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Appendix K Response to Comments K-1 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE UPPER SANTA ANA 
RIVER WASH LAND MANAGEMENT AND HABITAT 
CONSERVATION PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 
The primary objective and purpose of the EIR public review process is to obtain comments on the 
adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and other 
analyses contained in the report. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that the 
San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District respond to all significant environmental issues 
raised during the public review process of the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088). 
Comments that do not directly relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside the scope of 
this document) are not given specific responses; however, all comments are included in this section 
so that the decision-makers may know the opinions of the commenter. 
 
The comments regarding the Upper Santa Ana River Wash Land Management and Habitat 
Conservation Plan (State Clearinghouse No. 2004051023) Draft EIR and the individual responses to 
each comment are included in this section. In the process of responding to the comments, there were 
minor revisions to the Draft EIR. None of the changes to the Draft EIR, constitute “significant new 
information” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 [a]) that would require recirculation of the EIR. 
 
At the close of the public review period, thirteen comment letters had been received by the District. 
Aside from the courtesy statements, introductions, and closings, individual comments within the body 
of each letter have been identified and numbered. A copy of each comment letter is included in the 
Final EIR. Brackets delineating the individual comments and an alphanumeric identifier have been 
added to the right margin of the letter. Responses to each comment identified are included on the 
page(s) following each comment letter. Responses to comments were sent to the agencies that 
provided comments. 
 
Per CEQA (§ 15088.5), a Lead Agency is required to recirculate a Draft EIR only when significant 
new information is added after public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR and prior to the EIR’s 
certification. Significant new information includes: 
 
1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from new mitigation 

measures proposed to be implemented; 

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; 

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project 
proponents decline to adopt it; and/or 

4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

 
New information is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or 
a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. Since only minor revisions were required in 
response to comments that did not alter the significance of an identified impact, and the comments 
did not identify a new significant adverse environmental effect that was not previously identified in the 
Draft EIR; therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Response to Comment A-1. The District recognizes that four State agencies (Native American 
Heritage Commission, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Caltrans, and California 
Department of Fish and Game) in addition to the State Clearinghouse have submitted comment 
letters on the Draft EIR by the May 23, 2008, close of the 60-day public review period. The District 
further recognizes that it has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

Response to Comment B-1. In January of 2005, LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) completed a Cultural 
Resources Assessment. As a part of the Cultural Resources Assessment, a record search was 
conducted. The results of this record search are included in the EIR and the Cultural Resources 
Assessment is included in Appendix F of the EIR. No changes are required in the EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment B-2. The project EIR contains mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
related to cultural resources in the event that they are discovered. Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and 
CUL-2 state the following: 
 
CUL-1 A qualified archaeological monitor shall be present during initial ground-disturbing 

activities in the proposed Planning Area. The monitor shall be empowered to temporarily 
halt or redirect construction/mining activities in the vicinity of the find until the find can be 
evaluated by a certified archaeologist. 

CUL-2 In the event of a new find, salvage, excavation, and reporting shall be required. The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for archaeological documentation shall be followed 
by a qualified archaeologist. 

 
 
Response to Comment B-3. A Sacred Lands File Search was completed for the proposed project on 
June 24, 2005. Carol Gaubatz of the NAHC wrote a letter stating that the Sacred Lands File search 
did not identify Native American cultural resources. The Cities of Highland and Redlands will be 
required to conduct subsequent Sacred Land File Searches as part of their own environmental review 
procedures for the General Plan Amendments cited in Table 3.I of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comments B-4 and B-5. Please refer to response B-2. 
 
 
Response to Comment B-6. Provisions for the discovery of human remains have been included in 
the EIR. The following text is included in the EIR: 
 

A high sensitivity for buried cultural resources and grave sites outside of formal cemeteries 
exists within the Wash Plan. If human remains are encountered during mining, State Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the 
County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified of the find 
immediately. 

If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which will 
determine and notify an MLD. With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized 
representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The MLD shall complete the 
inspection within 48 hours of notification by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend scientific 
removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native 
American burials. 

 
 
Response to Comment B-7. Please refer to response B-6 
 
 
Response to Comment B-8. The EIR includes the following mitigation measure in regard to 
archaeological sites CA-SBR-6075H, CA-SBR-6076H, and CA-SBR-6087H: 
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CUL-3 If the archaeological sites CA-SBR-6075H, CA-SBR-6076H, and/or CA-SBR-6087H 
cannot be avoided during implementation of the proposed project, further study as 
detailed below shall be necessary for mitigation. 

• Subsurface Testing: This would consist of a limited subsurface data collection 
program to help determine the depth and distribution of the resource. 

• Archival Research: Archival research could yield specific data regarding the origin 
and age of found resources/artifacts and place them in a historical context. 

• Data Recovery: If the resource/artifacts are determined eligible for the California 
Register of Historic Resources, additional archaeological data recovery excavations 
would be necessary. Data recovery shall consist of a research design, hand and/or 
block architectural excavation, laboratory analysis, research, data recovery report, 
and curation of collected artifacts. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Response to Comments C-1 and C-2. There are no obvious signs of spills or contamination within 
the project site as discussed in Section 4.7 of the EIR. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 has been revised 
to ensure that impacts related to hazardous materials are reduced to a level that is less than 
significant. The revised text in Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 is shown below in double-underline format: 
 
HAZ-3 Prior to the issuance of any permit required for project-related ground-disturbing 

activities, a site-specific Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in accordance with 
DTSC standards shall be completed and submitted to the appropriate jurisdiction for 
review. In the event that hazardous materials are discovered, the project applicant shall 
provide evidence to the appropriate agency (agencies) that remediation and/or mitigation 
of said site has been completed to the satisfaction of the appropriate local, regional, 
State, and/or Federal entity, prior to any ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet of any 
hazardous material site identified during a project-specific Phase I. 

 
The implementation of this mitigation measure will ensure that any potential hazards are identified 
and whether or not further investigation or remediation is necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-3. No residential uses are proposed as a part of the project. Therefore, no 
risk to future residents exists. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-4. As previously noted in response to comments C-1 and C-2, an 
Environmental Site Assessment will be conducted for each portion of the project at the time permits 
are sought. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 will ensure that further investigation or 
sampling is conducted if needed and impacts reduced to a level that is less than significant. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-5. Please refer to response C-4. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-6. Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-7. As noted in the response to comments C-1 and C-2, an Environmental 
Site Assessment will be conducted for each portion of the project at the time permits are sought. The 
ESA will identify areas of the project and surroundings that may potentially release hazardous 
materials. The ESA will be submitted to the appropriate government agencies for review as 
necessary. Additionally, the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 will ensure that impacts 
are reduced to a level that is less than significant. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-8. Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-9. Comment noted. As stated in the EIR and required by law, the 
proposed project will comply with both State and Federal hazardous waste control regulations. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-10. Please refer to the response C-9. 
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Response to Comment C-11. The proposed project does not include the disposal of hazardous 
wastes. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-12. As stated in the EIR, in the unlikely event that contamination is found 
on the site, the project would be required to adhere to all existing notification and reporting 
requirements. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment C-13. The District contact’s name and title have been added to the EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER D 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response to Comment D-1. Projected hourly new truck volumes, which illustrate how the traffic 
volumes will not increase during the peak hours, are included in Appendix A of the traffic study. The 
same hourly distribution would apply to the traffic at the ramps and on the freeway. 
 
 
Response to Comment D-2. Currently, approximately 344 project trucks per day use the SR-30 
Southbound On-Ramp and 137 use the SR-30 Northbound On-Ramp. The project would add 
approximately 121 trucks per day to the SR-30 Southbound On-Ramp and 49 trucks per day to the 
SR-30 Northbound On-Ramp. It should be noted that the majority of the existing and additional 
project truck traffic is during off-peak hours when non-project traffic volumes are lower. Caltrans ramp 
counts from 2005 show that 12,000 vehicles use the SR-30 Southbound On-Ramp daily and 4,000 
use the SR-30 Northbound On-Ramp daily. The project traffic is not a substantial increase in relation 
to the existing traffic volumes and does not warrant improvements to the ramps or auxiliary freeway 
lanes. Additionally, an auxiliary merging lane already exists on both directions of SR-30 at the point 
where the Fifth Street Ramps merge onto the freeway. This additional lane allows project and non-
project traffic to merge more safely with freeway traffic and a merging analysis is, therefore, not 
necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment D-3. The Draft EIR included information only on density and speed as these 
are the factors that are used to calculate freeway levels of service (LOS). Peak hour freeway and 
ramp volumes are included in Appendix P of the traffic study. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment D-4. The traffic volumes at Intersections 5 and 6 were balanced in the traffic 
study and in the Draft EIR, and LSA reviewed these volumes and found no significant loss or gain of 
traffic between these intersections. Regarding Intersections 8, 9, and 10, there are businesses and 
minor streets located between these intersections that produce the difference in traffic volumes at 
these locations and they should not balance due to the presence of these businesses and other 
access points to these segments of the roadways. More importantly, the project will add few trips to 
Fifth Street between SR-30 and Boulder Avenue and Orange Street between the Cemex driveway 
and Fifth Street. Therefore, no modification of traffic volumes is needed and no changes to the Draft 
EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment D-5. Restriction of truck traffic would be enforced through the mining 
companies mining permits with the Cities of Highland and Redlands. Robertson’s dispatches its own 
trucks and, therefore, permit conditions can restrict additional truck traffic to off-peak hours through 
direction by the company. Cemex contracts for some of its material hauling, thus it does not directly 
control truck traffic accessing its site, and Table 4.15 F reflects the estimated additional peak hour 
traffic. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 



 
K-24 Response to Comments Appendix K 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-1

E-2

E-3

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-3

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-3

E-4

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-5

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-5

E-6

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

E-6

Letter E



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

Letter E



 
Appendix K Response to Comments K-35 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER E 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

Response to Introductory Comments. Based on the history of coordination among the members of 
the Wash Plan Technical Advisory Committee that included the CDFG, the comment letter includes 
an explanation of the Department’s understanding of the project. These portions of the letter require 
no response, and, therefore, no comment has been bracketed. However, the comment letter includes 
some comments requiring the following responses. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-1. As stated in the comment, the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) will 
provide much greater detail regarding funding, mitigation, monitoring and adaptive management for 
the Wash Plan habitat conservation areas and the resident species. 
 
The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) provides mechanisms for authorizing otherwise 
prohibited take. One of these is the incidental take permit process under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
FESA. Incidental take is defined by the FESA as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, the 
carrying out of otherwise lawful activities.” Under Section 10(a) of the FESA, an incidental take permit 
can be obtained provided the permit applicant submits to the Service a conservation plan often 
termed a “habitat conservation plan” or “HCP” that satisfies section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA, and that 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) determines that the HCP meets the issuance criteria of 
section 10(a)(2)(B) of the FESA. The District is in the process of preparing an HCP pursuant to these 
requirements. 
 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits the take of state-listed wildlife and plants, 
where take is defined as any action or attempt to “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill” listed species. 
The HCP would also function as the mitigation plan required for an incidental take permit under 
Section 2081 of the CESA. 
 
The District understands and agrees that Section 1600 Lake and Streambed alteration agreements 
will be required for portions of the project that affect State-defined streambeds. Jurisdictional 
delineations will be required as specified by Mitigation Measures BIO-19, BIO-20, and BIO-21. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary based on this comment. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-2. The acreage figures in the EIR include all of the existing and proposed 
Santa Ana River Woollystar Preservation Area. The District understands that the Wash Plan has no 
jurisdiction over the Santa Ana River Woollystar Preservation Area (WSPA), which is managed by the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District (SBCFCD). The Wash Plan includes additional Santa 
Ana River woollystar habitat designated as Habitat Conservation that will adjoin and complement the 
existing preservation area. This will create a large contiguous habitat area spanning most of the 
southern portion of the Wash Plan. The District agrees that the HCP for the Wash Plan may include 
information from the studies and mitigation and monitoring measures developed for the WSPA. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-3. The Wash Plan EIR contemplates the future or subsequent action in 
which the HCP will be completed. At the time the HCP is prepared, it will incorporate the elements as 
requested in this comment as required. No changes to the EIR are required. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-4. This EIR provides project level environmental review of all proposed 
mining operations conducted by Cemex and Robertson’s. As stated in the comment, A-1 Grit and the 
Matich Batch Plant are not a part of the Wash Plan. Any future projects involving A-1 Grit or the 
Matich Batch plant would require separate environmental review; however, the District agrees that 
proposed Cemex and Robertson’s mining operations may be subject to subsequent environmental 
review in accordance with CEQA (i.e., CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 through 16164). 
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Response to Comment E-5. Please refer to response E-3. The measures cited in this comment are 
contained in Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-16. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-6. Comment noted. The District agrees with the CDFG’s assessment of 
the project’s advantages. 
 
 
Response to Comment E-7. Comment noted. The District agrees with the CDFG’s assessment of 
the mitigation measures included in the EIR. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER F 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

Response to Comment F-1. At the time the EIR was prepared and circulated for public review, the 
latest SCAG numbers for population, households, and employment were not available. Instead, the 
EIR used 2005 information that was available. The proposed project does not include development 
that would create a significant increase housing population or employment. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-2. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with SCAG Policies 3.05. 3.0.9 and 3.0.10. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-3. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Policies 2.18 though 3.23. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-4. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Policy 3.27. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-5. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Policy 5.11. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-6. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Policies 9.05 and 9.08. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-7. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Policy 11.07. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-8. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with Regional Transportation Plan Goals 1 through 7. No changes to 
the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-9. The District agrees with SCAG staff comments stating that the 
proposed project is consistent with the SCAG’s Growth Visioning Principles 1 through 4. No changes 
to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-10. Comment noted. The proposed project provides mitigation measures 
and a monitoring program as required by CEQA to reduce any potential regional impacts associated 
with the project. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-11. Comment noted. The proposed project provides mitigation measures 
and a monitoring program as required by CEQA to reduce potential regional impacts associated with 
the project. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment F-12. Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 



 
K-46 Response to Comments Appendix K 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-1

G-3

G-2

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-8

G-4

G-6

G-5

G-7

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-9

G-8

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-11

G-12

G-13

G-14

G-15

G-10

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-16

G-17

G-18

G-19

G-20

G-21

G-22

G-23

G-24

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-25

G-26

G-27

G-28

G-29

G-30

G-31

G-32

G-33

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-34

G-35

G-36

G-37

G-38

G-39

G-40

G-42

G-43

G-41

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-44

G-45

G-46

G-47

G-48

G-49

G-50

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-51

G-52

G-53

G-54

G-55

G-56

G-57

G-59

G-58

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-60

G-61

G-62

G-63

G-64

G-65

G-66

G-67

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-68

G-69

G-70

G-71

G-72

G-73

G-67

Letter G



H:\Graphics\Layout\RTC\template (9-17-02)

G-74

G-75

G-76

G-77

G-78

Letter G



 
K-60 Response to Comments Appendix K 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 



 
Appendix K Response to Comments K-61 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER G 
City of Highland Community Development Department and Department of Public Works 
 
Response to Comment G-1. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is not part of a Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR will include a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program that will be distributed 
to the City of Highland. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-2. Comment noted. Changes have been made as appropriate. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-3. The berm identified in Mitigation Measure AES-1 is a permanent 
berm. The District understands the City’s intent to require a more natural-appearing berm, and the 
City will be responsible for making sure this measure is implemented to its satisfaction. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-4. The planting of trees is consistent with the conclusions in the EIR. As 
stated in the EIR, impacts related to mining would be significant in terms of near views. As stated on 
page 4.1-31 and 32: 
 

Disturbances to the views of the Planning Area, caused by the continuing and expanding 
mining operations, would mainly affect the near views, which are not the prime views in the 
area. Near views are considered to be point of views that are observed within a close range. 
Prime views are defined as the views of the mountains, which form the backdrop for the 
Planning Area and implementation of the proposed project would not change these views. 
Public views to the Planning Area would mainly consist of prime views, not near views. 
However, a potentially significant impact to near views would still occur and would require 
mitigation. 

 
The double-underlined text has been added to this portion of the EIR for clarification. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-5. As stated in the response G-4, the impacted views are near views and 
the trees required in the mitigation measures would provide screening for these views. The views of 
the San Bernardino Valley to the west would not be significantly impacted. Additionally, these views 
are not protected or considered part of a scenic vista by the State or as disclosed in the City of 
Highland and Redlands General Plans. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-6. Implementation of this mitigation measure is clarified in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program included in Appendix L of the Final EIR. The relevant portion of 
the MMRP has been included below. 
 

AIR-3 The two operators, Cemex and 
Robertson’s, shall schedule 
transportation of material such 
that both operators are not 
transporting material on the 
same day from the south half of 
the southeast quarter of 
Section 11, which is the area 
farthest from both processing 
plants. 

City of 
Redlands 
Planning 
Director 
 
City of 
Highland 
Planning 
Director 

Once, 
at start 
up 

Prior to 
issuance 
of Mining 
Permits 

An MOU shall 
be entered into 
by the mining 
operators to 
implement the 
mitigation. A 
copy of the 
MOU shall be 
filed with both 
Cities prior to 
issuance of 
Mining 
Permits. 

Withhold 
Mining 
Permits 
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Response to Comment G-7. The requested changes to Table 3.I in the EIR have been included. 
The added text is shown in double underline format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-8. Comment noted. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review well 
before the adoption of the City’s new Noise Ordinance. As stated in the City’s comment, a noise study 
has been conducted for the proposed project and the comment acknowledges that noise impacts 
have been adequately addressed. Consequently, it will not be made part of this EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-9. Comment noted. Responses to the City of Highland’s Public Works 
comments are included in responses G-10 though G-78. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-10. As stated on page 3-76, Section 3.6.6, of the Draft EIR, the “proposed 
project” includes the reservation of rights-of-way for subsequent improvements to Greenspot Road 
and the Greenspot Road Bridge (Figure 3.20), Alabama Street, and Orange Street-Boulder Avenue 
(Figure 3.21).” Dedication of rights-of-way for these roadway improvements has never been included 
as part of the project and, therefore, these rights-of-way will not be dedicated by the District to the 
Cities of Redlands and Highland as part of this project. This raises an economic issue, not an 
environmental issue and therefore is not appropriate to address in the EIR. The word dedication in 
reference to rights-of-way has been stricken from the document or replaced with “designation” as 
appropriate. Page 1-8 been modified to indicate that right-of-way for a new Greenspot Road Bridge 
has been designated, with the word dedicated removed. For these reasons, the changes as 
requested in this comment have not been incorporated into the EIR. Instead, item 6 on page 1-8 has 
been modified as follows: 
 

Designation of, and biological mitigation for, expanded roadway rights-of-way on Alabama 
Street and Orange Street-Boulder Avenue;, widening, and straightening, and realignment of 
Greenspot Road, and dedication designation of right-of-way for a new Greenspot Road 
Bridge.” 

 
The Wash Plan EIR provides an analysis of the project’s environmental impacts associated with the 
designation, or reservation, of new rights-of-way. The level of detail contained in the EIR is 
commensurate with the specificity provided by the project description in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines (§15146). The proposed roadway improvements are described on pages 3-76 through 3-
84, comprising the equivalent of two pages of text plus two exhibits. Because detailed, specific, 
engineering-level plans and drawings were not available for all of the roadways, they have been 
analyzed in the EIR at a programmatic level with the exception of biological resource impacts. Both 
the Cities of Highland and Redlands will be required to conduct subsequent environmental analysis 
for the construction of each roadway improvement as part of the engineering design plan approval. 
Consequently, the environmental analysis and mitigation contained in this EIR for the additional 
rights-of-way is programmatic for all of the analyzed issues with the exception of biological resources 
and will require further environmental analysis by the cities as identified in footnote 1 on page 1-8. 
The Cities of Highland and Redlands will use the environmental analysis contained in the Wash Plan 
EIR as part of the project level environmental review of each specific roadway project, in particular 
the clearance for biological resources. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-11. The requested changes to the Draft EIR, page 1-11, have been 
included in underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while 
deleted text is shown in strikeout format. 
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Response to Comment G-12. The requested changes to the Draft EIR, page 1-12, have been 
included in underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while 
deleted text is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-13. The requested changes to the Draft EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-14. The requested changes to the Draft EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-15. Please see response G-10. Rights-of-way will not be dedicated by the 
District to the Cities as part of this project. The requested changes will not be incorporated into the 
EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-16. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-17. Per State guidelines, the cumulative project list was created based on 
the conditions known at the time of NOP circulation (May 5, 2004). Analysis in the EIR is based on 
these baseline conditions as known at the time of NOP circulation. No changes to the EIR are 
required. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-18. Please see response G-10. The requested changes regarding 
dedication of rights-of-way will not be incorporated into the EIR; however, the text has been modified 
as follows to reflect widening, straightening, and realignment of Greenspot Road as follows: 
 

Designation of, and environmental mitigation for, expanded roadway rights-of-way on 
Alabama Street and Orange Street-Boulder Avenue;, widening, and straightening, and 
realignment of Greenspot Road, and dedication designation of right-of-way for a new 
Greenspot Road Bridge. 

 
 
Response to Comment G-19. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-20. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-21. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
contains a strikeout format. 
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Response to Comment G-22. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-23. Please see response G-10. The requested changes regarding 
dedication of rights-of-way will not be incorporated into the EIR. The EIR has been modified to 
incorporate the suggested text regarding environmental mitigation as follows: 
 

The proposed project includes the reservation of rights-of-way and environmental mitigation 
for subsequent improvements to Greenspot Road and the Greenspot Road Bridge (Figure 
3.20), Alabama Street, and Orange Street-Boulder Avenue (Figure 3.21). 

 
 
Response to Comment G-24. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear in double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-25. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-26. Changes to the EIR have been made regarding the roadway lengths. 
The measurements used for roadway lengths have been updated using GIS data consistent with the 
data sets used for all other portions of the Wash Plan. While the resultant acreages and linear 
roadway distances do not exactly match the acreages and distances as stated by the commenter, 
they do reflect a reasonable estimate for the purposes of this EIR. Based on the resultant changes to 
the acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-27. Mining plans will be submitted to the City that will include more 
specifics on the placement of the road. The City will have the opportunity to review and comment on 
the mining plans at that time. No changes are necessary to the EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-28. The requested title change to Figure 3.20 has not been made. 
However, the purple line depicting the future Greenspot Road projects has been adjusted to reflect 
the extents of the roadway projects. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-29. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-30. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
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Response to Comment G-31. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-32. Please see response G-10. No changes to the EIR associated with 
dedication have been made because the District is not dedicating right-of-way to the Cities of 
Highland and Redlands as part of this project. The text of the EIR has been modified as follows: 
 

This document serves as a program level EIR for these Greenspot Road and Bridge projects, 
providing only the environmental analysis and mitigation needed for designation of the rights-
of-way. 

 
 
Response to Comment G-33. Please see response G-10. No changes to the EIR associated with 
dedication have been made because the District is not dedicating right-of-way to the Cities of 
Highland and Redlands as part of this project. The text of the EIR has been modified as follows: 
 

This document serves as a program level EIR for these Greenspot Road and Bridge projects, 
providing only the environmental analysis and mitigation needed for designation of the rights-
of-way. 

 
 
Response to Comment G-34. Please see response G-10. No changes to the EIR associated with 
dedication have been made because the District is not dedicating right-of-way to the Cities of 
Highland and Redlands as part of this project. The text of the EIR has been modified as follows: 
 

This document serves as a program level EIR for these Greenspot Road and Bridge projects, 
providing only the environmental analysis and mitigation needed for designation of the rights-
of-way. 

 
 
Response to Comment G-35. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-36. Please see response G-10. The District is not dedicating right-of-way 
to the Cities of Highland and Redlands as part of this project. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-37. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-38. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-39. Please see response G-10 regarding the dedication of rights-of way. 
The District is not dedicating right-of-way to the Cities of Highland and Redlands as part of this 
project. The word “dangerous” has been deleted as requested in the comment and the text regarding 
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the location of the future Greenspot Road has been revised to indicate the bridge is located to the 
west rather than to the south. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-40. Please see response G-10. The District is not dedicating right-of-way 
to the Cities of Highland and Redlands as part of this project. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-41. Please see response G-10. The District is not dedicating right-of-way 
to the Cities of Highland and Redlands as part of this project. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-42. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-43. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-44. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-45. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-46. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-47. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-48. Please see response G-26. Based on the resultant changes to the 
acreages and roadway lengths, changes have been made to the EIR as shown in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-49. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in an 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
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Response to Comment G-50. Please see response G-10, second paragraph. The EIR provides only 
programmatic environmental analysis and mitigation for the designation of additional rights-of-way. 
Biological mitigation for the areas that would be disturbed is provided consistent with the level of 
detail available on the roadway projects. At the time that these roadways are to be improved, 
additional project level environmental analysis may be required. As a part of the review of any project-
specific environmental documents for these roadway projects, consultation with permitting agencies 
may be required. Any questions on further mitigation would be addressed at that time. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-51. A description of the proposed truck traffic circulation and the preferred 
circulation alternative, Alternative D, has been added to the EIR; however, a new figure showing the 
preferred access alternative has not be added, although a reference to its location in the project traffic 
study has been added. Additions to the document appear double-underlined, while deleted text is 
shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-52. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-53. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-54. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-55. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-56. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-57. The requested figures are included in the traffic study appendix to the 
EIR. Section 4.15 of the EIR serves to summarize the results of the traffic study and LOS analysis; 
the requested figures do not serve this purpose. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-58. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-59. Impacts to roadways and pavement are not considered a CEQA 
environmental impact. Such impacts generally relate to the impacts to existing roadway infrastructure, 
within existing rights-of-way and do not generally result in a change in the existing environment, but 
rather address obsolescence of existing facilities. It therefore raises an economic issue and the 
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requested information is not related to an environmental impact and is beyond the scope of this EIR. 
It is the District’s understanding that this issue will be addressed through the application for permits 
and conditions that the City may impose consistent with the cited General Plan Policy. No changes 
are necessary to the EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-60. The EIR contains mitigation for street-legal mining vehicles. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 states the following: 
 

All loads in open street legal trucks shall be no higher than 6.0 inches below the top of the 
truck wall or covered and shall be subject to spot inspection pursuant to the Community 
Development Directors of the Cities of Highland and Redlands. 

 
Street sweeping may be required as a part of compliance with NPDES requirements in a SWPPP or 
WQMP prepared for the proposed project. The location and frequency of street sweeping if deemed 
appropriate will be detailed by the NPDES documents prepared for the proposed project. No changes 
to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-61. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-62. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-63. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-64. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-65. The project’s added vehicle trips are negligible and a less than 
significant project-specific impact would occur. As was stated in the EIR, SR-30 is projected to 
operate at an unsatisfactory level of service under year 2008 and year 2030 conditions. Comments 
G-66 through G-68 imply that addition of lanes to the on-ramps and an auxiliary merging lane on the 
freeway are required to mitigate this condition; however, the unsatisfactory level of service is due to 
inadequate capacity of the freeway mainline to handle the increasing traffic volumes under 2008 and 
2030 conditions, not the merging of traffic at the on-ramps. This is demonstrated by the fact that the 
freeway also operates at an unsatisfactory level of service in the vicinity of the off-ramp influence 
areas where the problem of merging traffic is not present. The mitigation for this condition would be 
widening of the freeway mainline. SANBAG is already in the planning process for widening SR-30 
from I-215 to I-10 to accommodate the additional traffic added to this segment since the opening of 
SR-210 west of I-215. The widening of this segment is also included in SANBAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan. As stated in the EIR, there is no mechanism for development projects to pay 
fees or make fair-share contributions toward improving freeway mainlines and issues of freeway 
improvement design and implementation are within the responsibility of the State Department of 
Transportation. These improvements, like most freeway improvements, would be paid for through a 
combination of Federal, State, and local fees. 
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Response to Comment G-66. Currently, approximately 344 Robertson’s and Cemex trucks (non-
project) per day use the SR-30 southbound on-ramp and 137 use the SR-30 northbound on-ramp. 
The project would add approximately 121 trucks per day to the SR-30 southbound on-ramp, and 49 
trucks per day to the SR-30 northbound on-ramp. It should be noted that the majority of the existing 
and project truck traffic is during off-peak hours when non-project traffic volumes are lower. Caltrans 
ramp counts from 2005 show that 12,000 vehicles use the SR-30 southbound on-ramp daily and 
4,000 use the SR-30 northbound on-ramp daily. The project traffic is not a substantial increase in 
relation to the existing traffic volumes and does not warrant freeway improvements. Additionally, an 
auxiliary merging lane already exists on both directions of SR-30 at the point where the Fifth Street 
Ramps merge onto the freeway. This additional lane allows project and non-project traffic to more 
safely merge with freeway traffic, alleviating potential safety concerns. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-67. Auxiliary lanes already exist on SR-30 and the project does not 
substantially increase traffic to warrant further freeway improvements. The project will not pay 
additional fair-share costs toward freeway mitigations, and no change will be made to the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-68. See response G-67. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-69. The EIR will be revised to remove Alabama Street/Robertson’s 
Access and Alabama Street/Cemex Access from the list of intersections with improved LOS, as the 
LOS at these locations does not improve in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Additionally, as these 
locations still operate at an unsatisfactory level of service, mitigation is required. Mitigations and fair-
share cost are included in the traffic study; the EIR has been modified to include this mitigation. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-70. As the commenter noted, although the level of service does improve 
compared to without project conditions at the four intersections noted, the levels of service at these 
intersections are still unsatisfactory. Because the project contributes traffic to these intersections, 
mitigation measures are required. Mitigation and fair-share costs are included in the traffic study; the 
EIR has been modified to include these mitigation measures. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-71. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-72. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-73. It would be possible to design the new access road with a raised curb 
that physically prohibits truck traffic from merging left onto Fifth Street; however, this would also 
prohibit non-project traffic from using the additional right-turn lane provided by the new access road at 
the intersection of Fifth Street/SR-30 Southbound Ramps. As the additional right-turn lane would be 
beneficial to overall traffic flow, it is recommended that the movement of trucks be controlled through 
the plant dispatch. Plant traffic could be monitored by the City to ensure that the proper routing is 
maintained. The following mitigation measure has been added to the EIR: 
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• Truck traffic shall conform to Access Alternative D as described in the EIR and the traffic 
impact analysis for the proposed project. This truck traffic pattern shall be maintained in 
order to ensure the safe operation of traffic on Fifth Street and enforced by the City of 
Highland. 

 
 
Response to Comment G-74. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-75. The EIR has been revised to include the all of the recommended 
traffic mitigation measures identified in the traffic study for the proposed project. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-76. Changes to the EIR have been included in underline/strikeout format 
to address this comment. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-77. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment G-78. The comments in the letter from HKA dated October 30, 2007, 
concern typographical errors or other similar issues that would not change the results of the analysis. 
HKA has stated in the letter that the traffic study fairly represents the traffic impacts from the project. 
No revision to the traffic study will be made. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER H 
City of Redlands Community Development Department and Municipal Utilities & Engineering 
Department 

Response to Comment H-1. Section 1.3.3 has been revised to clarify that the parcels owned by the 
City of Redlands are included as a part of the additional Habitat Conservation Area. Based on the 
parcel data provided in GIS format from the San Bernardino County Assessor’s Office, APNs 0167-
011-09 and 011 total approximately 187 acres. Of the 187 acres on the west side of Interstate 215, 
141 will be included as part of the Habitat Conservation Area. The remaining portion of the 187 acres 
is leased for mining operations. Other parcels belonging to the City of Redlands to the east of 
Interstate 215 are leased to Robertson’s by a third party. These parcels are shown in the EIR as 
being owned by Robertson’s. The parcels shown as being owned by Robertson’s are not part of the 
Habitat Conservation Area; however, as indicated in the Final EIR, the City of Redlands owns 217 
acres of land within the Wash Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-2. Mining leases between the various parties included in the Wash Plan 
are discussed in Section 3.6.3. See page 3-62 and Table 3.F. Please note that the acreage included 
as habitat conservation may differ form the parceled acreage due to areas that may be disturbed. The 
proposed project does not include and is not required to include mitigation for projects that are 
outside of the proposed project area. During the creation of the Plan B Concept Plan that later 
became the Wash Plan, the City of Redlands committed this land for habitat conservation. The 
habitat conservation land owned by Redlands will be committed to habitat conservation in a formal 
easement later in the HCP process. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-3. Text has been added to the EIR to clarify the timing of the changes to 
the mining areas. Minor changes to the entitlements for mining activities may take place prior to the 
certification of the EIR and approval of the HCP. Any entitlement changes that would occur would not 
allow for the alteration in mining footprint. Increases in mining depth that would not include changes in 
the expansion of the existing mining footprint or impacts to endangered species may occur. After the 
EIR is certified, after the HCP is approved, and after the land exchanges have been completed, then 
mining expansion may occur beyond the existing horizontal mining footprint. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-4. Based on the parcel data provided in GIS format from the San 
Bernardino County Assessor’s Office, APNs 0167-011-09 and 011 total approximately 187 acres. Of 
the 187 acres on the west side of Interstate 215, 141 will be included as part of the Habitat 
Conservation Area. The remaining portion of the 187 acres is leased for mining operations. Other 
parcels belonging to the City of Redlands to the east of Interstate 215 are leased to Robertson’s by a 
third party. These parcels are shown in the EIR as being owned by Robertson’s. The parcels shown 
as being owned by Robertson’s are not part of the Habitat Conservation Area; however, as indicated 
in the Final EIR, the City of Redlands owns 217 acres of land within the Wash Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-5. The changes to Figure 3.21 have been made to reflect a 132-foot ROW 
for Alabama Street as indicated in the text as requested. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-6. Figure 3.22 (Planned Trails) illustrates the planned trails associated 
with the Wash Plan. As the Santa Fe-Mentone Trail is shown only in the General Plan of Redlands 
and not a Wash Plan planned trail, it was not included in Figure 3.22. Section 3.6.7, page 3-91 has 
been updated to identify the need for a General Plan Amendment to remove the trail segment for the 
existing Santa Fe-Mentone Trail within the Wash Plan. The removal is necessary because the 
planned trails within the Wash Plan would not connect with this existing trail within the Wash Plan. 
Additionally, the EIR text has been updated to identify the need for General Plan Amendments to 
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include the trail alignments for the proposed Cone Camp Road Trail and Old Rail Line Trail within the 
Wash Plan under the jurisdiction of the City of Redlands. The City of Redlands General Plan Trails 
Map does not depict the Cone Camp Road Trail or Old Rail Line Trail. The text within Section 3.6.7 
has been updated to identify the amendments required for consistency of the City of Redlands 
General Plan with the planned trails in the Wash Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-7. The EIR has been revised to include a discussion of the trail system as 
it relates to the trails on Orange Street in Redlands in an underline/strikeout format. Definitions for 
Classes 1 through 3 are adopted from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. Additions to the 
document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-8. As the comment states, there is an existing Church Street right-of-way 
that runs thought the Wash Plan. This ROW would require vacation. The expansion of mining 
activities would prohibit the development of an actual roadway. Text has been added to the EIR to 
discuss and clarify this point. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-9. This is provided to explain the Water Conservation District’s position 
regarding the role of the City of Redlands habitat area, consisting of approximately 141 acres, that is 
located south of, and contiguous with, the Cemex Alabama Street Quarry, east of Alabama Street, 
and west of SR-30 within the Wash Plan area. 
 
The manner that this land is considered within the Wash Plan is that of a habitat area that is one of 
the cornerstones of the entire Plan. The Plan is conceived as an integrated land use plan that is self-
mitigated by the habitat conservation that has been assigned to various parcels throughout the Plan 
area, including the City’s 141 acres. Habitat conservation will be an assigned land use in the Land 
Management Plan and the Habitat Conservation Plan, under consideration in this EIR, as well as the 
formal HCP that is required by the USFWS in order to issue an Incidental Take Permit. The use the 
land as habitat conservation is a commitment that each affected property owner must make to 
implement the plan to provide mitigation for the impacts that are caused by the Wash Plan. Habitat 
conservation lands cannot be used to mitigate endangered species impacts “off-site” (outside of the 
boundaries) of the Wash Plan. This is a fundamental premise of obtaining approval of the HCP and 
10a Permit in order to allow incidental take associated with mining, water conservation, recreation, 
and infrastructure within the Wash Plan. In other words, habitat conservation lands within the Wash 
Plan cannot serve as a “mitigation bank” in order to avoid the issue of “double-dipping” of mitigation 
value. 
 
It is the District’s understanding (and that of members of the Wash Plan Task Force with the possible 
exception of the City of Redlands) that the City offered its mitigation area without any indication of 
compensation at the outset, based on the expectation that mining revenues that the City receives 
from the Cemex lease of City property for mining, should make up for any perceived value losses. 
There is also added value to the City of Redlands gained through the mitigation of endangered 
species impacts for the future infrastructure that the City intends to carry out, namely the future 
improvements to Alabama and Orange Streets, for which they will receive environmental credit. The 
allocation of the City’s land along with District property, serves to provide habitat that contributes to a 
comprehensive plan that offsets the Plan’s impacts. 
 
It should also be noted that three previous Redlands mayors (Bill Cunningham, Gary George, and Pat 
Galbreath were all members of the initial Wash Planning Committee, with Gary George serving as 
Task Force chair at one point) were all quite familiar with the initial Component Plans (Water, Mining, 
Habitat, Flood Control, and Recreation). The initial Habitat Plan included the designation of the 
Redlands property for habitat. Once the mining and habitat boundaries were drawn, there was never 
any discussion that the land would be assigned any other use, or that the City would need 
compensation. 
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Response to Comment H-10. There is no change to the existing permitted hours of mining 
operations. The hours will not increase or decrease. Mining operations for both Robertson’s and 
Cemex are the same. Mining operations would occur from 4:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday and 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays, with no mining occurring on Sundays or holidays. 
Loading from the processing plants would occur 24 hours a day, seven days a week, consistent with 
existing baseline operations. The EIR has been modified to reflect the hours of operation as indicated 
above. Additions to the document appear double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikeout 
format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-11. The hours of operation discussed in the air quality section of the EIR 
are used to estimate the daily emissions. For existing conditions, the plants and mining typically 
operate one shift a day or approximately 8–10 hours/day. Even with the proposed increases in 
production the plant and mining operational hours will likely be in the range of 8–10 hours per day. 
There could be increased shipping during off-hours to avoid traffic. However, the existing permitted 
hours allow some flexibility for the operators for the following: (1) to meet a short-term increase in 
demand where they could operate more hours per day; (2) to operate the plant for 4-day work week; 
(3) increased hours to make up for downtime due to repair, maintenance, or weather; and (4) early 
morning hours to reduce operating during afternoons to reduce electrical usage during the summer. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-12. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-13. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-14. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-15. Figure 4.7.1 in the EIR shows the May 6, 2003, version of the 
Redlands ALUP figure; however, the citation incorrectly referred to an older version of the Redlands 
document. The citation on Figure 4.7.1 has been updated. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-16. Lmax indicates the maximum noise level measured for a very short 
period of time (in seconds). CNEL is a 24-hour weighted average of noise. CNEL is designed for 
transportation (road, rail, and airport) sources that have set paths (even flight tracks), not stationary 
sources or point sources that move around without any patterns. CNEL is not a suitable noise 
standard for mining activity noise, which is primarily stationary. An Lmax noise level which is not 
weighted or averaged over time would yield a higher measurement than a CNEL. CNEL takes into 
account quiet times such as in between passing cars or late night traffic conditions whereas Lmax 
would be the most intense measurement of sound for a short period and not diluted over time yielding 
a much higher measurement. Therefore, an Lmax measurement of sound is a more conservative 
approach. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
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Response to Comment H-17. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-18. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-19. The requested changes to the EIR have been included in 
underline/strikeout format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text 
is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-20. Mitigation measures at these locations are included in the traffic study 
appendix to the EIR. These mitigation measures have been added to the EIR. Additions to the 
document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-21. Plan views and specific cross-sections of the proposed roadways 
within the Wash Plan are not provided due to the fact that the project only entails the biological 
mitigation for the roadways. The biological impacts are analyzed and mitigation is provided based on 
the proposed right-of-way widths. The specifics of the roadway configuration are not relevant to this 
type of analysis. 
 
Figure 3.21 has been revised to be consistent with the text on page 3-83. Additionally, the text and 
illustrations of Orange Street and Alabama Street in the EIR have been revised to reflect the 
Redlands General Plan. 
 
The request for the dedication of one-half right-of-way width on each side of the street to provide full 
street right-of-way as a part of the land exchange activities is beyond the scope of the EIR. No 
development or subdivision is taking place as a part of this project. The City may condition future 
projects at the time of approval to dedicate rights-of-way as necessary. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-22, First Bullet. The requested changes to the EIR regarding the City 
and County responsibility to enforce NPDES regulations have been included in underline/strikeout 
format. Additions to the document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in 
strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-22, Second Bullet. As indicated on page 4.8-24 of the Draft EIR, 
“…mining activities may also be required to obtain an Industrial NPDES Storm Water Permit (SWRCB 
Order No. 97-03-DWQ) to comply with regulations for stormwater discharges associated with 
industrial sites. One of the requirements of the NPDES permit is to maintain and update an SWPPP. 
Both Cemex and Robertson’s currently operate in accordance with SWPPPs that can be reviewed by 
the jurisdiction in which the mining takes place as well as the Santa Ana RWQCB for inspection 
purposes. Each SWPPP regulates on-site activities that may release contaminant discharges to 
surface and groundwater. With the implementation of the proposed project, Cemex and Robertson’s 
would be required to incorporate the new mining areas into an SWPPP.” 
 
The commenter indicates that the section fails to mention the stormwater pollution mitigation 
measures relative to the mining operations. However, as indicated on page 4.8-25, “The mining 
component of the proposed project currently routes all water used for processing to a silt basin. The 
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additional excavation and resulting processing water generated is anticipated to be routed to the 
existing silt basin and the Silt Pond Quarry (when excavation of the Silt Pond Quarry is completed).” 
Since the mining component currently has an existing SWPPP and because a revised SWPPP will be 
required for the new mining areas, it is reasonable to conclude that stormwater pollutants would be 
routed and treated in a similar manner as current stormwater generated from mining operations are 
routed and treated. Since all processing water is routed to a silt basin, which does not have an outlet, 
stormwater would not be discharged but would evaporate naturally. In addition, the exact location and 
type of BMPs is typically determined when the NPDES permit is issued. Since a revised SWPPP is 
required for an issuance of the NPDES permit, and because the type and location of BMPs would be 
similar to existing type and location of BMPs, no changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-23. Comment noted. The project does not propose to change or eliminate 
access or land rights to water wells belonging to the Redlands Municipal Water District. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-24. Mitigation measures at these locations are included in the traffic study 
appendix to the EIR. These mitigation measures have been added to the EIR. Additions to the 
document appear as double-underlined, while deleted text is shown in strikeout format. 
 
 
Response to Comment H-25. Figure 4.16.1 has been updated to show the additional wells operated 
by the City of Redlands Municipal Water Department as requested in the comment. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER I 
County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works 

Response to Comment I-1. Changes have been made to the EIR to clearly explain that the existing 
Santa Ana River Woollystar Preservation Area is currently managed by the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District. It is the intent of the Wash Plan to create additional habitat, designated as 
Habitat Conservation in the Wash Plan, that would be available to add to the WSPA and maintained 
by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-2. Figure 3.4 shows species occurrences within the entire Plan area dating 
back to before the borrow pit was excavated. Figure 3.4 has been revised to reflect no species 
occurrences within the borrow pit area. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-3. The project boundary indicated in Figure 3.16 is depicted correctly. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-4. Figure 4.4.3 has been revised to reflect no species occurrences within 
the borrow pit area. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-5. Figure 4.4.4 has been revised to reflect no species occurrences within 
the borrow pit area. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-6. Figure 4.9.3 does not show species occurrences. No changes to the 
figure are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment I-7. Comment noted. Text has been added to the EIR to explain that the 
Seven Oaks Dam MSHMP will cover additional species within the WSPA and that this MSHMP will 
not affect anything this EIR covers. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER J 
County of San Bernardino Regional Parks Department 

Response to Comment J-1. The Santa Ana River trail is not a part of the proposed project. If the 
location of the trail as proposed by the Parks Department is in conflict with the WSPA, the Parks 
Department may choose to amend the WSPA at a later date to accommodate the Santa Ana River 
Trail and provide biological and other environmental mitigation as necessary. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment J-2. Please see response J-1. 
 
 
Response to Comment J-3. This comment requests that the Borrow Pit South Rim Trail be 
extended to farther to the south to connect to Opal Avenue. As the trail is shown in Figure 4.14.2, it 
dead ends approximately 1,200 feet north of the Santa Ana River trail and Opal Avenue. This is 
because the WSPA is located in the area between the dead end of the trail and Opal Avenue. 
Introducing trail users into the habitat preservation area would be detrimental to the habitat and would 
conflict with the goals of its preservation. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment J-4. As previously stated, the Santa Ana River trail is not a part of the Wash 
Plan. The Parks Department may choose to include this staging area in its plans for the Santa Ana 
River trail at this location and provide biological and other environmental mitigation as necessary. 
 
 
Response to Comment J-5. The EIR has been updated to include the Caltrans standards for trails. 
The City of Redlands does not follow the Caltrans standard. In an effort to clarify the standard, the 
Wash Plan text has been updated and now indicates how the Redlands trails deviate from the 
Caltrans standard. 
 
 
Response to Comment J-6. The Santa Ana River trail is not a part of the proposed project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER K 
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 

General Response: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) states that the 
implementation of the Wash Plan may have a substantial impact on the implementation of the 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan for the Upper Santa Ana River Watershed (the 
IRWMP). SBVWMD was the lead agency for the environmental review of the IRWMP. The 
commenter exhibits a particular concern for the construction of future water conservation facilities 
within the Wash Plan project area. However, while future water conservation facilities are 
contemplated in the Wash Plan, and while the Wash Plan locates future facilities adjacent to existing 
facilities, the District has no current plans to construct future facilities. (Draft EIR pp. 3-33 to 3-41.) 
Thus, a project-level environmental analysis of future facilities in the Wash Plan EIR would be 
premature and purely speculative. The environmental analysis of future facilities will occur when a 
discretionary decision approving concrete, final facility plans is made. 
 
Notably, the Wash Plan EIR’s analysis of future water conservation facilities mirrors the commenter’s 
own CEQA Notice of Exemption (NOE) prepared for the IRWMP. When the IRWMP was approved, 
SBVWMD made a CEQA exemption finding. (SBVMWD, Resolution No. 941 [December 5, 2007].) At 
that time, SBVMWD’s attorney opined that the IRWMP “should be considered to be a feasibility or 
planning study for possible future actions that the District has not approved, adopted or funded that 
includes consideration of the environment.” (David Aladjem, NOE memorandum to SBVMWD Board 
of Directors [November 20, 2007)], emphasis added.) Similarly, neither the District, nor any other 
agency to the District’s knowledge, has approved, adopted, or funded specific future water 
conservation facilities in the Wash Plan project area. SBVMWD’s attorney went on to state that the 
IRWMP will not have any impact on the environment: “Such effect would only occur if the District (or 
other Plan participants) makes a subsequent discretionary decision to implement one of the projects 
identified in the Plan.” (Ibid., emphasis added.) Similarly, the future facilities contemplated by the 
Wash Plan will only have environmental effects if SBVMWD or another public agency makes a 
subsequent discretionary action subject to CEQA review. Accordingly, the IRWMP NOE states: “The 
[IRWMP] involves only a planning study for possible future actions that have not been approved, 
adopted, or funded. In addition, it can be seen with certainty that such a planning study will not have 
any impact on the environment, particularly if that study requires additional discretionary decisions 
before any action would be taken. Finally, the adoption of the study is not the approval of a project 
where it does not commit the agency to a specific course of action.” (IRWMP NOE, emphasis added.) 
The Wash Plan EIR comes to the same conclusion. Once an agency’s water conservation facility 
improvement plans progress to the point where the agency is ready to obtain the necessary 
approvals for such facilities in the Wash Plan project area, that agency should then proceed with 
CEQA review for its proposed facilities. Such review is premature in the Wash Plan EIR. 
 
Furthermore, specifically as to SBVMWD, SBVMWD’s easement agreement with the District 
easement agreement with the District provides that SBVWMD will construct future facilities at its “sole 
cost and expense” (Easement Agreement [February 6, 2008], § 8(c)(1)). Moreover, the easement 
agreement provides that SBVMWD “shall be the lead agency for any environmental review required 
in connection with any New Facility, including any review under CEQA or NEPA, and [SBVMWD] 
shall be solely responsible for securing and complying with all applicable permits or approvals 
required in connection with the construction, placement, operation, or maintenance of any New 
Facility” (Id., § 8(c)(2)). Any project-level review of future facilities contemplated by SBVMWD should 
be prepared by SBVMWD separate from the Wash Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-1. The Wash Plan is fully consistent with the IRWMP. Both plans 
contemplate future water conservation facilities in the Wash Plan project area, and both reserve 
environmental review of future facilities until such time as the facilities are actually planned. The 
Wash Plan clearly accommodates future facilities, but consistent with the IRWMP NOE, facility-
specific environmental review is not appropriate at this time. (Draft EIR pp. 3-40 to 3-41.) 
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Response to Comment K-2. The Wash Plan contemplates future water conservation facilities which 
may or may not be necessary pursuant to the “Evaluation of the Santa Ana River Spreading 
Facilities” referenced by the commenter. In any case, analysis of future water conservation facilities 
and biological clearance of those facilities is not part of the Wash Plan and will be conducted by the 
appropriate agency when such facilities are proposed and planned beyond the point of speculation. 
(Draft EIR pp. 3-38, 3-41.) 
 
 
Response to Comment K-3. As indicated, future water conservations facilities are contemplated by 
the Wash Plan but are not part of the Wash Plan. Therefore, specific impact analyses and facility 
approvals are not an appropriate part of the Wash Plan EIR, but programmatic approval of the 
impacts to biological resources for these future facilities is included. (Draft EIR pp. 3-38, 3-41.) 
 
 
Response to Comment K-4. The above comments and the commenter’s own citations to the Draft 
EIR explain why specific, future water conservation facilities are not designed and included at the 
project level in the Wash Plan EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-5. Regardless of whether such facilities prove necessary or not, the 
District discusses future water conservation facilities throughout the Wash Plan EIR (e.g., Draft EIR 
pp. 3-33 to 3-41, 4.4-23). However, the District does not yet know the exact size, location, timing, and 
accompanying environmental effects of said facilities. Thus, environmental review is appropriately 
reserved until facilities are proposed and planned beyond the point of speculation. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-6. The Wash Plan EIR does not include project-level analysis of future 
water conservation facilities for the reasons discussed above, but does include programmatic 
approval of the impacts to biological resources for these future facilities. 
 
As discussed in responses K-1 through K-6, project-level environmental review of future water 
conservation facilities is premature. As indicated in the Wash Plan EIR and the commenter’s own 
IRWMP NOE, such review is appropriately reserved until such a time as future facilities are planned 
and their exact size, location, timing and environmental effects are known. (Cf. Draft EIR pp. 3-38, 3-
41.) The necessity of deferred review is especially apparent with regard to project-level construction 
biological impacts. Suppose, hypothetically, that specific future facilities are not planned until five, ten, 
or twenty years after Wash Plan implementation. At that time, certain species may no longer be listed 
or of special concern, and/or new species may be newly listed or designated of special concern. Also, 
concentrations of species may move and expand as habitat areas are preserved and managed under 
the Wash Plan EIR’s mitigation measures. If environmental clearance was sought now for facilities 
that may not be constructed until well into the future, the environmental clearance could be stale by 
the time actual construction begins. At best, the analysis would need to be supplemented. At worst, 
potentially listed species would be ignored and unnecessary take would occur. Hence, project-level 
review is best reserved until project-level plans are known. 
 
As a general note, future environmental review by State and/or Federal agencies is not this EIR’s 
issue. Provided the Wash Plan EIR adequately discloses, analyzes, and mitigates the Wash Plan 
project’s significant environmental effects, the Wash Plan EIR satisfies CEQA. The Wash Plan EIR 
stands on its own. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-7. The “biological clearance” contemplated by the Wash Plan EIR will 
involve CDFG and USFWS approvals, including but not limited to an HCP, EIS, and take permits. 
Approval of the Wash Plan EIR is a prerequisite for subsequent biological clearance documents to be 
conducted by BLM (for the Land Exchange) and the District/USFWS (for the HCP). 
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Response to Comment K-8. The “companion environmental document” analyzing the BLM land 
exchange is an EIS, which will be finalized subsequent to approval of the Wash Plan EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-9. This Draft EIR contemplates the preparation of a Habitat Enhancement 
Plan (HEP), as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The HEP will, in essence, function as the 
template for the HCP serving a primary purpose of setting the stage for the subsequent HCP. Future 
documents that will be prepared include an EIR for the BLM land exchange and an HCP with a 
companion NEPA document anticipated to be an Environmental Assessment (EA). The subsequent 
NEPA documents have their own timelines, which are not precisely know at this time. However, it is 
likely that the BLM analysis will be prepared and distributed for public review within three months of 
certification of the Wash Plan EIR. The HCP document will follow the BLM, however, its timing can 
not be accurately predicted at this time. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-10. See responses M-9, M-11, and M-15 through 30 (qq.v.). A 
supplemental Biological Technical Report (BTR) for the Upper Santa Ana River Wash Plan has been 
prepared by Dudek (October 2008) and will be included in the Final EIR as Appendix M. The BTR 
lists the previous technical biological surveys conducted within the limits of the Wash Plan. The BTR 
also provides supplemental analysis of impacts to special-status species and their habitat. No 
additional surveys are warranted except those needed to comply with the mitigation measures for 
avoidance, implementation of the HEP and Slender-horned Spineflower Enhancement and 
Relocation Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-11. As explained on page 3-41 and 42 of the Draft EIR, impacts of the 
District’s future water conservation facilities in the Phase 1, 2, and 3 areas was based on determining 
amount of total area occupied by water facilities in the District’s most highly developed area within 
Phase 2. The District did not confirm this amount with regulatory agencies and there is no reason to 
do so at this time because the future water conservation facilities will require their own subsequent 
environmental documentation, tiering off the Wash Plan EIR’s assessment of impact to biological 
resources. The 31 percent impact area was used to estimate the upper limit of the total footprint of 
future facilities. In this way, the 31 percent value functions as the project description analyzed in the 
EIR at a programmatic level and for impact to biological resources only. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-12. There will be no future change in the current condition of the Phase 1 
area (i.e., borrow pit) of the Water Conservation Area. With regard to the Phase 2 and 3 areas of the 
Water Conservation Area, 69 percent will be preserved and 31 percent will consist of a combination 
of area that has already been developed and that which is proposed for future development. The 
specific location and configuration of lands proposed for conservation versus lands proposed for 
development within Phases 2 and 3 will involve the resource agencies (i.e., USFWS, BLM, and 
CDFG) as part of the subsequent land exchange with the BLM and separate environmental 
documentation. The various landowners and local agencies have worked closely with representatives 
of the USFWS, BLM, and CDFG for a number of years pertaining to the Wash Plan, and this close 
working relationship with the resource agencies will continue through the BLM land exchange and the 
HCP processes. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-13. The point being addressed in this comment was a simple statement 
that lands without impervious surfaces have the potential for contributing to groundwater recharge 
from rainfall, large storm flows, etc. 
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Response to Comment K-14. In response to this comment, page 4.8-38 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised to clarify that future water conservation facilities may be developed within the Phase 3 area of 
the BLM land exchange. As stated in response K-11, coordination with regulatory agencies is not 
required at this time because the future water conservation facilities will require their own subsequent 
environmental documentation. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-15. See responses K-11 and K-12 for discussion of future water 
conservation facilities associated with Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the Water Conservation Area. Also, 
proposed impacts to biological resources due to construction of future water conservation facilities in 
Phase 3 are adequately addressed in the DEIR and the BTR. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-16. See response K-12. The BLM and other federal agency approvals will 
be forthcoming upon the preparation and approval of the HCP and EIS; however, the HCP and EIS 
will not be finalized until the Wash Plan EIR is approved. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-17. Refer to the BTR for species that would be affected by the 
construction of water conservation facilities. An HCP and Consistency Determination (CD), pursuant 
to State and Federal Endangered Species Acts, will be obtained for “take” of certain species known or 
expected to occur in the area, including all listed species with potential to occur in the area. Note that 
species not covered under the HCP would not be granted coverage, subject to any No Surprises 
language included in the final HCP. The No Surprises policy establishes that, consistent with the 
requirements of the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and other Federal laws, the Federal 
Government will honor its agreements under an approved HCP for which the permittee is in good 
faith implementing terms and conditions of that HCP that vary among HCPs depending upon 
individual habitat and species needs. However, it is premature to predict what, if any, No Surprises 
language would be included. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-18. The preservation of habitat proposed by Wash Plan provides 
mitigation for the potential impacts of the Wash Plan project. The statement addressed by this 
comment simply acknowledges that much of the proposed habitat conservation areas is already in an 
undisturbed/natural state. However, the Wash Plan will provide for a greater level of habitat benefit 
through the EIR HEP as ultimately implemented by the Wash Plan HCP by managing the habitat 
conservation areas. Through the HEP’s habitat management measures brought forward by 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-16, stewardship of the habitat conservation lands will be 
provided, thus resulting in higher value habitat. Regarding the commenter’s question concerning 
agency participation, the SBWCD has worked closely with representatives of the USFWS, BLM, and 
CDFG for a number of years pertaining to the Wash Plan. Furthermore, future discussions with these 
resource agencies will occur during the BLM land exchange and the HCP processes. 
 
 
Response to Comment K-19. The scope, extent, and cost of additional mitigation measures that 
may or may not be imposed by the USFWS are not known and cannot be known by the District. Also, 
the District has no jurisdictional authority over the costs of mitigation measures that may or may not 
be imposed by the USFWS on future water conservation facilities. 
 
As stated in response K-12, the various landowners and local agencies have worked closely with 
representatives of the USFWS, BLM, and CDFG for a number of years pertaining to the Wash Plan, 
and this close working relationship with the resource agencies will continue through the BLM land 
exchange and the HCP processes. Any additional implementation measures must be economically 
feasible to implement. However, this feasibility cannot be determined until all permits have been 
obtained. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER L 
Western Municipal Water District 

Response to Comment L-1. The District’s responses to SBVMWD’s comments are included above 
as responses K-1 through K-19. The Wash Plan EIR does not ignore the need for future water 
conservation facilities. In fact, future water conservation facilities are discussed throughout the EIR 
and included in the cumulative impact analyses where appropriate (e.g., Draft EIR pp. 3-33 to 3-41, 
4.4-23). As discussed in response to SBVMWD’s comments, the project-level analysis of future 
facilities is premature, and premature environmental analysis would fail to identify accurately the 
environmental effects that may or may not result when specific facilities are proposed, whether in the 
immediate or distant future. Furthermore, the level of detail contained in the EIR is commensurate 
with the specificity provided by the project description in accordance with CEQA Guidelines (§15146). 
 
 
Response to Comment L-2. Additionally, as with SBVWMD, commenter Western Municipal Water 
District (WMWD) is a signatory of the easement agreement with the District. Accordingly, WMWD is 
required to perform CEQA review for future water conservation facilities. The easement agreement 
provides that WMWD will construct future facilities at its “sole cost and expense” (Easement 
Agreement [February 6, 2008], § 8(c)(1)), and that WMWD “shall be the lead agency for any 
environmental review required in connection with any New Facility, including any review under 
CEQA or NEPA, and [WMWD] shall be solely responsible for securing and complying with all 
applicable permits or approvals required in connection with the construction, placement, operation, or 
maintenance of any New Facility.” (Id., § 8(c)(2).) Any project-level review of future facilities 
contemplated by WMWD should be prepared by WMWD separate from the Wash Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment L-3. Lead agency designation is not an environmental issue. Provided the 
Wash Plan EIR adequately discloses, analyzes, and mitigates the Wash Plan project’s significant 
environmental effects, the Wash Plan EIR satisfies CEQA, regardless of what entity is designated as 
the lead agency. This comment raises a political, not an environmental issue. Nevertheless, the 
Conservation District was the originator of the Wash Plan effort and has been the Project Manager 
throughout the years of discussion and negotiations that led to the multi-agency compromises that 
make the Wash Plan possible. The Conservation District has served as the CEQA Lead Agency 
through the preparation and release of the DEIR, and is now involved with assisting the BLM on the 
companion EIS. Any change in lead agency designation would delay the project, upset existing 
relationships, and threaten the continuity of the Wash Plan. Moreover, much of the property within the 
Planning Area is owned by the Conservation District, and the Wash Plan Task Force has agreed that 
the Conservation District will serve as the entity to manage the habitat under the ultimate HCP and 
Implementing Agreement. In this respect, the Conservation District is the “public agency which has 
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving the project,” and is therefore the appropriate lead 
agency under Public Resources Code Section 21067. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER M 
Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) 

Response to Comment M-1. The commenter’s opinion regarding multi-species plans is noted. With 
regard to the current description (“draft”) of the Wash Plan, the Conservation District believes that the 
Plan itself provides a comprehensive approach to resolving the various interests within the Upper 
Santa Ana Wash. The District views the plan as an innovative approach to consolidating mining and 
water conservation land uses into a more compact configuration that produces a positive net gain in 
habitat conserved within the Wash Plan Area, and at the same time, preserving vital land uses into 
the future. The rearranged land uses that will result from the exchange of lands between the 
Conservation District and the Bureau of Land Management (approximately 320 acres of District land 
for 315 acres of Federal land) and between Robertson’s Ready-mix and the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District (approximately 47 acres of Robertson’s property for approximately 20 acres of 
Flood Control District property) will produce three distinct land uses that provide an optimum 
arrangement of activities and habitat conservation within the Wash Plan Area. Habitat conservation 
will benefit significantly by reducing the habitat fragmentation that currently exists due to the existing 
ownership pattern and the associated land uses. The resulting ownership and land use pattern 
created by implementing the Wash Plan will assemble mining activity in the westerly portion of the 
Plan Area, water conservation activity in the easterly portion of the Plan Area, and habitat 
conservation in the central part of the Plan Area. The Wash Plan will commit all of Section 12, in the 
center of the Wash Plan Area, to habitat conservation thereby linking the Plunge Creek drainage 
habitat conservation area (including Unit 5 of the WSPA in the north) with WSPA Units 2, 3, and 4 to 
the south along the Santa Ana River. The connection, created by dedicating Section 12 to habitat 
conservation, will provide an uninterrupted corridor for wildlife movement and linkage for biodiversity 
between the two areas of concentrated endangered species occupation. 
 
Furthermore, with regard to the mitigation included in the Draft EIR, the measures mitigate impacts 
from land-disturbing activities included in the Plan by ensuring the preservation and management of 
dedicated habitat areas. The Wash Plan will provide a greater level of habitat conservation than 
currently exists by implementing the proposed HEP as a key element of the HCP that is being 
prepared to obtain incidental take authorization from the USFWS and the CDFG for land disturbance 
within the mining and water conservation areas. Through the HEP’s habitat management measures 
brought forward by Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-16, stewardship of the habitat 
conservation lands will be provided, thereby resulting in long-term preservation of higher value 
habitat. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-2. The Wash Plan EIR is the first step in a series of environmental 
reviews for various actions required to implement the Wash Plan. The process for the development of 
the Wash Plan, its goals and objectives, and the project-specific components of the Wash Plan are in 
the Project Description, Section 3.0, pages 3-1 through 3-7. Table 3.7.2 on page 3-91 describes the 
permits and other approvals that will be required to fully implement the plan. Furthermore, Section 
3.7.3 on page 3-94 describes the additional environmental reviews and actions required by the 
participating Federal agencies in the Wash Plan Taskforce to effect the plan. The Wash Plan process 
involves three components and three corresponding environmental review processes consisting of 
the following: 1) a Wash Plan project (the project description described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR – 
previously the Concept Plan developed by the Wash Plan Committee); 2) a land exchange with the 
BLM; and 3) a formal HCP that must be prepared pursuant to the FESA. The Wash Plan EIR 
provides compliance with CEQA by providing project-level review for certain activities and program-
level review of other activities as described in Section 4.0 of the DEIR. The BLM land exchange 
requires compliance with NEPA and an EIS will be used to meet NEPA requirements. A formal HCP 
must be prepared to obtain an Incidental Take Permit (Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit) from the USFWS 
with a Section 2080.1 concurrence review by the CDFG. The HCP is also subject to NEPA 
compliance and will have an Environmental Assessment prepared. These actions will occur in a 
logical sequence that allows for public review and comment at each step. The DEIR is the first step 
that provides mitigation required for the actions that are subject to CEQA, but the document also lays 
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out the measures that will be incorporated and amended or enhanced as required by the respective 
Federal Lead Agency for the second and third steps in the process. Mitigation implementation and 
assurances will contain a commensurate level of detail to satisfy each succeeding step, including a 
Record of Decision for the land exchange by the BLM and the approval of the HCP by the USFWS 
and CDFG and issuance of a Section 10a permit by the USFWS and concurrence review by the 
CDFG. Adequacy of mitigation and funding assurances are an integral part of the HCP process and 
must satisfy the requirements of the USFWS and CDFG. 
 
With regard to the comments regarding survey information and data for analysis of impacts to 
endangered species, the District had a final Biological Technical Report (BTR) prepared for the Final 
EIR in response to comments by the Center and other commenters. The BTR provides additional 
information regarding survey information and data regarding species occurrences within the Wash 
Plan Area. The BTR also provides an enhanced analysis of impacts and provides an assessment of 
the net gain/loss of habitat that would occur as a result of Wash Plan implementation. The commenter 
is referred to the BTR for a comprehensive description of the existing biological conditions and the 
future conditions with project implementation. The BTR will be referred to extensively throughout this 
response to the CBD comment letter. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-3. See response M-2 for an explanation of the sequence of the EIR and 
the EIS associated with the full and complete Wash Plan project review process. As noted in 
Response M-2, the manner in which lands were assigned the proposed land use and ownership for 
project implementation is described in Section 3.0 of the DEIR, specifically see pages 3-1 through 3-
6. Also, see the document titled “A Guide for Land Use –Synopsis of the Upper Santa Ana River 
Wash and Land Management and Habitat Conservation Plan,” which was provided to the public along 
with the CD-ROM containing the DEIR for history and background relative to the development of the 
Wash Plan. With regard to funding and expenditures related to Wash Plan implementation, the HCP 
process requires that funding be fully addressed and the Section 10a permit issuance procedures 
require an Implementation Agreement that sets forth specific conditions for compliance with the HCP, 
including management measures and funding to accomplish those measures. For CEQA purposes, 
these subsequent provisions required by the Section 10a permit process serve as performance 
standards, relative to the DEIR mitigation, that the District must adhere to for satisfactory 
performance of its obligations under the Implementing Agreement. With regard to the adequacy of 
alternatives considered in the DEIR, the District believes that a reasonable range of alternatives to 
the proposed project has been displayed and analyzed in the DEIR. The commenter is directed to 
Section 6.0 of the DEIR, pages 6-1 to 6-18, for a full explanation of the rationale used in selecting 
viable alternatives that satisfy the requirements of CEQA while, at the same time, being capable of 
meeting the project’s objectives. While an alternative titled “Modified Reserve Design” was not so 
named in the DEIR, various alternatives that were evaluated in detail contain elements of expanded 
or contracted habitat conservation designation. See Table 6.A – Alternatives Matrix and the narrative 
impact analysis contained on pages 6-19 through 6-40. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-4. The EIR is a precursor to the HCP. The District intends to implement 
measures as a part of the HCP that will ensure the survival of and contribute to the recovery of listed 
species. No changes to the EIR are required. As part of the companion environmental document that 
will accompany the HCP, analysis of the Wash Plan’s impacts to covered species and the potential 
for incidental take will be addressed. 
 
The Wash Plan Draft EIR adequately explores a reasonable range of project alternative, including a 
no-project alternative as required by CEQA. The range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR need only 
include those alternatives that meet most of the primary objectives of the project. As stated in 
response M-3, analysis of project alternatives is included in Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment M-5. As discussed in response M-2, the HCP is the last component of the 
Wash Plan in the sequence of plans and environmental reviews to be conducted in order to 
implement the plan. It is premature to examine the standards and procedures for approval of an HCP 
and a Section 10a permit. These requirements of the Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit process are very 
rigorous and highly technical. The requirements will be examined when the HCP is presented to the 
USFWS for evaluation. The DEIR provides mitigation consistent with the requirements of CEQA for 
the actions listed in Table 3.1 – Actions with the Planning Area Covered by the EIR, page 3-92. The 
biological mitigation measures are intended to be carried forward in the HCP and amended or 
enhanced as required by the USFWS and CDFG for the third step in the process. As noted above, 
the mitigation that appears in the DEIR serves as performances standards that the District must 
adhere to for satisfactory performance of its obligations under the Implementing Agreement. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-6. The Wash Plan was drafted with consideration of the requirements of 
the State and Federal Endangered Species Acts. A supplemental BTR for the Upper Santa Ana River 
Wash Plan has been prepared by Dudek (October 2008) and will be included in the Final EIR as 
Appendix M. The BTR provides supplemental analysis of impacts to special-status species and their 
habitats. Table 13 provides a summary of the percentage of suitable habitat for each special-status 
species listed in Table 4.4.A of the Draft EIR that would be conserved, or preserved, on-site inclusive 
of the entire Wash Plan Area. Table 14 provides a summary of the percent of suitable habitat for each 
special-status species that would be affected within the major areas of project impact (i.e., mining, 
roads and highways, flood control, water conservation, and undesignated/public and semi-public 
lands). Table 15 presents a gain/loss analysis of the critical vegetation types within the Wash Plan 
area and Table 16 presents a gain/loss analysis of the critical vegetation types for each of the 
special-status species within the Wash Plan area. 
 
The HCP as presently planned will, at a minimum, include take authorization for the Federal and 
State listed species that are known to occur within the Wash Plan Area. Unlisted additional species 
will be elevated when the HCP is prepared. The HCP will be completed as the last step in obtaining 
the necessary approvals for the project. The Section 10a permitting procedures limit the USFWS 
authority to only those species that are formally listed by the FESA; however, an HCP may address 
conservation measures for unlisted species if the permit applicant seeks pre-listing assurances for the 
subject species. The extent of conservation that may be required for unlisted species becomes an 
issue of cost-effectiveness and likelihood of formal listing during the permit period. These unlisted 
species will be evaluated at the time of HCP preparation. The unlisted species listed in Table 4.4.A 
and in the BTR are evaluated in the context of rare species pursuant to CEQA review requirements. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-7. As previously stated, the HCP has not been drafted at this point. The 
Concept Plan anticipated a 60-year Section 10a permit length based on the amount of aggregate 
reserves available for mining and the rate of mining activity to exhaust the reserves. However, several 
factors will affect the actual permit length for which the District ultimately seeks approval. A 
reasonable minimum permit length would be 30 years due to the level of effort and cost associated 
with pursuing such authorizations. In spite of this range of permit duration, the actual permit length 
will ultimately be evaluated in the HCP and attendant NEPA analysis. The CEQA analysis required for 
the EIR is limited to the level of detail that is available at the time the NOP is distributed. The detail 
regarding permit length was not specified at that time. No changes to the EIR are required. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-8. The Draft EIR has been revised to identify the numerous technical 
biological studies that contributed various biological data used in the analysis of the Draft EIR. The 
supplemental BTR incorporates data from numerous other biological technical studies. Table 1 in the 
BTR lists the numerous surveys that have been conducted in the Wash Plan area. It is important to 
note that the supplemental analysis provided in the BTR and referred to in these responses to 
comments does not change the conclusions identified in the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment M-9. As stated in response M-6, “covered species” will be designated when 
the future HCP is prepared. The BTR provides an evaluation of habitat suitability and occurrence data 
for each of the species analyzed in the Draft EIR. Additional detail is provided in the BTR for species 
that were considered, through consultation with USFWS and CDFG staff, to be those species most 
likely to be threatened by the various activities in the project area. To clarify comments made 
regarding the Santa Ana speckled dace, Table 6 of the BTR indicates that Santa Ana speckled dace 
was previously identified as present in the Wash Plan area, but the location corresponding to that 
reported occurrence has since been developed. Although Santa Ana speckled dace is likely to occur 
at other locations in the vicinity of the Wash Plan Area, this fish species is now likely extirpated from 
the Wash Plan Area. The EIR and BTR continue to show the location of the occurrence only as a 
historic occurrence. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-10. As stated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR, impacts to the 24 special 
status species listed on pages 4.4-24 and 27 were not considered to be significant. “Because these 
species are not listed as endangered or threatened and because the project will not affect a large 
quantity of high quality habitat remaining for the species, impacts … to these species are considered 
less than significant and no mitigation is required.” As stated in responses M-6 and M-9, the BTR 
provides an evaluation of habitat suitability and occurrence data for each of the species analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. 
 
The supplemental analysis within the BTR concludes that impacts to the 24 special status species 
listed in the Draft EIR are less than significant. As stated in Table 4.4.A of the EIR, the white-tailed 
kite has a low probability of occurrence within the Wash Plan. Based on the habitat analysis 
contained in the BTR summarized in Table 16, the Wash Plan will result in a net gain of suitable 
habitat for this species and thus will adequately conserve it. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-11. Mitigation in the form of habitat conservation includes 1) designation 
of habitat conservation lands, 2) long-term management through implementation of the Habitat 
Enhancement Plan (HEP), and 3) establishment of a preferred preserve configuration. These three 
factors provide a mosaic of habitat types supporting multiple special-status species. The revised BTR 
includes the calculation of mitigation ratios derived from a comparison of net change in habitat 
conservation and impacts resulting from the project. This evaluation concludes that the overall project 
achieves a 1.7:1 mitigation to impact ratio. However, the evaluation of adequate mitigation, takes into 
account not only the acreage of impact compared with the acreage of conservation, but the benefits 
to existing conservation lands from the improvement of overall habitat preserve configuration and the 
implementation of a long-term management plan. These factors considered as a whole, adequately 
mitigate project impacts with respect to special-status vegetation communities and species by 
reducing impacts to a level which is less than significant. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-12. Impacts to special-status plant species are addressed in Section 7.0 
of the BTR. That impact analysis corroborates and is consistent with the conclusions identified in the 
Draft EIR. 
 
With respect to Robinson’s pepper grass, the one known locality in Wash Plan Area dates to 1987 
and is within the Phase 1 area of the potential future water conservation areas, which is also known 
as the Seven Oaks Dam Borrow Pit. This area has previously been disturbed and excavated to 
provide construction materials for the Seven Oaks Dam, starting in 1995. Therefore although the 
DEIR has identified this single location within the Phase 1 area, examination of the data indicates that 
the locality has been extirpated. Although there is no mapped occurrence of Robinson’s pepper 
grass, as indicated in Tables 13 and 16 of the revised BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 79 percent of 
the Robinson’s pepper grass habitat within the Wash Plan and provides a net increase in conserved 
habitat of 56 acres. 
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Response to Comment M-13. Concerns regarding measures to limit and deter impacts to the San 
Diego horned lizard and measures to control exotic Argentine ants are addressed in the BTR and will 
be incorporated into the long-term management and monitoring components of the agency-approved 
HEP. Page 191, Section 7.3.4 of the BTR (Habitat Enhancement Plan) included measures to control 
Argentine ants within the Habitat Conservation, Water Conservation, and Flood Control areas and 
within 300 feet of these areas within the Planning Area. Table 13 of the BTR indicates that 65 percent 
of the San Diego horned lizard habitat within the Wash Plan area will be preserved. Table 14 
indicates that 36 percent of the suitable habitat for the San Diego horned lizard will be affected by 
project activities while Table 16 shows that 907 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-14. The coastal cactus wren occurs in southern Orange County, western 
San Diego County, and Baja California. The mainland cactus wren is incorrectly identified and 
addressed in the BTR as the coastal cactus wren. It is important to note that the conclusions in the 
Draft EIR have not changed as a result. Regarding fire and domestic cats, measures to address 
these potential impacts will be incorporated into the long-term management and monitoring 
components of the agency-approved HEP. The coastal cactus wren does not occur in the Wash Plan; 
however, there are five mapped occurrences of mainland cactus wren within the Wash Plan. As 
indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 57 percent of its habitat and two of the 
five mapped occurrence locations within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 35 percent of the 
suitable habitat for the mainland cactus wren will be affected by project activities while Table 16 
shows that 674 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. It should be noted that the mainland cactus 
wren is not a species of concern. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-15. The critical habitat designation for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat 
used in the analysis of the Draft EIR was not outdated as indicated by the commenter. The critical 
habitat designation was the most current available at the time of the Draft EIR submittal (i.e., March 
25, 2008). There are 29 mapped occurrences of San Bernardino Kangaroo rat within the Wash Plan. 
As indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 58 percent of its habitat and 16 of the 
29 mapped occurrence locations within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 42 percent of the 
suitable habitat for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat will be affected by project activities while Table 
16 shows that 464 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-16. The Draft EIR and BTR adequately address potential impacts to the 
coastal California gnatcatcher. The HEP will address fire-response management measures and other 
potential impacts to the suitable habitat to be preserved for this species. There are five mapped 
occurrences of coastal California gnatcatcher within the Wash Plan. As indicated in Table 13 of the 
BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 65 percent of its habitat and four of the five mapped occurrence 
locations within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 36 percent of the suitable habitat for the 
coastal California gnatcatcher will be affected by project activities while Table 16 shows that 823 
acres of suitable habitat will be gained. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-17. Previous and current analysis and conclusions pertaining to the Los 
Angeles pocket mouse have been based on the best, most current species information available. The 
Draft EIR and BTR adequately address potential impacts to this species. There are seven mapped 
occurrences of Los Angeles pocket mouse within the Wash Plan. As indicated in Table 13 of the 
BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 58 percent of its habitat and five of the seven mapped occurrence 
locations within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 42 percent of the suitable habitat for the Los 
Angeles pocket mouse will be affected by project activities while Table 16 shows that 464 acres of 
suitable habitat will be gained. Page 190, Section 7.3.4 of the BTR (Habitat Enhancement Plan) 
includes measures to reduce impacts to this species within the Planning Area. 
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Response to Comment M-18. The literature review conducted for the BTR identified three localities 
of western spadefoot toad: two locations within the Seven Oaks Dam borrow pit and one within an 
existing recharge basin. The two locations within the borrow pit are considered extirpated. The 
location within an existing recharge basin would be unaffected by the project since that area will 
remain as designated water conservation. Overall, the proposed project proposes conservation of 65 
percent of suitable habitat for the species (Table 13 of revised BTR) and provides 370 net additional 
acres of suitable habitat conserved (Table 16 of revised BTR). Proposed activities are not expected to 
result in a significant impact to the western spadefoot toad as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft 
EIR. Furthermore, suitable habitat to be preserved for this species will allow the species to persist in 
the Wash Plan Area, as indicated in the BTR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-19. The impact analysis in the BTR specific to burrowing owl identifies the 
preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As indicated in Table 13 of the 
BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 64 percent of its habitat within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 
36 percent of the suitable habitat for the burrowing owl will be affected due to project activities while 
Table 16 shows that 945 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion that 
impacts to burrowing owls would be considered less significant with the proposed mitigation 
incorporated as indicated on page 4.4-51 of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the HEP will address 
relocation efforts to occur within 75 meters of the original site, where possible, and as approved by 
the resource agencies. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-20. The impact analysis in the revised BTR specific to Bell’s sage 
sparrow identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As indicated 
in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 65 percent of its habitat and there are no mapped 
occurrences of the Bell’s sage sparrow within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 35 percent of 
the suitable habitat for the Bell’s sage sparrow will be affected due to project activities while Table 16 
shows that 963 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts to 
Bell’s sage sparrow are not considered significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-21. The impact analysis in the BTR specific to Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As 
indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 64 percent of its habitat and four of the 
eight mapped occurrences within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 36 percent of the suitable 
habitat for the Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow will be affected due to project activities 
while Table 16 shows that 861 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion 
that impacts to Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow are not considered significant as 
indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-22. The impact analysis in the BTR specific to California horned lark 
identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As indicated in Table 
13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 64 percent of its habitat and there are no mapped 
occurrences within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 41 percent of the suitable habitat for the 
California horned lark will be affected due to project activities while Table 16 shows that 583 acres of 
suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts to California horned lark are 
not considered significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-23. The impact analysis in the BTR specific to San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As indicated 
in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 60 percent of its habitat and there are no mapped 
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occurrences within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 40 percent of the suitable habitat for the 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit will be affected due to project activities while Table 16 shows that 
638 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts to San Diego 
black-tailed jackrabbit are not considered significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-24. The impact analysis in the BTR specific to loggerhead shrike 
identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain this species. As indicated in Table 
13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 60 percent of its habitat and three of its six mapped 
occurrences within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 35 percent of the suitable habitat for the 
loggerhead shrike will be impacted due to project activities while Table 16 shows that 1,045 acres of 
suitable habitat will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts to loggerhead shrike are not 
considered significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-25. The impact analyses in the BTR specific to San Diego desert woodrat 
and northwestern San Diego pocket mouse identify the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to 
maintain these species. As indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 81 percent of 
San Diego desert woodrat’s potential habitat and 65 percent of the northwestern San Diego pocket 
mouse. There are no mapped occurrences of either species within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates 
that 19 percent and 35 percent of the suitable habitat for the northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
and San Diego desert woodrat, respectively, will be impacted due to project activities while Table 16 
shows that 963 acres and 211 acres of suitable habitat for the northwestern San Diego pocket mouse 
and San Diego desert woodrat, respectively, will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts 
to northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego desert woodrat are not considered 
significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-26. As of February 2008, Cooper’s hawk is no longer considered a 
California Species of Special Concern by the CDFG. Although still listed on CDFG Special Animals 
List, Cooper’s hawk has no formal State or Federal designated status. Nevertheless, impact analysis 
in the BTR specific to this species identifies the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to maintain 
this species. As indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 64 percent of its habitat 
and there are no mapped occurrences of this species within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates that 
36 percent of the suitable habitat for the Cooper’s hawk will be affected due to project activities while 
Table 16 shows that 823 acres of suitable habitat will be gained. The conclusion that impacts to 
Cooper’s hawk are not considered significant as indicated on page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR is still 
valid. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-27. The impact analyses in the BTR specific to coastal western whiptail 
and northern red-diamond rattlesnake identify the preservation of sufficient suitable habitat to 
maintain these species. As indicated in Table 13 of the BTR, the Wash Plan preserves 65 percent of 
the coastal western whiptail’s habitat and 60 percent of the northern red-diamond rattlesnake’s 
habitat. There are no mapped occurrences of either species within the Wash Plan. Table 14 indicates 
that 36 percent and 35 percent of the suitable habitat for the coastal western whiptail and northern 
red-diamond rattlesnake, respectively, will be affected by project activities while Table 16 shows that 
907 acres and 1,008 acres of suitable habitat for the coastal western whiptail and northern red-
diamond rattlesnake, respectively, will be gained. This supports the conclusion that impacts to coastal 
western whiptail and northern red-diamond rattlesnake are not considered significant as indicated on 
page 4.4-27 of the Draft EIR. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-28. See responses M-4 and M-5. The commenter correctly notes that 
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-16 form the basis for the HEP that will be produced by the 
District. As required by CEQA, all project activities will be required to comply with the measures 
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contained in the future HEP, which, in turn, will contain these specific habitat conservation measures. 
Because the mitigation measures are specified as part of this EIR, there is no deferral of mitigation. It 
is also worth noting that all project activities must await approval by the USFWS and CDFG of the 
ultimate HCP. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-29. The EIR biological mitigation measures allow for fluctuation in habitat 
compositions within the conserved portions of the Wash Plan. These fluctuations do not include 
declines in habitat quality (such as through the establishment of exotic, invasive species), but rather 
successional stages between native habitat types (such as from mature to pioneer Riversidean 
alluvial fan sage scrub). The HEP includes standards for maintenance of habitat quality, such as the 
control of exotic, invasive species; however, additional adaptive management measures would be 
implemented according to the maximum allowable fluctuations in order to maintain a mosaic of 
habitat types in proportions necessary to support special-status species. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-30. Trash dumping is currently prohibited in the Wash Plan area by the 
City of Redlands, the City of Highland, and the County of San Bernardino. Existing law enforcement 
personnel as part of their normal duties will check for illegal activities such as trash dumping and 
trespassing. The existing prohibition of trash dumping and law enforcement patrol in combination with 
Mitigation Measures BIO-9 and BIO-16 will ensure that preservation areas will remain in pristine 
condition. Additionally, the BTR (Section 7.3.4) includes measures to control access and periodic 
trash pickup. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-31. The District agrees that biological monitoring is an integral part of a 
habitat management strategy and will include such monitoring in the HEP. It is worth noting that the 
HEP will serve as the template from which the HCP will be crafted. However, once the HCP is 
approved, it will supersede the HEP. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-32. As discussed on page 4.4-34, the SLender-horned spineflower 
Enhancement and Relocation Plan (SLERP) is USFWS plan to enhance and relocate the slender-
horned spineflower to maintain its integrity and viability within the Plan area. The SLERP will 
ultimately be folded into the HCP for the Wash Plan. As part of its issuance of a Section 10(a) 
incidental take permit, the USFWS is obligated to confirm that the District-prepared HCP will maintain 
the integrity and viability of the species. The CDFG will issue a California Endangered Species 
incidental take permit under Section 2081 of the CESA based on the HCP serving as the mitigation 
plan. The claim that the mitigation measure is ineffective has no merit. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-33. The BTR quantifies the amount of suitable habitat preserved for each 
special-status species and evaluates the impacts to each species’ habitat. Table 13 of the BTR 
identifies the percentages of suitable habitat that will be preserved for the special-status species 
within the Wash Plan area. Table 14 identifies the percent of suitable habitat that will be affected for 
the special-status species within the Wash Plan area. Table 16 identifies that quantity of habitat that 
will be gained for the special-status species within the Wash Plan area. The net outcome of the 
proposed project is expressed in the BTR in terms of Gain, Loss, and No Change. For most land uses 
that will change as a result of the project (Habitat Conservation, Aggregate Mining and Processing, 
and Roads and Highways), the calculation is a simple comparison of pre- and post-project acreages. 
For Water Conservation the calculation is complicated by the fact that under pre-project conditions, 
none of the Water Conservation area receives designated habitat protection. Under the proposed 
project, a minimum 69 percent portion, in a location yet to be determined, will receive habitat 
protection and the remaining 31 percent may be developed. These portions are allocated to Gain and 
Loss, respectively. The exception to this is the 240-acre existing borrow pit that represents the 
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majority of developed use within Water Conservation both under pre- and post-project conditions. 
This area will remain unchanged by the project and therefore is included under No Change. 
 
Two additional tables were created to analyze this net change between the pre- and post-project land 
use activities. Tables 15 and 16 show the existing land use and the proposed land use in order to 
determine the net change between pre- and post-project conditions and determine the overall gain or 
loss of habitat areas and occurrences of special-status species within the Wash Plan area. Land uses 
listed in these tables include those that would substantially change with implementation of the project 
(Water Conservation, Habitat Conservation, Aggregate Mining and Processing, and Roads and 
Highways). Flood Control, Agriculture, and Undesignated Public Ownership are not considered in 
these tables due to the limited effect of the project on these land use areas (a total 10-acre change 
within the 4,467-acre plan area). 
 
The biological resources analysis in the Draft EIR taken in concert with the supplemental information 
and analysis provided in the BTR is adequate to comply with CEQA. Additional analysis and 
documentation may be required by the resource agencies for the two NEPA documents to be 
prepared as part of the future BLM and HCP processes. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-34. Refer to response M-33. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-35. The Wash Plan EIR is not a NEPA document and the District has not 
received any comment from the USFWS. The discussion of alternatives in this comment fails to 
recognize that the alternatives pointed out by the commenter fail to achieve the goals of the Wash 
Plan, and were therefore rejected. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-36. Refer to response M-5. The resource agencies will approve an HCP 
for the Upper Santa Ana River Wash as part of the subsequent NEPA document. As stated on page 
4.4-31 of the Draft EIR, approval of the future HCP would lead to the issuance of an “incidental take” 
authorization from the USFWS for the identified impacts to the four listed species and loss of 
designated critical habitat. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-37. Edge effects and other indirect impacts to species and habitats are 
thoroughly discussed in the BTR. The analysis in the BTR does not result in any changes to the 
conclusions made in the Draft EIR; therefore, no new mitigation is warranted. However, several 
measures will be incorporated into and implemented as part of the HEP, as described in the 
Mitigation Measures of the EIR. The HEP is generally intended to provide measures to improve the 
overall quality of the habitat supporting a number of special-status species. Overall, the analysis 
demonstrates that the proposed project will provide a more consolidated preserve design that will 
reduce edge effects and improve landscape connectivity, particularly with regard to the existing 
WSPA. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-38. Section 7.3.1 of the BTR provides a thorough discussion of the 
beneficial aspects of the project regarding habitat fragmentation. Generally, the project would result in 
a net benefit by joining the proposed habitat conservation areas designated in the Wash Plan with the 
existing ACEC and WSPA areas. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-39. See response M-37. 
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Response to Comment M-40. With regard to domestic pets, the project does not include activities 
that would alter the number of pets that would reside adjacent to conservation areas (e.g., no housing 
is proposed). Pet control is a factor in the HEP with regard to trail management, as discussed in the 
BTR. However, no additional management would be proposed because, beyond trails, the project is 
not altering existing conditions with regard to pets. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-41. Indirect impacts related to new roads and increased traffic are 
described in BTR Section 7.3 and include chemical pollution and noise. The BTR concludes that 
chemical pollution effects are addressed through the air quality portion of the EIR and, in order to 
address additional effects on biological resources, the HEP includes measures for long-term 
monitoring and adaptive management. The project would not result in substantial noise increases due 
to generated traffic or expanded roads. Noise is an existing condition on the site to which wildlife has 
likely acclimated. That said, the HEP includes measures to control noise during construction and 
monitoring protocols that would trigger adaptive management measures if noise or other road-related 
effects were determined to be detrimental to special-status species and/or habitat suitability. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-42. The Draft EIR does address Global Climate Change; see Section 4.3, 
Air Quality, pages 4.3-68 through 72. However, the District disagrees with the speculative nature of 
the comment that suggests effects on species resulting from implementation of the Wash Plan be 
included in this EIR. Although there is much debate regarding Global Climate change, it is much too 
speculative to expect that this EIR conduct a species by species analysis of this subject as it relative 
to biological resources. Nonetheless, the Wash Plan mitigation measures prescribe an adaptive 
management process that would accommodate fluctuations in habitat should the effects of global 
climate change come to fruition. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-43. See response M-2. Funding for the Wash Plan will be identified and 
agreed to as part of the HCP. There is no basis for requiring this detail as part of the Wash Plan EIR 
or HEP. This comment raises an economic issue rather than an environmental issue. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-44. As demonstrated in the responses to CBD’s comments and as 
contained in the Draft EIR, 1) an adequate baseline in accordance with CEQA has been included in 
this EIR; 2) best available information and data has been included in this EIR; 3) the EIR analyzes a 
reasonable range of alternatives; 4) analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts has been 
included in the EIR; 5) analysis of irreversible environmental effects has been included in the EIR; 6) 
feasible mitigation measures have been identified; and 7) the EIR has been prepared in accordance 
with CEQA and is adequate. No changes to the EIR are necessary based on this comment. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-45. As contained in the Draft EIR, 1) an analysis of air quality impacts is 
contained in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR; 2) an analysis of traffic impacts is contained in Section 4.15 
of the Draft EIR; 3) an analysis of hydrology, water quality and water supply is contained in Sections 
4.8 and 4.16 of the Draft EIR; 4) an analysis of recreational open space is contained in Section 4.14 
of the Draft EIR; 5) an analysis of aesthetic impacts is contained in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR; and 
6) all 16 environmental topics (Sections 4.1 through 4.16) addressed in the Draft EIR provide an 
analysis of the cumulative effects. The commenter makes a broad assertion with no evidence on 
which to base this comment. The impacts of the project are properly disclosed in the EIR sections as 
stated above. No changes to the EIR are necessary based on this comment. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-46. The General Plan policies are interpretive and implemented based on 
the judgment of the City. The Wash Plan was conceived and prepared with the City of Highland as a 
Task Force Participant. The Wash Plan will result in the ultimate preservation of substantial acreages 
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of biologically significant habitats, including designated Critical Habitat for the San Bernardino 
kangaroo rat. The Wash Plan seeks to avoid, link, and protect the most sensitive areas within the 
plan area and allowing development within areas of lesser quality habitat. It would also permanently 
preserve habitat areas adjacent to the WSPA, effectively increasing the habitat benefits of Wash Plan 
area in comparison to existing conditions. All significant impacts of the proposed Wash Plan would be 
mitigated to the greatest feasible level. No changes to the EIR are necessary based on this comment. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-47. See response M-46. The Wash Plan was conceived and prepared 
with the City of Redlands as a Task Force Participant. The Wash Plan preserves valued habitat within 
the Plan Area. While the Plan allows for the potential expansion of development within the Plan Area, 
significant portions of the Plan Area are required to remain in permanent conservation and therefore 
would avoid any future disruption of the habitat areas as suggested by the Redlands General Plan. 
 
 
Response to Comment M-48. See response M-46. The Wash Plan will provide and obvious and 
clear benefit to habitat conservation by adding large quantities of land to the existing habitat areas 
managed by BLM (ACEC) and the San Bernardino County Flood Control District (WSPA). 
 
 
Response to Comment M-49. This comment summarizes the previous comments within the letter. 
Any revisions to the EIR based on the items listed in this comment have been addressed in the 
responses listed above. 
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