to exceed the 
requirements of Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code 
of Regulations, Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and No-Residential Buildings, as amended 
October 1, 2005) by ten percent.  The project will also 
include energy efficiency measures and energy audits, to 
reduce project energy demand.  (Mitigation Measures 
MM-B32(a) and MM-B32 (b)) 

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in Progress 

Reduce GHG emissions from electricity by reducing energy demand.  
The California Energy Commission updates appliance energy 
efficiency standards that apply to electrical devices or equipment sold 
in California.  Recent policies have established specific goals for 
updating the standards; new standards are currently in development. 

 
 

The project will include the installation of Energy Star 
appliances.  Other appliances purchased for the project 
would be subject to State law and thus comply with the 
energy efficiency standards that are in effect at the time 
of manufacture.  (Mitigation Measures MM-B32 (d),  
MM-B32 (e), and MM-B32 (f)) 

 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 

Advance cleaner transportation and reduce GHG emissions by 
providing incentives, enhancing outreach and educational programs to 
bring a coordinated message of sustainable transportation and root 
causes of GHG emissions, diversifying the transportation energy 
infrastructure, and slowing the rate of VMT growth. 

 

Project design includes measures to improve 
transportation energy efficiency.  The project includes 
measures to encourage ride sharing and bicycle traffic.  
(Mitigation Measures MM-B32 (n) and MM-B32 (o)) 

Green Buildings Initiative 

Reduce energy use in public and private buildings to comply with 
Governor Schwarzenegger’s Green Building Executive Order, S-20-
04, which mandates a 20 percent reduction in building energy use by 
2015. 

 

The project incorporates energy-saving features, such as 
energy-efficient appliances and lighting and energy-
saving windows.  (Mitigation Measures MM-B32 (d), 
MM-B32 (e), and MM-B32 (f)) 

  

Climate Action Team strategies not listed are not applicable to this project. 
 
Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2009. 
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4.0  MITIGATION MONITORING AND COMPLIANCE PROGRAM 

 

This Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program (MMCP) has been prepared 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires adoption of a MMCP for 
projects in which the Lead Agency has required changes or adopted mitigation to avoid 
significant environmental effects.  The County is the lead agency for the proposed Royal 
Rangers Adventure Camp and Conference Center and is, therefore, responsible for administering 
and implementing the MMCP.  The decision-makers must define specific reporting and/or 
monitoring requirements to be enforced during project implementation prior to final approval of 
the proposed project.  The primary purpose of the MMCP is to ensure that the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR are implemented thereby minimizing identified environmental 
effects. 

The MMCP for the proposed project will be in place through all phases of the project, 
including design (preconstruction), construction, and operation (both prior to and post-
occupancy).  The County shall be responsible for administering the MMCP activities to staff, 
consultants or contractors.  The County will also ensure that monitoring is documented through 
periodic reports and that deficiencies are promptly corrected.  The designated environmental 
monitor will track and document compliance with mitigation measures, note any problems that 
may result, and take appropriate action to remedy problems. 

Each impact and mitigation measure is categorized by impact area, with an 
accompanying identification of: 

• The method of verification 

• The timing of verification 

– Preconstruction 
– Construction 
– Prior to occupancy 
– Post-occupancy 

• The responsible party 

• Verification of completion 

The MMCP is provided as Table 4-1 on page 4-2, Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance 
Program. 
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Table 4-1 
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program 
 

Mitigation Measure 
Method of 

Verification 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

Party 

Verification of 
Completion 

Initials Date 
A.  Aesthetics      

MM-A1  Prior to issuance of grading permits, site plan review shall be 
conducted with special consideration of building and structure heights and 
setbacks, natural setback areas/buffer zones, and parking lot design and 
placement.  Design requirements shall be established to address architectural 
treatment, retaining walls, colors, and materials to ensure that proposed 
structures blend in with the natural environment to the maximum extent feasible.  
Use of indigenous materials, such as rocks and stones, should be considered for 
retaining walls and other architectural or landscape treatments.  The landscape 
plan for the project shall also be reviewed relative to tree preservation efforts and 
opportunities to provide replacement trees and plant materials that are endemic 
to the mountain region to help maintain a natural appearance along the site 
boundaries and screen parking areas, retaining walls and other structures from 
motorists along Highway 18. 

Submittal of site 
plans, 
architectural 
plans, elevation 
plans, and 
landscape plans 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and County 
Office of 
Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-A2  During construction, the applicant or the applicant’s contractors shall 
locate equipment, stockpiles, and staging areas out of direct public view from 
Highway 18, to the extent feasible, to reduce degradation of scenic views. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-A3  A landscape plan for the proposed project shall be prepared by a 
landscape architect with a plant palette that will blend ornamental and native 
materials, such that sharp contrasts with existing vegetation in undeveloped areas 
adjacent to the project site are avoided.  Particular attention shall be placed on 
the landscaped areas visible from Highway 18.  Plant species that could become 
invasive and migrate into undeveloped areas surrounding the project site shall be 
strictly prohibited and the plant palate shall emphasize low-maintenance/drought 
tolerant species. 

Submittal of 
landscape plans 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 
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Mitigation Measure 
Method of 

Verification 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-A4   Planting of landscaped areas, especially those visible from Highway 
18, shall be undertaken as soon as feasibly possible following grading to avoid 
prolonged view degradation.  Landscaping on the site shall be routinely 
maintained to a high standard throughout the life of the project. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction and 
post-occupancy 
(ongoing) 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-A5   To reduce the significant impact along Highway 18, replacement trees 
that are at least 12 inches in diameter and endemic to the mountain region shall 
be planted along the western and southern boundaries of the project site to screen 
proposed structures, sports fields, and parking lots from public view.  In addition 
to screening of off-site views to the interior of the site, the objective of 
landscaping in these areas shall be to convey a natural forested appearance along 
the site’s southern and western boundaries to the maximum extent feasible. 

Submittal of 
landscape plans  

Final inspections 
by County 

Prior to final 
inspection  

Issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-A6  The applicant shall construct any signage associated with the site, 
including entrance monuments (but excluding street signs and traffic signs) of 
indigenous natural materials (i.e., wood and rock) to the greatest extent possible. 

Submittal of site 
plans, 
architectural 
plans, and 
elevation plans 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-A7  All rooftop mechanical equipment shall be screened from ground 
vistas. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
and elevation 
plans 

Prior to final 
inspection and 
issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-A8  Landscaping in the southwestern-most portion of the site shall be 
selected and located to substantially screen the line of sight between residences 
and the project site. 

Submittal of 
landscape plans  

Fnal inspections 
by County 

Prior to final 
inspection  

Issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 
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Mitigation Measure 
Method of 

Verification 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-A9  All signs proposed by the project shall be lit by steady, stationary, 
shielded light directed at the sign, by light inside the sign, by direct stationary 
neon lighting, or by an alternating lighting system that changes no more than 
once per hour.  The glare from the luminous source shall not exceed one-half 
(0.5) foot-candle when measured at the property line of a residential land use 
zoning district, residential parcel, or public right-of-way. 

Submittal of 
lighting plans 

Final inspections 
by County 

Prior to final 
inspection  

Issuance of a 
Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

B.  Air Quality      

MM-B1(a)  Additional dust suppression measures in the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook are included as part of the project’s mitigation. 

o  Revegetate disturbed areas with native vegetation as soon as possible. 

o  All excavating and grading operations shall be suspended when wind 
speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

o  When visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets, those streets shall 
be swept once per day to the extent necessary to remove the visible soil 
material (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 

o  Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto 
paved roads, or wash trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip. 

o  All on-site roads shall be paved as soon as feasible, watered periodically, or 
chemically stabilized. 

o  The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earthmoving, or excavation 
operations shall be minimized at all times. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction  

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B1(b)  The Construction Contractor shall select the construction equipment 
used on site based on low emission factors and high energy efficiency. The 
Construction Contractor shall ensure that construction grading plans include a 
statement that all construction equipment will be tuned and maintained in 
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications. 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permit 
and during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 
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Mitigation Measure 
Method of 

Verification 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-B1(c)  The Construction Contractor shall utilize electric or diesel powered 
equipment in lieu of gasoline powered engines where feasible. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B1(d)  The Construction Contractor shall ensure that construction grading 
plans include a statement that work crews will shut off equipment when not in 
use. During smog season (May through October), the overall length of the 
construction period will be extended, thereby decreasing the size of the area 
prepared each day, to minimize vehicles and equipment operating at the same 
time. 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permit 
and during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B1(e)  The Construction Contractor shall time the construction activities so 
as to not interfere with peak-hour traffic and minimize obstruction of through 
traffic lanes adjacent to the site; if necessary, a flagperson shall be retained to 
maintain safety adjacent to existing roadways. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B1(f)  The Construction Contractor shall support and encourage 
ridesharing and transit incentives for the construction crew. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B1(g)  For those applications for which suitable products are commercially 
available, the construction contractors shall use “Super Compliant” architectural 
coatings.  A list of "Super-Compliant" paint manufacturers is available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/brochures/paintguide.html 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 
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Verification 
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Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-B1(h)  Prior to issuance of any grading or building permit, the project plans 
and specifications shall include a statement that at least 50 percent of non-
hazardous construction and demolition debris (including, but not limited to, soil, 
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard) shall be recycled, salvaged, 
or reused. The statement in the plans and specifications shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Department. 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading or 
building permits 
and during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning 
Division, 
Building and 
Safety Division, 
and Solid Waste 
Management 
Division 

  

MM-B1(i)  The project applicant shall ensure that construction equipment to be 
used on-site for more than 5 business days meet EPA Tier 3 emissions standards 
if available or be equipped with  CARB Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters. 

 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B2(a)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures exceeds the 
requirements set forth in Title 24 Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations; 
Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non Residential Buildings, as 
amended October 1, 2005, by a minimum of 10 percent, subject to review by the 
County Building Official.  Documentation of compliance with this measure shall 
be provided to the Planning Department and Building Official for review and 
approval prior to issuance of the permit.  Installation of the identified mitigation 
measures or equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior 
to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(b)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures incorporates 
basic or enhanced insulation such that heat transfer and thermal bridging is 
minimized.  Documentation of compliance with this measure shall be provided 
to the Planning Department and Building Official for review and approval.  
Installation of the identified mitigation measures or equipment will be confirmed 
by the County Building Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 
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Completion 
MM-B2(c)  Heating and cooling systems will be designed for maximum 
efficiency by limiting air leakage through the structure. Documentation of 
compliance with this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and 
Building Official for review and approval.  Installation of the identified 
mitigation measures or equipment will be confirmed by the County Building 
Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(d)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures incorporates 
ENERGY STAR™ rated windows or better.  Documentation of compliance with 
this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building Official 
for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation measures or 
equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior to certificate 
of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(e)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures incorporates 
ENERGY STAR™ rated space heating and cooling equipment or better.  
Documentation of compliance with this measure shall be provided to the 
Planning Department and Building Official for review and approval.  Installation 
of the identified mitigation measures or equipment will be confirmed by the 
County Building Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(f)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures incorporates 
ENERGY STAR™ rated light fixtures or better.  Documentation of compliance 
with this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building 
Official for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation 
measures or equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior 
to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 
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Completion 
MM-B2(g)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed buildings or structures includes 
consideration of/installation/operation of renewable electric generation systems.  
Documentation of compliance with this measure shall be provided to the 
Planning Department and Building Official for review and approval.  Installation 
of the identified mitigation measures or equipment will be confirmed by the 
County Building Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-B2(h)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the design of the proposed building or structure designs 
incorporate energy efficient hot water systems.  Documentation of compliance 
with this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building 
Official for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation 
measures or equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior 
to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(i)  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that provisions for future solar panels have been designed into all 
main buildings.  Documentation of compliance with this measure shall be 
provided to the Planning Department and Building Official for review and 
approval. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(j)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that the proposed building or structure designs incorporate interior 
and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and adequate 
recycling containers located in public areas.  Documentation of compliance with 
this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building Official 
for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation measures or 
equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior to certificate 
of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning 
Division, County 
Solid Waste 
Management 
Division, and 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 
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Completion 
MM-B2(k)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that measures have been included to promote ride sharing programs 
such as, but not limited to publishing ride sharing information for all of the 
participants in church activities, designating a certain percentage of parking 
spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger 
loading/unloading and waiting areas for ride sharing vehicles, and providing a 
website or message board for coordinating rides.  Documentation of compliance 
with this measure shall be provided to the Planning Department and Building 
Official for review and approval.  Installation of the identified mitigation 
measures or equipment will be confirmed by the County Building Official prior 
to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of ride 
share program 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B2(l)  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that measures have been included to provide adequate bicycle 
parking near building entrances to promote cyclist safety, security, and 
convenience.  Documentation of compliance with this measure shall be provided 
to the Planning Department and Building Official for review and approval.  
Installation of the identified mitigation measures or equipment will be confirmed 
by the County Building Official prior to certificate of occupancy. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 
 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
 
Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

MM-B3(a)  The users of the field shall avoid or reduce to the maximum extent 
feasible strenuous physical activities (e.g. soccer, basketball, volleyball and 
skateboarding) during summer and fall afternoons in the peak ozone periods 
(i.e., between 2:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m.) for young players. 

Inspections by 
County 

During local 
smog alert days 

San Bernardino 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Health Services 

  

MM-B3(b)  The users of the field shall consult published SCAQMD forecasts 
(1-800 CUT-SMOG or http://ozone.aqmd.gov/smot/forecast.html; SRA 37, 
Central San Bernardino Mountains, Monitoring Station) in the summer and fall 
in order to prohibit strenuous physically activities (e.g. soccer, basketball, field 
hockey, volleyball and skateboarding) during local smog alert days. 

Inspections by 
County 

During local 
smog alert days 

San Bernardino 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Health Services 
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Completion 
C.  Biological Resources      

MM-C3(a)  Prior to grading or site disturbance, potential impacts on 
approximately 0.22 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the state” and approximately 
0.12 acre of jurisdictional “waters of the U.S.” shall be addressed through state 
and federal permitting procedures, including State 401 and 1602 permits and a 
Federal 404 Nationwide Permit.  The distance and amount of CDFG 
jurisdictional streambed shall be confirmed in consultation with CDFG during 
the permit process.  Mitigation shall include consideration of avoidance and/or 
on-site mitigation within remaining open space areas on the project site.  The 
CDFG shall require the project proponent to explore alternatives to reduce 
impacts and shall also require mitigation for all unavoidable impacts.  This is 
anticipated to include on- or off-site replacement, or in lieu compensation, of 
CDFG jurisdictional streambed and associated riparian habitat at a ratio no less 
than 2:1.  No construction on the site shall occur until mitigation for 
jurisdictional areas has been formalized, approved, or implemented to the 
satisfaction of CDFG and ACOE such that impacts are reduced to less-than-
significant. 

Issuance of State 
401 and 1602 
permits and 
Federal 404 
Nationwide 
Permit 

Inspections by  
California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, and 
San Bernardino 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 
or site disturbance 
and during 
construction 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, and 
San Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 

  

MM-C3(b)  Prior to occupancy of the site, signage and educational materials for 
site occupants shall be created to emphasize the importance of natural open 
space and riparian areas and to restrict activities within such areas.  Access to 
riparian areas shall be prohibited and hiking shall be confined to existing on-site 
trails.  The content for the signs and educational materials shall be developed by 
a qualified biologist subject to approval by the County.  Signage shall be 
strategically located by the biologist to control or prevent access into riparian 
and natural habitat areas from developed and recreational areas of the site. 

Development of 
signs and 
educational 
materials by a 
qualified biologist 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of a Certificate of 
Occupancy 
 
 
 
Post-occupancy 
(ongoing) 

 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning and 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 
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Completion 
MM-C4(a)   Prior to grading or other disturbance within the study area, on- and 
off-site mitigation for impacts to suitable habitat for the southern rubber boa 
shall be estimated at a ratio of 3:1 in accordance with the CDFG.  To establish 
the total amount of mitigation needed to offset impacts to the southern rubber 
boa, the total amount of suitable southern rubber boa habitat impacted by the 
proposed project shall be determined through the completion of a habitat 
delineation conducted by a qualified biologist that is approved by the County, 
CDFG, and USFS.  The amount of southern rubber boa habitat impacted shall be 
determined based on areas subject to construction activities and development, as 
well as areas with potential to be directly or indirectly impacted by hiking, noise, 
and fuel modification.  Delineated habitat areas that are not clearly restricted and 
off-limits to site occupants shall be considered impacted as should habitat areas 
located within fuel modification zones.  No ground disturbing activities or 
construction within delineated southern rubber boa habitat areas shall occur until 
the on- and off-site mitigation plan has been formalized and approved to the 
satisfaction of the County, CDFG, and the USFS. 

Habitat 
delineation survey  
by a qualified 
biologist and  
approved 
mitigation plan 

Inspections by  
California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, and 
San Bernardino 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 
or site disturbance 
and during 
construction 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Forest 
Service, and San 
Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 

  

MM-C4(b)  No ground disturbing activities or construction shall take place on 
the site until a pre-construction survey for the southern rubber boa has been 
completed by a qualified biologist to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG and 
the USFS.  Furthermore, a California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take 
Permit shall be obtained from CDFG prior to ground disturbing activities on the 
site.  A qualified biological monitor shall be present during construction to 
monitor vegetation removal and ground disturbance and relocate any southern 
rubber boas found.  No construction within suitable southern rubber boa habitat 
areas shall occur until the on- and off-site mitigation plan referenced in 
Mitigation Measure MM-C4(a) has been formalized and approved to the 
satisfaction of the County, CDFG, and the USFS.  CDFG and the USFS shall be 
immediately notified if the southern rubber boa is found at any time on the site.  
At the conclusion of monitoring activities, it shall be demonstrated by a qualified 
biologist to the satisfaction of the County, CDFG and the USFS, that impacts to 
the southern rubber boa have been minimized and mitigated to a less than 
significant level. 

Pre-construction 
survey for 
southern rubber 
boa by a qualified 
biologist 
 
Monitoring of 
vegetation 
removal by a 
qualified biologist 
 
Submittal of final 
report by a 
qualified biologist 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 
or site disturbance  
 
 
 
During 
construction 
 
 
 
Post-monitoring 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Forest 
Service, and San 
Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 
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Completion 
MM-C5(a)  Prior to completion of a final grading plan, a registered biologist 
approved by the County, CDFG, and the USFS shall review the grading plan and 
work with the appropriate applicant representative or contractor to identify areas 
and specific trees (Westside ponderosa pines, snags, and oaks) that can be 
feasibly retained within the proposed development area of the site.  The 
objective of this coordination shall be to promote movement of the San 
Bernardino flying squirrel across the site by avoiding wide clearings and 
retaining as much canopy cover as feasible across the development area.  
Following coordination between the biologist and the applicant representative, 
the final grading plan shall be reviewed by the County, CDFG, and the USFS to 
confirm that these resource conservation objectives for canopy cover have been 
achieved. 

Review of 
grading plan by a 
registered 
biologist and 
identification of 
areas and specific 
trees that can be 
feasibly retained 
within 
development area 
 
Confirmation that 
resource 
conservation 
objectives shown 
on final grading 
plan have been 
achieved 

Prior to 
completion of  a 
final grading plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to approval 
of a final grading 
plan 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Forest 
Service, and San 
Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 

  

MM-C5(b)  No vegetation removal, ground disturbing activities, or construction 
shall take place on the site until a pre-construction survey for the San Bernardino 
flying squirrel has been completed by a qualified biologist to the satisfaction of 
the County, CDFG and the USFWS.  Upon initiation of vegetation removal at 
the site a registered biologist approved by the County and the USFS shall be 
present to direct construction crews to place downed wood in open space areas 
of the site.  The objective of this effort shall be to enhance the natural open space 
areas of the site for the San Bernardino flying squirrel by increasing mesic 
microsites important to truffle production through shading or moisture retention.  
The general approach to placement of downed wood shall be approved by the 
Crest Forest Fire Protection District to avoid conflicts with fire hazards or 
conflicts with fuel modification requirements. 

Approach to 
placement of 
downed wood 
developed by a 
registered 
biologist and 
approved by the 
Crest Forest Fire 
Protection District 

Inspections by 
County 

Upon intiation of 
vegetation 
removal and 
during 
construction 

California 
Department of 
Fish and Game, 
U.S. Forest 
Service, and San 
Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 
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Completion 
MM-C6  The study area supports many trees which could be used by breeding 
raptors and songbirds.  Nesting activity typically occurs from February 15 to 
August 31.  To protect nesting birds regulated by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
efforts shall be made to schedule all removals between September 1 and 
February 14 to avoid the nesting season.  This would ensure that no active nests 
would be disturbed.  If activities will occur during the nesting season, all suitable 
habitats will be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a 
qualified biologist prior to removal.  If any active nests are detected, the area 
shall be flagged, along with a minimum 50-foot buffer (buffer may range 
between 50 and 300 feet as determined by the monitoring biologist), and shall be 
avoided until the nesting cycle is complete or it is determined by the monitoring 
biologist that the nest has failed.  In addition, a biologist shall be present on the 
site to monitor any vegetation removal to ensure that nests not detected during 
the initial survey are not disturbed. 

A survey for the 
presence of 
nesting birds by a 
habitas qualified 
biologist if 
activities occur 
during the nesting 
season 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 
or tree removal 
and during 
construction if 
activiites occur 
during the nesting 
season 

San Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning 

  

D.  Geology and Soils      

MM-D1  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Design-Level Geology and 
Soils Engineering Investigation shall be conducted for the proposed project and 
submitted to the County Geologist for review and approval.  Recommendations 
contained in the Design-Level Investigation, including excavation and design 
criteria to stabilize or remove the landslide area located along the southeastern 
portion of the project site, shall be incorporated into the project design. 

Approval of a 
Design-Level 
Geology and 
Soils Engineering 
Investigation by 
the County 
Geologist 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

H.  Noise      

MM-H1(a)  The construction contractor shall place all stationary construction 
equipment as far as feasible from nearby residences (located to the west of the 
project site), so that emitted noise is directed away from these receptors. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 
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Completion 
MM-H1(b)  The construction contractor shall locate equipment staging areas in 
areas that would create the greatest distance between construction-related noise 
sources and nearby sensitive receptors during all project construction. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-H1(c)  The construction contractor shall provide a construction schedule to 
nearby residents prior to commencement of construction and designate a 
construction relations officer to serve as liaison with residents. 

Submittal, 
distribution, and 
posting of 
construction 
schedule and 
inspections by 
County 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-H1(d)  Heavy construction activities within 300 feet of the western 
property line shall be restricted to the hours of 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

Inspections by 
County 

During 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division 

  

MM-H2(a)  Prior to approval of amphitheater operation, the applicant shall 
perform noise monitoring, based on County approved methodology, during a 
“test-case” amphitheater event.  The amphitheater shall be in complete form with 
all proposed public address equipment functioning as intended.  Noise levels are 
to be obtained for the amphitheater at a representative sampling of off-site 
residential land uses located within 900 feet from the amphitheater.  Noise 
parameters to be measured are those specified in the County of San Bernardino 
Noise Element, including the Leq and the values that are exceeded 30 minutes, 
15 minutes, 5 minutes, and 1 minute in any hour (i.e., L50, L25, L08, and L02).  
The maximum and minimum values (Lmax and Lmin) shall also be recorded.  
(Note that these values may be extrapolated from any readings that are less than 
1-hour’s duration.)  The findings of the noise monitoring shall be incorporated 
into a report submitted by the applicant to the County for review and approval.  
If all values would not exceed the exterior noise significance thresholds listed in 
Table 3H-6 by more than 5 dBA, no further mitigation is warranted. 

Submittal of a 
noise monitoring 
report upon 
completion of 
amphitheater 

Prior to issuance 
of permits to 
operate 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division and 
Department of  
Environmental 
Health Services 

  



4.0  Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance Program 

Table 4-1 (Continued) 
 

Mitigation Monitoring and Compliance  Program 
 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department SCH No. 2004031114 
Church of the Woods Development Final EIR – June 2011 
 

Page 4-15 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT – Work in Progress 

Mitigation Measure 
Method of 

Verification 
Timing of 

Verification 
Responsible 

Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-H2(b)  If the noise associated with amphitheater operations exceeds the 
exterior noise significance thresholds listed in Table 3H-6 by more than 5 dBA 
or the County standards at one or more residences, the applicant shall propose 
restrictions on theater use (e.g., occupancy, duration, time).  Subsequent to such 
modifications, the applicant shall conduct further noise monitoring, as described 
above.  This shall continue until a report is submitted by the applicant and 
approved by the County that demonstrates that amphitheater operations will not 
exceed either County standards or the exterior noise significance thresholds 
listed in Table 3H-6 by more than 5 dBA. 

Submittal of a 
modified noise 
monitoring report 
with additional 
restrictions and 
monitoring upon 
completion of 
amphitheater, if 
warranted 

During operation 
of amphitheater 
(if warranted) 

San Bernardino 
County Building 
and Safety 
Division and 
Department of  
Environmental 
Health Services 

  

MM-H2(c)  The church retreat shall be equipped with mechanical ventilation to 
ensure that the windows and doors can remain closed for prolonged periods of 
time to meet the 45 dBA CNEL interior noise standard. 

Submittal of 
architectural plans 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Building and 
Safety Division 

  

I.  Transportation and Circulation      

MM-I1(a)  All construction-related traffic shall use routes approved by the 
County that restrict traffic to non-residential streets, where feasible. 

Submittal of a 
construction 
traffic 
management plan 
 
Inspections by 
County 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Traffic 
Division 

  

MM-I1(b)  Truck deliveries and construction activities that may affect traffic 
flow shall be consolidated to off-peak hours between 10 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. and 
other off-peak hours, as approved by the County of San Bernardino. 

Submittal of a 
construction 
traffic 
management plan 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Traffic 
Division 
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Verification 
Responsible 
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Verification of 

Completion 
MM-I1(c)  Construction workers shall arrive and depart the site during off-peak 
hours (i.e., arrive before 7:00 A.M. and depart before 4:00 P.M.). 

Submittal of a 
construction 
traffic 
management plan 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Traffic 
Division 

  

MM-I1(d)  Truck traffic shall not be permitted to queue along Highway 18 
where it would interfere with traffic movements or to block access to adjacent 
residences or businesses.  As necessary, flag persons shall be used to assist with 
truck movements into and out of the site, to ensure that potential disruptions to 
other traffic and access are accommodated in the safest and most efficient 
manner. 

Submittal of a 
construction 
traffic 
management plan 

Inspections by 
County 

Prior to and 
during 
construction 

San Bernardino 
County Current 
Planning Division 
and Traffic 
Division 

  

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the proposed project shall contribute a 
fair share towards the cost of future improvements at significantly impacted 
study area intersections determined to be deficient based on County of San 
Bernardino and Caltrans criteria for Year 2030 conditions.  The fair share fees 
shall be deposited to the Department of Public Works, Traffic Division.  Should 
construction and operation of the same mitigation measures at the same 
intersections occur by 2013, intersection LOS would be improved and therefore 
these mitigation measures would not be required for 2030. 

     

MM-I2(a)  Grass Valley Road and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

San Bernardino 
County Advance 
Planning Division 
and Traffic 
Division 

  

MM-I2(b)  Daley Canyon Road and Highway 189:  An eastbound right-turn 
lane and a northbound left-turn lane shall be added.  The implementation of 
these improvements may require the acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
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Verification of 

Completion 
MM-I2(c)  Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and coordinated with the traffic signal installed at 
Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 18.  A southbound left-turn lane shall be 
added. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(d)  Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and coordinated with the traffic signal installed at 
Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 189. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(e)  Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and interconnected with the signal at Daley Canyon 
Access Road and Highway 18.  The signal shall provide an overlap phase for 
southbound right-turn movements so they are concurrent with eastbound left-
turn movements.  This improvement is required to mitigate the intersection of 
Daley Canyon Access Road and Highway 18. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(f)  Daley Canyon Road and Daley Canyon Access Road:  A southbound 
left-turn land shall be added.  This improvement is required to allow left-turning 
vehicles to stack without blocking through traffic movements and to mitigate the 
intersection of Daley Canyon Access Road and Highway 18.  The 
implementation of this improvement may require the acquisition of additional 
right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(g)  Daley Canyon Access Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall 
be installed at this intersection and interconnected with the signal installed at 
Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(h)  Highway 173 and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be installed at 
this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(i)  Bear Springs Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
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Completion 
MM-I2(j)  Project Access and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be installed at 
this intersection. The project shall fully fund this improvement. 

Installation of 
traffic signal 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

(2)  Year 2030      

MM-I2(k)  North Road and Highway 189:  A dedicated southbound right-turn 
lane and a dedicated westbound right-turn lane shall be added.  In addition, the 
existing shared southbound left/right-turn lane shall be converted to a dedicated 
left-turn lane.  If an additional lane is not feasible, then conversion of the two-
way stop control to an all-way stop control would result in satisfactory level of 
service without additional lanes.  The implementation of this improvement may 
require the acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(l)  Grass Valley Road and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection.  A dedicated southbound right-turn lane shall be 
added.  In addition, the existing shared southbound left/right-turn lane shall be 
converted to a dedicated left-turn lane.  The implementation of these 
improvements may require the acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(m)  Daley Canyon Road and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection.  An eastbound right-turn lane and a northbound left-
turn lane shall be added.  In addition, the existing shared eastbound left/right-
turn lane shall be converted to a dedicated left-turn lane.  The implementation of 
these improvements may require the acquisition of additional right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(n)  North Bay Road and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(o)  Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 189:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and coordinated with the traffic signal installed at 
Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 18.  A southbound left-turn lane shall be 
added. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
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Party 
Verification of 

Completion 
MM-I2(p)  Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and coordinated with the traffic signal installed at 
Lake Gregory Drive and Highway 189. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(q)  Bear Springs Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(r)  Project Access and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be installed at 
this intersection. 

Installation of 
traffic signal 

Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(s)  Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be 
installed at this intersection and interconnected with the signal at Daley Canyon 
Access Road and Highway 18.  The signal shall provide an overlap phase for 
southbound right-turn movements so they are concurrent with eastbound left-
turn movements. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(t)  Daley Canyon Road and Daley Canyon Access Road:  A southbound 
left-turn land shall be added.  This improvement is required to allow left-turning 
vehicles to stack without blocking through traffic movements.  The 
implementation of this improvement may require the acquisition of additional 
right-of-way. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(u)  Daley Canyon Access Road and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall 
be installed at this intersection and interconnected with the signal installed at 
Daley Canyon Road and Highway 18. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(v)  Highway 173 and Highway 18:  A traffic signal shall be installed at 
this intersection. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 

   

MM-I2(w)  Highway 173 and Highway 18:  Extend the two-way left-turn lane 
on Highway 189 from Grass Valley Road  to Daley Canyon Road. 

Payment of fee Prior to issuance 
of building 
permits 
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Completion 
J.  Global Climate Change      

See Mitigation Measures MM-B1(a) through MM-B1(h) and MM-B2(a) through 
MM-B2(l). 

     

 

 
 



 



PCR SANTA MONICA

233 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 130
Santa Monica, CA 90401
TEL 310.451.4488
FAX 310.451.5279
PCRinfo@pcrnet.com

PCR IRVINE

One Venture
Suite 150
Irvine, CA 92618
TEL 949.753.7001
FAX 949.753.7002
PCRinfo@pcrnet.com

PCR PASADENA

790 East Colorado Boulevard
Suite 900
Pasadena, CA 91101
TEL 626.204.6170
FAX 626.204.6171
PCRinfo@pcrnet.com
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