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1. Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and 
CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

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

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the Draft EIR; 

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

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft EIR for the Spring Trails Specific 
Plan project during the public review period, which began July 29, 2011, and closed September 12, 
2011. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and 
represents the independent judgment of the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated Draft EIR 
comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 

This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the Draft EIR; copies of comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number (A-1 through A-11 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations, and R-1 through R-41 for letters received from residents). Individual comments have been 
numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding 
comment number.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR text and figures as 
a result of the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or 
errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of the Draft EIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the FEIR. The 
City of San Bernardino staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material 
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constitutes the type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the Draft EIR for further 
public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the 
project will result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a 
previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the 
other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons 
and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they 
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a 
lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, 
or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, 
“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information 
germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be 
used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead 
agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to 
public agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental 
impact report. The responses will be forwarded with copies of this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will 
conform to the legal standards established for response to comments on Draft EIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of San Bernardino) to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed 
the Draft EIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the Draft EIR and the City of San Bernardino’s 
responses to each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 
sections of the Draft EIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to 
the Draft EIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the 
public review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No.
Agencies & Organizations 

A1 California Department of Fish and Game September 12, 2011 2-3
A2 California Department of Transportation September 21, 2011 2-17
A3 California Regional Water Quality Control Board September 8, 2011 2-21
A4 Center for Biological Diversity September 12, 2011 2-27
A5 County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works September 1, 2011 2-45
A6 Department of the Army Corps of Engineers August 17, 2011 2-51
A7 Devore Rural Protection Association September 10, 2011 2-57
A8 Local Agency Formation Commission September 12, 2011 2-61
A9 Native American Heritage Commission August 25, 2011 2-65
A10 Omnitrans  August 24, 2011 2-71
A11 San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society September 11, 2011 2-77
A12 South Coast Air Quality Management District September 9, 2011 2-89

Residents 
R1 Form Letter – submitted by the following individuals:

(all of San Bernardino, CA 92407 unless otherwise noted) 
 Brandt, Gary & ?, 4119 W. Meyers Road, 
 Chapin, Leann, 4113 W. Meyers Road 
 Chun?, Du W., 18535 Grandview Avenue 
 Cranford, Kerry, 3260 Greystone Road 
 Garrison, Christine, 5694 North G Street 
 Garrison, Ronnie, 5694 North G Street 
 Helt, Alaina, 18558 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Helt, John, 22592 Mariam Way, Grand Terrace, CA 92313-5214 
 Helt, Steve, 18558 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Hughes, Robert?, 18525 Grandview Avenue 
 Larson, Tonya, Address? 

 
 

September 9, 2011 
September 8, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 8, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 10, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 10, 2011 

2-97
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No.

 Lloyd, Terry, 18858 Cajon Blvd.,
 Lyman, Andy, 1660 Cable Lane 
 Martinez, Ray?, 1675 Deercrest Drive 
 Martinez, Susan L., 1675 Deercrest Drive 
 M, Cyn?, 18510 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Minor, Lawrence?,18533 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Minor, Teri, 18533 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Montgomery, William S., 3284 Greystone Road 
 Onken, James R., 3985 W. Meyers Road 
 Payne, Nicole M., 3985 W. Meyers Road 
 Payne, Shelly M., 3985 W. Meyers Road 
 Potter, Arlean C., 3783 W. Meyers Road 
 Romero, Karina, 3284 Greystone Road 
 Sims, Ronald E., 18557 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Sims, Shani R., 18557 Santa Fe Avenue 
 Wade, Mike, 6758 Ventura 

September 11, 2011 
September 8, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 

No date 
No date 
No date 

September 12, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 
September 11, 2011 

R2 Behrens, Edward- list address for all September 12, 2011 2-111
R3 Casas, Denise September 11, 2011 2-117
R4 Casas, Pascual September 11, 2011 2-121
R5 Cranford, Kerry (letter 1) September 9, 2011 2-125
R6 Heyman, Martin and Gwen September, 2011 2-129
R7 Kaplan, Lynette McLean and Richard September 11, 2011 2-133
R8 Kirtley, Troy and Patricia, Gloria Evans, and James V. Quiroz September 11, 2011 2-147
R9 Mitchell, Hank September 1, 2011 2-155

R10 Mitchell, Kevin September 12, 2011 2-165
R11 O'Neill, Stephen, Judy, and Jennifer No date 2-169
R12 Potter, Arlean C (Letter 1) No date 2-175
R13 Rodrick, Corilyn September 9, 2011 2-181
R14 Smith, Carol S. September 9, 2011 2-185
R15 Signature list of opposing persons No date 2-189

? = Name is best guess or illegible  
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LETTER A1 – California Department of Fish and Game (8 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from the California Department of Fish and Game, dated 
September 12, 2011. 

A1-1 The City acknowledges the resource value of the San Bernardino Mountain foothills 
and the relationship of these resources to the survival of sensitive species.  

A1-2 The discussion of biological resources found on the project site is presented in the 
context of the Valley Region of San Bernardino County, not the significantly larger 
region of southern California as suggested by the Department’s letter. 

A1-3 The biological analysis in the Draft EIR recognizes the biological value of the 
proposed project site to the numerous federal and state species of concern and 
species of special concern. The availability of RAFSS, RSS and chaparral plant 
communities with minimal disturbance as live-in habitats and the importance of this 
site for wildlife movement along the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains was 
thoroughly vetted in the Draft EIR analysis and is further clarified in this FEIR. 

A1-4 The City recognizes the importance of the various riparian habitats and drainages 
found onsite and their value for resident native species. As such, the project was 
designed to avoid the majority of impacts to these sensitive biological resources, 
where feasible. Project implementation, however, would impact 13.3 acres of the 
27.1 acres of the onsite state jurisdictional waters. As included in revised Mitigation 
Measure No. 3-6 (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR), to mitigate for impacted 
riparian habitat, the applicant shall 1) acquire offsite permanent mitigation lands of 
like that is biologically equivalent or superior habitat as determined by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and/or 2) pay appropriate in-lieu fees to an 
appropriate permanent mitigation land bank as determined by CDFG (McGill 2012). 

A1-5 Protecting the biological value of Cable Creek is a priority of the project. Per 
Mitigation Measure 3-4, a 300-foot-wide zone with a fence barrier shall be designed 
with approval by the City of San Bernardino Community Development Department 
and constructed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. The width of 300 feet is 
chosen because this is the average width of the Cable Creek bed, the flattest part of 
the corridor which animals would be using. The fence would most likely be wooden 
and eight feet tall but the actual type and height would be determined by CDFG. It 
would stretch the entire length of the property along Cable Creek. The barrier would 
isolate the creek from the development and ensure the biological integrity of the 
Cable Creek as riparian habitat and as a wildlife corridor is maintained. The barrier 
will be designed to preclude the creation of an attractive nuisance that could attract 
domestic dogs and cats and other small mammals that constitute a food source for 
top predators. 

A1-6 The development footprint for the proposed project is governed by existing 
topography, drainage, and vegetation conditions. The development areas are 
located on the gently sloping alluvial benches between canyons, steep hillsides, and 
the Cable Canyon and Meyers Canyon drainage ways. The new development will be 
governed by standards detailed in the Spring Trails Specific Plan and upon 
approval, the project site’s land use designation and zoning will be “Specific Plan”. 
The overall density of the project will be less than one dwelling unit per acre (304 
units/353 acres) and therefore, comparable to the pre-zoning designation of RE, 
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which allows development at one dwelling per acre. The development plan for 
Spring Trails, however, clusters development into the most appropriate areas, 
resulting in individual lots that would be smaller than one acre in size.  

The Spring Trails Specific Plan zoning replaces the City’s Hillside Management 
Overlay District (HMOD). Consistency with the HMOD is not required. The 
engineering and grading plans for the proposed project have been designed so the 
project fits the natural topography of the project site. Housing and infrastructure are 
clustered on naturally flatter portions of the site to avoid dangers associated with 
hillside development. The site-specific hillside development restrictions are 
consistent with the City’s General Plan, as described in Appendix B “General Plan 
Consistency Analysis” of the Specific Plan. In addition, the project is consistent with 
the Foothill Fire Zone Overlay District, which contains development restrictions for 
hillside development in fire-prone areas, as described in Appendix D “Foothill Fire 
Zones Overlay District Conformance” of Specific Plan.  

A1-7 The comment recites the historic biological studies and reports prepared for the 
project site. There is no comment on the EIR and no response is required. 

A1-8 Numerous biological inventories have been conducted on the project site over the 
past ten years and the site’s biological resources values have been well established. 
Even so, pre-clearance surveys will be conducted per Mitigation Measure 3-1 for 
each federally and state listed species that have a potential to occur onsite. Sensitive 
plant surveys will follow the Department’s November 2009 guidance for special 
status native plant populations and natural communities. Please refer to Revised 
Mitigation Measure 3-1 is included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, which 
includes the follow-on requirements if any sensitive species are discovered during 
the pre-clearance surveys. 

A1-9 The 2009 Habitat Assessment was updated in May 2011 and included the results of 
previously prepared habitat assessments and focused surveys. Reports are included 
in their entirety in the Draft EIR technical appendices. The EIR, therefore, does not 
rely on future surveys. However, pre-clearance surveys will be conducted for each 
potentially occurring sensitive plant and wildlife species as specified in Mitigation 
Measure 3-1 (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR).  

A1-10 The comment lists the habitat and sensitive species that have been found on the 
project site and summarizes the proposed biological resource mitigation included in 
the Draft EIR. No response is required.  

A1-11 Mitigation for impacts to CDFG jurisdictional water will be biologically equivalent or 
superior in terms of value and function to offset the impacts to CDFG jurisdictional 
water including seasonal wetland, drainages and springs (see revised mitigation 
measure 3-6, in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR). Impacts as identified in this 
comment have been addressed in the Draft EIR and revised mitigation measures 
provided in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, to provide additional detail. The 
1602 Streambed Alteration Permit application process will further refine final 
development and design requirements for the project. 
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The types and number of native and non-native trees that will be removed as part of 
the project has been addressed in the Draft EIR and is supported by two arborist 
reports included in the Draft EIR technical appendices. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, 
since the inventory of trees on the site is now dated, mitigation is provided to require 
an updated inventory of tree resources within the project footprint. In accordance 
with Mitigation Measure 3-13, all native trees will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio, with the 
minimum number of trees replaced at 220 trees. Exchange ratios by size of tree as 
well as performance standards required for tree mitigation are also included in 
Mitigation No. 3-13. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, the project site lacks expansive grassland habitat and is 
dominated by dense RSS and chaparral plant communities, significantly limiting the 
amount of suitable foraging habitat for raptor species. It is estimated that suitable 
raptor foraging habitat is restricted to 12.5 acres of open grassland habitat.  

A Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be prepared as part of the Section 404 
Wetland Permit. 

A1-12 The applicant must acquire a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG as 
well as Incidental Take Permits from both the CDFG and USFWS to mitigate 
potential impacts to federally and state listed species that occur onsite, as well as 
compensation for the loss or adverse modification to USFWS designated critical 
habitat. Offsite mitigation lands must replace the function and value of the habitat 
lost by site development. A survey of such available lands has identified feasible 
options that would reduce project impacts to less than significant. Contiguous off-
site mitigation lands are identified in revised Mitigation Measure 3-7, included below 
in Chapter 3, Revisions of the Draft EIR, of this FEIR (McGill 2012).  

A1-13 See Response to Comment A1-5. A barrier will be installed at the outer limits of the 
California Walnut Woodland that surrounds Cable Creek at its interface with the RSS 
habitat on the hillsides above the canyon bottom. Per Mitigation Measure 3-4, this 
300-foot barrier shall be designed with approval by the City of San Bernardino 
Community Development Department and constructed prior to the issuance of 
occupancy permits. This will provide a buffer inside the barrier fence that will be 
located on either side of Cable Creek. This combination of a barrier and buffer 
should protect the natural resources associated with the use of Cable Creek as well 
as the wildlife movement corridor that found in association with Cable Creek. The 
applicant did evaluate the possibility of not developing north of Cable Creek and 
constructing a barrier on the south side of Cable Creek, isolating the riparian, RSS 
and chaparral habitats north of Cable Creek from the development.  

A1-14 The mitigation under the two ITP permits for impacts to least Bell’s vireo (LBVI), a 
federal and state listed species, will principally focus on avoidance of areas with 
suitable habitat for the species and minimization of impacts at the outer edge of the 
buffer area surrounding suitable habitat. Two individual LBVI were identified within 
the riparian habitat associated with Cable Creek. Cable Creek and LBVI occupied 
riparian habitat will be completely avoided and no impacts will occur. In addition, a 
300-foot-wide zone surrounding the creek will also be avoided providing a significant 
buffer on each side of the creek and occupied LBVI habitat. Finally, the outer edges 
of the 300-foot buffer zone will be fenced to preclude access into Cable Creek and 
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occupied LBVI habitat except for passive recreational use of a trail crossing over 
Cable Creek, further protecting Cable Creek and occupied LBVI habitat from 
potential impacts.  

Use of the trail will be designed to minimize impacts to Cable Creek and occupied 
LBVI habitat. Draft trail designs will be reviewed with USFWS and CDFG prior to 
ground disturbing activities to ensure impacts are either avoided or minimized to the 
maximum extent possible. All of these above avoidance and minimization measures 
will be fully funded by the project applicant prior to any ground disturbing activities 
and developed prior to project construction. Assurances of funding will be built into 
the state and federal ITPs through the development of a Property Action Report 
(PAR) and provision of an agreed upon endowment. In addition, a letter of credit or 
other appropriate funding assurance will be filed with CDFG providing a secondary 
commitment to implement the mitigation. 

A1-15 The onsite seasonal wetland discussion in the DEIR has been modified to reflect the 
fact that impacts to waters of the State will be limited to a total potential impact of 
13.3 acres, including the 6.2 acres of a seasonal wetland. A total of 13.8 acres of 
waters of the State will be avoided. The 13.3 acres of identified impacts shall be 
mitigated through the acquisition and conservation of biologically equivalent or 
superior waters of the State. The applicant has identified 51.5 acres of riparian 
habitat, including a seasonal wetland, in the lower reach of Cable Canyon, adjacent 
to but outside the project boundary that provides biological superior waters of the 
State. This property is available for mitigation and the applicant is in initial 
negotiations with the owner for acquisition. If this property is not obtained, the 
project applicant will identify and purchase another property of like habitat prior to 
ground disturbing activities. Once this property or another property of like habitat 
value is acquired, a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan will be prepared for the 
long-term preservation and management of the property. The HMMP will be 
conditioned in the wetlands permit application prior to ground disturbing activities. 
The adequacy of the mitigation will be approved by the CDFG as part of their 
approval and issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement for impacts to waters of 
the State.  

A1-16 The project has been designed to avoid sensitive biological resources, including 
jurisdictional waters, while at the same time achieving the majority of the project 
objectives, including economic viability. Impacts that cannot be avoided will be 
mitigated by developing biologically equivalent or superior preservation offsite, as 
described in revised Mitigation Measure 3-6, included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the 
Draft EIR, of this FEIR. Per this mitigation measure, the applicant will 1) acquire 
offsite permanent mitigation lands that are biologically equivalent or superior habitat 
as determined by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and/or 2) 
pay appropriate in-lieu fees to an appropriate permanent mitigation land bank as 
determined by CDFG (McGill 2012). This will be documented and submitted to 
CDFG by the City for review and approval as part of the 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement.  

A1-17 The comment lists the standard requirements for submitting a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement notification and the CEQA definition of mitigation. These comments have 
been noted.  
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A1-18 The Draft EIR fully discloses the potential biological resource impacts of the project 
and provides mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to a less than significant 
level. As appropriate, these measures include follow up, confirmation resource 
surveys and requirements for preparation of more detailed mitigation plans prior to 
issuance of grading permits (e.g., prior to ground disturbance). Pursuant to CEQA, 
the measures include performance standards that assure the public effective 
mitigation even though some details may not be available at this time. 
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LETTER A2 – California Department of Transportation (1 page) 
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A2. Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, dated September 
21, 2011. 

A2-1 Table 1 and Figures 4, 5, and 6 of the traffic study have been revised to indicate the 
existing year as a footnote or in the legend (see Appendix A of this FEIR). In the Draft 
EIR, Table 5.14-2 and Figure 5.14-5 have been revised to reflect the changes. The 
revised table and figure are found in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this 
FEIR. 

A2-2 Existing intersection traffic conditions were established through morning and 
evening peak hour traffic counts obtained by Kunzman Associates, Inc. from 
October 2008 (see Appendix B of the traffic study) and the resulting Passenger Car 
Equivalent traffic volumes (see Appendix C of the traffic study) are shown on Figures 
5 and 6 of the traffic study, respectively. The revised traffic study figures are in 
Appendix A of this FEIR. 
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Letter A3 – Regional Water Quality Control Board (3 pages)  
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A3. Response to Comments California Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated September 
8, 2011. 

A3-1 The comment provides a summary of the project and introduces the commenter’s 
water quality concerns. No response is necessary. 

A3-2 The City recognizes the importance of the various riparian habitats and drainages 
found onsite and their value to maintaining water quality of state jurisdictional 
waters. As such, the project was designed, including the design of the infrastructure 
for the project, to avoid impacts to these natural drainages, where feasible. However, 
impacts will occur to 13.3 acres of the 27.1 acres of jurisdictional waters of the state. 
Best Management Practices will be proposed and implemented as part of acquiring 
the various wetland permits, including the 401 Water Quality Certification, to ensure 
the impacts on water quality are minimized and/or mitigated. 

A3-3 Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR does conclude that the ‘Alternative Site Plan’ alternative is 
the environmentally superior alternative. In concurrence with this comment, the Draft 
EIR discloses that this alternative would preserve the natural drainage as much as 
possible and reduce impacts to hydrology, water quality and biological resources. 
The Draft EIR also explains why the financial viability of this alternative is uncertain. 
As with the proposed project, the Alternative Site Plan would require the construction 
of major infrastructure improvements, including the construction of two offsite 
access roads, extension of domestic water service and three water reservoirs, and 
extension of sewer service to the site. As with the proposed project, the Alternative 
Site Plan would also include costly mitigation programs, including a comprehensive 
tree replacement program. 

 It is noted that the Alternative Site Plan is the preferred alternative of the RWQCB.  

A3-4 The following chart presents the combined results of the two jurisdictional 
delineations. The corresponding text has been corrected to reflect these acreages. 

 
Table 1

Jurisdictional Impacts 

  
Corps Jurisdiction CDFG Jurisdiction  

Existing Acres Impacts Acres Existing Acres Impacts Acres
Project Site  12.66 7.37 23.26 9.37 
Access Road  3.19 3.19 3.39 3.39 
Totals  15.85 10.56 26.65 12.76

 

A3-5 The City recognizes that all these drainages constitute waters of the state. All of 
these drainages are also waters of the US and will be regulated under Section 401 of 
the Clean Water Act. As such, the applicant will prepare a 401 Water Quality 
Certification application as part of its environmental and entitlement clearance 
process. All permits will be processed and approved prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 
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A3-6 The Beneficial Uses identified for the site drainages in the Basin Plan are identified in 
the Draft EIR (see Section 5.7-1). Mitigation to protect water quality is detailed in the 
Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (May 2009) and Hydrology and Water 
Quality Report (June 2009) included in Draft EIR Appendices I1 and I2, respectively. 
The project design features and Best Management Practices included in these 
reports are summarized in the Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft 
EIR. The measures include construction and operation requirements and address 
both the project site and access roads. Although additional engineering details will 
likely result in refinements of these BMPs during the 401 Water Quality Certification 
permit process, the Draft EIR adequately discloses existing resources, beneficial 
uses, and sufficient BMP detail (including responsible parties and timing for 
implementation), to assure mitigation for the beneficial uses will reduce impacts to 
less than significant. 

A3-7 The applicant will consult, as recommended, with the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board prior to finalizing its initial 401 Water Quality Certification application to ensure 
that potential impacts to all beneficial uses are addressed and appropriately 
mitigated as part of the permitting process. 

A3-8 The potential seasonal wetland (6.2 acres) was identified as a “problem area” 
because while hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology were present, no 
apparent hydric soil indicators were present during the delineation. The approximate 
boundary or this potential seasonal wetland was therefore delineated based 
primarily on vegetation and hydrology criterion. A subsequent study of the seasonal 
wetland system will be conducted prior to the permitting process to verify that the 
feature is indeed a wetland system and to provide the additional data needed on 
current condition and function of the wetlands for determining wetland mitigation. As 
noted in this comment, wetland acreage will be mitigated such that there is no let 
loss of wetland acreage, function or service. See also, revised Mitigation Measure 
No. 3-6, Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR.  



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

Spring Trails Specific Plan Final EIR City of San Bernardino  Page 2-27 

LETTER A4– Center for Biological Diversity (10 page/pages) 
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A4. Response to Comments from Center for Biological Diversity, dated September 12, 2011. 

A4-1 The comment provides an introduction to the letter and an overview of CEQA 
requirements. It does not contain any comments on the Draft EIR.  

A4-2 It is the City’s opinion that the Draft EIR clearly discloses the existing biological 
resources present on the project site; and the potential impacts that could result 
from project implementation. Mitigation measures have been proposed to offset 
identified impacts to a less than significant level. Additional clarification is provided in 
this Final EIR. The EIR meets both the substantive and procedural requirements of 
CEQA.  

A4-3 None of the conditions which would require re-circulation of the Draft EIR under 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 apply. There are no new significant impacts 
or changes that would result in substantial increases to the impacts identified in the 
Draft EIR, or feasible alternatives that have been identified that are not addressed in 
the Draft EIR. This Final EIR does ‘clarify and amplify’ information included in the 
Draft EIR. Recirculation is not required for such changes to the Draft EIR.  

A4-4 The acreage calculations in the text and Table 5.3-5 are correct. Figure 5.3-1 has 
been revised to be consistent with the rest of the document. The revised Figure 5.3-1 
is provided in Section 3.4 Revised and New Figures. 

A4-5 The loss of sensitive habitats will be mitigated by acquisition of offsite permanent 
mitigation lands that are biological equivalent or superior as determined by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or payment of in-lieu fees to an appropriate 
permanent mitigation land bank as determined by CDFG (see revised mitigation 
measure 3-7 in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR) (McGill 2012). This mitigation 
reduces the project’s impacts to sensitive habitats to less than significant. A 
consultation with CDFG would take place as part of the 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement and 2081 Incidental Take Permit and with USFWS as part of an 
Incidental Take Permit under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

A4-6 It is the City’s opinion that the Draft EIR provides an adequate level of analysis for 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological resources as discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resource. Specific responses are provided in A4-14 and 
A4-15 below. 

A4-7 See Response to Comment A4-6. 

A4-8 An analysis of critical habitat was provided in Section 5.3.1 on page 5.3-33. 
Additional information on critical habitat was also provided in Table 5.3-4 and on 
Figure 5.3-4. 

A4-9 This comment regarding the loss of critical habitat for CAGN is incomplete. Without 
the full text of the comment, it is not possible to provide a meaningful response. It 
should be noted, however, that CAGN Critical Habitat does not occur within the 
project site or access road. There will be no loss or adverse modification of CAGN 
Critical Habitat from the proposed project. 
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A4-10 The loss of 168.4 acres of RSS habitat is expected to displace or adversely impact 
some of the species of special concern (SSC) that could occur on the project site. 
However, the applicant will purchase and permanently protect RSS habitat that is 
biologically equivalent to or superior than the 168.4 acres of onsite RSS habitat as 
determined by the CDFG (McGill 2012). The protected habitat will provide suitable 
habitat for many of the SSC species. Implementation of this mitigation measure will 
reduce the RSS impacts to less than significant (see revised mitigation measure 3-6 
in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR). 

A4-11 The project site is a 352.8-acre property located in the foothills of the San Bernardino 
Mountains. A significant portion of the habitats in the San Bernardino Mountains and 
the adjacent San Gabriel Mountains are undeveloped. The San Bernardino National 
Forest manages 676,666 acres but several thousand additional acres are in private 
ownership or under other governmental management. An inventory of all 
undeveloped habitats in the region and comparison to historical acres as suggested 
in this comment, is not required by CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15130, Discussion of Cumulative Impacts, b), “the discussion should be guided by 
standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative 
impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather that the attributes of 
other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact.” An analysis of the 
magnitude suggested in the comment is not required to identify the impacts of the 
project on biological resources. The County of San Bernardino intends to take on 
this task and is in discussion with federal, state, and private entities regarding the 
development of a regional habitat conservation plan to cover all these undeveloped 
habitats but has not formally started the preparation of the plan. This plan, once 
implemented, will provide management for sensitive plant communities and wildlife 
habitats in the region.  

Focused surveys on the project site are required to determine the project’s impact 
on a particular species. Focused surveys for sensitive species determine the 
presence or absence of the species, they do provide an indication of the total 
population Copies of focused survey reports are included in the technical 
appendices. Presence of sensitive species will be mitigated through Mitigation 
Measures 3-1 through 3-9. 

A4-12 The project site supports 11.4 acres of non-native grasses (NNG). NNG are invasive 
and often displace native plant communities following disturbance. The non-native 
grasslands found onsite support very dense NNG that do not provide the open 
habitat needed by sensitive species such as burrowing owl and San Bernardino 
kangaroo rat known to occur in this area. The predominant wildlife species observed 
within the non-native grassland found onsite are California ground squirrels and 
gophers. Neither species are sensitive and both are associated with heavily 
disturbed habitats. Although non-native grasslands are used for foraging by raptor 
species, the 11.4 acres provide only a small percentage of the needed foraging 
habitat for raptor species and its loss would not be considered a significant impact 
to foraging raptor species. 

A4-13 The Draft EIR does provide quantification of the number of acres for each plant 
community or habitat type found on the project site, as well as discusses changes 
that have occurred on the project site over the last ten years. The current site 
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conditions are the baseline from which future impacts due to project development 
was determined and upon which the requirements for mitigation is being developed. 
The Draft EIR recognizes that the loss of several of the sensitive riparian habitats and 
the RSS habitat will be considered a significant loss without mitigation. However, 
these habitats will be replaced offsite through the acquisition and permanent 
protection of biologically equivalent or superior conservation areas (see Response to 
Comment A1-4 and revised Mitigation Measure 3-6 in Section 3, Revisions to the 
Draft EIR, of this FEIR) (McGill 2012). The review and approval of the proposed 
offsite conservation properties will be coordinated with CDFG through the 1602 and 
2081 permit processes and USFWS through the Section 7 Consultation process. 

A4-14 The City recognizes the importance of the wildlife movement corridor that occurs 
along Cable Creek and the project has been designed so that this important corridor 
is preserved. A barrier will be installed at the outer limits of the California Walnut 
Woodland that surrounds Cable Creek at its interface with the RSS habitat on the 
hillsides above the canyon bottom (see Response to Comment A1-5). This will 
provide a buffer of approximately 300 feet inside the barrier fence that will be located 
on either side of Cable Creek (see revised Mitigation Measure 3-4 in Section 3, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR). This combination of a barrier and buffer is designed to 
protect the natural resources associated with the use of Cable Creek as well as the 
wildlife movement corridor that is found in association with Cable Creek.  

A4-15 The Draft EIR does address indirect impacts, in particular the potential for the 
introduction of non-native, invasive plant species into the native habitat that will 
remain in the project area. Specific mitigation measures such as required adherence 
to the use of approved plant species for landscaping are provided in the Draft EIR to 
avoid the introduction on non-native, invasive plant species (Mitigation Measure 3-7). 
Other mitigation measures have been included to control the introduction of non-
native predators such as domestic cats and dogs, as well as to avoid creating 
conditions that could attract native predators (Mitigation Measure 3-5). 

A4-16 As discussed above in Response to Comment A4-14, a barrier will be installed at the 
outer limits of the California Walnut Woodland that surrounds Cable Creek at its 
interface with the RSS habitat on the hillsides above the canyon bottom (see 
Response to Comment A1-5 and revised Mitigation Measure 3-4, included below in 
Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR). This will provide a buffer that includes the full 
extent of the relatively flat canyon bottom that occurs on either side of Cable Creek, 
approximately 300 feet in width. A barrier fence will be installed on either side of the 
canyon bottom to isolate the riparian habitat found on the canyon bottom from the 
surrounding development and will be designed to allow access into the Cable Creek 
area only at designated points and only for permitted/passive recreational activities. 
This combination of a protective barrier, controlled access points and a buffer will 
protect the natural resources found in Cable Creek as well as the wildlife movement 
corridor that occurs along Cable Creek. As noted above, the barrier will be 
established at the interface of the relatively flat canyon bottom with the steep slopes 
of the canyon walls. The Commenter suggests using the slope of the land to 
determine the size of the buffer. However, the buffer zone is on relatively flat ground, 
less than 15 percent slope, and the barrier fence would be at the base of steep 
slopes. The riparian habitat that provides wildlife movement opportunities through 
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the canyon bottom ends at the interface with the steeper canyon walls that support 
Riversidean sage scrub habitat. 

A4-17 The project design did consider the avoidance measures first, minimization 
measures second, and mitigation measures last as reasonable and feasible range of 
mitigation measures. However, the possible implementation of these measures had 
to be balanced against the economic viability of the project. The Center for 
Biological Diversity’s (CBD’s) letter mentions several feasible and enforceable 
mitigation measures for controlling indirect impacts on native habitats on wildlife 
species as a result of project development. All of these measures will be included in 
the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) that is being prepared as part of 
the regulatory permitting process, in the appropriate Covenants, Codes and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) that each home owner will have to sign, as well as in the 
noxious weed control plan that will be prepared prior to the issuance of grading 
permits. All of these plans will be reviewed by the appropriate agencies prior to 
approval and implementation and prior to any ground disturbing activities.  

A new Mitigation Measure 3-6 has been added to the Draft EIR to incorporate the 
CBD’s suggested HMMP mitigation measures. These measures shall also be 
incorporated into the CC&Rs and the noxious weed control plan: 

3-6 The following provisions shall be included in the Habitat Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan, the Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions, and the noxious 
weed control plan: 

 Setbacks between developed area, including roads and fuel 
modification zones, and sensitive habitat areas shall be a minimum of 
300 feet. 

 Walls and/or fences that will inhibit domestic animals from harassing 
and harming native species, including “cat-proof” fences to prevent feral 
and house cats from accessing sensitive habitat, shall be implemented 
on the project site. 

 Programs to capture feral cats should be implemented. 

 Non-native invasive plant species shall be controlled through weed 
control techniques. 

 Native vegetation shall be used in landscaping. 

 Educational materials and programs shall be provided to inform 
residents of rare, threatened, and endangered species and how local 
communities can help protect them. 

 Gates shall be used to restrict access to lands set aside for habitat 
protection. 

A4-18 The City is aware that this project is subject to the state and federal Endangered 
Species Act. Potential impacts to a federally or state listed species will be avoided 
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through project design. The proposed avoidance measures will be reviewed with 
CDFG and USFWS. The detailed measures will be reviewed and refined as part of 
the regulatory permitting processes (1602 Streambed Alteration Permit and 2081 ITP 
from CDFG and the Section 7 Consultation process with USFWS to offset potential 
loss or adverse modification of critical habitat) for this project. 

A4-19 An access road will cross designated Critical Habitat for SBKR. Presence and 
absence protocol surveys within the proposed alignment for the access road have 
been negative, indicating that this portion of Critical Habitat is not occupied. 
However, since implementation of the project will result in the loss of Critical Habitat 
for SBKR within jurisdictional waters, a Section 7 Consultation between the US Army 
Corps of Engineers and USFWS must be conducted before the Corps can issue a 
404 permit. 

A4-20 As indicated above in Responses to Comments A3-5 and A3-19 above, the applicant 
will consult with CDFG and USFWS about the requirements for ITPs. Due to the 
nature of the habitats found onsite, potential impacts to federally and state listed 
species would occur within jurisdictional waters of the US and of the State, requiring 
additional consideration by the regulatory and wildlife agencies of impact to list 
species as part of the wetland permitting processes. 

A4-21 The Draft EIR has identified project impacts and feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce project impacts. The commenter does not identify any specific instances 
where the Draft EIR defers impact analysis and mitigation measures. Where some 
situations dictate that additional evaluation is necessary to refine mitigation to an 
engineering or final design level, e.g., geotechnical impacts and biological resource 
impacts, performance standards are provided in the mitigation measures. 

A4-22 The US Forest Service commented on previous Draft EIRs for the project site on 
April 6, 1998, March 17, 2003 and July 8, 2004. In each case, their comment letters 
emphasized that they neither supported nor opposed the development but sought to 
insure that appropriate mitigation would be required for impacts on National Forest 
lands. In particular, their three letters mentioned that Forest lands would not be 
made available for support of the development and that the Specific Plan and 
resulting EIR needed to clearly address the detailed wildland fire concerns listed in 
their March 17, 2003 letter. The Specific Plan for Spring Trails does consider and 
address each of the issues outlined by the US Forest Service in the above listed 
letters. Copies of each of the US Forest Service letters are available at the City of 
San Bernardino’s Planning Department.  

A4-23 The Draft EIR has included a reasonable range of alternatives and has adequately 
analyzed these in comparison to the proposed project’s impacts. Per Response to 
Comment A4-6, the Draft EIR has adequately disclosed and identified the proposed 
project’s potentially significant impacts to biological resources. The project 
objectives for the proposed project have been established by the City to identify the 
general intentions and goals of the proposed project. They provide direction for how 
the proposed project can be economically viable while still taking into consideration 
the environmental and service constraints of the area. The project’s objectives 
represent realistic development goals and restraints of the proposed project. 
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 The discussion of alternatives in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR adequately discusses the 
feasibility of all project alternatives and identifies Alternative 3 as the environmentally 
superior alternative. However, the elimination of lots on the project site in 
accordance with Alternative 3 would make the project economically infeasible.  

A4-24 The commenter is incorrect in stating that all of the project alternatives would have 
the same development envelope as the proposed project. See Section 7, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, for a full description of the project alternatives. Only one 
alternative, Alternative 4, the Reduced Daily Grading Alternative, would have the 
same development envelope as the proposed project. Alternative 1, No Project/No 
Development Alternative, does not involve any development. Alternative 2, No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, would only require grading of individual 
housing pads and access roads. Alternative 3, the Alternative Site Plan, would avoid 
sensitive areas of the project site and reduce the grading footprint from 224.3 acres 
to 147.5 acres (a reduction of 43 percent).  

A4-25 Alternative 1, 2, and 3 would all preserve portions of the site. Alternatives 1 and 2, as 
required by CEQA, assume the site is not developed or developed under the existing 
land use designations, respectively. By nature, they would reduce impacts to 
biological resources because they would avoid developing sensitive areas. 
Alternative 3 was intentionally designed to reduce the grading footprint to reduce 
construction-related air quality and noise impacts, which are identified as significant 
and unavoidable impacts in the Draft EIR. As noted by the commenter, alternatives 
should avoid or reduce the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed 
project. However, by reducing the project’s development footprint, this alternative 
also avoids the biologically sensitive areas (see Figures 7-1 and 7-2 of the Draft EIR). 
The revised site plan for Alternative 3 has a reduced footprint that is based on the 
project’s site constraints. For example, the jurisdictional wetlands in the southeast 
corner of the project site and the entire northern portion of the site (north of Cable 
Canyon Creek) would be avoided (with the exception of the water tank, which would 
still be needed to supply the site). 

A4-26 The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR has qualified for 
recirculation. As stated in the comment, the following reasons have been provided 
for why the Draft EIR would need to be re-circulated: 

 When new information shows a new, substantial environmental impact resulting 
either from the project or from a mitigation measure; 

 When new information shows a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact, except that recirculation would not be required if 
mitigation that reduces the impact to insignificance is adopted; 

 When new information shows a feasible alternative or mitigation measure that 
clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of a project and the project 
proponent declines to adopt the mitigation measure, and; 

 When the draft EIR was “so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature” that public comment on the Draft EIR was essentially 
meaningless (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). 
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No new information that would cause significant and unavoidable impacts has been 
identified since the circulation of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR adequately identifies 
and discusses CEQA impacts based on the information available and new 
information identified by commenters does not create new significant impacts. 
Mitigation measures have been revised per suggestions of the CBD and other 
agencies and commenters. These revisions have been made in response to 
concerns identified by commenters.  

Based on the responses to CBD’s comments provided above, there is no need to re-
circulate the Draft EIR because none of the criteria above have been met.  
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LETTER A5 – County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works (3 pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from San Bernardino Department of Public Works, dated 
September 1, 2011. 

A5-1 The East Valley Traffic Model forecasts were used in the traffic impact analysis. 
Appendix C of the traffic impact analysis includes the future growth increment 
calculation worksheets for the study area intersections. The eastbound movement at 
Intersection 4, Kendall Drive at Little League Drive shows a nominal (negative) 
increase in growth based upon the traffic model forecasts. However, the overall 
intersection shows an increase from existing traffic volumes to Year 2035 traffic 
volumes of 39% [(400‐288)/288] during the morning peak hour and of 91% [(530‐
277)/277] during the evening peak hour. 

A5-2 The morning peak hour traffic count worksheet provided by National Data and 
Surveying Services had an Excel worksheet error. However, the traffic impact 
analysis did use the correct traffic volumes. Appendix C of the traffic study includes 
the future growth increment calculation worksheets that are based upon the peak 
hour turning movement volumes. 

A5-3 The description in Section 1.4, Project Summary, has been updated with the correct 
project start date, 2013. In accordance with proposed construction phasing, the 
project would be complete in 2015, assuming no changes to future planning 
decisions and market forces occur. The revised text is in Section 3 of this FEIR, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

A5-4 As discussed in Section 5.14 of the Draft EIR, Transportation and Traffic, the traffic 
study and the project description differ in the total number of proposed housing 
units. The traffic study assumes 329 units, the originally proposed number, and the 
Draft EIR assumes 307, the currently proposed number. Previous development 
plans for the Spring Trails project had included 329 units. Instead of revising the 
traffic study, the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR is based on 329 units, which provides 
a more conservative estimate of traffic impacts. No revisions to the Draft EIR are 
made in response to this comment. 

A5-5 The circulation map in the City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Element (Figure 5.14-
1 of the Draft EIR) shows Cable Canyon Road and Meyers Road connecting. 
However, this map shows projected roadway locations at the buildout of the San 
Bernardino General Plan and not current conditions. These two roads are not 
currently connected. Since it is not guaranteed that these roads would connect in 
the future, the environmental analysis of the traffic impacts in the Draft EIR does not 
assume this connection.  

A5-6 The comments from the Water Resources Division of the San Bernardino County 
Public Works Department include the previous comments on the previously 
proposed Martin Ranch project. The previous comments are included in the 
Interoffice Memo dated April 6, 1998. It is noted that all comments are the same with 
the exception of the comment on the FEMA Flood Zone determination. The most 
recent FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) indicates that the project site is in 
Flood Zone D, not X. This issue is addressed in Response to Comment A5-7.  



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-50  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

A5-7 The project site is in FEMA Flood Zone D, not X. Zone X has a low to moderate flood 
risk area and is above the 100- and 500-year flood levels. Zone D is used to classify 
areas of undetermined flood risk because not enough analysis has been conducted 
for the area. Chapter 19.16 of City of San Bernardino’s Development Code (Flood 
Plain Overlay District) restricts development in areas of special flood hazards, areas 
of flood-related erosion hazards, and areas of mud slide, as identified by the FEMA 
FIRMs. Development restrictions do not apply to Zone D as it is not in one of these 
zones. The Draft EIR has been revised to reflect the accurate flood zone designation. 
The revised text is found in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, of this FEIR.  

A5-8 Responses to the previous comments of the Department of Public Work’s Interoffice 
Memo are provided in Response to Comments A5-9 and A5-10. 

A5-9 The comment regarding the 1969 Cable Creek Channel flood is noted. In regards to 
the comment about the proposed project’s impact to natural drainage in the area, 
the Draft EIR addresses hydrology impacts in Section 5.7, Hydrology or Water 
Quality. The proposed project’s impact to the existing drainage conditions are 
discussed in both the hydrology study and the Draft EIR. With the implementation of 
best management practices (BMPs), standard conditions, and the specific plan’s 
design features, it was determined that hydrology impacts would be less than 
significant.  

A5-10 Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, addresses additional onsite runoff entering 
Cable Creek and finds the impact to be less than significant. Although Cable Creek 
is not included on the Clean Water Act’s list of impaired waters (Section 303(D)), the 
down stream creek, Lytle Creek, is included on the list. Water pollutants during the 
construction and operational phase of the proposed project have potential to affect 
the water quality of Cable Creek. A water quality management plan and a 
stormwater pollution prevention plan will be prepared for the proposed project, both 
of which include BMPs that would reduce water quality impacts. In addition, project 
design features will reduce water quality impacts to Cable Creek. As determined in 
the Draft EIR, impacts to Cable Creek are less than significant. 

A5-11 Comment noted. 
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LETTER A6 – Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers (3 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, dated August 
17, 2011. 

A6-1 Comment acknowledged. As disclosed in the Draft EIR and in this Final EIR, the 
applicant will apply for a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit.  
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LETTER A7 – Devore Rural Protection Association (2 pages) 
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A7. Response to Comments from Devore Rural Protection Association, dated September 10, 
2011. 

A7-1 Based on the traffic study, revised May 2011, the proposed project would generate 
approximately 3,149 vehicle trips per day. This total trip generation is based on the 
Institute of Traffic Engineer’s Trip Generation (8th Edition, 2008) handbook. 
Infrastructure improvements at Palm Avenue and Interstate 215 (I-215) include 
adding an additional southbound left turn approach lane and installing traffic signals 
at both the north- and southbound ramps. With these improvements, the level of 
service (LOS) at opening year will be LOS B for both the north- and southbound 
ramps. At project buildout, the northbound onramps will have an LOS D and the 
southbound onramps will have an LOS C. These are all acceptable LOS values per 
the City of San Bernardino’s LOS threshold.  

 There are currently no on- and off-ramps at the junction of Little League Drive and I-
215. Little League Drive travels over I-215 and drivers must enter the freeway at 
either Palm Avenue or Glen Helen Parkway. The California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) does not have any improvements planned for the Little 
League Drive/I-215 junction. The only improvements to Caltrans facilities included in 
the Draft EIR are those that have been previously identified by Caltrans. These 
include the improvements to the Palm Avenue/I-215 Interchange, found in the San 
Bernardino Associated Governments Development Mitigation Nexus Study (2009), 
and the I-215 mainline improvements, found in the I-15/1-215 Devore Interchange 
Reconfiguration Project Study Report (but are not currently funded).  

A7-2 Fire impacts are addressed in Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 
they are based on the analysis and findings in the Fire Protection Plan (July 2011) 
prepared for the proposed project by Firesafe Solutions. The analysis in the Fire 
Protection Plan uses weather information from the Devore remote access weather 
station (RAWS) and the BEHAVE Fire Behavior Prediction and Fuel Modeling System 
to model the intensity of a fire approaching the project site. The fire models include 
information on flame length, wind speed, and slope. As shown in the fire history of 
the project site, the risk of fire is significant. Worst-case scenarios were used to 
develop the fuel modification plan, which includes allowable plant palate, the 
distance of separate landscaping zones from buildings, and building setbacks from 
each other.  

 As mentioned in the comment, the distance between homes becomes a risk during 
intense fires because of the fire’s potential to jump between structures. The 
commenter has requested the “green space” between buildings be increased and to 
keep the lots no smaller than one to five acres. In the Fire Protection Plan, the fuel 
modification zones created for the proposed project are based on a systems 
approach to address fire prevention and are the appropriate size for the project as it 
is proposed. The concept behind the systems approach is to create fuel modification 
zones in which the fire is systematically deprived of available fuel to reduce the size 
of the flame and the amount of heat that would be generated. Each of the three fuel 
modification zones is described in detail in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR. The 
maintenance and clearing of prohibited vegetation will depend on a strict 
enforcement routine, which includes a Lighting and Landscape Maintenance District 
(LLMD), the Homeowners’ Association (HOA), and individual homeowners. The San 
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Bernardino Fire Department (SBFD) is responsible for approving annual reports from 
the Homeowners’ Association. Annual reports must be submitted every year the 
project is in place. 

 The fuel modification zones and plan are designed specifically for the project site. 
Increasing the distance between lots would not be as effective as maintaining fire-
resistant landscaping in the fuel modification zones. The requirements prescribed in 
the Fire Protection Plan, using fire-resistant building materials, and the 
implementation of the Fuel Modification Plan, the risk from fire would be reduced on 
the project site.  

A7-3 The effect of high velocity winds has been taken into account for fire modeling 
through the Computer Fire Behavior Prediction and Fuel Modeling System 
(BEHAVE) modeling software. Based on the weather data obtained from the Devore 
Remote Area Weather Station (RAWS), high velocity winds reached speeds of 71 
miles per hour. The worst-case scenarios created in the BEHAVE software for the 
proposed project assume maximum wind occurring in conjunction with wildfire 
events. The Fire Protection Plan has been designed assuming these inputs. 

 As mentioned by the commenter, wind also becomes problematic in regards to dust 
and debris. During construction, dust and debris would be controlled by limiting 
dust-inducing construction activities when wind speeds are over 25 miles per hour, 
watering soil and equipment, covering loose materials with tarp, and using chemical 
stabilizers to reduce soil erosion. Mitigation measure 2-1, in Section 5.2, Air Quality, 
of the Draft EIR, applies to Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 
requires these actions to be completed, reducing construction-related dust and 
debris from affecting neighboring properties. 

 The Specific Plan Development Standards outline requirements for Trash Collection. 
As described in the Specific Plan, the outdoor trash receptacles would be entirely 
enclosed with a solid fence. This would reduce the amount of trash that could be 
blown around by the wind. Also stipulated in the Specific Plan is the following: 

 The CC&Rs shall include detailed responsibilities of each homeowner for trash 
container drop-off and pick-up, container spacing, as well as penalties for 
noncompliance. 

 All individual containers must be returned within 24 hours of collection. 

To assure that trash and debris is also controlled in common areas (i.e., parks and 
trails) the following development standard has been added to the Specific Plan: 

 The Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance District (LLMD) shall be responsible 
for trash collection and maintenance within common areas. Procedures shall 
detail responsibilities and timing for trash collection (daily, weekly, etc.) and shall 
include provisions for forecasted high wind events. 

No additional mitigation measures are needed to control wind-blown debris.  

 
A7-4 See Responses to Comments A1-13 and A4-14 for a discussion of how the project 

design would accommodate Cable Creek.  
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LETTER A8 – Local Agency Formation Commission (2 pages) 
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A8. Response to Comments from Local Agency Formation Commission, dated September 12, 
2011. 

A8-1 As stated in the comment, the 26.4-acre area to be annexed with the project site is 
also pre-zoned Residential Estate (RE) by the City. Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, 
Environmental Setting, has been revised to clarify that both the project site and the 
26.4-acre area are pre-zoned with the same land use. Figure 4-6 has also been 
revised. The revised text is found in Section 3.2 of the FEIR, Revisions in Response 
to Written Comments, and the revised figure is found in Section 3.3, Revised and 
New Figures. 

A8-2 See Response to Comment A8-1. 

A8-3 The total combined acreage of the project site and the 26.4-acre area is 379.2 acres, 
not 377 acres. The error has been fixed and the revised text is found in Section 3.2 
of the FEIR, Revisions in Response to Written Comments. 

A8-4 The northern portion of the project site is currently designated as Resource 
Conservation (RC) by the County. Although the land is privately owned, the land use 
designation is RC. This has been clarified in Chapter 5.8 of the Draft EIR Section 5.8, 
Land Use and Planning, as included in Section 3.2 of the FEIR, Revisions in 
Response to Written Comments.  

A8-5 Figure 4-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised to more clearly indicate the County’s 
land use designations. The northern portion of the project site is now the same color 
as the rest of the RC-designated areas. The revised figure is in Section 3.3 of this 
FEIR.  

A8-6 The text on page 5.8-8 of the Draft EIR has been revised to indicate the site is 
designated in the County’s General Plan as RC. The revised text is in Section 3.2 of 
this FEIR. 
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LETTER A9 – Native American Heritage Commission (3 pages) 
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A9. Response to Comments from Native American Heritage Commission, dated August 25, 
2011. 

A9-1 The City of San Bernardino contacted Native American tribes for SB 18 consultation 
on January 13, 2010, using the list of tribes provided by the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) in their comment letter on the Notice of Preparation 
for the Spring Trails Specific Plan Draft EIR. No responses were received by the City. 
Additionally, the City contacted tribes on April 26, 2012, to notify them of the 45-day 
referral period for the proposed Spring Trails Specific Plan pursuant to SB 18 
Government Code §65352. The tribes contacted for the 45-day referral period 
include the tribes previously contacted for the SB 18 consultation and additional 
tribes from NAHC’s updated 2012 contact list for San Bernardino County, which was 
provided by Dave Singleton of NAHC on April 2, 2012. No responses were received 
from any of the representatives contacted. 

NAHC has suggested that the project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes and 
regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 – 
43351). The proposed project does not trigger environmental review under NEPA 
because there are no federal funds involved nor is the project a federal undertaking. 
However, as stated above, consultation with Native American tribes per SB 18 has 
been completed as part of the cultural resources assessment. In addition, the 
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources Assessment Report with Mitigation 
Plan for the Spring Trails Project (August 2010) prepared for the proposed project 
includes the results of sacred lands search and an assessment of properties that 
may be on a local, state, or national historic record. The results of these 
assessments indicate that significant impacts would not occur to historic properties 
and that there are no sacred lands on or near the project site.  

NAHC also suggests confidentiality of historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance should be considered. To maintain confidentiality, the City has only 
released a restricted version of the cultural resources assessment to the public, one 
that does not show the locations of historic and cultural sites.  

Lastly, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures consistent with Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98 regarding the accidental disturbance of archaeological 
resources.  
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LETTER A10 – Omnitrans (3 pages) 
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A10. Response to Comments from Omnitrans, dated August 24, 2011. 

A10-1 Comment noted. 

A10-2 Section 5.14.1 of the Draft EIR does not state that project provides for alternative 
transportation. Draft EIR Section 5.14.1, Transportation and Traffic, includes a 
discussion of the alternative transportation available in the City of San Bernardino 
and a description of different classes of bike lanes. Under the discussion of 
environmental impacts in Section 5.14.3, the threshold statement indicates that the 
proposed project provides access to alternative forms of transportation, including 
public transportation. It does not suggest that public transportation such as buses 
would be available onsite. Onsite bike paths, which connect to the City’s street 
network (and indirectly to the primary regional multipurpose trail at Magnolia 
Avenue) will be provided. When the primary roadway is extended to meet Little 
League Drive, it will have a bicycle/pedestrian path, separate from the road. This 
path is designated as a Community Trail in Figure 3.10 of the Specific Plan. It is not 
expected that residents would walk to the bus stop to use public transit but biking to 
the Omnitrans Route 7 bus stop, a little over two miles from the project site, would 
be feasible. 

 The proposed project would not prevent the use of or negatively impact alternative 
and public transportation systems.  

A10-3 As requested, the Draft EIR public and alternative transportation text has been 
revised to include this discussion (see Section 3.2, Revisions to the Draft EIR).  

A10-4 These comments pertain to the Draft Specific Plan and not the Draft EIR. No 
response is necessary. 

A10-5 The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR from the Center for Biological 
Diversity are provided in this FEIR under comment letter A4. The proposed project’s 
greenhouse gas emissions are calculated and discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.16. 
Although mitigation measures 16-1 through 16-5 would reduce the proposed 
project’s greenhouse gas emissions, the project would have a significant and 
unavoidable greenhouse gas emission impact, as discussed in Section 5.16. 
Chapter 5 of Spring Trails Specific Plan includes a description of sustainability 
measures and design features. 

A10-6 A comparison of energy use between the proposed project and other types of 
projects, such as in-fill projects, is beyond the scope of the EIR. The project analysis 
of the EIR is meant to determine how much energy would be generated by the 
proposed project and whether the existing facilities and supplies would be able to 
serve the proposed project. The project analysis is not intended to compare the 
proposed project’s energy demand with other types of land uses or projects located 
elsewhere in the City. A discussion of alternative projects is provided in Section 7, 
Project Alternatives, in the Draft EIR.  

The energy requirements of CEQA are discussed in Appendix F of the CEQA 
Guidelines. “Potentially significant energy implications of a project shall be 
considered in an EIR to the extent relevant and applicable to the project (2012 CEQA 
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Guidelines, Appendix F).” The discussion in Appendix F lists suggested energy 
characteristics of the project that may be listed in the project description, the 
environmental setting, impact analysis, and mitigation measures. These 
characteristics include existing energy consumption, the proposed project’s energy 
consumption, how it complies with energy requirements, and how it would impact 
energy infrastructure and supply sources.  

 The project minimizes and reduces its potential energy use by implementing energy 
and water conservation measures outlined in the Specific Plan and by incorporating 
the most recent mandatory green building standards for residential structures 
(California Green Building Code). The EIR does not assert that it would reduce or 
minimize energy use when compared with other types of projects or land uses; it 
merely states that for this project site and type of project, the proposed development 
would implement development standards that reduce the amount of energy used.  

A10-7 Per the suggestion, the discussion of how the project complies with these policies 
on (Table 5.8-2 and 5.8-3 of the Draft EIR) has been revised. The discussion of the 
project’s compliance with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Goal G3 has not 
been revised. RTP G3 asks for preserving and ensuring a sustainable regional 
transportation system. The proposed project would contribute traffic on I-215 but it 
would not directly alter the regional transportation system. The sustainability of the 
freeway system would not be altered.  

The revised text for the remaining discussions is included in Section 3.2 of this FEIR, 
Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

A10-8 The first part of this comment is a comment on the Draft Specific Plan and does not 
concern the Draft EIR. In response to the second part of the comment, regarding the 
inclusion of a low-impact project alternative, see Chapter 7, Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIR. There are two alternatives, the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative and 
the Alternative Site Plan, that would develop a smaller portion of the site. Buildout 
under the County’s General Plan would only allow 38 homes over the entire site and 
the Alternative Site Plan would allow 175. The comparison of these alternatives to 
the proposed project is discussed in full detail in the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER A11 – San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (6 pages) 
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A11. Response to Comments from San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, dated September 
11, 2011. 

A11-1 Comment noted. 

A11-2 Draft EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, uses visual simulations to depict the proposed 
project at various stages of development and at full buildout. Although the proposed 
project would alter the appearance of the San Bernardino foothills in this area, the 
impacts were found to be less than significant. View simulations from various public 
vantage points, included in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR, show that the proposed 
project would be visible but would not significantly change the landscape. The 
specific plan includes vegetation screening and proposes landscaping and design 
features that blend with the existing environment. The aesthetic character of the 
project area would be altered but as described in Section 5.1, the impacts are not 
significant.  

A11-3 As stated by the commenter, short-term air pollutant emissions generated by 
project-related construction activities and long-term GHG emissions would exceed 
SCAQMD’S significance thresholds. These impacts were considered significant 
unavoidable impacts of the project. The Alternative analysis identifies that the No 
Project Alternative would eliminate the significant, unavoidable air quality and GHG 
impacts of the project. This comment is noted. 

A11-4 As described in the Draft EIR Land Use discussion under Impact 5.8.3 (DEIR page 
5.8-48), the proposed project would replace the Hillside Management Overlay 
District (HMOD) with the proposed development restrictions of the Specific Plan. 
This section of the DEIR describes how the Spring Trails grading plan and 
development standards achieve the overall goals of the HMOD to minimize the 
height of visible slopes, provide for more natural-appearing manufactured slopes, 
minimize grading quantities, minimize slope maintenance and water consumption, 
and provide for stable slopes and building pads.  

As detailed in DEIR Section 5-3, Biological Resources, the loss of 168.4 acres of 
RSS habitat will be mitigated by the purchase of biologically equivalent or superior 
habitat offsite as determined by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
or payment of in-lieu fees. The applicant has identified RSS habitat within the 
immediate area that is available for purchase and that would be permanently 
protected RSS habitat (see Response to Comment A1-4 and revised Mitigation 
Measure 3-6, included in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR) (McGill 2012). The 
mitigation plan is consistent with Fire Protection Plan prepared for the project. 

Although not subject to the HMOD specifications, the project has been designed to 
be consistent with the HMOD objectives to protect the natural and topographic 
character of the hillsides. Of the total 352.8 acres, the project site has 111.3 acres of 
natural open space (outside the project footprint) and 126 acres of controlled open 
space (planted with fuel modification vegetation, including native vegetation, as 
approved by the Fire Marshall). The open space acreage totals 237.3 acres (67 
percent of the project site). These open space areas would maintain the character of 
the foothills. Further, the HMOD restrictions only apply to hillsides of 15 percent or 
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greater slope (approximately 133 acres of the project site). The onsite preservation 
of open space (237.3 acres) offsets visual impacts to natural vegetation.  

A11-5 As noted in Response to Comment A11-4, the applicant has already located a 
sufficient quantity and quality of offsite mitigation habitat to replace the 168.4 acres 
of RSS habitat that will be lost by site development. As stated above, an evaluation 
of the quality of this conservation area will be conducted to document that the 
proposed mitigation is biologically equivalent to or superior to the 168.4 acres of 
onsite RSS habitat (McGill 2012).  

A11-6 Impacts to an estimated 2.1 acres of California Walnut Woodland will be mitigated at 
a 2:1 ratio. The applicant has identified 4.2 acres of California Walnut Woodland on 
adjacent property along Cable Creek, adjacent to the project site that will provide the 
needed mitigation. The applicant is in discussion with the landowner to purchase 
this property for mitigation. If the applicant is unable to acquire this property, the 
applicant will be required to find another biologically equivalent or superior 
property(ies) acceptable to the wildlife agencies before the proposed mitigation 
measures will be met and the various wetland and take permits can be issued (prior 
to project site disturbance).  

A11-7 Mitigation Measure 3-11 has been modified to require that the developer conduct 
clearance surveys 10 days prior to construction and then at 3 days prior to 
construction between February 1 and August 31. This mitigation measure will be 
clarified with CDFG prior to its implementation. 

A11-8 The commenter is concerned that Mitigation Measure 3-12, meant to maintain the 
natural habitat in the Northern Wildlife Corridor, would be trumped by the Fire 
Protection Plan, which includes fuel modification to control the advance of wildfires. 
As shown on Figure 5.6-1 of the Draft EIR, the Northern Wildlife Corridor would be 
landscaped in accordance with the Fire Protection Plan Zones A and B, the “Fuel 
Modification Plant Palette,” and the “Building Setback” zones. These zones require 
thinning, mowing, and pruning of native vegetation. None of the zones may contain 
any plants that are on the SBFD’s Undesirable Plant Species list (Appendix I of the 
Fire Protection Plan). If plants are removed in this area because they are on 
Undesirable Plant Species list, they must be replaced with native, approved plant 
species. Since the requirements of these fire protection zones may require removal 
of sensitive plant species, Mitigation Measure 3-12 has been revised to reduce 
impacts to biological resources by requiring that a vegetation restoration and 
maintenance plan with specified criteria be created for the Northern Wildlife Corridor. 
Criteria include restoring and enhancing vegetation, providing riparian habitat, 
planting replacement native trees, maintaining clear passage through the corridor, 
reducing and redirecting artificial light, constructing bridges with soft bottoms, and 
incorporating any other recommendations from the “A Linkage Design for the San 
Gabriel-San Bernardino Connection” report (from the 2004 South Coast Missing 
Linkages Project).  

Grading and construction activities may require clearing or damage of portions of 
the vegetation in the Northern Wildlife Corridor. However, per mitigation measure 3-
12 in the Draft EIR, the northern and southern wildlife corridors would restore and 
maintain native plant cover. As mentioned above Mitigation measure 3-12 has been 
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revised to require the development and implementation of a vegetation restoration 
and management plan (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR).  

A11-9 The access road would cross through unoccupied SBKR Critical Habitat. This area 
of critical habitat is also considered jurisdictional waters of the US and any fill within 
this area will require a Section 404 wetlands permit from the US Army Corps of 
Engineers. The Corps will need to consult with USFWS under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act regarding the loss or adverse modification of critical 
habitat, occupied or not. Through this process, both the Corps and USFWS will 
require an appropriate level of mitigation to offset any impacts from the loss of SBKR 
Critical Habitat. 

A11-10 The commenter has provided a list of species that have been observed by biologists 
on the project site and surrounding area. An additional list of species of special 
concern that have been observed in the area is also provided. The observance of 
these species has been noted. Numerous biological surveys, which are used to 
supplement the biological assessment, have been completed and documented in 
the biological appendices to the Draft EIR. The species of special concern listed in 
the comment were not observed onsite during biological assessments unless noted 
otherwise (see Table 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR). The loss of RSS habitat is addressed in 
Response to Comment A11-4.  

A11-11 The comment is correct in stating that additional geotechnical investigations still 
need to be completed on the project site. However, not all splays of the San Andreas 
Fault need to be investigated further.  

The three lineaments of the San Andreas fault that are known to be active, identified 
as splays A, B, and C on Draft EIR Figure 5.5, Geology and Soils, are given 50 foot 
setbacks. This determination came as a result of the geotechnical research 
completed in the Kleinfelder investigations in 1997, 1998, and 2000. These reports 
indicate that a portion of splay A and splays E and D are not active. To confirm the 
determinations made in these reports, fault trenching and additional geotechnical 
investigations are required to make final site design requirements. These 
investigations could not be completed on the project site due to site constraints and 
would need to be completed after site grading and before the recordation of the final 
maps (Mitigation Measures 5-1 through 5-3). The proposed project must incorporate 
all final design recommendations of the additional investigations and findings. 

During an earthquake, the infrastructure and roadways on the site may become 
damaged. The proposed project has incorporated design features to reduce the 
risks related to emergency situations (see Table 5.14-6 Draft EIR Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic which explains how the proposed project has been 
designed for efficient emergency access and evacuation). In addition, the 
infrastructure that lies across earthquake fault splays would be designed to 
withstand earthquake fault ruptures, as described in the Draft Specific Plan. 

A11-12 Additional trenching would be completed after the grading of the areas that must be 
trenched, after ground disturbance has already taken place. The additional trenching 
must be completed at this time because site constraints prohibit surveyors from 
accessing these portions of the site as they are now. Before grading of the project 
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site can occur, pre-construction clearance surveys must be conducted for each of 
the federally and state listed species that have a potential to occur onsite. If the 
trenching results require changes to the site plan that would potentially cause new 
significant impacts, supplemental environmental review may be required. At that 
time the City would review changes to the plan and determine the appropriate CEQA 
process and documentation.  

A11-13 This comment regarding the City’s responsibility in approving the project has been 
noted. The scope of CEQA does not cover economic and social effects of a project, 
such as tax benefits, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. Potential fire impacts and 
effects on existing fire protection facilities are discussed in Sections 5.6, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, and 5.12, Public Services, of the Draft EIR. See also Responses 
to Comments A7-2 and A7-3 for a discussion of the fire analysis methods. The 
information as disclosed in the Draft EIR will be used by City decision-makers in 
reviewing the project.  

A11-14 See Responses to Comments A7-2 and A7-3. 

A11-15 The City understands the hydrology and flooding risks associated with the proposed 
project’s site. As discussed in hydrology study, the project site is not within a high 
risk flood zone as identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), but floods have occurred historically in the area. The hydrological report 
(Rick Engineering 2010) and analysis in the Draft EIR address the potential 
environmental impacts of storm events. The proposed onsite stormwater collection 
system would collect all onsite flows and direct them to detention basins or rain 
gardens. The detention basins are designed to detain stormwater so that it drains at 
a normal rate. Per the City’s standards, they must collect less than or equal to 90 
percent of the pre-project flows during 2-, 10-, 25-, and 100-year storm events. 
Offsite drainage rates would not be significantly impacted from the proposed project 
and the risk from flooding is found to be less than significant.  

A11-16 As discussed in Section 5.8, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project is not in 
conflict with the Hillside Management Overlay District (HMOD). When the proposed 
Specific Plan is adopted, the zoning of the site would be changed to Specific Plan. 
As part of the development regulations for the Specific Plan zoning, hillside 
development regulations that are specific to this site would be implemented. These 
supersede the City’s existing HMOD regulations.  

 The City’s Development Code would be followed in respects to creating a new land 
use district (Specific Plan) and complying with the Foothill Fire Zones Overlay 
District (See Sections 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic).  

 Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) is discussed in Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Mitigation 3-10 of the Draft EIR restricts 
construction activities when nesting birds are present.  

A11-17 The primary and secondary access roads are part of the project description, are 
described in Section 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, and are shown on 
Figures 3-3, Development Plan, and 3-6, Circulation Plan, of the Draft EIR. The City of 
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San Bernardino Fire Department requires two access roads be built to this project in 
order to provide emergency access and evacuation routes. In addition, per 
mitigation measure 14-3 in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft EIR, 
the access roads must be built to the Fire Department’s minimum standards prior to 
the placement of combustible material on the project site.  

Developer is either under contract to purchase or pursue permits for use with 
respect a majority of the necessary right-of-way for the primary and secondary 
access roads. To the extent the primary and secondary access roads require the 
acquisition of additional right-of-way, or for the construction of any public 
improvements on property not owned by the Developer, Government Code Section 
66462.5 will control the Parties’ rights and obligations with respect to that public 
improvement, except as to those properties specifically identified in the 
Development Agreement.  

For those properties located within the City of San Bernardino, the City will provide 
reasonable, non-financial assistance in connection with Developer’s attempts to 
acquire any Access Property which is held by a public agency. Furthermore, except 
as to those properties specifically identified in the Development Agreement, the City 
may assist in condemnation proceedings for the right-of-way necessary to complete 
the access roads, after reasonable and diligent efforts by the Developer to 
separately acquire the property. However, San Bernardino will have no obligation to 
either approve a final tract map implementing the Tract Map or assist in any material 
way in connection with the acquisition of those properties specifically identified in 
the Development Agreement.  

With regard to that real property lying outside the municipal limits of the City of San 
Bernardino, the Developer shall work with the City and the government agency with 
jurisdiction over that property to pursue the right-of-way through the use of eminent 
domain proceedings. 

A11-18 The projected student populations are based on the generation rate used by the San 
Bernardino City Unified School District (SBCUSD). As disclosed in Draft EIR, Section 
5.12.4.3, SBCUSD would charge the project Level 2 fees of $5.40 per square foot for 
single-family residential units. School fees levied by school districts under SB 50 are 
defined as comprising full mitigation for a project’s impacts on public schools.  

A11-19 After the implementation of mitigation measures, local traffic on City streets would 
operate at acceptable levels of service per the City’s standard thresholds (see Table 
5.14-7 in Draft EIR Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic). As stated by the 
commenter, Caltrans’ proposed improvements to the I-215 mainline improvements 
identified in the I-15/I-215 Devore Interchange Reconfiguration Project Study Report 
are currently planned but unfunded. This significant and unavoidable impact is 
identified in the Draft EIR.  

A11-20 The commenter’s support of either No Project Alternative is noted. 

A11-21 CEQA requires a discussion of reasonable projects alternatives that would “feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of 
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the alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The EIR shall include sufficient 
information about each alternative to allow a meaningful evaluation and comparison 
to the proposed project, but is not required to analyze the alternatives at the same 
level of detail as the proposed project. The discussion on page 7-28, of the Draft 
EIR, provides a reasoned analysis of why the Alternative Site Plan alternative is 
unlikely to realize a reasonable return on investment. This does not contradict Table 
7-7.  
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LETTER A12 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (5 pages)  
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A12. Response to Comments from South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated 
September 9, 2011. 

A12-1 The South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) concerns regarding 
the significant unavoidable air quality and GHG emissions impacts identified by the 
project are noted. Specific responses to the Commenter’s request for additional 
mitigation to reduce significant impacts of the project are below. As appropriate, the 
SCAQMD comments and guidance will be incorporated into this Final EIR. 

A12-2 Mitigation Measure 14-4 was incorporated in the Transportation and Traffic section 
of the EIR. This mitigation measure requires that traffic control plans be prepared to 
minimize construction-related traffic congestion. It has been revised to incorporate 
the mitigation measures suggested by the commenter. However, it will be 
impossible to completely avoid driving construction trucks away from congested 
streets or residential and school land uses on at least some portion of the 
construction route. The majority of truck trips would occur during the first phase of 
construction, when grading is occurring. After this phase, truck trips would be fewer. 
The suggested mitigation measure to direct trucks away from congested streets and 
sensitive land uses has not been incorporated.  

Mitigation Measure 2-1 in the Air Quality section of the EIR requires enhanced 
fugitive dust control measures. In accordance with the Commenter’s request, 
Mitigation Measure 2-1 has been modified (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR).  

Per the traffic study, traffic signals are warranted for existing traffic conditions at 
Palm Avenue at I-215 Freeway northbound and southbound ramps. Caltrans 
improvements and these intersections include traffic signals, which are anticipated 
to be installed in Year 2012. The traffic signals timing will be coordinated when 
installed and no mitigation is necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1 in Section 5.10, Noise, requires that the construction 
contractor properly maintain and tune all equipment so no additional mitigation is 
warranted.  

Use of trucks that meet 2010 emission standards for haul activities is not feasible 
because the construction contractor for the proposed project would likely 
subcontract for haul services and therefore does not have direct control over the 
model year trucks used by subcontractors. In addition, 2010 model year trucks are 
too new to be readily integrated in most truck fleets. For example, even trucks 
accessing the San Pedro Bay Ports are not required to have 2007 model year or 
newer trucks until 2013 and 2010 model year or newer trucks are not required to be 
used at Ports until January 1, 2023. Given that State and Federal grant programs 
have been utilized to upgrade the drayage fleet at Ports, it is highly unlikely that 
trucks in construction fleets can be mandated to have newer trucks without 
equivalent financial incentives. 

A12-3 Mitigation measure 2-3 has been revised based on the recommendations of 
SCAQMD for off-road construction equipment (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR). 
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Mitigation measures listed online were considered and applicable measures were 
incorporated. The comment on SCAQMD’s Surplus Off-Road Opt-In for NOx (SOON) 
fund is noted. The SOON program provides funds to accelerate cleanup of off-road 
diesel vehicles, such as heavy duty construction equipment. Because there is no 
calculation for measuring a decrease in emissions based on this recommendation 
and no way to monitor emission reductions, CEQA does not consider this a 
mitigation measure; however, the comment is noted and is included in the 
administrative record. 

A12-4 SCAQMD’s concerns regarding the significant unavoidable GHG emissions impacts 
identified by the project are noted. The increase in transportation-related GHG 
emissions generated by the project has been quantified and was accounted for in 
the determination of significant unavoidable GHG emissions impacts of the project.  

The EIR considered applicable single-family residential measures listed in the 
California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association’s (CAPCOA) Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. Alternatives to the project that would involve 
changes in the land use intensity, type, or locations (CAPCOA reference LUT-1 
through LUT-8) to reduce GHG emissions were considered in Chapter 7 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines.  

The commenter suggests implementing the transportation mitigation measures 
found in the CAPCOA Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures. The EIR 
did not identify transportation-related mitigation measures because no feasible 
measures are available that would affect the alternative mobility choices available for 
residents in the proposed low-density, single-family residential neighborhood as the 
area is currently underserved by transit service and personal vehicles are the 
primary mode of choice (CAPCOA reference TST-3). Pedestrian and bike routes on 
surface streets are available and will be provided within the development (CAPCOA 
reference SDT-1 and SDT-5); however, these alternative modes of transportation 
may not be the primary mode of choice for suburban commuters as a result of the 
jobs-housing disparity in the local San Bernardino area. The Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS), adopted by the Regional Council of the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG), addresses the land use connection 
in reducing passenger vehicle VMT (vehicle miles traveled). Because of the project’s 
location and posted speed limits on major arterials that allow access to the site, a 
neighborhood electric vehicle (NEV) network would not provide the needed 
connectivity between jobs and housing (CAPCOA reference SDT-3). In order to 
encourage residents to purchase the cleanest vehicles available, a new mitigation 
measure 16-10 has been added based on the recommendations of SCAQMD for 
GHG emissions to encourage residents to purchase plug-in electric hybrid vehicles 
or all electric-powered vehicles (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR). 

16-10 Garages shall be electrically wired to accommodate electric vehicle 
charging. The location of the electrical outlets shall be specified on 
building plans. 
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LETTER R1 – Group Letter (3 pages) 

The following form letter was submitted independently by 27 individual parties as listed in the 
commenter’s summary table in Section 2, including each sender’s address. The original letters are on file 
at the City s Community Development Department and are available for viewing upon request. 
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R1. Response to Comments from Group Letter, dated variously September 8 through 11, 2011. 

R1-1 The comment letter contains numerous concerns of neighboring residents. To 
comprehensively address the concerns, topical responses have been provided. 
Comment numbers from the letter are referenced to assure that all items have been 
addressed). 

 Zoning/Land Use Changes (Re: Comments 1-3) 

 The project site and the 26.4-acre parcel that is being annexed along with the 
proposed project are both prezoned as Residential Estate (RE) under the City’s 
zoning code, which allows development at the density of one dwelling unit per acre. 
Upon approval of the project, the land use and zoning designations for the project 
site would be redesignated to “Specific Plan.” The Specific Plan zoning and land use 
designation is consistent with the existing prezoning for the site (one dwelling unit 
per acre). As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, the lots 
range in size from 10,801 square feet to 18.3 acres. The average lot size is 29,000 
square feet. The clustering of development to areas that are most feasibly 
developable causes density to be greater in these areas. However, the average 
density of the entire 352.8-acre project site would be 0.87 dwelling units per acre. 
Although the proposed development would not be consistent with the County’s 
General Plan Land Use designations, the proposed project is consistent with the 
City’s prezoning for the project site. Upon project approval and annexation to the 
City, the site’s general plan land use designation and zoning would be consistent 
with the City’s General Plan and zoning. 

 The project site is within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), which means it 
currently is subject to the County’s General Plan and Zoning Code development 
regulations but it is also an area of probable expansion by the City. When the project 
site was added to the City’s SOI in 1996, as approved by the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO), it was prezoned by the City for RE. As stated in 
California Government Code, section 56375 (a)(7), “[t]he decision of the commission 
with regard to a proposal to annex territory to a city shall be based upon the general 
plan and prezoning of the city.”  

 Acquisition of Land by Project Applicant (Re: Comment 4-5) 

 The primary and secondary access roads are part of the project description, are 
described in Section 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, and are shown on 
Figures 3-3, Development Plan, and 3-6, Circulation Plan, of the Draft EIR. The City 
of San Bernardino Fire Department requires two access roads be built to this project 
in order to provide emergency access and evacuation routes. In addition, per 
mitigation measure 14-3 in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft EIR, 
the access roads must be built to the Fire Department’s minimum standards prior to 
the placement of combustible material on the project site.  

The secondary and primary access roads require the acquisition of remaining 
parcels in order to complete the entire roadway. The applicant is working with the 
land owners of these properties to finalize these transactions. The proposed 
Development Agreement for the Spring Trails Specific Plan specifically outlines the 
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necessary steps for the acquisition of the parcels for primary and secondary access 
roads.  

 Access to the Project Site (Re: Comment 6-7, 40) 

 The majority of Little League Drive would not receive all of the trips from the project 
site. Future residents of the proposed project would access the project site via one 
of two main access roads. The primary access road would connect to an extension 
of West Verdemont Drive and enter the project site west of Little League Drive. As 
shown in Draft EIR Figure 5.14-6, Projected Trip Distribution, about 1,700 hundred 
average daily trips (approximately 54 percent) would travel along the primary access 
road and onto Little League Drive to access adjacent roadways and Interstate 215 (I-
215). The remaining 1,400 average daily trips (46 percent) would travel along the 
secondary access road to the frontage road. The segment of Little League Drive that 
would receive the majority of the vehicle trips would be improved to accommodate 
the additional traffic from the proposed project. These vehicles would only travel for 
a short distance on Little League Drive before crossing the freeway. 

To prevent residents of the proposed project from entering Meyers Road from the 
secondary access road, Meyers Road will either be turned into a cul-de-sac to the 
east of the secondary access road (with gated emergency access only) or the 
secondary access road will be designed to have a median that prevents access to 
Meyers Road. These design options are included in the Spring Trails Specific Plan 
(Figure 3.9). 

The majority of the project traffic would access I-215 at Palm Avenue but this is not 
the only freeway access for the proposed project. A portion (11 percent) would travel 
north along Kendall Avenue/Cajon Boulevard to access the freeway at Glen Helen 
Parkway. The traffic study includes analysis of traffic impacts at the Palm Avenue 
ramps at I-215. With the proposed roadway improvements, the Palm Avenue/I-215 
interchange would operate with acceptable LOS values during both the morning and 
evening peak hours for both the northbound and southbound ramps. 

 Construction Phasing and Grading (Re: Comments 8-10) 

 As described in Draft EIR Section 3.4.6, grading of the access roads and the 
proposed project site would take approximately three months in the first year of 
construction. This time estimate was used to determine a conservative number of 
truck haul trips per day during the grading period. Assuming this length of time, 
there would be approximately 249 truck trips per day (an equivalent of 1,494 
passenger cars). The environmental impacts of these truck trips are discussed in 
Draft EIR Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft EIR.  

 Approximately 121 acres are on slopes of 30 percent or more, 112 acres are on 
slopes between 15 and 3 percent, and 119 acres are on slopes of 15 percent or less. 
As shown in Draft EIR Figure 5.1-1, the proposed project focuses development on 
flatter areas. The Spring Trails Specific Plan included development restrictions and 
development guidelines for areas with steep slopes. Although the Specific Plan’s 
development restrictions supersede the Hillside Management Overlay Zone 
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requirements, development on slopes of 15 percent or more would be subject to 
development restrictions (see discussion of Impact 5.8-3 in the Draft EIR). 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Re: Comments 11-12, 50) 

 General concerns about the proposed project’s impacts related to air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions are mentioned in the comment letter (comments 11 and 
12). These environmental impacts are discussed full detail in Draft EIR Sections 5.1, 
Air Quality, and 5.16, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The concern over these issues is 
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  

 Construction dust generated during grading would be reduced by watering down 
soil during grading activities during all phases of the grading process. The first 
phase of construction would be limited to rough grading, installation of backbone 
utilities, and the construction of detention basins. After this, individual lots and 
improvements would be completed sequentially starting from the south and moving 
north. During construction, even when grading is not occurring, all exposed surfaces 
must be watered at a minimum of every three hours and at least three times a day 
(Mitigation Measure 2-1). Soil stabilizers will also be used to control wind erosion 
(Mitigation Measure 2-1). Additionally, grading activities would only occur when 
winds are 25 miles per hour or less (Mitigation Measure 2-1). These steps effectively 
reduce dust and debris from being blown around on the project site by high winds. 
This mitigation measure is enforced by the City during construction site inspections.   

Earthquakes and Related Hazards (Re: Comments 13-14, 19, 39) 

 As shown in Draft EIR Figure 5.5-3 and mentioned in the comment letter, active fault 
lines cross the project site. As required by the California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Act, no residential structure is allowed within 50 feet of a known active 
fault line and all homeowners would be notified of the hazards via disclosures in their 
title reports and the project CC&Rs. The geotechnical studies prepared for the 
proposed project site (Kleinfelder 2000 and Leighton Associates 2009) have 
included design parameters and development restrictions for the project site that are 
consistent with the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act, and the state 
and City’s building code. See Response to Comment A11-11 for a discussion of 
additional investigations required prior to final map recordation. Hazards associated 
with San Andreas Fault splays are discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.5, Geology and 
Soils. 

 The project site has been designed to meet the Foothill Fire Zones Emergency 
Access Design Standards, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.14.3. Compliance 
with these design standards is required to ensure the site is accessible as possible 
and can be evacuated as efficiently as possible during emergency situations 
(Comments14, 19, and 39). See Table 5.14-6 in Draft EIR Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

 Fire and Wind Hazards (Re: Comments 15-17, 19, 32, 39, 45, 48, 55-67, 69-71) 

 The project site is subject to high winds and is susceptible to wild fires, as has been 
documented in the Draft EIR (Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials). Items 
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15, 16, 17, and 55 of the comment letter mention high wind and fire concerns. See 
Response to Comment A7-2 for a response to fire hazard concerns and Response to 
Comment A7-3 for a response to high wind concerns. Items 56 and 57 of the 
comment letter state concerns related to enforcing the maintenance of the fuel 
modification zones. As discussed in A7-2, the enforcement of these fuel modification 
zones would be a joint effort by the homeowners, the HOA, the LLMD, and the San 
Bernardino Fire Department (responsible to annual report approvals). The fuel 
modification zones would be completed during the second construction phase (as 
described in the Spring Trails Specific Plan). The first phase of construction would 
be limited to rough grading, installation of backbone utilities, and the construction of 
detention basins. The plantings required to establish the fuel modification zones 
would have a better chance of surviving if planted during the second phase of 
construction, when additional site disturbance would be minimal. Therefore, they are 
included in Phase II of construction, not Phase I.  

 In regards to high winds blowing onsite trash (comment 48), as described in the 
Specific Plan, the outdoor trash receptacles are entirely enclosed with a solid fence 
for aesthetic purposes. This would also help reduce the amount of trash that is 
blown around by the wind. If high winds are blowing on trash pick-up days, the 
residents shall not place trash on the curb for pick-up. Per the CC&Rs, residents 
shall call the City of San Bernardino’s Integrated Waste Management District (IWMD) 
to schedule another day for trash pick-up (Mitigation Measure 6-8). Public spaces, 
such as trails and parks would be maintained by the LLMD and the HOA. Trash and 
debris would be removed from these places, reducing the likeliness that it will be 
blown around in the wind. No additional mitigation measures are needed to control 
wind-blown debris. 

 In response to comments 60, 61, 69, 70, and 71, fire susceptibility of building 
material and the methods used to determine the direction of fire approach are 
discussed under responses A7-2 and A7-3. They are also discussed in full in the 
Draft EIR (Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and the Fire Protection 
Plan (Draft EIR Appendix G. Home would be constructed with fire-retardant materials 
as discussed in Section 8 of the Fire Protection Plan (Compliance Matrix). The 
required number of hose bibs per house is two per the City of San Bernardino 
Development Code. However, due to the high fire risk in this area, a minimum of four 
hose bibs will be provided per house and included in the specific plan (Chapter 3, 
Development Code, of the Specific Plan). The types of insulation used in houses 
would be restricted to those allowed by the Foothill Fire (FF) Zones Overlay District. 
Paper-faced insulation would be prohibited per the Specific Plan (San Bernardino 
Municipal Code Chapter 15.10). The use of the materials listed in Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 16-4 would be subject to approval by the Fire Chief. The direction fire may 
originate from is based on the historic weather and fire data used in the BEHAVE fire 
modeling software.  

 Cul-de-sac roadways have been designed to specifically accommodate fire engines, 
as shown on Draft EIR Table 5.14-6 (comment 63). Parking on cul-de-sac bulbs is 
not allowed per Foothill Fire Zones Overlay District code and would be enforced by 
the City. 
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 Per the Specific Plan, fencing and other nonresidential structures would be 
constructed of noncombustible material (comment 65).  

 In response to item 66, it is not clear where the Draft EIR states that 15 firefighters 
would be required to combat a structure fire.    

 Groundwater Contamination (Re: Comment 18) 

 Comment 18 mentions the concern of possible drinking water contamination due to 
onsite runoff carrying chemicals and pesticides into groundwater wells. As 
discussed under Impact 5.7-4 Draft EIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
onsite runoff would be captured in catch basins, inlets, and storm drain systems and 
would be conveyed to three extended detention basins for water quality treatment 
and detention. A final water quality management plan (WQMP) will require the 
implementation of operational best management practices (BMPs) that would 
reduce the potential for onsite contaminants to affect offsite water wells. See Draft 
EIR Section 5.7 for additional discussion of this issue. 

 Drainage and Flooding (Re: Comments 20-21, 34) 

 A hydrology and drainage study has been prepared for the project site, which 
addresses existing and proposed drainage patterns and describes site design 
requirements to detain and treat onsite flows in either detention basins or rain 
gardens. The increase in impervious surface is factored into the analysis in the 
hydrology study, which is incorporated into Draft EIR Section 5.7, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and included in its entirety as Draft EIR Appendix I1. 

 The use of detention basins as parks is a common practice to create a multipurpose 
open space. The detention basins are designed to hold floodwaters from a 100-year 
flood and would have an emergency spillway that would convey 1,000-year flood 
flows for their respective drainage area. As the detention basins would be 
maintained by the Homeowners Association, it would be their responsibility to notify 
the public and close detention basins when they are not safe for use. 

 Noise (Re: Comments 22-23, 42) 

 Comments 22, 23, and 42 indicate concern regarding noise exposure for sensitive 
land uses and existing residences surrounding the project site. The exposure of 
sensitive land uses to construction and operational noises is discusses in full detail 
in Draft EIR Section 5.10, Noise. The Draft EIR concluded that exposure to 
construction noise sources over an approximately three-year period would be a 
significant and unavoidable project impact. This concern is noted and will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration.  

Operational noise impacts, which include traffic and stationary noise sources, were 
quantified in the analysis in Section 5.10, Noise, and determined to be less than 
significant. Project-related traffic at buildout year 2013 would cause noise levels to 
increase by more than three decibels (dBA) on the new access roads, along Little 
League Drive, and Belmont Avenue between Little League Drive and Magnolia 
Avenue. However, ambient noise levels would not exceed the City’s standard for 
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outdoor noise in a residential area (65 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL)) under year 2013 with project conditions along these roadways. Residential 
uses would generate stationary noise sources on the project site, including heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units from residential units, and noise from 
landscaping activities. HVAC units and other equipment would be acoustically 
engineered with mufflers and barriers to ensure that no exceedance of the City’s 
noise standards would occur.  

 Population (Re: Comments 24-25)  

 The population estimate used in the Draft EIR is based on the 2009 Department of 
Finance (DOF) factor of 3.34 persons per household specifically for the City of San 
Bernardino. The DOF updates population statistics on an annual basis and this 
information is used by the California Housing and Community Development 
Department to determine regional housing need. The most up-to-date information at 
the time of EIR preparation was 2009. The Department of Finance 2010 data for 
County of San Bernardino average household size information is 3.34 and the 2010 
average household size of the City is 3.30. The proposed project’s population 
projection of 1,025 persons is therefore reasonable and conservative.  

 Public Services  

 School Services (Re: Comments 26-27, 33) 

 These comments request that different student generation rates be used to 
determine future populations and that the analysis should update the existing school 
enrollment information. The student generation rate is based on the rate used by the 
San Bernardino City Unified School District (SBCUSD) for single family detached 
residential units at the time of the EIR preparation. The estimated student 
populations (102 elementary students, 52 middle school students, and 60 high 
school students) are accurate projections and are based on typical methods for 
addressing environmental impacts to school facilities. 

 The existing enrollment figures are from academic year 2008/09. The most recent 
data available is for academic year 2009/10. To provide a response to this comment, 
the enrollment information for 2009/10 was researched. For North Verdemont 
Elementary School, the enrollment in 2009/10 was 494, compared to 518 in 2008/09 
(a decrease of 24 students). For Cesar E. Chavez Middle School, the enrollment in 
2009/10 was 1,054, compared to 1,077 in 2008/09 (a decrease of 23 students). For 
Cajon High School, the enrollment in 2009/10 was 2,913, compared to 2,636 in 
2008/09 (an increase of 277 students). This does not change the impact level 
significance assessment of school service impacts in the Draft EIR. The proposed 
project would still require the payment of school impact fees per Senate Bill 50 and 
these fees would constitute full mitigation of school impacts as established by that 
legislation.  

 Police Services (Re: Comments 28-29) 

 It is assumed that comment 28 is referring to developer impact fees required to be 
paid by the project applicant ($183,506.18). The fees contribute to fund equipment 
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and facilities. Police staffing is funded through the City’s General Fund Property tax 
generated by the proposed project would contribute to the City’s General Fund on 
an ongoing-basis. The San Bernardino Police Department (SBPD) has stated that 
the proposed project would cause a slight increase in calls to the project area. In 
regards to response time, the information used in the Draft EIR is based on the data 
provided by the SBPD for the Northwest Police District. 

 Fire Service (Re: Comments 30-31, 49) 

 As stated in the Draft EIR, the fire response time is greater than the average 
response time for the San Bernardino Fire Department (SBFD). The implementation 
of the Fire Protection Plan is meant to reduce the risk of wild fires and to delay their 
advance, giving SBFD ample time to reach the site. See Response to Comment A7-2 
for a discussion of the fuel modification zones and their purpose.  

 As stated in the Draft EIR, the SBFD has an automatic aid agreement with the San 
Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCoFD) and is also a participating agency in 
the California Master Mutual Aid Agreement, in which participating local and state 
agencies agree to provide mutual aid in dealing with disasters including fire, flood, 
and earthquakes. Vegetation fires on the project site would result in a multiagency 
response, which would include the US Forest Service under this agreement. 
Financial agreements pursuant to the Mutual Aid Agreement are beyond the scope 
of this EIR.  

 Parks and Recreation (Re: Comments 35-36) 

 In response to item 35 of the comment letter, the equestrian/pedestrian trail is not 
shown as a split trail because it does not separate equestrian and pedestrian uses. 
Both would be able to the use the single eight-foot wide trail. The trail is shown in 
Draft EIR Figure 3-8. 

 In response to Comment 36, trail access and routes will be clearly marked, 
encouraging hiking, biking, and equestrian activities. All-terrain vehicles (ATV) would 
not be allowed to use these trails and trails would not extend into the US Forest 
Service lands. Per the Specific Plan, all onsite trails would have fencing or other 
markings that indicate their location and designated use. The trails would be jointly 
maintained by the HOA and the LLMD. These organizations would reinforce the use 
of these trails and would restrict ATV use of these trails or access to the US Forest 
Service land from these trails.  

 Traffic (Re: Comments 37-38, 41, 43) 

 In response to Comment 41, the projected number of vehicle trips (3,149) is based 
on land use, not population. The generation factor used is the standard generation 
factor used by traffic engineers for single-family residential land uses (as found in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, 8th edition, handbook).  

 In response to Comment 43, the traffic analysis completed for the proposed project 
uses projected traffic growth from the East Valley Traffic Model to determine the 
proposed project’s impact in combination with expected growth in the area. 
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 Determining traffic during the morning and evening peak hours is consistent with the 
San Bernardino Congestion Management Plan methodology. California State Traffic 
peak hours apply only to state highways and are not used to determine traffic 
impacts. 

Water Utilities (Re: Comments 44, 46) 

  As discussed in the Draft EIR, the remaining offsite water improvements (Phase II of 
the Verdemont improvements) must be constructed prior to the issuance of any 
residential building permits on the project site. The water improvements for the three 
pressure zones on the project site would be constructed in phases that coincide with 
the construction of utilities of each zone and must be completed prior to the 
issuance of residential building permits for their respective zone. The phasing of the 
infrastructure and development would not put the site at risk for fire. Development 
would only occur in the zone that has water availability. Before development would 
be allowed in the next zone, water infrastructure must be in place.  

 There would not be any new water lines constructed in Meyers Road. As shown in 
Figure 3-11 of the Draft EIR, and discussed in Section 5.15, Utilities and Service 
Systems, a 20-inch water line is proposed as part of the Phase II Verdemont 
improvements. This line would connect the offsite infrastructure with the onsite 
infrastructure. It would travel through the primary access road, not Meyers Road, 
and, as mentioned above, it would be constructed prior to the issuance of any 
residential building permits. It would not cause delays in evacuations. In addition, it 
would be connected to a future water tank and would not affect existing fire flow. 

 Wildlife and Biological Impacts (Re: Comments 47, 51-52) 

 In response to Comment 47, the issue of the urban-wildlife interface is discussed 
under Impact 5.3-1 in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources. Under CEQA, a 
significant impact would only occur when sensitive species are threatened by the 
proposed development. However, the proposed project’s potential to attract all 
types of wildlife is of concern for residents and wildlife agencies because of the 
nuisance and dangers associated with these interactions. Mitigation measures have 
been included to reduce the attraction of wildlife to the project site. When properly 
enforced, mitigation measures would reduce the opportunities for urban-wildlife 
impacts to occur.  

 Impacts to biologically sensitive species and trees are discussed in Draft EIR Section 
5.3, Biological Resources, and Section 5.17, Forestry Resources (Comments 51 and 
52). As discussed in Section 5.17, Forestry Resources, the eucalyptus trees do not 
meet the definition of “forest land” as defined by Section 12220(g) of the Public 
Resources Code (PRC) because it does not support, and has not historically 
supported, 10 percent native tree cover. In addition, the eucalyptus trees are prime 
fuel for forest fires; the removal of these trees is requested in the Fire Protection Plan 
because it would greatly reduce a prominent fuel source for fires.  

 Impacts San Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) and Swainson’s hawk habitat are 
discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. Although the 
proposed secondary access road partially covers SBKR habitat, no SBKR’s have 
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been observed on the project site during biological surveys. Because the SBKR 
habitat is also jurisdictional waters of the US, both the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) mitigation to offset these impacts 
is proposed (Mitigation Measure 3-6). Swainson’s hawk, a state-listed threatened 
species, and other raptors use the site for foraging. However, despite the relatively 
large number of raptor species observed on the site over the years, it does not 
appear that the site is frequented for long periods of time by raptor species. The 
project site lacks expansive grassland habitat and is generally dominated by dense 
Riversidean sage scrub and chaparral. These habitats do not provide particularly 
favorable conditions for foraging raptors due to the lack of prey visibility. It can 
therefore be concluded that the site provides only marginally suitable foraging 
habitat for raptors and that these species would be more likely to rely on other areas 
for the majority of their foraging activities.  

 Although development of the project site would change the existing terrain and 
natural erosion barriers, the project site would be designed and landscaped to avoid 
erosion (see Section 3 of the Specific Plan, Development Standards). Also, the 
project is required to comply with the Clean Water Act, which requires an Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan, and the City’s Foothill Fire Zones Overlay District, which 
has development standards for erosion. 

 Other (Re: Comments 53, 69) 

 The commenter is correct in stating the EIR concludes that project implementation 
would result in “significant irreversible changes” Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2(c), these changes are listed in Draft EIR, Chapter 9. 

 Comment 69 states “vent problems – technically will only be able to vent on one 
side.” The meaning of this comment is unclear and therefore a response could not 
be drafted. 
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LETTERR2 – Edward Behrens (2 pages) 
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R2. Response to Comments from Edward Behrens, dated September 12, 2011. 

R2-1 Comment acknowledged. This comment will be forwarded to decision-makers for 
their consideration. 

R2-2 The traffic generated by the proposed project is discussed in Chapter 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR. Although the proposed project would 
contribute traffic to the local roadways, all City roads would operate at acceptable 
levels of service during the morning and evening peak hours with the 
implementation of mitigation measures (see Table 5.14-7 of the Draft EIR). As 
identified in the Draft EIR (Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic), freeway 
segments along I-215 would experience unacceptable levels of service with or 
without the proposed project.  

R2-3 As discussed in Section 5.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the only 
intersections near North Verdemont Elementary School and Cesar Chavez Middle 
School that would have an unacceptable LOS, and require improvements, are the 
Kendall Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection and the Palm Avenue/I-215 northbound 
and southbound ramps intersections. As stated in Mitigation Measure 14-1, the 
Kendall Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection would either be constructed through a fair 
share fee program or by the project applicant. The Palm Avenue/I-215 northbound 
and southbound ramps intersections improvements would be constructed with a fair 
share fee program. With these roadway improvements, the intersections would 
operate at acceptable levels of service.  

R2-4 See the discussion on flooding and drainage under Response to Comment A5-9. 

R2-5 Section 5.4, Cultural Resources, discusses the Meyers Family Cemetery and 
mitigation measures to avoid disturbance to the grave site. Concerns regarding the 
potential presence of the Meyers Family Cemetery on the project site were raised 
during the public comment period on the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study 
(November 24, 2011, through December 23, 2011) and at the public scoping 
meeting (December 14, 2009). In response, the analysis in the cultural resource 
report was expanded to include ground-penetrating radar, which detects objects 
buried underground. The findings indicated that two rectangular anomalies are 
present in the expected location of the Meyers Family Cemetery. At this time, it is not 
known whether the cemetery site would require grading. Mitigation Measure 4-5 
provides options for preserving the burials depending on whether the area would be 
disturbed or not. If the site of the presumed coffins must be graded, the project 
applicant would work with the Meyers family to excavate the remains with respect. 
The applicant would hire a qualified archaeologist to develop a work plan that would 
include an agreement with the Meyers family as to the disposition of any human 
skeletal remains.  

R2-6 Since the project site is undeveloped and partially within the San Bernardino 
National Forest (SBNF), the presence of biological resources has been a priority 
issue of discussion in the Draft EIR. Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft 
EIR, identifies which sensitive species and types of native habitat are present on the 
project site. Mitigation measures have been proposed to reduce the proposed 
project’s impacts to sensitive species and native habitat. Section 5.3 also identifies 
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mitigation measures to reduce the negative impacts associated with the urban-
wildlife interface. Discouraging animals from entering the site in search of food 
would help reduce impacts to other, non-sensitive species in the project area. As 
discussed in Response to Comment A4-17, the design of the proposed project did 
consider habitat avoidance measures first, minimization measures second, and 
mitigation measures last as reasonable and feasible range of mitigation measures. 
This commenter’s opinion regarding the proposed mitigation will be forwarded to 
decision-makers for consideration.  

R2-7 The environmental impacts of construction are fully addressed in Section 5.2, Air 
Quality, 5.10, Noise, and 5.14, Transportation and Traffic. As concluded in Draft EIR, 
Chapter 6, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, the project’s construction-
related air quality and noise impacts are significant and unavoidable. Decision-
makers must adopt a statement of overriding considerations to approve the project 
in light of these significant impacts.  

R2-8 Section 5.2, Air Quality, addresses construction-related air quality impacts. As 
identified in the Draft EIR, after the implementation of mitigation measures, 
concentrations of PM10 would still exceed the local ambient air quality standard 
(AAQS) threshold at the onsite sensitive receptor. Concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants at offsite sensitive receptors would be below AAQS thresholds.  

 In regards to construction traffic, see the discussion of construction traffic impacts in 
Section 5.14-3 of the Draft EIR. Construction-related traffic, such as haul trucks, 
would generate 249 truck trips per day (a passenger car equivalent of 1,494 trips). 
The generation of construction traffic would potentially impact the intersection of 
Kendall Avenue and Palm Avenue during the AM and PM peak hours. Therefore, 
construction vehicles are prohibited from using this intersection during these hours. 
Additional mitigation measures, including the development of a construction traffic 
plan, are also required, as described in Section 5.14 of the Draft EIR. Other than haul 
trucks, large construction equipment would be transported to the project site and 
remain on the site until work was completed. Construction traffic impacts would be 
less than significant. 

R2-9 Construction impacts to traffic flow are discussed and mitigated in DEIR Section 
5.14, Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 14-4 requires 
preparation of a construction management plan for the proposed project, including 
the requirement to establish truck haul routes on appropriate facilities. To address 
the concerns in this comment, Mitigation Measure 14-4 is supplemented as follows: 

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall prepare a 
construction traffic plan that shall be approved by the City of San Bernardino Public 
Works/Engineering Division. The construction traffic plan shall:  

 Prohibit project construction traffic from using the Kendall Drive/Palm Avenue 
intersection during the morning peak hour (7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) and the 
evening peak hour (4:00 PM and 6:00 PM) 

 Establish truck haul routes on the appropriate transportation facilities. 
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 Require that the project developer provide a photo or video inventory of existing 
haul route roadway conditions prior to the commencement of any grading or 
construction activity and a subsequent inventory upon development completion. 
Interim condition reports shall be provided to the Public Works/Engineering 
Division as specified in the Construction Traffic Management Plan. The 
developer shall be required to repair any construction-related roadway damages 
as determined by, and to the satisfaction of the Public Works/Engineering 
Division.  

 Provide Traffic Control Plans (for detours and temporary road closures) that 
meet the minimum Caltrans, City, and County criteria. 

 Minimize offsite road closures during the peak hours. 

 Keep all construction-related traffic onsite at all times. 

R2-10  All of the construction-related air quality, noise, and traffic environmental impacts 
have been mitigated to the extent feasible, as described in the Draft EIR. This 
concern is acknowledged and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
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LETTER R3 – Denise Casas (2 pages) 
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R3. Response to Comments from Denise Casas, dated September 11, 2011. 

R3-1 Comment acknowledged.  

R3-2 See Response to Comment A11-17. 

R3-3 The projected population for the project is based on the most current, area specific 
persons per household information (please refer to the Population and Housing 
discussion in the Response to Letter R1) 

R3-4 The traffic analysis completed for the proposed project uses projected traffic growth 
from the East Valley Traffic Model to determine the proposed project’s impact in 
combination with expected growth in the area. As discussed in Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the only intersections near North 
Verdemont Elementary School and Cesar Chavez Middle School that would have an 
unacceptable LOS, and require improvements, are the Kendall Avenue/Palm Avenue 
intersection and the Palm Avenue/I-215 northbound and southbound ramps 
intersections. As stated in Mitigation Measure 14-1, the Kendall Avenue/Palm Avenue 
intersection would either be constructed through a fair share fee program or by the 
project applicant. The Palm Avenue/I-215 northbound and southbound ramps 
intersections improvements would be constructed with a fair share fee program. 
With these roadway improvements, the intersections would have less than significant 
impacts.  

R3-5 Please refer to the discussion regarding school services under Public Services in 
Response to Letter R1. 

R3-6 See Response to Comment A7-1. The commenter is correct in stating that the 
proposed project would result in unacceptable service levels at the Palm Avenue/I-
215 north- and southbound ramps without mitigation. However, the intersection 
improvements incorporated into the project as mitigation measures would improve 
LOS to acceptable levels. 

R3-7 See Responses to Comments A7-2, A7-3, and R1-1 for discussions of the fire 
analysis methods and fire response times. The commenter incorrectly states that the 
2007 fire is not mentioned in the Draft EIR. This fire is mentioned in the site’s fire 
history discussion in Section 5.6.1 of the Draft EIR. 

R3-8 See Response to Comment A11-11. 

R3-9 Section 5.2, Air Quality, addresses construction-related air quality impacts. As 
identified in the Draft EIR, after the implementation of mitigation measures, 
concentrations of PM10 would still exceed the local ambient air quality standard 
(AAQS) threshold at the onsite sensitive receptor. Concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants at offsite sensitive receptors would be below AAQS thresholds. As 
discussed in Section 5.16, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in the Draft EIR, the 
operation of the proposed project would generate greenhouse gases and cause 
significant and unavoidable greenhouse gas impacts. However, greenhouse gas 
emissions are of concern because of the effect they have on Earth’s atmosphere 
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and potential climate change impact. They would not have direct health effects on 
humans. 

R3-10 Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR discusses the proposed project’s 
potential to affect natural habitat and the species in the area. It also discusses the 
urban-wildlife interface between the proposed project and the San Bernardino 
National Forest (SBNF). As stated in Response to Comment A4-5, impacts to onsite 
biological habitat would be mitigated through the conservation of biologically 
equivalent habitat offsite. Conserving the offsite habitat would allow animals to use it 
undisturbed by the proposed development.  

The City and the applicant understand that the placement of the proposed project 
adjacent to the SBNF may attract animals to the project site as they search for food.  

R3-11 Implementation of the proposed project would not alter offsite zoning, land use, or 
density. Potential indirect impacts of the proposed project on surrounding properties 
are addressed in the respective sections of the Draft EIR (air quality, noise, 
aesthetics, etc.). The proposed project is consistent with the City’s anticipated 
residential use for the project site as included in the General Plan (pre-zoning for this 
site in its sphere of influence). Furthermore, future residents of the proposed project 
would be required to sign an acknowledgment that they are going to reside adjacent 
to animal/horse-keeping properties and this statement will be in the proposed 
project’s CC&Rs.  

R3-12 The City will take these issues into consideration when making a decision on the 
project. In regards to the County zoning and land use designations, the zoning and 
land use topic is discussed in Response to Comment R1-1. When the project site 
was added to the SOI in 1996, it was given the prezoning designation of Residential 
Estate (RE), allowing a density of one unit per acre. As identified in the comment, 
this density is greater than the County’s land use designation. The buildout of the 
project site under the County’s land use designation is discussed as an alternative to 
the proposed project (Section 7, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR). As discussed, 
buildout under the County’s General Plan would still require the construction of 
infrastructure and the access roads. Depending on infrastructure and roadway costs 
and the revenue gained from home sales, buildout under the County General Plan 
may not be financially feasible. In addition, the secondary access road would most 
likely connect to Meyers Road, contributing traffic to this roadway, which is not 
preferred by residents in the area.  

R3-13 This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to decision-makers.  
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LETTER R4 – Pascual Casas (2 pages) 
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R4. Response to Comments from Pascual Casas, dated September 11, 2011. 

R4-1 Comment noted. 

R4-2 See the discussion on population under Response to Comment R1-1.  

R4-3 See Response to Comment R3-4. 

R4-4 See the discussion of school services under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R4-5 See Response to Comment R3-6.  

R4-6 See Response to Comment R3-7. 

R4-7 See the discussion on drainage and flooding under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R4-8 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the scope of CEQA does not cover economic 
and social effects of a project unless they directly result in a physical impact. 

R4-9 See Response to Comment R3-12. 

R4-10 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R5 – Kerry Cranford (1 page) 
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R5. Response to Comments from Kerry Cranford (Letter 1), dated September 9, 2011. 

R5-1 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the scope of CEQA does not cover economic 
and social effects of a project unless they directly result in a physical impact.  

R5-2 The purpose of the CEQA is to provide objective analysis of potential environmental 
impacts and a process for public disclosure and public involvement in the decision 
process. This comment is acknowledged. 

R5-3 See the discussion of school services under Public Services in the Response to 
Letter R1. The comment about the provision of social services (grocery stores, 
pharmacies, etc.) is noted. The commenter is incorrect that the project only has one 
freeway access point. There are two points of access to I-215: Glen Helen Parkway 
and Palm Avenue. 

R5-4 The commenter’s strong opposition to the proposed project is acknowledged and 
this comment will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.  
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LETTER R6– Martin and Gwen Heyman (1 page) 
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R6. Response to Comments from Martin and Gwen Heyman, dated September, 2011. 

R6-1 The commenter’s opinion that the proposed housing development is not suited for 
the project site is acknowledged. 

R6-2 The operational-related environmental impacts of grading are discussed in Section 
5.2, Air Quality, and Section 5.10, Noise. The physical impacts associated with 
aesthetics and geotechnical/soil impacts are addressed in Sections 5.1 and 5.5, 
respectively.  

R6-3 Please refer to specific Responses R1-1 and A11-11 for additional information 
related to emergency evacuation and risks.  
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LETTER 7 – Lynette McLean and Richard Kaplan (7 pages) 
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R7. Response to Comments from Lynette McLean and Richard Kaplan, dated September 11, 
2011. 

R7-1 See Response to Comment A11-17. 

R7-2 As discussed under Response to Comment R1-1 (land use and zoning heading), the 
project site is currently subject to the development regulations of the County’s land 
use designation (Rural Living – 5 acre parcels [RL-5]). However, it is also part of the 
City’s SOI and prezoned under the City’s zoning code for Residential Estate (RE), 
which allows 1 unit per acre. The inclusion of the project site into the City’s SOI was 
approved by the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) in 1996. The SOI 
expansion and prezoning of the project site as RE land use are reflected in the City’s 
General Plan, which provides guidelines for appropriate development of the City into 
the future. The proposed land use is consistent with the City’s General Plan visions 
for the site.  

R7-3 See Responses to Comment A7-2 and A7-3, as well as the discussion of Fire and 
Wind Hazards in Response to Comment Letter R1. 

R7-4 The commenter’s concerns regarding the significant unavoidable air quality and 
GHG emissions impacts identified by the project are noted. Localized air pollutant 
impacts to sensitive receptors, including schools, in the vicinity of the proposed 
project were analyzed. As identified in the dispersion modeling for the proposed 
project, receptors outside the boundaries of the proposed project site would not be 
exposed to elevated concentrations of air pollutants. Onsite receptors and regional 
criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions generated by the proposed project that 
affect the nonattainment designations of the South Coast Air Basin were considered 
significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. Mitigation measures are 
incorporated in the EIR to reduce potentially significant impacts of the project; 
however these impacts would remain a significant and unavoidable. 

R7-5 See the discussion of earthquakes and related hazards under Response to 
Comment R1-1 and Response to Comment A11-11. 

R7-6 See Responses to Comment A7-2 and A7-3, as well as the discussion of fire and 
wind hazards in Response to Comment Letter R1. 

R7-7 See the discussion of groundwater contamination under Response to Comment R1-
1. The proposed project’s impact to the water quality of adjacent habitats is 
discussed in Responses to Comments A5-9 and A5-10. 

R7-8 As noted by the commenter, project-generated traffic would use Little League Drive 
and Palm Avenue to travel to and from the project site. As discussed in Response to 
Comment R1-1, the local roadways would experience an increase in traffic but 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant impacts with the implementation 
of mitigation measures. In response to the concern about emergency access, see 
the discussion of earthquakes and related hazards and fire and wind hazards under 
Response to Comment R1-1.  

R7-9 See the discussion of drainage and flooding under Response to Comment R1-1. 
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R7-10 Due to distance, noise impacts from project construction to the North Verdemont 
Elementary School, a sensitive receptor, would be below 55 dBA Leq and would not 
cause adverse noise impacts to children, or disrupt activities at the school. 
Construction-generated noise would increase the ambient noise environment to 
homes in the vicinity of the project site. Overall project-related construction activities 
would take approximately three years to complete, however, noise impacts at a 
given receptor would be intermittent as construction moves around the project site, 
and as the center of activity moves according to the construction phase. Because of 
the overall duration of construction activities and intensity of noise produced from 
heavy construction equipment running continuously, project-related construction 
activities would result in significant noise impacts at nearby existing residential uses. 
Due to the site size and topography that slopes down towards the nearby homes, 
sound walls would not be very effective, resulting in temporary noise barriers with 
lengths of several hundred feet and heights above 12 feet. Mitigation Measures 10-1 
through 10-6 were included to reduce noise generated by construction activities to 
the extent feasible:  

10-1 The construction contractor shall properly maintain and tune all construction 
equipment to minimize noise emissions. 

10-2 The construction contractor shall fit all equipment with properly operating 
mufflers, air intake silencers, and engine shrouds no less effective than as 
originally equipped by the manufacturer. 

10-3 The construction contractor shall locate all stationary noise sources (e.g., 
generators, compressors, staging areas) as far from offsite residential 
receptor locations as is feasible. 

10-4 Construction activities, including haul trucks and deliveries, shall be limited 
to between 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Saturdays, except on 
federal holidays. 

10-5 The project applicant shall post a sign, clearly visible onsite, with a contact 
name and telephone number of the project applicant’s authorized 
representative to respond in the event of a noise complaint. 

10-6 The construction contractor shall install temporary sound blankets at least 
six feet in height along the boundaries of the onsite residence. 

Due to the number of soil haul trips that would be required, amount of heavy 
construction equipment needed, and duration of construction activities, construction 
noise impacts to homes adjacent to the project site would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

As for long-term operational noise impacts, the proposed project would generate 
3,149 average daily trips. The noise analysis demonstrated that when the project is 
fully operational in 2013, project-related traffic would cause noise levels to increase 
by more than 3 dBA on existing homes along Little League Drive, and Belmont 
Avenue between Little League Drive and Magnolia Avenue. However, while noise 
increases would be greater than 3 dBA, resulting in perceptible noise increases, the 
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future ambient noise levels would not exceed 65 dBA CNEL to receptors along these 
roadways. Implementation of the proposed project would not exceed thresholds, 
and therefore noise impacts would be less than significant. 

R7-11 See the discussion of school services under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-12 See the discussion of police and fire services in Response to Comment R1-1. As 
stated here and in the Draft EIR, the information on response times was obtained 
from the San Bernardino Police and Fire Departments. Based on the 
correspondence with the departments at the time the Draft EIR was prepared, the 
project’s impact to services was found to be less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation measures and payment of impact fees. The mitigation 
for the proposed project includes participation of the project applicant in the fair-
share funding for the continued operation and maintenance of the Verdemont Fire 
Station. A one-time fair-share contribution equivalent to the Community Facilities 
District Number 1033 “in-lieu fee” established by Resolution Number 2004-107 of the 
Mayor and Common Council would mitigate the long-term impact of the project on 
emergency services of the Fire Department. In addition, as discussed in Response 
to Comment R1-1, the implementation of the Fire Protection Plan and the fuel 
modification plan is meant to slow the rate fire spreads on the project and lessen the 
fire intensity. The houses are also designed to deter fire through the use of non-
flammable building materials and insulation.  

It should be noted that per CEQA, significant public service impacts occur when the 
proposed project would require the construction of new or expanded facilities to 
maintain service, which would cause environmental impacts. The proposed project 
would not require the construction of new facilities but would contribute funding to 
assist in funding long-term operations at the existing fire and police stations.  

R7-13 As mentioned in the drainage and flooding discussion in Response to Comment R1-
1, detention basins are commonly used as recreational spaces. The maintenance 
and operation of these would be the responsibility of the LLMD and HOA. The HOA 
the will be responsible for closing access to the detention basins during peak storm 
periods. Future residents will be notified of the hazards related to the detention basin 
and their restricted uses in the individual property title reports and in the proposed 
project’s CC&Rs. During periods of heavy storms, the detention basins would not be 
used as parks. The hydrology study describes the design of the proposed detention 
basins as being modeled off the anticipated flow rates that would occur during a 
100-year flood. Each detention basin also includes an emergency spillway that 
would convey 1,000-year flood flows for their respective drainage area.  

R7-14 The purpose of detention basins is to slow and filter runoff water before it enters the 
offsite drainages and creeks. Contrary to retention basins, they would not hold 
standing water for long periods of time and attract vectors to the area.  

R7-15 The pesticides used at residences on the project site would be typical pesticides 
used in residential areas. If pesticides are used on the detention basins to control 
weeds or insects, they would be the same as those used on residential lots due to 
their proximity to residential homes and their use as public space.  
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R7-16 See the parks and recreation discussion under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-17 See Response to Comment A4-22 regarding the project’s impacts of US Forest 
Service lands. 

R7-18 See Response to Comment A7-1. The commenter is correct in stating that the 
proposed project would bring the LOS at the Palm Avenue/I-215 north- and 
southbound ramps to unacceptable levels. However, the intersection improvements 
incorporated into the project as mitigation measures would improve LOS to 
acceptable levels. 

R7-19 As discussed in Response to Comment R2-2, the City’s local roadways, including 
Little League Drive and Palm Avenue, would experience an increase in traffic but 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant impacts with the implementation 
of intersection and roadway improvements. See Table 5.17-7 in Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, in the Draft EIR, for the projected levels of service at local 
intersections with the proposed project and improvements.  

 The greatest number of units on a cul-de-sac in the Specific Plan is eleven units. 
This would not cause a substantial amount of traffic on a single cul-de-sac. There are 
also four primary local roads on the project site that would have sufficient space for 
onsite traffic to reach one of two access roads during rush hour periods. In addition, 
per the Specific Plan development code, parking would not be allowed on the bulbs 
of cul-de-sac streets and all cul-de-sac streets have been designed to accommodate 
fire engines.  

 As described in the access to the project site discussion in Response to Comment 
R1-1, making Meyers Road a cul-de-sac would be one of two options to prevent 
access to Meyers Road from the project site. 

R7-20 See Response to Comment A11-11. 

R7-21 In response to the request to place a sound wall along the project site’s southern 
boundary to eliminate noise impacts, see Response to Comment R16-10. It is 
assumed that this request is to control operational, long-term noise impacts. The 
majority of the noise created by the residential development would be from vehicles, 
which would not exceed the 65 dBA level. Residential land uses do not typically 
generate high levels of noise. The proposed project would also not generate 
excessive amounts of light. The nearest lots are approximately 250 to 300 feet away 
from the closest existing residences along Meyers Road. As discussed in Section 
5.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would incorporate the 
guidelines of the International Dark Sky Program and the City’s development code. 
The design guidelines of the Specific Plan also contain lighting requirements. All 
exterior light would be shielded and directed inwards to reduce light spillage onto 
adjacent properties. Greenhouse gas exhaust would not be reduced by a sound 
wall. Greenhouse gases do not affect humans directly but cumulative build up in the 
atmosphere and cause global warming. If the commenter was referring to other air 
pollutants, please see Section 5.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, which describes how 
operational concentrations of criteria air pollutants do not exceed the ambient air 
quality standards and operational air quality impacts are less than significant. 
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R7-22 See Response to Comment R3-4.  

R7-23 See the traffic discussion under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-24 See the discussion on utilities under Response to Comment R1-1.  

R7-25 Comment noted. 

R7-26 See Responses to Comment A7-2 and A7-3.  

R7-27 See the discussion on utilities under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-28 The Specific Plan Development Standards outline requirements for Trash Collection. 
As described in the Specific Plan, the outdoor trash receptacles are entirely 
enclosed with a solid fence. This would reduce the amount of trash that could be 
blown around by the wind.  

Also stipulated in the Specific Plan is the following: 

 The CC&Rs shall include detailed responsibilities of each homeowner for trash 
container drop-off and pick-up, container spacing, as well as penalties for 
noncompliance. 

 All individual containers must be returned within 24 hours of collection. 

To assure that trash and debris is also controlled in common areas (i.e., parks and 
trails) the following development standard has been added to the Specific Plan: 

 The Landscaping and Lighting Maintenance District (LLMD) shall be responsible 
for trash collection and maintenance within common areas. Procedures shall 
detail responsibilities and timing for trash collection (daily, weekly, etc.) and shall 
include provisions for forecasted high wind events. 

No additional mitigation measures are needed to control wind-blown debris.  

R7-29 The commenter raises concerns of biological impacts. Wildlife corridors and onsite 
tree removal are discussed in Responses to Comments A4-14 and A2-11, 
respectively. Impacts to nesting birds would be reduced to less than significant 
levels with mitigation measure 3-10.  

R7-30 Section 5.3, Biological Resources, discusses the urban-wildlife interface between the 
project site and the San Bernardino National Forest. The requirement to keep dogs 
on leashes and cats indoors is a feasible mitigation measure to reduce the risk of 
house pets attracting wildlife. Enforcement of this rule would be monitored strictly by 
the HOA. 

R7-31 Tree removal and replacement is discussed in Response to Comment A1-11. 
Although grading would cause significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, the 
removal of vegetation is not a significant and unavoidable impact identified in the 
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Draft EIR. The construction contractor is responsible for monitoring the washing 
down of trucks prior to entering the project site.  

R7-32 See Response to Comment R7-2 and R7-3 and the discussion of fire and wind 
hazards under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-33 The Fire Protection Plan uses historic data to determine the worst-case scenario. 
Fires would come from all directions but those originating in the undeveloped areas 
to the north and east would pose the greatest risk, based on the data in the Fire 
Protection Plan. The entire site would be protected from fires equally, no matter the 
direction from which they are coming. The fuel modification zones are designed the 
same on all sides of the project site. As discussed in Responses to Comments A7-2, 
A7-3, and R2-1, the fuel modification zones are designed to retard the advance fire, 
helping to reduce the intensity of fires and allowing more time for firefighters to reach 
the site. The cul-de-sac design is also discussed under Response to Comment R1-1. 
In addition, per the Specific Plan zoning, parking on cul-de-sac bulbs and wooden 
fencing would not be allowed. In addition, the Specific Plan encourages 
nonflammable materials such as natural stone, approved manufactured or cultured 
stone, painted or natural brick, precast concrete, ceramic tile, slump block, and fire-
resistant horizontal or vertical wood siding or approved manufactured siding (e.g., 
cementitious board) on all buildings on the project site. Per the Fire Protection Plan, 
wooden exterior structures would not be allowed: “Excluding openings, all exterior 
elements, including walls, garage doors, fences, etc., shall be free of exposed wood 
(as defined in Chapter 15.10 of the City’s Municipal Code, Foothill Fire Zone Building 
Standards) (Construction and Development Design provision H).”  

R7-34 It is not clear where the Draft EIR states that 15 firefighters would be required to fight 
structure fires. In the event of an intense wildfire, the City’s fire department would be 
assisted by the county and state’s fire departments through the Mutual Aid 
Agreement, as discussed in Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

R7-35 See Response to Comment R7-2 and R7-3 and the discussion of fire and wind 
hazards under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R7-36 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R8 – Troy and Patricia Kirtley, Gloria Evans, and James V. Quiroz (3 pages) 
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R8. Response to Comments from Troy and Patricia Kirtley, Gloria Evans, and James V. Quiroz, 
dated September 10, 2011. 

R8-1 The potential for project runoff to contaminate surrounding groundwater wells is 
discussed in DEIR, Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality. As described, the 
residences surrounding the project site are reliant upon well water for their potable 
water usage and in some cases, these wells are relatively shallow, with a water table 
of approximately 50 feet or more. Historical farming uses and the related fertilizers 
and other amendments, however, have not had an impact on the water table. Based 
on proposed Best Management Practices (BMPs) for both construction activities and 
long-term operations, as well as stringent regulatory requirements, the DEIR 
concludes that project-related impacts to water quality would be less than 
significant. As described, onsite runoff would be collected and treated onsite before 
discharged to receiving waters.  

Since the environmental analysis does not indicate a potentially significant impact to 
groundwater quality, CEQA does not require mitigation such as the measures 
requested by this commenter (City monitoring of well water quality and guarantee of 
water service at no cost if wells are determined to be contaminated). In the event of 
water contamination, a determination of the contamination source would be 
necessary, and the resident would have legal recourse to remedy the situation. The 
commenter’s concern will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration. 

R8-2 The HOA and LLMD must be created as specified in the Specific Plan. As a private 
development, the City does not have the authority to assume the responsibilities of 
the HOA and LLMD. The Spring Trails Specific Plan requires the formation of a 
master and neighborhood HOAs as well as a LLMD.  

R8-3 The commenter is correct in noting that although the overall site density would be 
one dwelling per acre as averaged over the entire site, individual lots could be 
substantially smaller. As described in Response to Comment R1-1, lots would range 
in size from 10,801 square feet to 18.3 acres, and the average lot size would be 
29,000 square feet. Adoption of the Specific Plan would allow clustering 
development within the most developable areas of the project site from both a 
topographic and resource protection standpoint. For comparison, DEIR Section 7, 
Alternatives, evaluates optional development alternatives, including development in 
accordance with the existing General Plan and Zoning designations. 

The proposed Specific Plan requires a discretionary approval by City decision-
makers (the City Council) to amend the project site’s land use designation. CEQA 
and the preparation of an EIR is an objective process to analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed change. The privacy concerns expressed in 
the comment, however, are not under the purview of CEQA. The commenter’s 
concerns and preference to maintain larger sites on the Spring Trails property are 
noted and will be forwarded to decision-makers for consideration.  

R8-4 The proposed four-foot hiking trail would travel along the northern boundary of the 
property at 1661 Martin Ranch Road. The commenter’s concern is that this would 
affect the privacy of residents along this trail. It should be noted that this trail would 
be used solely for hiking and would not be used by bicycles or horses, which limits 
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the noise and traffic on the trail. Generally, CEQA does not address the social 
impacts of a project unless they result in physical environmental impact (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131). For this reason, privacy issues have not been addressed 
in the Draft EIR. It should be noted, however, that there will be approximately 265 
feet between the existing residence and the proposed housing (approximately 175 
feet between existing residence and property line + 75 feet of proposed 
undeveloped open space on the project site + 15-foot setback on the proposed 
residential lot). This distance would be adequate to maintain privacy. It should also 
be noted that the Specific Plan includes design practices that would improve privacy 
between on- and offsite residents, including fencing, landscaping screens, and 
avoiding the direct alignment of windows. If it is determined by the City and project 
applicant that the trail should be moved, the final trail location and use would be 
noted in the final tract map for the proposed project.  

R8-5 The Specific Plan includes both Development Standards (regulations) and Design 
Guidelines for walls and fences. As stated in the Spring Trail Specific Plan, “[w]alls 
and fences will predominantly be located around the perimeter boundaries of 
individual residences where they interface with open spaces, streets, parks, or off-
site land uses.” Fences would be used along the perimeter of the project site to 
maintain privacy of the off- and on-site residents. The design specifications of 
individual walls and fences are not within the purview of CEQA and would be 
determined as development plans go through the design review and building 
permits process. The commenter’s requests will be forwarded to decision-makers.  

R8-6 The Specific Plan Design Guidelines indicate that houses would have a variety of 
one- and two-story profiles and have recessed second stories in some places to 
provide privacy. Additional measures to improve privacy would be taken, such as 
requiring windows on second stories to not directly align with windows on adjacent 
lots, including offsite lots. This detailed review, along with the determination of one-
story and two-story homes will occur in subsequent development and design review 
stages of the project. The commenter’s requests will be forwarded to decision-
makers.  

R8-7 Comment noted. 

R8-8 As proposed, residents would maintain their private access roads along the entire 
length of Martin Ranch Road. The residents who currently live along Martin Ranch 
Road would be able to access Martin Ranch Road from Meyers Road and residents 
living in the Spring Trails development would not be able to access Meyers Road 
(due to the blockades where the secondary access road crosses Meyers Road). The 
secondary access road would split Martin Ranch Road where the secondary access 
road enters the project site. However, there is no connection between the secondary 
access road and the southern half of Martin Ranch Road. The residents that live 
along Martin Ranch Road to the north of the secondary access road would access 
their private drive from the secondary access road. There would be no reason for 
Spring Trails residents to travel on this northern portion of Martin Ranch Road since 
it would only lead to an offsite residence. Since the southern half of Martin Ranch 
Road does not connect to the secondary access road, there is no need to install 
electric gates. It should be noted that the City would not be responsible for 
maintaining electric gates on private access roads.  
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R8-9 See Response to Comment R16-9. 

R8-10 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R9 – Hank Mitchell (7 pages) 
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R9. Response to Comments from Hank Mitchell, dated September 1, 2011. 

R9-1 See Response to Comment R1-5. 

R9-2 The design of roadways in regards to safety is discussed in Response to Comment 
R1-1, under the discussion of fire and wind hazards. As described in Section 5.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, and Section 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, in the 
Draft EIR, improvements to the water, wastewater, and traffic infrastructure would be 
completed in the Verdemont area prior to the development of the propose project. 

R9-3 See Response to Comment R2-1 for a discussion of the project’s traffic impacts. The 
proposed project would only place 306 new residences on the project site. Since 
there are no plans to develop adjacent lots, the Draft EIR only assesses the impacts 
of the 304 (plus one existing) residences. If additional development projects are to 
occur, the environmental impacts of these would be addressed in a separate 
environmental document. 

R9-4 The primary and secondary access roads are designed to accommodate the 
buildout of the project.  

R9-5 At this time, the City does not have funding in place to extent the frontage road 
between Little League Drive and Glen Helen Parkway. For this reason, the Draft EIR 
cannot assume that this road would be built at the time the project is operational. 
Therefore, traffic from the secondary access road must be routed back to Little 
League Drive. The traffic from the primary access road would be able to access 
either Little League Drive or Magnolia Drive so traffic would not all be directed onto 
Little League Drive. 

R9-6 See Response to Comment R9-3.  

R9-7 The secondary access road has been designed to accommodate normal and 
emergency project traffic exiting the site. As discussed in both the Draft EIR (Section 
5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) and in the Draft Specific Plan, the project 
complies with the design requirements of the Foothill Fire Zones Overlay District for 
emergency access and evacuation.  

R9-8 See Response to Comment R9-7. 

R9-9 See the discussion on the cul-de-sac roads under the project site access discussion 
under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R9-10 As mentioned in Response to Comment R9-7 and in the cul-de-sac discussion under 
Response to Comment R1-1 (project site access), the project site has been 
designed to meet the safety design standards of the Foothill Fire Zones Overlay 
District. Offsite roadways would be improved to accommodate project-generated 
traffic, which would help reduce the congestion during an emergency situation.  

R9-11 See Response to Comment A11-15.  

R9-12 Comment noted. 
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R9-13 See Response to Comment A11-2. 

R9-14 See the discussion of land use and zoning under Response to Comment R1-1 and 
Response to Comment R17-3. 

R9-15 The Draft EIR for the Spring Trails Specific Plan is meant to address the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. This comment is made in reference 
to larger planning concerns for the area and does not concern the environmental 
analysis of the Draft EIR. As part of the Draft EIR analysis, project-related impact 
analysis addresses the proposed project’s individual and cumulative impacts to the 
surrounding infrastructure. These impacts are based on and supported by technical 
studies, including a traffic, geological, and hydrological study, and engineering 
plans for water and wastewater conveyance. These studies have determined the 
proposed project’s potential impacts to the infrastructure in the area and provide 
mitigation to lessen these impacts.  

R9-16 The wildlife comments are noted. Impacts to wildlife and biological resources are 
fully discussed in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR. 

R9-17 See Response to Comment R9-15. 

R9-18 Comment noted. 

R9-19 The fees that must be paid by the developer are identified in the Draft EIR. The 
payment of these fees would allow improvements to be made that would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

R9-20 Comment noted. 

R9-21 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R10 – Kevin Mitchell (1 page) 
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R10. Response to Comments from Kevin Mitchell, dated September 12, 2011. 

R10-1 Comment noted.  

R10-2 See the discussion of land use and zoning under Response to Comment R1-1 and 
Response to Comment R17-3. 

R10-3 See Response to A11-15.  

R10-4 See Responses to Comments A7-2 and A7-3 and the discussion of fire and wind 
hazards under Response to Comment R1-1.  

R10-5 Sidewalks would be provided on the project site and along the primary access road, 
as described in the Draft Specific Plan. The primary access road connects to Little 
League Drive, which already has sidewalks. As part of the proposed project, the 
portion of Little League Drive north of Meyers Road would be improved to match the 
portion south of Meyers Road, with sidewalks. Pedestrians, including students 
attending Cesar Chavez Middle School and North Verdemont Elementary School 
would be able to use the sidewalks.  

R10-6 See Response to Comment R1-9. 
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LETTER R11 – Stephen, Judy, and Jennifer O’Neill (3 pages) 
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R11. Response to Comments from Stephen, Judy, and Jennifer O’Neill (no date). 

R11-1 See Response to Comment A7-2 and A7-3 and the discussion of wind and fire 
hazards under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R11-2 It is not apparent what the concern of the commenter is in regards to parks and 
open space. The parks identified on Figure 3-8, Trails, Parks, and Open Space Plan, 
of the Draft EIR, shows the locations of the three parks that would be available to 
residents. As described in Section 5.13, Recreation, of the Draft EIR, at total of 7 
acres are dedicated as public park space and 2 acres are private park space. The 
public and private parks would not be on sloped terrain. In regards to the urban-
wildlife interface with the San Bernardino National Forest, See Response to 
Comment A4-22.  

R11-3 It is not clear which residents the commenter is mentioning in this comment. Without 
more information, an adequate response cannot be provided.  

R11-4 See Response to Comment R2-1. 

R11-5 The projected number of vehicle trips (3,149) is an accurate estimate. The 
generation factor used is the standard generation factor used by traffic engineers for 
single-family residential land uses (as found in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ Trip Generation, 8th edition, handbook). Roadway intersections would be 
improved to reduce traffic impacts to less than significant levels and improvements 
would be made to Little League Drive during the construction of the primary and 
secondary access roads.  

R11-6 As described on Table 5.15-12 in Section 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, the 
infrastructure improvements to the water supply system in the Verdemont area 
would be funded through the San Bernardino Municipal Water Department’s Capital 
Improvements Plan. The first phase is already funded and the second phase would 
be added to the CIP or funded with fair share contribution from the developer 
through a separately negotiated funding plan (per mitigation measure 15-1). All 
onsite improvements would be funded and built by the developer.  

R11-7 As described in Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the onsite 
reservoirs would be designed and constructed per seismic safety regulations. More 
specifically, steel and reinforced concrete tank design is governed by regulations 
and standards authored by the American Water Works Association (AWWA) and 
California Department of Public Health (CDPH). Compliance with these regulations 
would reduce the flooding hazard of these tanks. 

R11-8 See the discussion of drainage under Response to Comment R1-1 for a response to 
the groundwater contamination concern. This issue is also discussed in Section 5.7, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. 

R11-9 The land use and zoning of the project site would change with the adoption of the 
proposed project. The new zoning and land use designations would be Specific 
Plan under the City’s Zoning Code and the City’s General Plan. When the City 
approves the specific plan, it will approve the new zoning and land use 
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designations. See the zoning and land use discussion under Response to Comment 
R1-1.  

R11-10 Each residential unit would have a two-car garage and driveway for parking cars. 
Cars would not be allowed to park in the bulbs of cul-de-sac roadways to allow for 
emergency access (per the Foothill Fire Zones Overlay District restrictions). See the 
discussion of fire and wind hazards under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R11-11 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R12 – Arlean C. Potter (4 pages) 
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R12. Response to Comments from Arlean C. Potter (Letter 1) (no date). 

R12-1 The residents of the proposed project do not have access to Meyers Road. Only 
emergency vehicles would be able to access this roadway. As such, the proposed 
project would not affect the current conditions of Meyers Road or its intersection with 
Little League Drive. 

R12-2 See Response to Comment A11-17. 

R12-3 Per mitigation measures 14-2 and 14-3, the project access roads must meet the Fire 
Department’s minimum standards prior to the placement of combustible material on 
the project site. They must be completed to the Public Works Department’s 
engineering standards prior to issuance of occupancy permits. The proposed 
project would not go through until these requirements are met.  

R12-4 The project site and access roads are designed to meet the Foothill Fire Zone 
Overlay District’s development standards (see Table 5.14-6 of the Draft EIR). This 
would improve access to and from the project site during an emergency evacuation. 
Meyers Road would only be used for emergency access if the primary and 
secondary access roads are not accessible. The public would not be allowed to 
access this road. 

R12-5 As part of the proposed project, new water reservoir tanks, pumping stations, and 
transmission lines would be installed on and offsite. As described in Section 5.15, 
Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the water infrastructure must provide a 
fire flow of 1,500 gallons per minute. As designed, the water infrastructure would be 
able to meet this requirement once all infrastructure has been developed. 

R12-6 Comment noted.  

R12-7 See Response to Comment A11-15. 

R12-8 See Response to Comment R29-9. 
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LETTER R13 – Corilyn Rodrick (2 pages) 
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R13. Response to Comments from Corilyn Rodrick, dated September 9, 2011. 

R13-1 Comment noted. 

R13-2 In regards to the construction phasing of project access roads, see Response to 
Comment R33-3. In regards to the phasing of water infrastructure, see the 
discussion of water utilities under Response to Comment R1-1.  

R13-3 Comment noted.  
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LETTER R14 – Carol S. Smith (2 pages) 
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R14. Response to Comments from Carol S. Smith, dated September 9, 2011. 

R14-1 Comment noted. 

R14-2 During construction, haul trucks would have to use Meyers Road to access the 
project site prior to the construction of the access roads. Once the access roads 
have been constructed, which would be completed during site grading, the haul 
trucks would use this access road and would not use Meyers Road. Construction-
related air pollution and noise are discussed in Sections 5.2 and 5.8 of the Draft EIR, 
respectively. Construction-related air quality impacts would be mitigated (see 
Mitigation Measures 2-1 through 2-3) but are still considered significant and 
unavoidable. Construction-related noise impacts are also mitigated but would 
remain significant and unavoidable on a project level. 

R14-3 See Response to Comment R2-1.  

R14-4 See Response to Comment R10-5. 

R14-5 In regards to the school capacity comment, see the discussion on school services 
under Response to Comment R1-1. Little League Drive would be extended to 
connect to the proposed primary access road and improved with sidewalks and 
crosswalks. This would improve the safety of Little League Drive on the north side of 
Meyers Road, where students may be walking back home after school. Sidewalks 
already exist along the southern portion of Little League Drive. The streets 
surrounding North Verdemont Elementary School are marked as a school zone and 
the posted speed limit is 25 miles per hour. The school zone lets drivers know that 
they should exercise caution when traveling through the area. Additionally, as with 
all elementary schools in the San Bernardino City Unified School District, crossing 
guards are employed to help elementary students cross intersections (Board Policy 
5142.2). These actions help prevent vehicle/pedestrian accidents mentioned by the 
commenter. 

R14-6 See Responses to Comments A7-2 and A7-3 and the fire and wind discussion under 
Response to Comment R1-1. 

R14-7 See the discussion of earthquakes and related hazards under Response to 
Comment R1-1. 

R14-8 See the discussion of police service under Response to Comment R1-1. 

R14-9 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, the scope of CEQA does not cover economic 
and social effects of a project unless they directly result in a physical impact. 

R14-10 Comment noted. 
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LETTER R15 – Signature List of Opposing Persons (7 pages) 
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R15. Response to Signature List of Opposing Persons (no date). 

R15-1 The list of opposing persons has been noted and documented as part of the public 
record.  
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required 
to prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available 
at the time of Draft EIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional 
mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to 
mitigation requirements included in the Draft EIR. The provision of these additional mitigation measures 
does not alter any impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the Draft EIR. Changes made to the 
Draft EIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify 
additions. 

3.2 DRAFT EIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Page 1-4, Section 1.4, Project Summary. The following text change has been made in response to 
Comment A5-3, from San Bernardino County Department of Public Works. 

Upon approval, the two-phased construction process of the proposed project would begin in 2012 2010 
and end in 2015 2013, assuming no changes to future planning decisions and market forces occur. 
Page 4-24, Section 4.3.12, General Plan and Zoning. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A8-1, from the Local Agency Formation Commission. 
 
As seen in Figure 4-6, the entire project site and the 26.4-acre area to be annexed with the project site 
are is currently prezoned in the General Plan by the City of San Bernardino and identified as Residential 
Estate (RE), allowing one dwelling unit per acre. 

Page 4-24, Section 4.3.12, General Plan and Zoning. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A8-3, from the Local Agency Formation Commission. 

The proposed project includes a request for annexation of the project site and adjoining parcels (a total 
of approximately 379.2377 acres) into the City of San Bernardino. The annexation process would begin 
pending approval of the project application by the San Bernardino Mayor and Common Council. 

Page 5.2-28 – 5.2-29, Section 5.2-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 2-1 has been revised 
in response to Comment A12-2, from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

2-1 Ongoing during grading and construction, the construction contractor shall implement 
the following measures in addition to the existing requirements for fugitive dust control 
under South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 to further reduce PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions. The Applicant shall appoint a construction relations officer to act as a 
community liaison concerning on-site construction activity. To assure compliance, the 
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City shall verify that these measures have been implemented during normal construction 
site inspections: 

 During all grading activities, the construction contractor shall reestablish ground 
cover on the construction site through seeding and watering within two weeks of the 
end of the grading phase. Native, fire-resistant plants should be used in accordance 
with the Fuel Modification Plan. This would achieve a minimum control efficiency for 
PM10 of 5 percent.  

 During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall sweep streets with 
Rule 1186–compliant, PM10-efficient vacuum units on a daily basis if silt is carried 
over to adjacent public thoroughfares or occurs as a result of hauling. 

 During active debris removal and grading, the construction contractor shall suspend 
grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. This would achieve 
an emissions control efficiency of 98 percent for PM10 under worst-case wind 
conditions. 

 During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall maintain a 
minimum 24-inch freeboard on trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose 
materials and tarp materials with a fabric cover or other suitable means. This would 
achieve a control efficiency for PM10 of 91 percent.  

 During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall water exposed 
ground surfaces and disturbed areas a minimum of every three hours on the 
construction site and a minimum of three times per day. This would achieve an 
emissions reduction control efficiency for PM10 of 61 percent.  

 During active debris removal, the construction contractor shall apply water to 
disturbed soils at the end of each day. This would achieve an emissions control 
efficiency for PM10 of 10 percent. 

 During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall limit onsite vehicle 
speeds on unpaved roads to no more than 15 miles per hour. This would achieve a 
control efficiency for PM10 of 57 percent. 

 The construction contractor shall apply chemical soil stabilizers to reduce wind 
erosion. This would achieve a control efficiency of up to 80 percent. 

Page 5.2-29 – 5.2-30, Section 5.2-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 2-3 has been revised 
in response to Comment A12-2, from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

2-3 Ongoing during grading and construction, the construction contractor shall implement 
the following measures to further reduce construction exhaust emissions of NOx. To 
assure compliance, the City shall verify that these measures have been implemented 
during normal construction site inspections: 

 The Project Applicant shall specify in the construction bid that construction 
contractors are required to use construction equipment rated by that meets the 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency as having Tier 3 or higher exhaust 
emission limits for equipment over 50 horsepower. A list of construction equipment 
by type and model year shall be maintained by the construction contractor onsite.-
Certified Emissions Standards according to the following schedule:  

o From the end of 2012 to December 31, 2014, all project-related off-road 
diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall 
meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. Any emissions control device 
used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less 
than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy 
for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

o After January 1, 2015, all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 horsepower shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards. Any 
emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 4 diesel 
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine, as defined by CARB 
regulations. 

o A copy of the equipment engine’s (unit) certified tier specification, Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) documentation, and CAR or SCAQMD 
operating permit shall be provided to the City at the time of mobilization of 
each applicable unit of equipment.  

 The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is properly 
serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s standards to reduce operational 
emissions. 

 The construction contractor shall limit nonessential idling of construction equipment 
to no more than five consecutive minutes. 

Page 5.3-60, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 3-1 has been revised in 
response to Comment A1-8, from the California Department of Fish and Game. 

3-1 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, preconstruction clearance surveys will be 
conducted within the proposed project impact areas for potentially occurring sensitive 
plant and wildlife species including Plummer’s mariposa lily, burrowing owl, least Bell’s 
vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher, Los Angeles pocket 
mouse, and the San Bernardino kangaroo rat. Plant surveys will be conducted 
according to California Department of Fish and Game’s November 2009 guidelines for 
special status native plant populations and natural communities. Avian and small 
mammal surveys will be conducted by a United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) authorized biologist following USFWS protocol survey guidelines. For 
mariposa lily, in the appropriate blooming period by a qualified biologist. the appropriate 
blooming period is defined as occurring within the months of April, May, and June, or as 
indicated by positive verification of blooming at a documented reference location. 
Surveys must only be conducted during a year of at least average precipitation, as 
determined by official precipitation records. The surveys should positively identify and 
quantify all individuals on or in the immediate vicinity of the proposed impact areas. Any 
individuals confirmed within the project impact area shall be considered for possible 
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salvage and relocation into suitable receptor sites located onsite within preserved areas, 
if feasible. Any individuals confirmed in the immediate vicinity of a proposed impact area 
shall be flagged and appropriately fenced off from construction zones to prevent 
inadvertent impacts. Individuals confirmed within areas proposed for preservation onsite 
shall be properly recorded and avoided during any revegetation or other efforts 
anticipated in the long term during project operation. All observations shall be accurately 
reported to the California Natural Diversity Database, the California Native Plant Survey, 
the Consortium of California Herbarium, and/or other herbarium or sensitive species 
databases as determined by the qualified biologist. If least Bell’s vireo, southwestern 
flycatcher or coastal California gnatcatcher are found within or immediately adjacent to 
the project site, those areas identified as occupied by the species found onsite will be 
fenced off, including a 500-foot buffer, from the construction zones to prevent 
inadvertent impacts. Individuals found within the areas proposed for onsite conservation 
shall be properly recorded and the conservation area fenced off to avoid inadvertent 
impacts. Each of these three avian species is federally and/or state listed. Any potential 
impact to these species and/or their habitat will require an endangered species permit 
from the listing wildlife agency(s) prior to any ground disturbing activity. CDFG and 
USFWS will be notified within 24 hours of a positive sighting and the appropriate focused 
surveys reports will be submitted to the wildlife agencies, as required by each agency. 
This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development 
Director. If L.A. pocket mouse or San Bernardino kangaroo rat are found within or 
immediately adjacent to the project site or access roads, those areas identified as 
occupied by the species found onsite will be fenced off, including a 500-foot buffer, from 
the construction zones to prevent inadvertent impacts. Individuals found within the areas 
proposed for onsite conservation shall be properly recorded and the conservation area 
fenced off to avoid inadvertent impacts. San Bernardino kangaroo rat is federally listed. 
Any potential impact to these species and/or its habitat will require an endangered 
species permit from USFWS prior to any ground disturbing activity. USFWS will be 
notified within 24 hours of a positive sighting and the focused survey report will be 
submitted to USFWS as required by each that agency. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director. 

Page 5.3-60 – 5.3-61, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 3-2 has been revised 
in response to Comment A1-11, from the California Department of Fish and Game. 

3-2  To mitigate for impacts to unoccupied critical habitat of the federally endangered San 
Bernardino kangaroo rat, the project applicant shall acquire offsite permanent mitigation 
lands of like habitat quality as determined by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
during the Section 7 consultation process. Mitigation lands must be acquired prior to the 
issuance of grading permits, and shall incorporate appropriate long-term management 
provisions such as deed restrictions, endowments, and/or other management 
mechanisms to provide for the long-term conservation of the habitat. Potential properties 
include, but are not limited to, those in the Cajon Creek Conservation Bank managed by 
San Bernardino County Special Districts located in the Glen Helen, Rialto and San 
Bernardino, and Rancho Cucamonga areas. These mitigation lands are contiguous with 
Cable Creek and the project site and shall be acquired at a replacement ratio of 1:1 (one 
acre replaced for every one acre impacted). This measure does not preclude the 
imposition of additional mitigation requirements that may be initiated by the USFWS 
during the Section 7 consultation process. This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development Director. 
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Page 5.3-61, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures 3-3 and 3-4 have been 
revised in response to Comment A1-13, from the California Department of Fish and Game, and 
Comment A4-14, from the Center for Biological Diversity. 

 3-3 To mitigate for potential impacts to hydrological processes and subsequent degradation 
of habitat for the federally endangered San Bernardino kangaroo rat and other sensitive 
species, all roadway crossings or other improvements proposed within critical habitat for 
the species shall be designed in such a manner as to not substantially alter the natural 
flow regimes through impacted sensitive habitat areas. These designs shall include, but 
shall not necessarily be limited to, the installation of appropriately sized culverts and 
stream crossings that allow for natural flow and uninhibited downstream hydrological 
processes. Design of these improvements shall be undertaken in consultation with the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service and other responsible agencies. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director prior to the 
issuance of grading permits. 

3-4 Any hiking and equestrian trails or other facilities developed within Cable Creek or other 
riparian areas on the site shall be designed to avoid impacts to wildlife movement 
through the area and to minimize impacts to riparian and other wildlife habitats comply 
with provisions in the General Plan. These requirements shall include, but not 
necessarily be limited to: 1) no ground disturbance may take place within 50 feet of the 
ordinary high-water mark of the associated stream channel; 2) erosion, sedimentation, 
and runoff from the proposed improvements must be minimized by the implementation 
of appropriate best management practices, the installation of appropriate runoff 
diversions, and/or the planting of native vegetation; 3) Vegetation removal will be 
minimized to the maximum extent possible; and 4) appropriate signage shall be installed 
in at least five locations alongside these facilities to educate users as to the importance 
of riparian ecosystems, the species that rely upon them, and the importance of avoiding 
unnecessary impacts and disturbance. In addition, a barrier will be installed at the outer 
limits of the California Walnut Woodland that surrounds Cable Creek at its interface with 
the RSS habitat on the hillsides above the canyon bottom. This will provide a buffer of 
approximately 300 feet inside the barrier fence that will be located on either side of Cable 
Creek. The distance of 300 feet is based on the average width of the flat bottom of the 
creek basin, where animals would be using corridor. The fence would likely be a 
wooden structure, eight feet in height, and would extend the length of the property along 
Cable Creek. The barrier design and placement shall be approved by the Community 
Development Department prior the issuance of building permits and it shall be 
constructed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director. [This measure 
also provides mitigation for Impact 5.3-4 as related to impacts to wildlife corridors. See 
Mitigation Measure 3-9] 

Page 5.3-62, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures 3-6 has been added in 
response to Comment A4-17, from the Center for Biological Diversity. 

3-6 The following provisions shall be included in the Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan, the 
Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions, and the noxious weed control plan: 
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 Setbacks between developed area, including roads and fuel modification zones, 
and sensitive habitat areas shall be a minimum of 300 feet. 

 Non-leased pets (e.g., cats and dogs) shall not be allowed outdoors. 

 Walls and/or fences that will inhibit domestic animals from harassing and 
harming native species, including “cat-proof” fences to prevent feral and house 
cats from accessing sensitive habitat, shall be implemented on the project site. 

 Programs to capture feral cats should be implemented. 

 Non-native invasive plant species shall be controlled through weed control 
techniques. 

 Pesticides and other toxic chemicals shall be prohibited around homes. 

 Native vegetation shall be used in landscaping. 

 Educational materials and programs shall be provided to inform residents of 
rare, threatened, and endangered species and how local communities can help 
protect them. 

 Gates shall be used to restrict access to lands set aside for habitat protection. 

Page 5.3-62, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 3-7 has been revised in 
response to Comment A1-11, California Department of Fish and Game and Comment A4-10, from 
the Center for Biological Diversity. 

3-76 To mitigate impacts to 168.4 acres of Riversidean sage scrub (RSS), and 26.4 acres of 
riparian plant communities, 10.56 acres of US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
jurisdictional waters, and 12.76 acres of California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) jurisdictional wetland, the project applicant shall purchase and permanently 
protect RSS, riparian, and jurisdictional habitat that is biologically equivalent to or 
superior than the affected onsite acreages do one of the following, or a combination 
thereof, prior to the issuance of grading permits: 1) acquire offsite permanent mitigation 
lands of like habitat as determined by the CDFG; and/or 2) pay appropriate in-lieu fees 
to an appropriate permanent mitigation land bank as determined by CDFG. Mitigation 
lands must be acquired prior to the issuance of grading permits, and shall incorporate 
appropriate long-term management provisions such as deed restrictions, endowments, 
and/or other management mechanisms to provide for the long term conservation of the 
habitat. Potential properties include, but are not limited to, those managed by San 
Bernardino County Special Districts located in the Glen Helen, Rialto, and Rancho 
Cucamonga areas. Mitigation lands for riparian habitat shall be acquired at a 
replacement ratio of 1:1 (one acre replaced for every one acre impacted). Mitigation 
lands for RSS shall be acquired at a replacement ration of 1:3 (one acre replaced for 
every three acres impacted). This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of 
the Community Development Director. 
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Page 5.3-63 – 5.3-64, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 3-11 has been 
revised in response to Comments A11-7 from the San Bernardino Audubon Society. 

3-110 With regard to the protection of nesting birds, one of the following must occur: 
1) Construction should occur outside of the avian nesting season (approximately 
February 15 through August 31); or 2) If construction must occur during the nesting 
season, then a preconstruction nesting bird survey of the site shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than 104 days prior to construction activities and then at 3 
days prior to the start of construction. If active nests are found onsite, then they must be 
avoided by an appropriate buffer until any young birds have fledged and the nest has 
completed its cycle, as determined by a qualified biologist. If construction occurs 
outside of the avian nesting period, then construction may commence without further 
impediment, commensurate with other regulatory and mitigation requirements. This 
measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Community Development 
Director. 

Page 5.3-64, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 3-12 has been revised in 
response to Comments A1-11, A1-16, and A1-18, from the California Department of Fish and 
Game, A4-5, A4-13, and A4-18 from the Center for Biological Diversity, and A11-8 from the 
Audubon Society. 

3-121 Two known wildlife corridors are present on the project site and may be impacted by the 
proposed project unless mitigation is incorporated: 1) the unnamed tributary of Cable 
Creek that flows in an east-to-west direction in the northern third of the project site 
(referred to here as the Northern Corridor); and 2) the outwash of Cable Creek adjacent 
to the Interstate 215 freeway that is proposed to be crossed by the secondary access 
road (referred to here as the Southern Corridor). For these corridors, the following must 
occur: 

Northern Corridor: A vegetation restoration and maintenance plan shall be prepared by 
the applicant and submitted to the Community Development Director and the Fire 
Marshall for review and approval prior to issuance of any grading permits. The Plan shall 
include detailed measures to:  

1) Restore, enhance, and maintain native vegetation to the maximum extent allowed by 
the Fire Protection Plan Native vegetation within this corridor must be restored, 
enhanced and maintained to the maximum extent allowed by the Fire Protection Plan;  

2) Provide riparian vegetation that provides high-quality foraging opportunities, cover, 
and other habitat values shall be as the preferred vegetation type in this area, unless 
specifically prohibited by the Fire Protection Plan;  

3) Use this area shall be as the preferred location for the planting of replacement native 
trees as outlined in the tree replacement requirements of Mitigation Measure 3-141, 
unless specifically prohibited by the Fire Protection Plan;  

4) Maintain the corridor shall be maintained free of fences, walls, or other obstructions 
that prevent passage of animals through the corridor;  
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5) Redirect and reduce any lighting associated with the project in this area, including 
street lights and residential lights, so it is shall be of the minimum output required and 
shall be down-shielded to prevent excessive light bleed into adjacent areas;  

6) Construct any road crossings, bridges, culverts, etc., shall be constructed with soft 
bottoms with an openness ratio of at least 0.9 (openness ratio=height x width/length), 
and;  

7) Incorporate additional recommendations as outlined in the report entitled “A Linkage 
Design for the San Gabriel-San Bernardino Connection” (South Coast Missing Linkages 
Project 2004) may be incorporated as feasible and appropriate. 

Southern Corridor: 1) Any bridge, culvert, or other road crossing structure shall be 
designed in such a manner as to allow for the maintenance of natural flow through the 
structure and downstream of the structure, as conditioned by the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service during the Section 7 permitting and by the California Department of Fish and 
Game during 1602 and 2081 permitting processes process; 2) any road crossings, 
bridges, culverts, etc., shall be constructed with soft bottoms with an openness ratio of 
at least 0.9 (openness ratio=height x width/length); and 3) additional recommendations 
as outlined in the report entitled “A Linkage Design for the San Gabriel-San Bernardino 
Connection” (South Coast Missing Linkages Project 2004) may be incorporated as 
feasible and appropriate. 

These measures shall be incorporated into site development plans and must be 
reviewed and approved prior to the issuance of grading permits. This measure does not 
preclude the requirement of additional mitigation that may be initiated by the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the US Army Corps of Engineers, the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, or the California Department of Fish and Game during the regulatory 
permitting process. This measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
Community Development Director. 

Page 5.6-27, Section 5.6.7, Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure has been 
revised in response to Comment A7-3, from the Devore Rural Protection Association. 

6-8 The development of Spring Trails shall follow development guidelines outlined in the 
San Bernardino General Plan for high wind areas (Policies 10.10.1 through 10.10.8, 
listed below). The building plans must be approved by the building official. If the 
normally-scheduled trash and recycling pick-up day falls on a day with high wind, which 
would cause debris to blow around, residents shall call the City’s Integrated Waste 
Management District to reschedule trash pick-up and all trash and recycling canisters 
shall be kept in their enclosures or inside to prevent them from blowing over. This 
provision shall also be included in the Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions for the 
proposed project. 

Policy 10.10.1: Ensure that buildings are constructed and sited to withstand wind 
hazards. 

Policy 10.10.2: Require that development in the High Wind Hazard Area, as designated 
in Figure S-8 [of the San Bernardino General Plan], be designed and constructed to 
withstand extreme wind velocities.  
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Policy 10.10.3: Periodically review the structural design requirements for wind in the 
Building Code to reflect wind conditions and property damage experienced as well as 
advances to current construction technology. 

Policy 10.10.4: Require that structures be sited to prevent adverse funneling of wind 
onsite and on adjacent properties. 

Policy 10.10.5: Require that multi-story residential, commercial, and industrial buildings 
be designed to prevent wind tunnel effects around their base and in passageways.  

Policy 10.10.6: Construct public infrastructure (lighting poles, street lights, bridges, etc.) 
to withstand extreme wind velocities in High Wind Hazard areas. 

Policy 10.10.7: Maintain police, fire, medical, and other pertinent programs to respond to 
wind-caused emergencies. 

Policy 10.10.8: Initiate a review of the wind hazard potential as it applies to various parts 
of the City and, if merited, tailor the design standards accordingly. 

Page 5.7-12, Section 5.7.1, Environmental Setting. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A5-7, from the County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works. 

Flood Hazards 

Designated Flood Zones 

The project site is in FEMA Zone DX, which is given to areas of undetermined flood zone risk because of 
a lack of flood risk analysis for the area. Flood insurance rates for these areas are commensurate with 
the uncertainty of the flood risk. meaning that it is outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains, The 
flood zones for the Spring Trails site has been determined from according to Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
Map Nos. 06071C7910H and 06071C7930H. 

Page 5.7-19, Section 5.7.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A5-7, from the County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works. 

Impact Analysis: The entire project site is in FEMA flood hazard zone DX, meaning that there is 
insufficient analysis in the area to determine the extent of flood risk. For areas of undetermined flood risk, 
insurance rates are commensurate with the uncertainty of the flood risk. Chapter 19.16 of City of San 
Bernardino’s Development Code (Flood Plain Overlay District) restricts development in areas of special 
flood hazards, areas of flood-related erosion hazards, and areas of mud slide, as identified by the FEMA 
FIRMs. Development restrictions do not apply to Zone D as it is not in one of these zones. it is outside of 
both 100-year and 500-year flood plains. Compliance with the City’s development codes would ensure 
that pProject development would not result in flood hazards to people or structures or redirect flood 
flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. This analysis is applicable to both the preferred development 
plan and the alternative (undergroundoverhead electric lines) development plan. 
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Pages 5.8-3 through 5.8-4, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting. The following text change has 
been made in response to Comment A8-4, from the Local Agency Formation Commission. 

The project site and the adjacent 26.4-acre annexation area are in San Bernardino County and in the City 
of San Bernardino’s unincorporated sphere of influence. The site is currently subject to County of San 
Bernardino’s General Plan and Zoning Code. As shown in Figure 4.6, Land Use Designations, under the 
County’s General Plan, the northern portion of the site, approximately 160 acres, is designated as 
Resource Conservation in the County’s General Plan. Although the project site is It private 
unincorporated land within the San Bernardino National Forest, the surrounding areas are publicly-
owned. All public national forest land surrounding the northern portion of the site is designated as 
Resource Conservation (RC) in the County’s General Plan. Since the site is privately owned, it is not 
designated RC. The southern portion of the site, approximately 190.6 acres, is designated Rural Living 
(RL-5), which allows up to one dwelling unit per five acres. The northern portion of the adjacent 26.4-acre 
annexation area is designated Rural Living (RL-5) and the southern portion of the annexation area is 
designated Single Residential (RS-1), which allows up to one dwelling unit per acre. 

Page 5.8-8, Section 5.8.1, Environmental Setting. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A8-5, from the Local Agency Formation Commission. 

The Spring Trails site was placed in the City of San Bernardino’s Sphere of Influence in September 1996, 
when the Local Agency Formation Commission approved a sphere of influence expansion for the City of 
San Bernardino. A sphere of influence, as defined by California Government Code, is a “plan for the 
probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency as determined by the Commission.” 
While the land is in the sphere of influence, the county retains land use authority. Under the County of 
San Bernardino’s authority, the County General Plan designated approximately 160 acres in the northern 
portion of the site as Resource Conservation (RC) private unincorporated land and approximately 190.6 
acres in the southern portion of the site Rural Living (RL-5), which allowed up to one dwelling unit per 
five acres. 

Page 5.8-31, Section 5.8.3, Environmental Impacts. The following revision to Table 5.8-2 has been 
made in response to Comment A10-7, from Omnitrans. 

Policy OSC-8: Local governments should encourage patterns of 
urban development and land use that reduce costs on 
infrastructure and make better use of existing facilities. 

Generally Consistent: As outlined in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, of the Specific Plan, the proposed project would 
consist of up to 307 single-family residential dwelling units that 
would require the construction of new roads and water, sewer, 
and other utility and infrastructure systems.  
 
As discussed in Please refer to Sections 5.12, Public Services, 
and 5.15, Utilities and Service Systems, for a further discussion 
of how the public services and facilities system would need to 
be expanded to be able to accommodate the proposed project. 
However, many of the provisions outlined in Chapter 5, 
Sustainability, of the Specific Plan would help reduce the need of 
and impacts on infrastructure costs and existing facilities. For 
example, to help minimize the impacts on costs and use of 
existing water and drain facilities, measures in the Specific Plan 
include the diversion of runoff into detention basins to reduce 
drainage runoff; the use of pervious paving materials to reduce 
stormwater runoff; the installation of moisture sensors and other 
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similar irrigation technology to reduce water needs; and the use 
of water-saving landscaping techniques, such as drip irrigation 
systems and drought-tolerant plant species. To help minimize 
the use of electricity facilities, measures in the Specific Plan 
include the installation of insulation with at least 75 percent 
recycled content; the use of low-voltage fixtures and energy-
efficient bulbs; the use of natural ventilation techniques, such as 
operable windows, to take advantage of airflow for cooling 
interiors, reducing the amount of energy needed for cooling; the 
use of “cool roofs” to cool building interiors and increase 
stormwater retention; the installation of water- and energy-
saving fixtures and appliances, such as showerheads, toilets, 
washing machines, clothes dryers, refrigerators, and 
dishwashers certified as EnergyStar®-compliant; and the 
incorporation of building materials that take advantage of heat 
storage or thermal mass to reduce energy needed for heating 
and cooling interiors. 
 
In addition, the proposed project would make much-needed 
improvements to the existing utility infrastructure by improving 
roadways, water and wastewater conveyance systems, and 
stormwater drains. These improvements need to be made in the 
area to improve traffic flow, help defend the area from wildfires, 
and reduce effects of flooding and stormwater overflow. Some 
of the improvements that would serve the project site, the 
Verdemont Area Phase I water infrastructure improvements, 
have already been started because they are needed to improve 
the water service in the area whether or not the proposed project 
is approved and developed. The Verdemont Area Phase II 
improvements would also be built with or without the proposed 
project. 
 
Please refer to Sections 5.12, Public Services, and 5.15, Utilities 
and Service Systems, for a further discussion of how the public 
services and facilities system would be able to accommodate 
the proposed project. 

 

Page 5.8-32, Section 5.8.3, Environmental Impacts. The following revision to Table 5.8-2 has been 
made in response to Comment A10-7, from Omnitrans. 

Policy OSC-10: Developers and local governments should 
promote infill development and redevelopment to revitalize 
existing communities. 

Inconsistent Not Applicable: The project site is not an infill or 
redevelopment site; the proposed project does not support this 
policy. ; therefore; this policy is not applicable. 

 

Page 5.8-33, Section 5.8.3, Environmental Impacts. The following revision to Table 5.8-2 has been 
made in response to Comment A10-7, from Omnitrans. 

Policy OSC-13: Developers and local governments should 
encourage multiple use spaces and encourage redevelopment in 
areas where it will provide more opportunities for recreational 
uses and access to natural areas close to the urban core.

Generally Consistent: The project site is not near the urban 
core but it does encourage recreational uses and provides 
access to natural areas. The provision of recreational needs is 
addressed in Section 5.13, Recreation. The parks and open 
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space design standards of the Specific Plan outline the 
necessary provisions to provide for usable and accessible 
recreational and people-gathering areas within the project site. 
Open space requirements and streetscape design elements 
would work in concert to create a pedestrian-friendly 
environment for residents and visitors. As shown in Figure 3-8, 
Trails, Parks, and Open Space Plan, recreational amenities 
would include two neighborhood parks, a dog park, and a 
comprehensive system of pedestrian and multiuse trails. As 
shown on Figure 3-8, the trail system would also include 
trailheads and observation points at key locations, and would 
connect to a planned regional trail system. See also response to 
RCP Policy OSC-9.

 

Page 5.8-36, Section 5.8.3, Environmental Impacts. The following revision to Table 5.8-2 has been 
made in response to Comment A10-7, from Omnitrans. 

Policy EN-8: Developers should incorporate and local 
governments should include the following land use principles that 
use resources efficiently, eliminate pollution and significantly 
reduce waste into their projects, zoning codes and other 
implementation mechanisms: 

 Mixed-use residential and commercial development that is 
connected with public transportation and utilizes existing 
infrastructure. 

 Land use and planning strategies to increase biking and 
walking trips. 

Partially Generally Consistent: The proposed project would 
consist of a master-planned residential development, and would 
not consist of mixed-use development or have access to public 
transportation. However, as shown on Figure 3-8, Trails, Parks, 
and Open Space Plan, the proposed project would include a 
comprehensive system of pedestrian and multiuse trails 
incorporated into the circulation plan. As shown in Figure 3-8, 
the proposed system of trails would connect internally and to the 
planned offsite regional trails. The proposed trails would not only 
provide a form of recreation and exercise for residents of the 
proposed project and surrounding communities, but would also 
provide an alternative mode of transportation for them and link 
them to the existing and planned City’s biking circulation 
system.  

 

Page 5.8-43, Section 5.8.3, Environmental Impacts. The following revision to Table 5.8-3 has been 
made in response to Comment A10-7, from Omnitrans. 

RTP G6: Encourage land use and growth patterns that 
complement our transportation investments and improves the 
cost-effectiveness of expenditures. 

Consistent: The project’s proposed land uses would 
complement the existing and proposed circulation and 
transportation facilities in and around the project area. For 
example, the residential land uses would be located and 
designed in a manner that would ensure use of existing and 
future vehicular and nonvehicular transportation systems and 
would not require the construction of new roadway systems 
(with the exception of the project access roads). The residents 
would use the existing local City-owned roadways and the state 
freeway system. Where necessary, improvements to existing 
roadways would be made to maintain the appropriate level of 
service. These improvements are required through mitigation 
measures in the Draft EIR. Some of these improvements would 
be funded by the developer and others would be funded in part 
by the developer through a fair share fee.  
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The project would also allow access to the regional trail system 
and the City’s public bus route indirectly. Omnitrans Route 7 
travels to the Ohio Avenue/Palm Avenue intersection. Residents 
of the proposed project may travel by bike along the onsite trails 
to City streets to access this bus stop. Onsite trails are As 
shown in Figure 3-8, Trails, Parks, and Open Space. Although 
there are no direct bus route connections to the proposed 
project, the design of the project does not prevent residents from 
accessing the bus route. , the proposed system of trails would 
connect internally and to the planned offsite regional trails. The 
proposed trails would not only provide a form of recreation and 
exercise for residents of the proposed project and surrounding 
communities, but would also provide an alternative mode of 
transportation. Additionally, as a part of individual project 
developments, all necessary traffic and circulation 
improvements would be installed and/or funded to ensure that 
the City’s roadways function as intended.  

 

Page 5.14-9, Section 5.14.1, Environmental Setting. The following text change has been made in 
response to Comment A10-3, from Omnitrans. 

Impact Analysis: The City of San Bernardino supports public and alternative transportation options in 
addition to vehicle travel. There are two main forms of public transportation, the Omnitrans bus service 
and a Metrolink station that connects the City with regional train stations. The nearest bus stop to the 
project site is an Omnitrans stop at Palm Avenue and Ohio Street, over two miles walking distance from 
the project site. Bus service from this stop connects passengers to the main Metrolink Station near the 
intersection of West Third Street and North K Street in San Bernardino. 

Omnitrans also provides paratransit service, which complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) requirements. ADA does not require this service to be provided when residences are more than 
0.75 miles from the nearest bus stop. However, Omnitrans provides this service to residences outside its 
service boundary for a surcharge fee. 

Page 5.14-10, Section 5.14.1, Environmental Setting (Table 5.14-2). The following revision to Table 
5.14-2 has been made in response to Comment A2-1, from the California Department of 
Transportation. 
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Table 5.14-2
Existing Intersection Delay and Level of Service1 

Intersection Traffic Control 
Peak Hour Delay in Seconds (LOS) 

Morning Evening
Little League Drive (NS) at: 
Meyers Road (EW) CSS 12.0-B 9.3-A 
Belmont Avenue (EW) AWS 8.9-A 7.4-A 
Frontage Road (EW) CSS 12.2-B 8.9-A 
Kendall Drive (EW) CSS 9.7-A 9.6-A 
Magnolia Avenue (NS) at: 
Belmont Avenue (EW) AWS 7.6-A 7.1-A 
Palm Avenue (NS) at: 
Belmont Avenue (EW) AWS 9.8-A 9.2-A 
Irvington Avenue (EW) TS 14.5-B 15.4-B 
Kendall Drive (EW) TS 31.3-C 31.2-C 
I-215 Freeway NB Ramps (EW) CSS 29.2-D 29.9-D 
I-215 Freeway SB Ramps (EW) AWS 34.8-D 14.2-B 
Source: Kunzman Associates 2009. 
CSS = cross-street stop; AWS = all-way stop; TS = traffic signal; NS = north–south; EW = east–west; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
Notes: 
1 Based on discussions with City of San Bernardino staff and information from a previous traffic study, it is projected that a nominal increase in traffic 
volumes has occurred in the study area from Year 2008 to Year 2011. 

 

Page 5.14-45, Section 5.14.7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 14-4 has been revised in 
response to Comment A12-2, from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

14-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall prepare a 
construction traffic plan that shall be approved by the City of San Bernardino Public 
Works/Engineering Division. The construction traffic plan shall:  

 Prohibit project construction traffic from using the Kendall Drive/Palm Avenue 
intersection during the morning peak hour (7:00 AM and 9:00 AM) and the evening 
peak hour (4:00 PM and 6:00 PM) 

 Establish truck haul routes on the appropriate transportation facilities.  

 Provide Traffic Control Plans (for detours and temporary road closures) that meet the 
minimum Caltrans, City, and County criteria.  

 Minimize offsite road closures during the peak hours. 

 Keep all construction-related traffic onsite at all times.  

 Provide temporary traffic controls, such as a flag person, during all phases of 
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 
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Page 5.16-23, Section 5.16-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 16-4 has been added in 
response to Comment R1-1, Group Letter. 

16-4 Applicants for new developments in Spring Trails shall submit evidence to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Chief Development Services Director that the project uses 
insulation with at least 75 percent recycled content, such as cellulose, newspaper, or 
recycled cotton.  

Page 5.16-23, Section 5.16-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 16-10 has been added in 
response to Comment A12-2, from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

16-10 Garages shall be electrically wired to accommodate electric vehicle charging. The 
location of the electrical outlets shall be specified on building plans.  

3.3 CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

3.3.1 Revisions due to the Change in Preferred Development Plan (Electrical Power 
Lines)  

The project site is traversed by 112 kilovolt (kV) electrical lines owned by Southern California Edison 
(SCE). Initially, at the time of the release of the Draft EIR, the applicant had selected a preferred 
development plan that would assume the power lines would be undergrounded. Now the preferred 
development plan is to have the SCE power lines remain aboveground. 

Universal changes have been made in each environmental topical section of the Draft EIR to correct the 
preferred and alternative overhead power line development plans. Since the revisions are reciprocated in 
each section, they are not all included below. The revisions below are from sections that discuss or 
analyze the electrical powerlines in more detail.  

Page 1-5, Section 1-4, Project Summary. The following text has been revised. 

The Spring Trails plan assumes that the Southern California Edison (SCE) overhead electric lines that 
traverse the western portion of the site will remain aboveground be located underground. In the event 
that SCE prefers that the overhead electric lines to cannot be located underground, an alternative plan 
accommodating the lines belowabove ground is included for analysis in this EIR. The alternative plan is 
identical to the preferred plan except that it contains 3064 single-family detached units (3053 new units 
and 1 existing residence) and the SCE electric lines are located underground above ground (see 
Chapter 3, Project Description). 
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Table 1-1  
Land Use Summary 

Land Use Acres 1, 2 Maximum Density Units3 
Developed Area 

Residential 70.9 1 unit per lot 3036 
Private Lot (existing) 2.2 1 unit 1 
Parks (public and private) 9.0   
Open Space – Controlled 125.1   
Utilities 1.2   
Roads (onsite) 33.1   

Subtotal 241.5  3047 

Undeveloped Area 

Open Space – Natural  111.3   

Subtotal Onsite 352.8  3047 

Offsite Acres 

Roads/Grading (offsite) 23.7   

Total (On- and Off-site) 376.5  3047 
Source: Spring Trails Specific Plan. 
1 Variations to account for final roadway alignments and grading may result in a minor shifting of acres. 
2 Statistics are based upon buildable area depicted on Figure 2.2 of the Specific Plan instead of the legal lot area to give a true picture of the use of the 

land. See Figure 3-4, Zoning Map, for the zoning designations. 
3 Lots 30 and 233, as numbered on Tract Map 15576, are undevelopable unless the building pads are reconfigured in a manner that is acceptable to 

the Fire Chief. If they are not reconfigured accordingly, the total units developed would be 3015. 

 

Page 1-6, Section 1-4, Project Summary. The following text has been revised. 

Spring Trails is 29,000 square feet (0.67 acres). The largest lots (up to 18.3 acres) are on the northern 
portion and upper elevations of the site, and the smallest lots (10,801 square feet or 0.25 acre) are on the 
lower elevations and southern portion of the project. The buildable and nonbuildable areas of each lot 
are depicted on Figure 3-3, Development Plan, and also on Figure 3-4, Zoning Map, in Chapter 3, Project 
Description. The buildable and nonbuildable areas of each lot for the alternative plan with underground 
overhead electric lines are depicted in Chapter 3 in Figure 3-3A, Alternative (UndergroundOverhead 
Electric Lines) Development Plan. 

Page 3-1, Section 3, Project Description. The following text has been revised. 

As described in detail in this section, the Spring Trails Specific Plan proposes development of 3047 
single-family lots within a 352.8-acre site situated within an unincorporated area of the foothills of the San 
Bernardino Mountains. The proposed development footprint would encompass approximately 68 
percent of the project site, including 9 acres of parks and 1265.1 acres of internal slopes and fuel 
modification zones. The remaining 32 percent of Spring Trails (111.3 acres) would remain in natural 
open space. 
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Page 3-7 through 3-8, Section 3.4.1, Development Plan. The following text has been revised. 

Figure 3-3, Development Plan, depicts the proposed development for the project site. This is the 
preferred development plan and it assumes that the Southern California Edison (SCE) overhead electric 
lines that traverse the western portion of the site would remain aboveground be relocated underground. 
Figure 3-3A, Alternative (Underground Overhead Electric Lines) Development Plan, depicts an alternative 
plan with the electric lines accommodated below above ground, in the event that they are not left 
aboveground.placed underground, Both plans are described in more detail below.  

Preferred Development Plan 

The development footprint focuses on the gently sloping alluvial benches between canyons, steep 
hillsides, and the major drainages (Cable Canyon and Meyer Canyon) that characterize the property.  

The project site (352.8 acres) is within the City of San Bernardino’s unincorporated sphere of influence 
(SOI) and will be annexed into the City. The proposal also includes the annexation of an adjacent 26.4-
acre area consisting of six parcels owned by various property owners (outlined on Figure 3-2). The area 
is adjacent to the west of the project site along Meyers Road and currently has four occupied, multiple-
acre lots. It is being included in the annexation element of the proposed project to prevent the creation of 
a county island within the City of San Bernardino. The creation of an island is not allowed under 
regulations governing the Local Agency Formation Commission of San Bernardino County. A land use 
proposal has not been submitted for this 26.4-acre area and it is not owned or otherwise under the 
control of the applicant. For these reasons, no development would occur on these parcels as part of this 
project. 

The Spring Trails plan accommodates 3047 single-family detached units (3036 new units and 1 existing 
residence), which are set among neighborhoods separated by open space corridors, drainage ways, 
roadways, and sloped areas. Underneath the central portion of the electric line easement, the land use is 
designated as Open Space-Controlled. The northern portion of the electric line easement is designated 
as residential in Figure 3-3; however, development is not permitted within the electric line easement. A 
system of pathways connects the residences with neighborhood parks and natural open spaces. 
Development is focused onto approximately 241.5 acres, or about 68 percent of the total site, and 
includes 9 acres of parks and 125.1 acres of internal slopes and fuel modification zones. The remaining 
32 percent of Spring Trails (111.3 acres) is preserved as natural open space. A statistical analysis of the 
site plan is provided in Table 3-1, Land Use Summary. 
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Table 3-1  
Land Use Summary 

Land Use Acres 1, 2 Maximum Density Units3 
Developed Area 

Residential 70.9 1 unit per lot 3036 
Private Lot (existing) 2.2 1 unit 1 
Parks (public and private) 9.0   
Open Space – Controlled 126.05.1   
Utilities 1.2   
Roads (onsite) 33.1   

Subtotal 241.5  3047 

Undeveloped Area 

Open Space – Natural  111.3   

Subtotal Onsite 352.8  3047 

Offsite Acres 

Roads/Grading (offsite) 23.7   
Total 376.5  3047 

Source: Spring Trails Specific Plan. 
1 Variations to account for final roadway alignments and grading may result in a minor shifting of acres. 
2 Statistics are based upon buildable area depicted on Figure 2.2 of the Specific Plan instead of the legal lot area to give a true picture of the use of the 

land. See Figure 3-4, Zoning Map, for the zoning designations. 
3 Lots 30 and 233, as numbered on Tract Map 15576, are undevelopable unless the building pads are reconfigured in a manner that is acceptable to 

the Fire Chief. If they are not reconfigured accordingly, the total units developed would be 3035. 

Page 3-8 through 3-9, Section 3.4.1, Development Plan. The following text has been revised. 

Alternative (Undergrounded Overhead Electric Lines) Development Plan 

As shown in Figure 3-3A, the alternative plan for Spring Trails is the same as the preferred plan in every 
respect except for the treatment of the land above beneath the undergrounded above ground electric 
lines and the number of residential lots. The alternative plan contains 3074 single-family detached units 
(3063 new units and 1 existing residence). Underneath the central portion of the electric line easement, 
the land use is designated as Open Space-Controlled. The northern portion of the electric line easement 
is designated as residential in Figure 3.3A; however, development is not permitted within the electric line 
easement. A statistical analysis of the alternative plan is provided in Table 3-1A, Alternative Land Use 
Summary. 



 
3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

 

Spring Trails Specific Plan Final EIR City of San Bernardino  Page 3-19 

Table 3-1A  
Alternative Land Use Summary 

Land Use Acres 1, 2 Maximum Density Units3 
Developed Area 

Residential 70.90 1 unit per lot 3053 
Private Lot (existing) 2.2 1 unit 1 
Parks (public and private) 9.0   
Open Space – Controlled 125.16.0   
Utilities 1.2   
Roads (onsite) 33.1   

Subtotal 241.5  3064 

Undeveloped Area 

Open Space – Natural  111.3   

Subtotal Onsite 352.8  3064 

Offsite Acres 

Roads/Grading (offsite) 23.7   
Total 376.5  3064 

Source: Spring Trails Specific Plan. 
1 Variations to account for final roadway alignments and grading may result in a minor shifting of acres. 
2 Statistics are based upon buildable area depicted on Figure 2.2 of the Specific Plan instead of the legal lot area to give a true picture of the use of the 

land. See Figure 3-4, Zoning Map, for the zoning designations. 
3 Lots 30 and 233, as numbered on Tract Map 15576, are undevelopable unless the building pads are reconfigured in a manner that is acceptable to 

the Fire Chief. If they are not reconfigured accordingly, the total units developed would be 3042. 

 

The buildable and nonbuildable areas of each lot for the alternative plan with underground overhead 
electric lines isare depicted in Figure 3-3A and also in Figure 3-4A, Alternative (UndergroundOverhead 
Electric Lines) Zoning Map. 

Page 3-10, Section 3.4.3, Trails and Open Space. The following text has been revised. 

Figure 3-8, Trails, Parks, and Open Space Plan, illustrates the recreational improvements proposed for 
Spring Trails. As detailed in Table 3-1, 245.4 acres of the 352.8-acre site are planned as open space, 
including natural open space, controlled open space, and parks. Two neighborhood parks would be 
public, serve the dual function as detention basins, and include shade structures and tot lots. One 
private park is proposed to include a thematic garden, observation point, a tot lot, and other amenities 
such as an outdoor fireplace, water feature, picnic benches, and gazebo. A private, enclosed dog park is 
also proposed. If permitted by SCE, a park and/or trail may be located under the electric lines as a 
permitted use; however, they are not assumed in the buildout of the preferred plan. 

In the alternative plan with underground overhead electric lines, the area planned as open space in 
Spring Trails totals 125.16 acres. The additional , 0.9 fewer acres of open space than above what is 
shown in the preferred development plan accommodates an SCE easement for the overhead electric 
lines. As shown in Figure 3-8A, Alternative (UndergroundOverhead Electric Lines) Trails, Parks, and Open 
Space Plan, the land aboveunderneath the central portion of the SCE easement is designated as 
residential Open Space-Controlled. If permitted by SCE, a park and/or trail may be located under this 
portion of the electric lines as a permitted use; however, they are not assumed in the buildout of the 
alternative plan. 
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Page 5.6-7, Section 5.6.1, Environmental Setting. The following text has been revised. 

Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations for Public Infrastructure 

Southern California Edison  

The Spring Trails project assumes that the overhead electric lines would remain aboveground on the 
project site. In the event that the overhead electric lines on the Spring Trails project site are moved 
underground or relocated within the project site, Southern California Edison requires the following 
information to proceed with the relocation of their electric transmission facilities. 

Page 5.6-9, Section 5.6.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Alternative (UndergroundOverhead Electric Lines) Development Plan 

The Spring Trails project assumes that the SCE overhead electric lines that traverse the western portion 
of the site will remain aboveground. be located underground, In the event that the overhead electric lines 
cannot be located must be undergrounded, an alternative plan accommodating the lines above 
underground is proposed for the project site. The alternative plan for Spring Trails is the same as the 
preferred plan in every respect except for the treatment of the land above beneath the 
underaboveground electric lines and the number of residential lots. Both scenarios are analyzed in this 
section. 

Page 5.6-21 through 5.6-22, Section 5.6.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been 
revised. 

Impact 5.6-5: If the project is built with Tthe Southern California Edison 115 kV transmission lines 
remaining above ground the lines would potentially expose construction workers 
and residents to hazards of electric shock and/or electric and magnetic fields. 
[Threshold H-3 in part] 

Impact Analysis: As shown in Figure 3-3, Development Plan, in Section 3 the plan assumes that the SCE 
overhead electric lines that traverse the western portion of the site would be located aboveground 
underground. In the event that SCE prefers that the overhead electric lines to cannot be undergrounded, 
an alternative plan accommodating the lines underground above ground is proposed for the site (see 
Figure 3-3A, Alternative (Underground Overhead Electric Lines) Development Plan). The alternative plan 
for Spring Trails is the same as the preferred plan in every respect except for the treatment of the land 
above beneath the aboveunderground electric lines and the number of residential lots. In the preferred 
plan this alternative, underneath the central portion of the electric line easement, the land use is 
designated as Open Space-Controlled. The northern portion of the electric line easement is designated 
as residential in Figure 3-3; however, development is not permitted within the electric line easement. The 
SCE easement would be landscaped in accordance with the approved Fire Protection Plan for Spring 
Trails. If permitted by SCE, a park and/or equestrian/pedestrian trail may be located under the electric 
lines as a permitted use; however, they are not assumed in the design of the alternative plan. 

The preferred development plan and the alternative development plan with underground overhead 
electric lines presents potential hazards related to proximity to future residential uses: 
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 Although SCE makes provision for earthquakes in the design and construction of overhead 
transmission lines, extreme seismic shaking and earth rupture on the San Andreas fault may 
snap lines or topple towers, resulting in live power to the ground. 

 During construction, accidental contact with the towers or wires is possible. 
 Resident youths may be tempted to play on or climb the towers. 
 Residents may be exposed to electric and magnetic fields (EMF). 

These lines would pose both construction and operational risks to workers or residents on the site. 
Contact with the wires by an elevated excavator arm, raised bucket, or other equipment designed for 
overhead work would have potentially fatal consequences. There is also the risk that residents may be 
tempted to climb on or vandalize the supporting towers. Though slight, the risk of electrical shock 
because of such activity does exist. Worker and residents would also be susceptible to electromagnetic 
fields (EMFs) because of the location of the lines on the project site. The SCE easement does not cross 
into the adjacent 26.4-acre annexation area. 

The project proposes to allow relocate the 115 kV lines to be aboveground underground prior to site 
development; therefore, the risks associated with electrical shock and physical contact with the lines 
would be eliminated. If SCE prefers the 115kV lines cannot to be relocated underground, then the project 
would underground these lines prior to site developmentbe built to accommodate the overhead electric 
lines. This alternative plan is described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and is illustrated in Figure 3-3A, 
Alternative (UndergroundOverhead Electric Lines) Development Plan. Figure 3-3A shows the relationship 
between the easement and residential lots. Instead of Open Space-Controlled, the area above the 
electric lines would be used for three additional residential lots. Underneath the electric line easement, 
the land use is designated Open Space-Controlled. As proposed, tThe northern portion of the electric 
line easement is designated residential in Figure 3.3A; however, development is not permitted within the 
electric line easement. 

Page 5.6-23 through 5.6-24, Section 5.6.6, Level of Significance Before Mitigation. The following 
text has been revised. 

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following 
impacts would be less than significant: 5.6-1 and 5.6-2. 

Without mitigation, the following impacts would be potentially significant: 

 Impact 5.6-3 The topography and physical conditions of the proposed project site puts it at 
high risk for fires, potentially causing damage, injury, or death to property and 
people on the site. In addition, two lots (Lot 30 and 233) would be 
undevelopable due to deficient space for fuel modification. 

 Impact 5.6-4 Development of Spring Trails in a designated high wind area would place 
residents, construction workers, and on- and offsite property at risk of injury, 
death, and/or damage caused by high wind conditions. 

 Impact 5.6-5 If the project is built with Tthe Southern California Edison 115 kV transmission 
lines remaining aboveground the lines would potentially expose construction 
workers and residents to hazards of electric shock. 



 
3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
 

Page 3-22  The Planning Center|DC&E October 2012 

Page 5.6-26, Section 5.6-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 6-6 has been revised. 

6-6 If the project is built with the Southern California Edison 115 kV transmission lines 
remaining aboveground, Aall flammable vegetation within the SCE Southern California 
Edison 115 kV overhead transmission lines easement shall be removed, by the 
Homeowners Association, on an ongoing basis, except for that needed for erosion 
control and soil stability. 

Pages 5.11-8 through 5.11-9, Section 5.11.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been 
revised. 

Impact 5.11-1: Based on an average household size of 3.34, 3047 units located on the project site 
would introduce approximately 1,0125 new residents to the City of San Bernardino. 
[Threshold P-1] 

Impact Analysis: The proposed project would result in population growth in the project area by directly 
introducing 3047 new single-family residential units into the City of San Bernardino. Using an average 
household size of 3.34 persons,1 the proposed project would add up to 1,0125 new residents to the City 
of San Bernardino. The alternative (undergroundoverhead electric lines) development plan would 
introduce 3064 new single-family residential units into the City of San Bernardino. Based on an average 
household size of 3.34 persons, the alternative plan would add up to 1,0215 new residents to the City. 
The impacts related to population and housing would be similar for both scenarios; therefore, the 
preferred development plan is used for the analysis below. 

Pages 5.11-9 through 5.11-10, Section 5.11.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been 
revised. 

Jobs/Housing Balance 

SCAG applies the jobs/housing ratio at the regional and subregional level as a tool for analyzing the fit 
between jobs, housing, and infrastructure. Although no ideal jobs/housing ratio is adopted in state, 
regional, or city policies, SCAG considers an area balanced when the jobs/housing ratio is 1.35; 
communities with more than 1.5 jobs per dwelling unit are considered jobs-rich. The proposed project 
would consist of 3049 residential units and would not provide any jobs. Table 5.11-5 shows the projected 
growth from 2005 to 2035 for the City and the County with and without the proposed project. By 2035, 
the City is projected to grow by 36.6 percent in housing, 32.1 percent in population, and 65.5 percent in 
employment. SCAG’s forecast predicts a strong growth in employment, as the City’s jobs/housing ratio 
was 1.65 in 2005 and is expected to increase to 2.00 by 2035. The projected 2035 jobs/housing ratio at 
buildout with the project would be 1.99, 0.01 less than the jobs/housing ratio at buildout without the 
project. The proposed project would create a jobs/housing ratio that is slightly more balanced compared 
to the projected buildout in the area, improving the jobs/housing ratio within the City. 

 

                                                      
1 Population generation factor is based on the Department of Finance’s 2009 City/County Population and Housing 
Estimates.  
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Table 5.11-5  
Projected Growth and Jobs/Housing Ratio According to SCAG 

 2005 

Projected 
Buildout 
(2035) 

Projected 
Growth 
(2005-
2035) 

Proposed 
Increase 

Adjusted 
Buildout with 

Project 
(2035) 

Adjusted 
Growth 
(2005-
2035) Difference

City of San Bernardino 
Population 201,049 265,515 32.1% 1,0125 266,5340 32.6% 0.5% 
Employment 94,917 157,088 65.5% 0 157,088 65.5% 0% 
Households 57,698 78,619 36.3% 3047 78,9236 36.8% 0.5% 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 1.65 2.00 -- -- 1.99  
County of San Bernardino 
Population 1,971,318 3,133,801 59.0% 1,0125 3,134,8126 59.0% 0.5% 
Employment 704,239 1,254,749 78.2% 0 1,254,749 78.2% 0% 
Households 567,277 972,561 71.4% 3047 972,8658 71.5% 0.1% 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 1.24 1.29 -- -- 1.29  
Sources: SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan Growth Forecast. 

 

Page 5.11-10, Section 5.11.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Table 5.11-6  
Projected Growth and Jobs/Housing Ratio According to the City’s General Plan 

 General Plan Buildout Proposed Increase General Plan Buildout with project 
Population 319,241 1,0125 320,2566 
Employment 355,629 0 355,629 
Households 95,664 3047 95,96871 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 3.7 -- 3.7 
Sources: City of San Bernardino 2005a. 

 

Page 5.12-3, Section 5.12.2.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Impact 5.12-1: The proposed project would introduce 3047 residences and about 1,0125 
Residents into a very high fire hazard severity zone in the San Bernardino city Fire 
Department service Area, thereby increasing the requirement for fire protection 
facilities and personnel. [Threshold FP-1] 

Impact Analysis: The project would include 3047 homes, four parks, and roadways for site and internal 
access to the roughly 353-acre project site. The project is expected to add about 1,0125 residents to the 
site. Therefore, project development is expected to result in an increase in calls for SBFD fire and 
emergency medical services. At project completion, SBFD response time to emergency calls to the 
farthest part of the site from the Verdemont Fire Station is expected to be 12 to 13 minutes. This is seven 
to eight minutes more than the standard SBFD response time of five minutes. After a reduction in staff 
from four to three firefighters, staffing at the station was recently restored to four firefighters (Moon 2009). 
The addition of the Spring Trails development to the area served by the Verdemont Fire Station may 
result in increased demand on emergency fire services. To offset the additional demand caused by new 
development projects, the City requires a fair-share contribution from new developments to help fund 
ongoing operation and maintenance of the Verdemont Fire Station. 
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Page 5.12-9, Section 5.12.3.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Impact 5.12-2: The proposed project would introduce new structures and Residents into the San 
Bernardino police department’s service boundaries, thereby increasing the 
requirement for police protection and personnel. [Threshold PP-1] 

Impact Analysis: Upon annexation of the project site and county island, the SBPD would be providing 
police services to the project site. This would expand SBPD’s service area and would likely result in an 
increase in calls for SBPD services. Such an increase in calls would be expected to create a need for 
additional police staff. The City of San Bernardino’s development impact fee for law enforcement is 
$597.74 per unit for detached single-family residential units. With a total of 3047 units, 
$181,712.963,506.18 would be charged to the project developer as law enforcement development 
impact fees. These fees may be spent on facilities, equipment, or vehicles. 

Pages 5.12-1 through 5.12-12, Section 5.12.4.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has 
been revised. 

 
Table 5.12-3  

Estimated Student Generation for the Proposed Project 
School Level Student Generation Rate1 Households Total Student Generation

Elementary 0.3310 3047 1012 
Middle 0.1695 3047 52 
High 0.1933 3047 5960 
1 Dolinka Group 2008. 

 

As shown in Tables 5.12-2 and 5.12-3 the project is estimated to generate roughly 1012 additional 
students in the attendance area of North Verdemont Elementary School, 52 students in the attendance 
area of Cesar Chavez Middle School, and 5960 students in the attendance area of Cajon High School. 
There is existing unused capacity at Cesar Chavez Middle School and Cajon High School to 
accommodate project-generated students. However, the unused capacity at North Verdemont 
Elementary School is 82 students, less than project-generated elementary school students. The project 
would create a potential need for teachers and support staff at the elementary, middle, and high school 
levels. In addition, the project may create a need for additional elementary school classroom space, 
depending on population trends in the area. 

Page 5.12-13, Section 5.12.5.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Impact 5.12-4: The proposed project would add roughly 1,0125 residents to the project site, 
increasing the service needs for the Dorothy Inghram Branch Library. [Threshold 
LS-1]  

Impact Analysis: The project would include 3047 single-family homes and would also involve the 
annexation of the project site into the City of San Bernardino. Upon annexation, the project would be in 
the service area of the San Bernardino Public Library, and the Dorothy Inghram Branch Library would be 
the closest SBPL facility. The average household size in the City of San Bernardino is roughly 3.34 
persons. Therefore, the project at completion would be expected to add roughly 1,0125 persons to the 
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City. The 26.4-acre annexation area includes 13 current residents. The project along with the annexation 
area would thus result in an increase in demands for library service in the City. At a ratio of two volumes 
per resident, the project would create a need for roughly 2,0350 additional library items. The annexation 
area would create a need for roughly 26 additional library items. The project-generated increase in 
population would also create increased need for technology such as computers at the Inghram Branch 
Library, and would contribute to a need for additional staffing. The library facilities fee that the City would 
charge to the project, $596.63 per residential unit, would help the SBPL to meet the project-related 
increase in demands for library services. 

Page 5.13-5, Section 5.13.3., Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Proposed Trails, Parks, and Open Space Plan  

As shown on Figure 3-8, Trails, Parks, and Open Space Plan, Spring Trails accommodates 3047 single-
family detached units (3036 new units and 1 existing residence) and a system of pathways that would 
connect the residences with neighborhood parks and natural open spaces. Development is focused 
within approximately 241.5 acres, or 68 percent of the total site, and includes 9 acres of parks and 
1265.1 acres of internal slopes and fuel modification zones. The remaining 32 percent of Spring Trails 
(111.3 acres) is preserved as natural open space. 

Spring Trails would provide approximately 246.35.4 acres of public and private parkland, open space, 
and trails, as summarized in Table 5.13-1 and described in detail below. Also, Table 5.13-2, Maintenance 
Plan, describes the maintenance responsibilities for the neighborhood parks and trails in the project 
area. 

 
Table 5.13-1  

Open Space, Parks, and Recreation Facilities 
Parks/Recreation Facilities Acres

Public Parks 9.0 
Open Space-Natural 111.3 
Open Space-Controlled 1265.1 

Total 246.35.4
 

Page 5.13-8, Section 5.13.3., Environmental Impacts. The following text has been revised. 

Impact 5.13-1: The proposed project would include up to 3047 residential dwelling units to the San 
Bernardino area, resulting in a subsequent increase in use of existing recreational 
facilities and a possible demand for additional facility development. [Thresholds R-1 
& R-2] 

Impact Analysis: According to the Parks, Recreation, and Trails Element of the San Bernardino General 
Plan, five acres of parkland and/or recreations facilities per 1,000 population is required for residential 
development projects. The maximum buildout of the Spring Trails Specific Plan would accommodate 
3047 units. Based on the City of San Bernardino’s General Land Use Element, the 2008 average 
household size is 3.34 persons, and the project would therefore generate a population of approximately 
1,0125 residents (3047 units x 3.34 = 1,0125).  
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Based on the Quimby Act legislation allowing a maximum parkland dedication standard of 3 acres per 
1,000 population, approximately 3.051 acres of parkland or equivalent fees or improvements would be 
required to serve the residents of the proposed project. Based on the City’s General Plan performance 
standard for parks and recreation facilities (5 acres per 1,000 population), the project would generate the 
need for 5.013 acres of parkland. 

The Spring Trails Specific Plan would provide 246.35.4 acres of public and private parkland, open space, 
trails, and recreational amenities on the project site. More specifically, 9.0 of the 245.4 acres would be 
designated public and private parks: 2.0 acres of private parks and 7.0 acres of public parks. Therefore, 
the project would exceed the City requirements by 3.9987 acres of parkland. Additionally, the project 
responds to the City’s Parks, Recreation, and Trails Element Goals 8.1 and 8.3 by providing parks and 
creating a trail system that would connect to future and existing regional and City trails. The parks and 
open space components would provide passive and active recreational opportunities. The exact 
number, precise location, configuration, type, and amount of amenities and facilities, and the size of the 
parks and open space areas would be established at the time of development of the tentative tract 
map(s) of the proposed project. 

The proposed parks and open space acreage of the Spring Trials Specific Plan would meet and exceed 
the amount of parkland and/or recreation facilities defined by the Quimby Act and the more conservative 
performance standard outlined in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project’s parks and 
open space components would ensure that recreational facilities would be available to new residents of 
the proposed project. Since park needs would be met and exceeded onsite, it is not expected that the 
residents of the proposed project would, in any appreciable manner, need to use City or regionwide 
parks that are located offsite. Additionally, the proposed public parks, trails, and open space 
components would also serve residents of the existing and future surrounding communities. Impacts 
from construction of the parks and trail system are included in the discussion of impacts for the overall 
development in this EIR. 

The above analysis is applicable to both the preferred development plan and the alternative 
(undergroundoverhead electric lines) development plan. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Buildout of the Spring Trails Specific Plan would accommodate 3047 residential units, generating a total 
of 1,0125 residents. According to the Parks, Recreation, and Trails Element, the City is currently deficient 
in park space and needs 787.6 acres of public parkland to provide for the projected population. The 
project itself would generate a need for a total of 5.013 acres of parkland. However, the project would 
provide 9 acres of public and private parkland and an additional 246.35.4 acres of open space, providing 
additional acreage beyond the park requirements and lessening the City’s overall parkland needs. 
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3.3.2 Other Revisions to the Draft EIR 

The following revisions have been made to correct text, tables, and/or figures in the Draft EIR.  

Page 5.3-49, Section 5.3.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text revision has been made to 
Impact 5.3-2. 

IMPACT 5.3-2: DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN IMPACTS TO SIX 
RIPARIAN PLANT COMMUNITIES TOTALING 26.7 26.4 ACRES. Also, 168.4 ACRES 
OF RIVERSIDEAN SAGE SCRUB, A SENSITIVE NON-RIPARIAN PLANT COMMUNITY, 
WOULD BE IMPACTED. PORTIONS OF THE SITE WITHIN USFWS-DESIGNATED 
CRITICAL HABITAT FOR SAN BERNARDINO KANGAROO RAT WOULD BE 
IMPACTED. [THRESHOLD B-2] 

Page 5.3-50, Section 5.3.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text revision has been made to 
Impact 5.3-2. 

The mitigation provided in Section 5.3.7 of this EIR provides for the purchase and permanent 
preservation of offsite mitigation lands and/or the payment of in lieu fees to appropriately offset the 
project’s impact to RSS. For the reasons cited above, the prescribed mitigation for RSS for this project is 
set at a ratio 1:3 (one acre replaced for every three acres impacted). The mitigation also requires that the 
applicant demonstrate that suitable mitigation lands have been identified and are available for 
acquisition, either through direct purchase or the payment of fees. The project applicant has identified 
several hundred acres of potential mitigation lands containing suitable RSS habitat along the alluvial fans 
of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel Mountains. These lands are available for purchase and 
dedication to an appropriate conservation management organization. This dedication and management 
would ensure the long-term conservation status of this sensitive habitat type in the San Bernardino 
Valley. It can therefore be concluded that the prescribed mitigation is feasible and would thus mitigate 
the project’s impacts in this regard to less than significant levels. 

Page 5.3-50, Section 5.3.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text revision has been made to 
Impact 5.3-2. 

Invasive Plant Impacts 

As discussed previously, the project site represents good quality habitat and a diverse mosaic of plant 
communities and is unusual for its relative lack of invasive plant species. Unlike other areas along the 
front range of the San Bernardino Mountains, the project site has not converted to large areas of 
nonnative grassland. Only 11.4 12.5 acres of the project site, or about 3 percent, has converted to this 
community type. The areas immediately surrounding the site, particularly in the SBNF, are also relatively 
unaffected by type conversion. 
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Page 5.5-26, Section 5.5.3, Environmental Impacts. The following text revision has been made. 

IMPACT 5.5-9 PART OF THE PROJECT WOULD BE DEVELOPED WITHIN A HILLSIDE 
MANAGEMENT OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICT (HMOD); THE SPECIFIC PLAN 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS REPLACE THE HMOD DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. 
[THRESHOLD G-9] 

Roughly 67 percent (133 acres) of the project site is within the Hillside Management Overlay District 
(HMOD), which covers all areas with slopes of 15 percent or greater. The HMOD contains development 
performance standards, including standards regarding soils and grading, geotechnical standards, and 
standards requiring that vegetation on slopes, including graded slopes, be preserved or reestablished; 
such standards are listed above in Section 5.5.1. The Spring Trails hillside design and development 
standards have been prepared to be site-specific for the proposed project and are consistent with the 
General Plan, replacing the HMOD development standards. Since the alternative and preferred 
development plans would require development of similar magnitude, this analysis is applicable to both 
the preferred development plan and the alternative (overhead electric lines) development plan. Under 
either the preferred or alternative development plan, the project would be built and operated in 
compliance with the requirements of the HMOD that are described in Section 5.5.1. 

Page 5.6-26, Section 5.6-7, Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measure 6-7 has been revised. 

Lots 30 and 233 

6-7 Development of Lots 30 and 233 shall only occur when the following conditions are met. 
No development shall occur without the review and approval of the San Bernardino Fire 
Chief. 

 The onsite fuel modification shall consist of irrigated “Zone A” and “Zone B” that 
will remain within the Spring Trails property. An irrigated “Zone A” shall be a 
non-combustible setback zone within the pad area between the residential 
structure and the wildland urban interface area, traditionally the furthest portion 
of the pad. “Zone B” shall be a landscaped irrigated zone beyond “Zone A” and 
terminating at the project boundary, with non-combustible construction which 
will act as a “heat-sink” from an impending wild fire. “Zone C” shall extend offsite 
as fuel modification. “Zone C” will be a temporary off-site fuel modification until 
the adjoining property is, or will be, developed. If this is the scenario an 
easement will be required for maintenance of the “Zone C”. If the adjoining 
property is developed prior to the development of the Spring Trails project, then 
the off-site fuel modification will not be required for Lots 30 and 233. The total 
fuel modification distance for lots 30 and 233 will be a minimum of 170 feet.  

 For Lot 30, Zone A shall have a minimum/maximum distance of 20 feet, Zone B 
shall have a minimum distance of 8850 feet and a maximum distance of 113111 
feet, and Zone C shall have a minimum distance of 3740 feet and a maximum 
distance of 62100 feet (a total of 15,469 square feet off-site Zone C). 

 For lot 233, Zone A shall have a minimum/maximum distance of 20 feet, Zone B 
shall have a minimum distance of 68 feet and a maximum distance of 129139 
feet in width, and Zone C shall have a minimum distance of 43 feet and a 
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maximum distance of 80 feet (a total of approximately 20,706 square feet off-site 
Zone C). 

Page 5.8-13, Section 5.8-3, Environmental Impacts. The following text revision has been made. 

General Plan and Zoning 

The project would be consistent with the City of San Bernardino General Plan. Under the existing 
General Plan designation of RE, the maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per acre. The project would 
require a General Plan Amendment to change the existing land use designation to Specific Plan. 
Residential Low (RL), allowing 3.1 dwelling units per acre, an increase of 2.1 dwelling units per acre. The 
project would be annexed into the City of San Bernardino and zoned Specific Plan RE (consistent with 
existing prezoning). The project’s overall density over the 352.8-acre site would be 0.87 dwelling units 
per acre. 

Page 13-2, Chapter 13, Bibliography. The following text revision has been made. 

McGill, Tom. 2012. Memorandum: Availability of Conservation Properties for the Spring Trails Specific 
Plan. 

3.4 REVISED AND NEW FIGURES 

The following figures have been revised. 
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1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 
Orange, California 92868 

(714) 973-8383 
 

www.traffic-engineer.com 

 

October 5, 2011 
 
 
 
Ms. Victoria Mata, Director of Planning 
USA GLOBAL DEVELOPMENT CO. 
100 Pacifica, Suite 345 
Irvine, CA 92618 
 
Dear Ms. Mata: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide responses to comments regarding the Spring 
Trails Traffic Impact Analysis (May 16, 2011).   Comments were received from Caltrans  in a  letter dated 
September 21, 2011.   The proposed development  is  located north of Meyers Road and west of Little 
League Drive  in  the City  of  San Bernardino.    The  project  site  is proposed  to be developed with  329 
single‐family detached residential dwelling units. 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
Table 1, Figures 4, 5, and 6; there are two different years of traffic data collected for the proposed study.  
Label and verify the existing year (i.e. 2008 or 2009). 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 
 
Table 1, Figures 4, 5, and 6 are attached and  labeled with  their existing year as a  footnote or  in  their 
legend. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
Existing  truck  volumes  should  be  counted  and  then  converted  to  Passenger  Car  Equivalent  (PCE) 
volumes using PCE  factors 1.5, 2.0, and 3.0  for 2‐axle, 3‐axle, and 4‐or‐more‐axle  trucks,  respectively.  
Please verify  the PCE calculations  factor  in Appendix B  (traffic count worksheets), should be  reflect  in 
figures 5 and 6. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 
 
Existing  intersection traffic conditions were established through morning and evening peak hour traffic 
counts obtained by Kunzman Associates,  Inc.  from October 2008  (see Appendix B of  the  traffic study) 
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Traffic
Control4 L T R L T R L T R L T R Morning Evening

Little League Drive (NS) at:
Meyers Road (EW) ‐ #1 CSS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 12.0‐B 9.3‐A
Belmont Avenue (EW) ‐ #2 AWS 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 8.9‐A 7.4‐A
Frontage Road (EW) ‐ #3 CSS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 12.2‐B 8.9‐A
Kendall Drive (EW) ‐ #4 CSS 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 9.7‐A 9.6‐A

Magnolia Avenue (NS) at:
Belmont Avenue (EW) ‐ #5 AWS 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 7.6‐A 7.1‐A

Palm Avenue (NS) at:
Belmont Avenue (EW) ‐ #6 AWS 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 9.8‐A 9.2‐A
Irvington Avenue (EW) ‐ #7 TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 14.5‐B 15.4‐B
Kendall Drive (EW) ‐ #8 TS 1 2 1> 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 31.3‐C 31.2‐C
I‐215 Freeway NB Ramps (EW) ‐ #9 CSS 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 29.2‐D 29.9‐D
I‐215 Freeway SB Ramps (EW) ‐ #10 AWS 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 1>> 34.8‐D 14.2‐B

1  Based upon discussions with City of San Bernardino staff and information within a previous traffic study, it is projected that a nominal increase in traffic volumes has

   occurred in the study area from Year 2008 to Year 2011.

2  When a right  turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles

   to travel outside the through lanes.

   L = Left; T = Through; R = Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; >> = Free Right Turn

3  Delay and level of service calculated using the following analysis software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008).  Per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, overall

   average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with traffic signal or all way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control,

   the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a single lane) are shown.

4  CSS = Cross Street Stop; AWS = All Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal

Intersection

Existing Intersection Delay and Level of Service1

Table 1

Intersection Approach Lanes2

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Peak Hour
Delay‐LOS3

 9
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Figure 5

       Existing Morning Peak Hour Intersection Turning Movement Volumes
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1111 Town & Country Road, Suite 34 
Orange, California 92868 

(714) 973-8383 
 

www.traffic-engineer.com 

 

November 28, 2011 
 
 
 
Ms. Victoria Mata, Director of Planning 
USA GLOBAL DEVELOPMENT CO. 
100 Pacifica, Suite 345 
Irvine, CA 92618 
 
Dear Ms. Mata: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The firm of Kunzman Associates, Inc. is pleased to provide responses to comments regarding the Spring 
Trails  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  (May  16,  2011).    Comments  were  received  from  the  County  of  San 
Bernardino in a letter dated September 1, 2011.  The proposed development is located north of Meyers 
Road and west of Little League Drive  in the City of San Bernardino.   The project site  is proposed to be 
developed with single‐family detached residential dwelling units. 
 
COMMENT 1 
 
Intersection  4,  Kendall Drive  at  Little  League Drive:    The  eastbound  through  lane does  not have  the 
minimum 10% growth as stated on page 3 of the report. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 
 
The East Valley Traffic Model forecasts were used in the traffic impact analysis.  Appendix C of the traffic 
impact  analysis  includes  the  future  growth  increment  calculation  worksheets  for  the  study  area 
intersections.  The eastbound movement at Intersection 4, Kendall Drive at Little League Drive shows a 
nominal  (negative)  increase  in  growth based upon  the  traffic model  forecasts.   However,  the overall 
intersection shows an increase from existing traffic volumes to Year 2035 traffic volumes of 39% [(400‐
288)/288] during the morning peak hour and of 91% [(530‐277)/277] during the evening peak hour. 
 
COMMENT 2 
 
Intersection 4, Kendall Drive at Little League Drive:   The existing morning volumes on Figure 5 do not 
match the count sheets. 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 
 
So  noted.  The morning  peak  hour  traffic  count worksheet  provided  by National Data  and  Surveying 
Services had an Excel worksheet error.   However, the traffic  impact analysis did use the correct traffic 
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