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I1. Response to Comments from Betty Munson, dated August 8, 2019. 

I1-1 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to eliminate the Community Area Plans and create Community Action Guides.  

The Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP project description that serves as the basis 
for the impact analysis. This section describes the project background, existing 
Community Plans and boundaries, and the structure for the new CWP, as discussed in 
response O1-7. In accordance with CEQA, the potential environmental impacts of  
implementing the project (CWP) are evaluated relative to existing physical conditions. As 
such, the Draft PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan, which includes the proposed 
land use designations and policies that have the potential to result in physical 
environmental impacts. To the extent that it would be appropriate to analyze the CWP in 
comparison to the existing Community Plans, this analysis would belong in the 
Alternatives analysis for the No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan). Alternatives, 
however, are analyzed at a less detailed level to provide a relative comparison of  impacts 
to the proposed project. Review of  the existing 14 Community Plans and related policies 
would be beyond CEQA requirements for alternative analyses.  
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I2. Response to Paula Deel, dated August 12, 2019. 

I2-1 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to eliminate the Community Area Plans and create Community Action Guides.  

The Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP project description that serves as the basis 
for the impact analysis. This section describes the project background, existing 
Community Plans and boundaries, and the structure for the new CWP, as discussed in 
response O1-7. In accordance with CEQA, the potential environmental impacts of  
implementing the project (CWP) are evaluated relative to existing, physical conditions. As 
such, the Draft PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan that includes the proposed land 
use designations and policies that have the potential to result in physical environmental 
impacts. To the extent that it would be appropriate to analyze the CWP in comparison to 
the existing Community Plans, this analysis would belong in the Alternatives analysis for 
the No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan). Alternatives, however, are analyzed at 
a less detailed level to provide a relative comparison of  impacts to the proposed project. 
Review of  the existing 14 Community Plans and related policies would be beyond CEQA 
requirements for alternative analyses.  
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I3. Response to Jean McLaughlin, dated August 14, 2019. 

I3-1 This comment is not directly related to the Draft PEIR. It is acknowledged and has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

I3-2 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to replace Community Area Plans.  

I3-3 This comment is not directly related to the Draft PEIR. It is acknowledged and has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

I3-4 Under CEQA, the Draft PEIR is required to address the potential impacts of  the 
proposed CWP in comparison to existing conditions. The comments regarding existing 
lighting issues are not within the scope of  the Draft PEIR, but will be forwarded to 
decision-makers. 

The East Desert Region (which includes Joshua Tree) is not targeted for growth under 
the CWP. Individual development projects could increase nighttime illumination or glare 
on a localized level. But the minimal amount of  growth anticipated in the region would 
be expected to have a negligible impact on the region’s overall light environment. The 
region is expected to continue to be a haven for dark skies and viewing of  stars, since the 
region’s BLM lands, military-owned land, and designated open space (e.g., Joshua Tree 
National Park) would not experience growth or development due to implementation of  
the Countywide Plan.  

I3-5 This comment relates to regulatory enforcement, which is not the purview of  CEQA or 
the Draft PEIR. The comment is acknowledged and has been forwarded to decision 
makers.  

I3-6 The specific comments regarding future development within Joshua Tree are not within 
the scope of  the Draft PEIR. Please refer to Draft PEIR, Section 5-4, Biological Resources, 
regarding the inventory of  existing natural biological resources, and related CEQA 
mitigation.  

I3-7 Comment acknowledged. Please see responses to Letter O1 from the Coalition of  
Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and Individuals in the High Desert of  San 
Bernardino County regarding applicable plans and policies regarding the potential 
development of  renewable energy projects, including solar projects  

I3-8 PEIR Table 3-3, Projected Growth in San Bernardino County, 2016 to 2040, in Chapter 3, Project 
Description¸ shows a projected increase of  39,970 square feet of  nonresidential uses and an 
additional 238 housing units in Joshua Tree over a 24-year period. Furthermore, PEIR 
Section 5.18.2.4, Environmental Impacts, in Chapter 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems, compares 
projected water demand to available water supplies. Net increases in water demand in the 
East Desert Region would involve a slight increase. Growth in the region would be 
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dispersed among many purveyors’ service areas, and impacts to each purveyor’s water 
supplies would be minor. 

I3-9 The Draft PEIR addresses potential climate change–related impacts in Section 5.7, 
Greenhouse Gases.  

I3-10 Population growth projections for the unincorporated areas under the CWP focus on 
residential development in two areas: the Bloomington community (Rialto sphere of  
influence [SOI]) and future master planned communities in the Town of  Apple Valley 
SOI. Little to no growth is projected for other unincorporated areas, including the Mojave 
Desert and Joshua Tree, based on the availability of  water and infrastructure systems, 
presence of  natural hazards and topographical constraints, and the desires of  residents.  
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LETTER I4 – Dr. and Mrs. Brent Moelleken (338 page[s]). Please note, due to the large number of  pages, 
only the pages with comments are below. The comment letter in total is provided as Appendix F of  
this Final Environmental Impact Report. 
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I4. Response to Comments from Dr. and Mrs. Brent Moelleken, dated August 15, 2019. 

I4-1 The commenter, on behalf  of  Dr. and Mrs. Bren Moelleken, states that the purpose of  
the letter is to provide evidence and request that the PEIR be supplemented with 
additional analysis regarding the County’s failure to adopt a Mills Act ordinance to 
preserve its historic properties. The comment is acknowledged and no response is 
required. 

I4-2 This comment references goals in the 2007 General Plan regarding adoption of  an 
ordinance pursuant to the Mills Act under which property owners are granted relief  under 
the tax code based upon the contributions made by those owners to restore and to 
preserve the resource. The comment notes that the CWP and PEIR recognize the 
aspiration goals of  preservation and references the following policies (page 5.5-30 of  the 
Draft PEIR): 

Policy CR-2.1 National and state historic resources. We encourage the 
preservation of archaeological sites and structures of state or 
national significance in accordance with the Secretary of 
Interior’s standards. 

Policy CR-2.2 Local historic resources. We encourage property owners to 
maintain the historic integrity of resources on their property by 
(listed in order of preference): preservation, adaptive reuse, or 
memorialization. 

  The commenter notes that the environmental and economic impacts of  not adopting an 
ordinance (“as the General Plan recommends”) have not been analyzed. The commenter 
further provides examples of  jurisdictions that have adopted ordinances similar to what 
they recommend. 

The General Plan does not “recommend” adoption of  an ordinance. In addition to 
summarizing regulatory requirements, the Draft PEIR includes Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 to ensure protection of  historical resources. The commenter’s letter, supplemental 
information, and request for decision-makers to consider an ordinance under the Mills 
Act is forwarded to decision-makers. It is beyond the scope of  the General Plan and 
supporting technical studies to address the economic and environmental impact of  
adopting versus failing to adopt a historic preservation ordinance that gives property 
owners tax relief  under the Mills Act. 

I4-3 Comment acknowledged. Historic-period built environment resources listed on National 
and State Registers, as well as those designated as Landmarks, are included in the 
discussion of  existing conditions in the cultural resources report (Draft PEIR, Appendix 
E, Table 5).  
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I4-4 Comment acknowledged.  

I4-5 Please refer to response to I4-2. 

I4-6 Comment acknowledged.  

I4-7 The comments and referenced documents have been incorporated into the Final 
Environmental Impact Report and will be included in the Administrative Record..  
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I5. Response to Comments from Sarah Kennington, dated August 15, 2019. 

I5-1 Comment acknowledged.  

I5-2 The Draft PEIR addresses impacts to scenic routes in the East Desert under Impact 5.1-2. 
These impacts are reviewed by county subregion at the appropriate specificity for a 
programmatic DEIR addressing a 20,000-square-mile area. The analysis acknowledges 
some land use changes along SR-247 in Homestead Valley, but notes that these areas are 
not targeted for growth, and in most cases, proposed land use changes would allow less 
intense development than under existing land use designations.  

This commenter suggests that Mitigation AES-11 from the 2007 General Plan EIR should 
be included in the CWP Draft PEIR to evaluate viewshed impacts along scenic corridors. 
Mitigation AES 11 noted criteria that should be considered for designated scenic 
resources, including: 

 A roadway, vista point, or areas that provides a vista of  undisturbed natural areas: 

 Includes a unique or unusual feature that comprises an important or dominant 
portion of  the viewshed 9 the area within the field of  view of  the observer). 

 Offers a distant vista that provides relief  from less attractive views of  nearby features 
(such as views of  mountain backdrop from urban areas). 

This mitigation is presumed to be directed to assist the County in designating resources, 
and would not serve at an individual project-level to protect visual resources from 
development projects. A viewshed analysis for potential impacts along scenic highways is 
required (as noted by the commenter under Comment I5-3) under the County 
Development Code for the Open Space Overlay (Section 82.19.040). This is a regulatory 
requirement with specific components ensuring the analysis on a project-level basis 
recommended by the commenter.  

The County concurs that desert landscape is unique and that measures that would be 
appropriate in the mountains would not necessarily be appropriate for the desert. As 
described in Draft PEIR, Section 3.3.3, Description of  the Project, under the CWP, existing 
community plans are proposed to be replaced with a Community Planning Continuum 
with a greater focus on community self-reliance, grass-roots action, and implementation. 
Goals, policies, land use, and infrastructure decisions for the Community Plan areas will 
be addressed in the County Policy Plan, and a set of  new action-oriented Community 
Action Guides (CAGs) will offer a set of  potential tools and action plans framed in a set 
of  community-driven values and aspirations. These Guides would provide an opportunity 
to customize guidance for aesthetic policy implementation relative to the desert landscape.  

Furthermore, County Development Code Section 82.19.040 has been added to the PEIR, 
as shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. The code applies to areas extending 200 
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feet on both sides of  the ultimate road right-of-way of  State- and County-designated 
Scenic Highways as identified in the General Plan. A specialized viewshed analysis shall 
be conducted for projects with significant negative impacts on scenic resources. This 
analysis shall identify mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate potentially 
significant impacts to the viewshed. 

I5-3 The County agrees that it is appropriate to include the information regarding County 
Development Code Section 82.19.040 in the Draft PEIR. The code applies to areas 
extending 200 feet on both sides of  the ultimate road right-of-way of  State- and County-
designated Scenic Highways as identified in the General Plan. A specialized viewshed 
analysis shall be conducted for projects with significant negative impacts on scenic 
resources. This analysis shall identify mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate 
potentially significant impacts to the viewshed. This information has been added to the 
PEIR in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. 

I5-4 Draft PEIR Figure 5.1-1, County Designated Scenic Routes, is a reproduction of  County Policy 
Plan Map NR-3, Scenic Routes and Highways. Both accurately reflect county scenic routes 
as well as State-designated and -eligible routes. Upon adoption of  the CWP, Map NR-3 
would represent the designated county scenic routes. The web-based map would also be 
updated upon any County and/or State amendments to their designations. This is more 
efficient and appropriate than the listing provided as EIR mitigation. The CWP PEIR 
does not need to list the county scenic highways, and the policy and protections are 
adequately reflected in Draft PEIR (including the addition of  County Development Code 
Section 82.19.040, as discussed in Response I5-3)  

I5-5 It is unclear what this commenter means by “anticipating revised land use zone 
designations” in this comment. Impact 5.11.1 in Draft PEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, reviews 
the potential for CWP implementation to adversely impact vistas in the East Desert. 
Region. The analysis concludes that the region does have numerous scenic vistas, but that 
the region is not planned for substantial changes in development patterns, level of  
urbanization, or the types of  development previously allowed. Additionally, Section 5.1 
lists the numerous policies that would protect aesthetic resources (see Section 5.1.3.2, 
Policy Plan).  

I5-6 This comment recommends more specific policy language in the proposed CWP to 
protect visual resources in the desert environment. Policy language and detailed design 
guidelines are not within the purview of  the Draft PEIR. This comment is acknowledged 
and will be forwarded to decision makers.  

I5-7 This comment provides examples to support comment I5-8. No response necessary.  

I5-8 It is neither feasible nor appropriate for a programmatic level EIR covering 20,000 square 
miles to detail carefully articulated building standards as suggested in this comment. The 
Draft PEIR provides the potential aesthetics impacts, including cumulative impacts, to the 
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East Desert Region, and provides appropriate substantiation (including regulatory and 
policy detail) to conclude that the impact is less than significant.  

I5-9 The commenter references specific Caltrans requirements for evaluation of  potential 
impacts to their designated scenic highways. As noted above and in this comment, the 
County has implemented its own requirements for viewshed analysis of  potential impacts 
to County scenic highways. The detail regarding Caltrans criteria and process is not 
relevant to the Draft PEIR.  

I5-10 The commenter states that County Overlay Protections along certain routes may require 
strengthening for Caltrans compliance. Individual projects that could impact State-
designated scenic highways and corridors would be subject to future CEQA review and 
analysis relative to Caltrans criteria. The County is not required to mirror the State’s 
requirements. 

I5-11 This comment suggests that County Scenic Highway 247 is not adequately analyzed or 
protected by the Draft PEIR, particularly since this highway may be considered by 
Caltrans for State designation as a scenic highway. As noted, this highway has already been 
designated by the County as a scenic highway. As such, it is protected by CWP policies, 
and Development Code Section 82.19.040. Under the code provision, new development 
which could potentially affect scenic resources along this corridor would require a 
viewshed analysis in conjunction with CEQA review. The County believes that the Draft 
PEIR adequately addressed the potential scenic impacts to Highway 247.  

I5-12 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

I5-13 This comment recommends that the County work with local committees and stakeholders 
to ensure that development along scenic highway, including Highway 247, reflects existing 
structures and honors the unique history environment along respective scenic corridors. 
The comment provides a bullet list of  specific actions and guidance that could be 
considered. The list also suggests that the Draft PEIR include the level of  specificity 
described in the comment. As noted in previous responses, this kind of  specificity is not 
feasible nor required for a programmatic level EIR, especially in the case of  San 
Bernardino County, which encompasses 20,000 square miles of  diverse regions. The 
planning recommendations are beyond the scope of  CEQA and the Draft PEIR and are 
forwarded to decision-makers. This level of  grassroots involvement by local stakeholders 
and residents, however, would seem appropriate to be incorporated into the Community 
Action Guides (see Response O1-7 regarding intent of  CAGs).  

I5-14 This comment recommends that the Draft PEIR include language to reflect a high 
probability that Highway 247 will be designated as a State Scenic Highway. It is not the 
role of  an EIR to speculate, and such speculation regarding Highway 247 would not alter 
the analysis or conclusions for potential CWP impacts.  
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I5-15 The Development Code provision referenced in this comment has been added to the 
Draft PEIR. Please see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, and refer to Response I5-3. 
The effort to designate Highway 247 as a State Scenic Highway and the related 
coordination with Caltrans is noted, but is not within the scope of  the Draft PEIR.  

I5-16 Please refer to Responses I5-2 through I5-15.  

I5-17 The County of  San Bernardino, County of  Los Angeles, and the cities of  Adelanto, 
Victorville, Apple Valley, Lancaster, and Palmdale have formed a Joint Powers Authority 
(JPA) to develop a new freeway/expressway from SR-14 to I-15. The High Desert 
Corridor (HDC) began as a proposed highway project connecting the counties of  Los 
Angeles and San Bernardino. However, through the leadership of  the HDC Joint Powers 
Authority together with Metro, SANBAG, and Caltrans, the HDC has evolved into a 
proposed multipurpose corridor that could connect Antelope Valley in Los Angeles 
County with Victor Valley in San Bernardino County. Consequently, the HDC study also 
considers how a high-speed rail connection, a bikeway, and green energy element may be 
integrated to create a truly sustainable project.  

 The High Desert Corridor is not a component of  the CWP, and therefore is not addressed 
in the Draft PEIR. Potential environmental impacts related to implementation of  the 
HDC were addressed the environmental clearance (CEQA and NEPA) for the project 
that was completed and certified in June 2016.  

I5-18 As described in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.3, Expanded Discussion of  Scoping Comments, the 
Renewable Energy and Conservation Element (RECE) was adopted in 2017 and is not 
being updated through the Countywide Plan. On February 28, 2019, the County of  San 
Bernardino Board of  Supervisors amended the RECE, placing further restrictions on 
development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects.  

The RECE will be incorporated in its entirety into the Countywide Plan after the 
Countywide Plan is adopted. Therefore, renewable energy developments are not part of  
this project and are not addressed in this PEIR. Individual, future renewable energy 
development projects, however, would be subject to environmental review under CEQA. 

I5-19 Please refer to Response I5-18 and Response O1-3. The development of  renewable 
energy projects are addressed in the RECE and are not part of  the project description for 
the CWP and the CWP Draft PEIR. In accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), an Addendum to the Program Environmental Impact Report for 
the San Bernardino County General Plan Update (2007), including the Supplemental EIR 
for the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (2011), was completed and approved for the 
RECE. The Addendum presented evidence to support the conclusion that no additional 
environmental analysis was required to adopt the RECE as a new element of  the County 
General Plan, because none of  the conditions specified in Section 15162 of  the State 
CEQA Guidelines applied to the RECE.  
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I5-20 The Draft PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, describes the proposed land use designation 
map and related land use designations, including RLM. This comment suggests that the 
RLM district would violate the intent of  several proposed policies. The commenter, 
however, does not substantiate the reasons for this assertion. The County believes the 
policies are consistent with the proposal land use map and allowable uses, including the 
RLM district.  

I5-21 Please refer to previous responses to this letter, responses to the “Coalition” letter 
(Letter O2), and responses to the Letter A3 from the Attorney General (with respect to 
environmental justice issues and supplemental information provided in this FEIR). 
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I6. Response to Comments from Sarah Kennington and Steve Bardwell, dated August 15, 2019. 

I6-1 This comment is an introductory comment and no response is necessary.  

I6-2 This comment provides excerpts from the Draft PEIR but does not include a comment 
requiring a response.  

I6-3 This comment provides excerpts from the Draft PEIR but does not include a comment 
requiring a response.  

I6-4 This comment reproduces narrative from the Draft PEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, and 
questions why projects in the Mountain Region would be subject to project-level design 
review, but that this phrase is not included for Desert Region projects. Projects in both 
regions would be subject regulatory requirements and policies, as described in this Draft 
PEIR section. Each section of  the Draft PEIR is structured to include a summary of  
regulatory requirements followed by proposed CWP policies, both of  which would 
mitigate potential project impacts. The regions have not been treated differently, but the 
policies do recognize their unique characters. The comparable policies for the Desert 
Region and Mountain Region as reproduced in the Aesthetics section of  the Draft PEIR 
are as follows: 

 Policy LU-4.1 Context-sensitive design in the Mountain/Desert regions. We 
require new development to employ site and building design techniques and use 
building materials that reflect the natural mountain or desert environment and 
preserve scenic resources 

 Policy M/H-1.2 Building design. We require architecture and outside facades of  
residential development that are in keeping with the mountain character; use natural 
woods, wood composite materials, and masonry as much as practicable 

I6-5 This comment regards detailed zoning and density considerations for the Pioneertown 
area and does not comment specifically on the contents or conclusions of  the Draft PEIR. 
No response necessary.  

I6-6 Comment acknowledged. Please see Response O1-7. 

I6-7 This comment states that the Draft PEIR must provide greater assurance and mitigation 
where impacts to regional ecology occur, must incorporate wildlife linkage designs, and 
must accurately identify data relevant to the Desert Region, including high priority 
conservation areas.  

As stated in Draft PEIR Section 3.4, Intended Uses of  the EIR, the Draft PEIR “is a Program 
EIR that examines the potential environmental impacts of  the proposed Countywide 
Plan.” As stated in Section 5.4.4.1, Methodology, of  Section 5.4, Biological Resources, 
“programmatic impacts are discussed in broad, qualitative terms of  habitat types that 
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could be impacted due to the buildout of  the CWP. This assessment does not satisfy the 
need for project-level CEQA analysis for individual projects.”  

The Draft PEIR Biological Resources section provides quantitative and qualitative analysis 
of  direct and indirect impacts to biological resources in each of  the county subregions 
and evaluates the potential significance of  impacts based on Section 5.4.2, Thresholds of  
Significance (which reflect CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). Potential biological resource 
impacts associated with CWP implementation were evaluated based on the existing 
conditions inventory as included in Draft PEIR, Appendix D. This analysis of  potential 
impacts in the PEIR was supported by a thorough biological resource environmental 
setting (Section 5.4.1) and biological resources existing conditions report (Draft PEIR 
Appendix D). Mitigation measures are provided for identified impacts to reduce impacts 
to less than significant.  

The CWP includes policies specific to wildlife linkages and conservation areas, including: 
Policy NR-5.1, Coordinated Habitat Planning, which prioritizes landscape-scale habitat 
conservation planning; and Policy NR-5.2, Capacity for Resource Protection and 
Management, which includes coordination with public and nongovernmental agencies to 
seek funding and other resources to protect, restore, and maintain open space, habitat, 
and wildlife corridors.  

I6-8 This comment states that the Biotic Resources and Open Space map lists only a small 
fraction of  wildlife corridors and linkages, that the County must fully integrate linkage 
designs, and that the County should utilize specific sources listed in the comment. 

As described in Section 3.4, Special Status Species, of  Appendix D, Biological Resources 
Existing Conditions, of  the DPEIR, a query of  the CNDDB was conducted and results 
are included as Appendix C of  the Existing Conditions Report. As described in Section 
3.2, Habitat Linkages and Corridors, of  the Existing Conditions Report, the South Coast 
Wildlands Joshua Tree–Twentynine Palms Connection and Linkage Network for the 
California Deserts mentioned in the comment were included in the analysis. The Apple 
Valley MSHCP was also discussed in Appendix D, and this plan was not sufficiently 
developed to provide an analysis in the Draft PEIR. Please see response to comment O6-7 
regarding the Morongo Basin Conservation Priorities Report. 

I6-9 This comment states that wildlife corridors must be clearly called out and visible in GIS 
map overlays and that the 2019 PEIR Biotic Resource Overlay should also recognize that 
some lands need to be preserved from development altogether.  

Policy Map NR-2, Parks & Open Space Resources, available at 
http://countywideplan.com/policy-plan/beta/nr/ depicts modeled habitat linkages. 
Further details regarding mapped linkages are provided Appendix D to the Draft PEIR. 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-297 

The Land Use Map of  the CWP includes lands that are designated Resource/Land 
Management and Open Space, which are defined by Table LU-1, Land Use Categories, as 
follows: 

 Resource/Land Management:  
• Manage, preserve, and protect natural resources such as agricultural/grazing 

lands, watersheds, minerals, and wildlife habitat areas, as well as open space areas 
not otherwise protected or preserved. 

• Provide areas for military operations and training while minimizing impacts on 
and from surrounding civilian uses 

• Allow for limited rural development while minimizing the expansion of  
development outside of  existing communities 

 Open Space: 
• Provide and preserve publicly owned land for parks and open space and manage, 

preserve, and protect natural areas, habitats, and wildlife corridors. 

Therefore, the CWP includes lands that would be preserved from development. 

I6-10 This comment states that the addition of  Resource Land Management (RLM) zoning in 
the Desert Regions to replace Rural Conservation zones would significantly impact 
habitats and that the PEIR did not consider environmental impacts that would arise in the 
RLM zone from utility-scale energy projects. The commenter objects to the rezoning of  
Rural Conservation zoning into RLM zones because it would not protect rural residents’ 
quality of  life, and the fugitive impacts of  RLM industrialized zones would hugely impact 
residents of  the East Desert.  

As described in response to comment I6-9, the RLM includes a variety of  land uses, 
including preserving natural resources, habitat areas, and open spaces as well as allowing 
for limited rural development. Although utility-scale energy projects are a component of  
RLM, Policy 4.10 of  the Renewable Energy and Conservation Element prohibits utility-
oriented renewable energy projects in the Rural Living land use districts and any land use 
district within the boundaries of  multiple community planning areas. Upon adoption of  
the CWP, the RECE would be integrated into the CWP. 

Please also see Response O1-3 regarding the potential for utility-scale renewable energy 
projects within the RLM district, and the environmental review conducted for the RECE. 

I6-11 This comment provides information regarding wind-driven dust impacts in the Morongo 
Basin, and in particular the potential impact of  renewable energy development and Sand 
Transport Paths (STPs). The commenter requests that the Draft PEIR recognize the 
existence of  STPs and that more data is provided to map STPs, soil, and geology for 
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planners to make sound evaluations on how disturbance of  the soil crust and the removal 
of  desert vegetation affects erosion and the release of  sand/dust. 

As explained in Section 2.2.3, Expanded Discussion of  Scoping Comments, construction 
emissions of  particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) are addressed in Section 5.3, Air Quality. 
Blow sand is a type of  coarse particulate matter (PM10). At this programmatic phase of  
analysis, it is not possible to evaluate the potential impacts of  STPs or blow sand at the 
level of  specificity requested by this commenter. Moreover, the programmatic level 
impacts of  renewable energy projects were addressed in the CEQA review of  the RECE 
(see Response O1-3). Future, discretionary projects would require future environmental 
review to evaluate potential air quality impacts associated with site-specific development.  

I6-12 The relevant background, regulatory requirement, existing conditions ,and potential CWP 
impacts related to climate change are in Draft PEIR Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
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I7. Response to Comments from Bryan Baker, dated August 15, 2019. 

I7-1 Comment acknowledged. As required by CEQA, the Draft PEIR evaluates the potential 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts of  implementation of  the Countywide Plan 
and proposes feasible mitigation measures for an identified significant GHG impact. As 
noted by the commenter, Draft PEIR Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, also addresses 
GHGs relative to transportation-related emissions, as evaluated for vehicles with the 
vehicles miles traveled (VMT) evaluation metric. The analysis does conclude that the CWP 
would reduce GHG emissions in comparison to existing conditions, and also 
demonstrates consistency with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2017 Scoping 
Plan. Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, demonstrate the CWP’s consistency with the 
RTP/SCS. Nevertheless, GHG emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. As 
summarized in the following response (I7-2) and in Draft PEIR Section 5.7.8, Level of  
Significance After Mitigation, at this time, there is no plan past 2030 that achieves the long-
term climate stabilization goal established under Executive Order S-03-05, and the state 
cannot meet the 2050 goal without major advancements in technology. 

I7-2 The County considered mitigation and alternatives to reduce GHG emissions impacts of  
the project. However, no alternative land use plan has been identified that would achieve 
the statewide GHG reduction goals; because, as stated in the Draft PEIR, achieving the 
carbon neutrality goals of  the state will require a fundamental shift to clean energy in 
every sector of  the economy. The primary sources of  emissions in the unincorporated 
county are from energy use and on-road transportation sources. The transportation and 
electricity sectors in the state are transitioning to carbon-neutral sources in accordance 
with Senate Bill 100 and Executive Order B-55-18. However, for the foreseeable future, 
there will be blended technology in the transportation sector (i.e., fossil fuel cars and zero 
emissions vehicles). 
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I8. Response to Comments from Susan V. Walker, dated August 15, 2019. 

I8-1 The commenter states a general concern about the impacts on air quality, biological 
resources and greenhouse gases, referencing Draft PEIR, Chapter 6, Significant Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts. The commenter notes that these impacts should be minimized as much as 
possible. As mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act, feasible mitigation 
measures have been included to reduce these impacts to the extent possible.  

The remaining comments in this letter are related to the Lake Arrowhead Community 
Plan and Action Plan and do not relate to the Draft PEIR. The comments are 
acknowledged, but no response is required.  
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I9. Response to Comments from Jane Hunt-Ruble, dated - undated. 

I9-1 Comment acknowledged. Please also refer to Response O1-7 regarding Community Plans 
and Community Action Guides. Note also the detailed evaluation of  the Muscoy 
community in the Environmental Justice Background Report (see Appendix D of  this 
Final PEIR) and related environmental justice policies as summarized in Response A3-1.  

I9-2 In this comment, the commenter lists several concerns regarding community issues, 
including safety issues and code enforcement. Public services, including fire and 
emergency, police, schools, and libraries, are addressed in the Draft PEIR, Section 5.14, 
Public Services. Issues regarding vehicle sound systems and fireworks are not environmental 
issues required to be analyzed in an environmental impact report. These issues would 
relate to the County’s Development Code and related code enforcement.  

The commenter inquires how impacts were determined to be less than significant for 
aesthetics and for sheriff  and fire services. The impact analysis is detailed in the respective 
Draft PEIR sections, and conclusions regarding significance are compared to the 
Thresholds of  Significance, which are defined in each topical section.  

I9-3 Comment acknowledged. 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-310 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 




