CITY OF

BIG BEAR LAKE Caﬁfaﬂﬂa/

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

1. Project Title: Mountain Transit (MT) Facility Relocation Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 2022-74

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Big Bear Lake
PO Box 10000, 39707 Big Bear Blvd., Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Andrew Mellon, 909-866-5831 Ext. 194

4. Project Location: 170 Business Center Dr.; northwest corner of Business Center Dr. and Sandalwood
Dr.

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:
Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority
PO Box 1501, 41939 Fox Farm Rd., Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

6. General Plan Designation: Commercial General 7. Zoning: Commercial — General (C-2)
8. Description of Project:

Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority (“MT”) (“Project Applicant”) is a public transit agency that
primarily serves the rural communities in the San Bernardino Mountains, including the Big Bear Valley,
Crestline, Lake Arrowhead, Running Springs; and the City of Big Bear Lake. The current facilities located at
41939 Fox Farm Road in the City of Big Bear Lake, and 621 Forest Shade Road, Crestline, are both under-
sized and have a variety of challenges that make service provisions difficult. In addition, MT is experiencing
a growth in service and ridership, with expansions in fixed-route and Dial-A-Ride service in Big Bear Valley
(BBV) and a ridership increase (not including service expansion) of 1.32% annually. MT proposed the
following service expansions in their 2016 Short Range Transit Plan: RIM trolley/summer weekend service
expansion, RIM Dial-A-Ride expansion, BBV fixed route expansion, BBV resort expansion, BBV Off-the-
Mountain (OTM) expansion, leasing buses for the Big Bear Mountain Resort (BBMR) service during winter
months, and BBV Dial-A-Ride expansion.

To accommodate the projected service increase, MT proposes to relocate operations from the current locations
to 170 Business Center Drive in the City of Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino County (see Figure 1 — Regional
Location). The relocation would require approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a
comprehensive administrative, bus storage, and bus maintenance facility at the proposed Project Site. The
3.55-acre Project Site is located on the northwest corner of Business Center Drive and Sandalwood Drive (see
Figure 2 — Local Vicinity) and consists of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 2328-021-12 and -13.

The Project Site was created as part of Tentative Tract Map (TTM) Application 2007-278, which was approved
by the Planning Commission on August 20, 2008 (Resolution PC 2008-24). TTM Application 2007-278
proposed to subdivide an 11.02-acre parcel and develop eight business park lots for General Commercial uses,
including rough grading of individual pads and the installation of street and utility infrastructure, including
wet and dry utilities and storm drains within the 11.02-acre site. MT’s Project Site comprises two of the parcels
created by the subdivision. Since the underlying Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted for the subdivision
did not include evaluation of specific land uses and potential environmental impacts, this Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared to address details associated with the proposed use
of the two parcels by MT as well as provide analyses of environmental resources that may be impacted in
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accordance with current 2022 CEQA Guidelines.

The Project Site is designated in the General Plan as Commercial General and zoned Commercial — General
(C-2). Subject to a CUP, the Proposed Project is an allowable use within the C-2 zoning district. The Proposed
Project would include an 11,470-square-foot (SF) maintenance building and an 11,200-SF administrative
building (see Figure 3 — Site Plan). The maintenance facility would consist of service bays, a bus wash, and
other support spaces for drivers and MT’s bus fleet. The proposed administration/operations building would
house administrative offices and support spaces for staff. See table below for description of the proposed
buildings.

Administration Offices
11,200 SF-office

Bus Maintenance Facility
11,470-SF maintenance building and electrical
yard
1 story, about 29’ in height
Includes 4 bus mechanic bays, 1 wash bay,
ancillary office, shop storage, employee lockers
and break room

1 story, about 23’ in height
Includes offices, restrooms, dispatch, lockers,
break room, and board meeting room

The Project Site is currently vacant and partially graded, consisting mostly of bare ground with fill material.
It is relatively flat, sloping downward to the northwest at a gradient less than 4 percent. As proposed, the
Project Site would be developed with 119,355 SF of hardscape (parking and buildings) and 35,312 SF of
landscaping.

MT is working towards the 2018 California Air Resources Board (CARB) mandate that all California bus
fleets must be zero emission by 2040. In order to accommodate this transformation, MT would be adding
electric charging stations and additional parking as the MT would need an estimated two electric buses to run
each route due to battery limitations. Facilities would include electrical infrastructure for bus charging at all
bus stalls and electrical infrastructure for future bus canopies and solar panel carports.

The Proposed Project includes two parking lots that would provide a total of 58 parking spaces: 36 for
passenger cars, 5 car-accessible spaces, 2 van-accessible spaces, and 30 bus stalls. Access to the Project Site
would be provided by one 25-foot-wide driveway and one 30-foot-wide driveway, both along Business Center
Drive. A bus stop shelter is proposed near the southeast corner of the Project Site on Business Center Drive.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The Project Site is located in a commercial area surrounded by a
mix of developed and undeveloped land.

Existing General Plan Zoning
Designation
Project Site Vacant & graded Commercial General | Commercial — General
(C-2)
North Vacant & Commercial General | Commercial — General
undeveloped land (C-2)
South Southwest Gas Commercial General | Commercial — General
Corporation facility; (C-2)
Self- storage facility
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undeveloped land;
storage yard

Commercial General

East Undergoing Commercial General | Commercial — General
construction; Vacant (C-2)
& undeveloped land

West Vacant & Public Facility; Public/Open Space (P-

0S); Commercial —
General (C-2)

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation

agreement):

None anticipated

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for
consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural
resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

Consultation pursuant to PRC section 21080.3.1 is completed and no further consultation is requested

from the tribes.

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and
project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts
to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process.
(See Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native
American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic
Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to

confidentiality.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that
is a "Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

g

O0Oo0ooao

d

Aesthetics O  Agriculture/Forestry Resources [0 Air Quality

Transportation Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance

. Biological Resources O  Cultural Resources O  Geology/ Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions [0  Hazards & Hazardous Materials [J  Hydrology / Water Quality
Land Use / Planning T Mineral Resources O Noise
Population / Housing O  Public Services O  Recreation

O O
O

Tribal Cultural Resources [0  Wildfire Energy

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency):

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

X

[ find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

[ find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant™ or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is requited, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon
the proposed project, nothing further is required.

gk-@%’ ——————— ‘2/27/20 2%

Signature Date

Susan O’Strander, AICP Community Development Director
Printed Name City of Big Bear Lake
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a Lead Agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.”
The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief
discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially ~ With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact

I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public
Resources Code section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic O O U
vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, ] O Ul
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?

¢) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade O O Ul
the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality?)

d) Create a new source of substantial light or O O U
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

a) The City of Big Bear Lake is located in the San Bernardino Mountains and is surrounded by mountain
peaks. The slopes of the surrounding peaks as well as Big Bear Lake are the main visual resources
provided to the City. The Project Site is currently surrounded by undeveloped land to the north,
undeveloped land and land that is currently being developed to the east, Southwest Gas Corporation
facility and a self-storage facility to the south, and undeveloped land and a storage yard to the west. The
proposed maintenance building would be 28°-7” tall and the proposed administrative building would be
22’-6” tall. In addition, per the Development Code, the Proposed Project is required to provide a minimum
15-foot setback along the front with no requirements for side and rear setbacks. However, the Proposed
Project is anticipated with ample room from property lines, providing a 135-foot setback along the front,
a 42-foot setback along the street side yard, 42-foot setback along the sides, and a 25-foot setback along
the rear. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially block views of scenic vistas of
the mountains or the lake from the vantage point of the surrounding uses. Furthermore, the land between
the Project Site and the lake is adjacent to Sandalwood Drive and remains vacant. Therefore, Big Bear
Lake would still be viewable from Sandalwood Drive. Less than significant impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

b) The Project Site is currently vacant and partially graded, consisting mostly of bare ground with fill
material. The Project Site is not located within the viewshed of a designated State scenic highway.! The
nearest State scenic highway is Big Bear Boulevard, located approximately 0.21 mile east of the Project
Site. Also, there is existing development between the Project Site and Big Bear Boulevard. Therefore, no
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

¢) The Proposed Project would be located in an area designated for commercial uses. The Project Site is
currently surrounded by undeveloped land to the north, undeveloped land and land that is currently being
developed to the east, Southwest Gas Corporation facility and a self-storage facility to the south, and

! California Department of Transportation. California State Scenic Highway map. Accessed September 30, 2022.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially ~ With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact

undeveloped land and a storage yard to the west. The architecture of the Proposed Project would be similar
to that of the surrounding, existing uses. The buildings are within the permitted uses of the General Plan
for a commercial area, and would be required to comply with all applicable development standards of the
zone, including building height, setbacks, landscaping, etc. The C-2 zone allows for commercial
development and heights up to 40 feet for primary structures and up to 20 feet for accessory structures.
The proposed administration building and maintenance building would be 22°-6” and 28°-7”, respectively.
Design of the Proposed Project would comply with all applicable development standards, including but
not limited to, Section 17.35.080 of the Municipal Code and the Community Design Element of the
General Plan? which requires all development within Big Bear Lake to be designed to fit into its natural
setting and respect special site features such as views. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are required.

d) The Project Site is currently undeveloped and disturbed. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed
Project would create a new source of nighttime lighting in the local area and would be visible from
surrounding land uses. The facility would create new sources of light from the bus maintenance and wash
facilities, street light, the buses, and employee/visitor automobiles. Additionally, the Proposed Project
would install solar panel canopies over the bus parking that would provide security lighting from
underneath. However, project lighting would not have significant impact on the surrounding land uses as
the Project Site is located in a developed area. The Project Site is currently surrounded by land that is
currently being developed to the east, Southwest Gas Corporation facility and a self-storage facility to the
south, and a storage yard to the west. Moreover, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with
the lighting standards identified in Section 17.35.080 of the City’s Municipal Code. Therefore, less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

2 City of Big Bear Lake. General Plan - Community Design Element. 1999
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Significant
Potentially ~ With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact

Il. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Ol | Ul
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural O O O
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause O O Ol
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion O O O
of forest land to non-forest use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing O O O
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a) The Project Site is located outside of the survey area for the California Department of Conservation’s
Important Farmland map data. The General Plan Land Use Map does not indicate that any areas within
the City of Big Bear Lake are agricultural. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

b) The Project Site is designated in the General Plan as Commercial General and zoned Commercial —
General (C-2). Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially ~ With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact

use. Furthermore, the Project Site is not under or adjacent to any lands under a Williamson Contract as no
Williamson Contracts exist within the City.? Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

¢) The Project Site is designated Commercial General and zoned C-2. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land. No impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

d) While the City of Big Bear Lake is located within the San Bernardino National Forest, the Project Site
does not contain trees of any type of trees.* The site is completely bare of any vegetation and is currently
being maintained as a storage yard for vehicles (plowing and weeding). Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The Proposed
Project would be constructed on a vacant and graded land. No impacts are identified or anticipated, and
no mitigation measures are required.

e) The Project Site does not support agricultural or forest land uses that would be lost as a result of the
Proposed Project implementation. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

I11. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management district or air pollution control district
may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of O O O
the applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net ] O U
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

¢) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial O | U
pollutant concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those O O O
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

a) The Project Site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) has jurisdiction over air quality issues and regulations within the
SCAB. The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SCAB establishes a program of rules and
regulations administered by the SCAQMD to obtain attainment of the state and federal ambient air quality
standards. The most recent AQMP (AQMP 2016) was adopted by the SCAQMD on March 3, 2017. The
2016 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technological information and planning assumptions,

3 San Bernardino County. Countywide Plan Maps. NR-5 “Agricultural Resources.” Accessed March 8, 2022.
4 Site visits November 17, 2023 by Lilburn Corporation and January 21, 2023 by Jennings Environmental
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including transportation control measures developed by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) from the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy,
and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories. Consistency with the AQMP
2016 for general development projects is determined by demonstrating compliance with local land use
plans and/or employment projections.

The Proposed Project is consistent with the City of Big Bear Lake General Plan designation of
Commercial General and would therefore be consistent with the land uses assumed in the adopted General
Plan growth forecasts which are used in development of the AQMP. The Proposed Project is a relocation
project. The existing and proposed uses are within the same air basin, therefore, emissions from the
proposed use have already been accounted for. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a
conflict or obstruction to the implementation of the AQMP and no significant inconsistency with the
AQMP would occur. Less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) is recommended by the SCAQMD for all general
development projects within the South Coast Air Basin. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s construction
and operational emissions were estimated using CalEEMod version 2022.1 (see Appendix A for report).
The criteria pollutants estimated for include: reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and fugitive particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). Two of the analyzed
pollutants, ROG and NOXx, are ozone precursors. Both summer and winter season emission levels were
estimated.

Construction Emissions

Construction emissions are considered short-term, temporary emissions and were modeled with the
following construction parameters: site preparation, site grading (fine and mass grading), building
construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2023 and be
completed by 2024. The resulting emissions generated by construction of the Proposed Project are shown
in Table 1 and Table 2, which represent summer and winter construction emissions, respectively.

Table 1
Maximum Summer Construction Emissions
(Pounds per Day)

Source/Phase ROG NOx Cco SO2 PM1o PM2s
Construction During 2023 4.04 39.8 37.1 0.05 21.7 11.8
Construction During 2024 13.9 114 14.0 0.02 0.66 0.50
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Significant No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMo0d.2022.1 Summer Emissions.
Table 2
Maximum Winter Construction Emissions
(Pounds per Day)

Source/Phase ROG NOx CcO SOz PMio PM2s
Construction During 2023 1.31 12.0 13.9 0.02 0.71 0.55
Construction During 2024 1.25 114 13.8 0.02 0.66 0.50
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Significant No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod.2022.1 Winter Emissions.
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As shown in Table 1 and Table 2, construction emissions during either summer or winter seasonal
conditions would not exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. Although the Proposed Project does not
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for construction emissions, the Project Proponent would be required to
comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations as the SCAB is in non-attainment status
for ozone and suspended particulates (PM1o and PM_5s).

Operational Emissions

The operational mobile emissions were based on existing trips generated by the MT facilities to be
relocated which were estimated to be 100 trips. No additional trips are anticipated with the relocation.
However, as a worst-case analysis, the model was run assuming 100 trips would be generated by
buses and another 100 trips would be generated by passenger cars.

The Proposed Project’s long-term operational emissions have been calculated and are summarized
below in Table 3 and Table 4.

Table 3
Summer Operational Emissions Summary
(Pounds per Day)

Source ROG NOx CcO SO2 PM1o PMa.s
Mobile 0.63 4.06 279 0.04 3.48 0.80
Area 0.72 0.01 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.01 0.26 0.22 0.00 0.02 0.02
Totals 1.37 4.33 280 0.04 3.50 0.82
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Significant No No No No No No
Source: CalEEMo0d.2022.1 Summer Emissions.
Emissions represent the daily maximum emissions.
Table 4
Winter Operational Emissions Summary
(Pounds per Day)
Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM1o PMa.s
Mobile 0.61 4.12 277 0.03 3.48 0.80
Area 0.56 -- -- -- -- --
Energy 0.01 0.26 0.22 0.00 0.02 0.02
Totals 1.19 4.39 277 0.04 3.49 0.82
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Significant No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMo0d.2022.1 Winter Emissions.
Emissions represent the daily maximum emissions.

As shown, both summer and winter season operational emissions are below SCAQMD thresholds. The
Proposed Project does not exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds either during construction or
operational activities. The Proposed Project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

SCAQMD has developed a methodology to assess the localized impacts of emissions from a proposed
project as outlined within the Final Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology report;

MT Facility Relocation
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completed in June 2003 and revised in July 2008. The use of LSTs is voluntary, to be implemented at the
discretion of local public agencies acting as a lead agency pursuant to CEQA. LSTs apply to projects that
must undergo CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and are five acres or less. LST
methodology is incorporated to represent worst-case scenario emissions thresholds. CalEEMod version
2022.1 was used to estimate the on-site and off-site construction emissions. The LSTs were developed to
analyze the significance of potential air quality impacts of proposed projects to sensitive receptors
(i.e. schools, single family residences, etc.) and provide screening tables for small projects (one, two, or
five acres). Projects are evaluated based on geographic location and distance from the sensitive receptor
(25, 50, 100, 200, or 500 meters from the site).

For the purposes of a CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a receptor such
as a residence, hospital, convalescent facility or anywhere that it is possible for an individual to remain
for 24 hours. Additionally, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, and athletic facilities can also be
considered as sensitive receptors. Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the definition
of sensitive receptor because employees do not typically remain on-site for a full 24 hours, but are usually
present for shorter periods of time, such as eight hours.

The Project Site is approximately 3.55 acres and therefore the “two-acre” LSTs were utilized for the
analysis and represents a worst-case scenario as the larger the site the larger the screening threshold. The
nearest sensitive receptor is the residential development located approximately 400 feet (~125 meters)
west of the Project Site; therefore, LSTs are based on a 100-meter distance. The Proposed Project’s
construction and operational emissions with the appropriate LST are presented in Table 5.

Table 5
Localized Significance Thresholds
(Pounds Per Day)
Source NOXx CO PM10 PM2.5
Construction Emissions 21.7 11.8
(Max. from Table 1 and Table 2) 398 37.1
Operational Emissions 439 280 3.50 0.82
(Max. Total from Table 3 and Table 4) '
Highest Value (Ibs/day) 39.8 280 21.7 | 350 | 11.8 | 0.82
LST 263 3,029 44* 11+ 13* 47
Greater Than Threshold No No No No No No

Sources: CalEEMod.2022.1 Summer and Winter Emissions; SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology;
SCAQMD Mass Rate Look-up Tables for a one-acre site in SRA No. 38, distance of 100 meters.

Note: PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are separated into construction and operational thresholds in accordance with the
SCAQMD Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables.

* Construction emissions LST

T Operational emissions LST

As shown in Table 5, the Proposed Project’s emissions are not anticipated to exceed the LSTs. Therefore,
the Proposed Project is not anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
No mitigation measures are required.

The nearest sensitive receptor is the residential development located approximately 400 feet west of the
Project Site. Potential temporary odor sources associated with the Proposed Project may result from
construction equipment exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings during
construction activities. Construction would be completed in two phases, further reducing potential
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pollutant exposure or odor impacts to sensitive receptors in the area. The Proposed Project would be
required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to prevent occurrences of public nuisances. SCAQMD Rule
402 regarding nuisances states: “A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities
of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any
considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety
of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage
to business or property.” The nearest sensitive receptor is at a distance far enough that typical odors
associated with bus maintenance would disperse prior to becoming a nuisance. During operations, project-
generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance
with the City of Big Bear’s solid waste regulations. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either ] O O
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any OJ O U
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

€) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or O O U
federally protected wetlands (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of O O O
any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances O O O
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
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f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted O O O

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

a) A Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and Jurisdictional Delineation (JD) report was prepared for
the Proposed Project in January 2023 (see Appendix B for report). According to the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB), California Native Plant Society’s Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI), and
other relevant literature and databases, 104 sensitive species, 20 of which are listed as threatened or
endangered, and 2 sensitive habitats, have been documented in the Big Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear
City, and Moonridge quads. The Big Bear City and Moonridge quads were included in this search due the
Project Site’s proximity to their borders. This list of sensitive species and habitats includes any State
and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) designated Species of Special Concern (SSC) and otherwise Special Animals. The BRA includes
an analysis of the likelihood for the occurrence of all CNDDB sensitive species documented. The analysis
takes into account species range as well as documentation within the vicinity of the Project Site and
includes the habitat requirements for each species and the potential for their occurrence on the site, based
on required habitat elements and range relative to the current site conditions. There is no habitat within
the Proposed Project, as well as the immediate surrounding area, that is suitable for the sensitive species
identified in the CNDDB search. Additionally, no plant species with the California Rare Plant Rank
(CRPR) of 1 or 2 were observed on-site. Findings for specific species are provided below.

Special Status Species

Southern rubber boa — Threatened (State)

Southern Rubber boa have been documented to the south and west of the Project Site. Additional
observations have been recorded in Little Bear Creek, which is located 0.03-mile northwest of the Project
Site. These occurrences likely represent movement corridors for this species. In addition to the Little Bear
Creek occurrences, there are 10 rubber boa occurrences documented within approximately 5 miles of the
Project Site. There is no suitable habitat within the Project Site boundary. The site is mostly disturbed and
the dirt areas are exposed to direct sunlight most of the year and do not retain moisture. Additionally, the
Project Site does not contain any fallen debris for hibernacula and there are no south-facing slopes to
provide any rock outcrops. The site is also separated from the occupied habitat by multiple development
projects. Therefore, this species is considered absent from the Project Site and the Proposed Project will
not affect the Southern rubber boa.

Bald eagle — Delisted (Federal)/ Endangered (State)

According to the CNDDB, the nearest occurrence for the Bald eagle (BAEA) is 0.83-mile northeast of the
Project Site. Some of the area surrounding the Project Site does provide habitat suitable to support BAEA
however, the Project Site is not within or adjacent to any suitable BAEA foraging or nesting habitat. The
nearest suitable habitat for this species is the Big Bear Lake shoreline, which is approximately 0.47-mile
north of the Project Site. Additionally, the Proposed Project does not require the removal of large old-
growth vegetation. Therefore, the Proposed Project will not affect BAEA and no further investigation
relative to this species is warranted or required.

California spotted owl — SSC
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Per the CNDDB Spotted Owl (SPOW) Observations Database (2021), the nearest documented SPOW
activity center (roosting or nesting site) is approximately 0.68-mile southwest of the Project Site. Some
of the area surrounding the Project Site provide habitat suitable to support SPOW. The Project Site is
within an already disturbed area and the immediate vicinity has been subject to ongoing human
disturbances associated with the existing commercial and residential developments in the area for several
years. Therefore, it is unlikely that the immediate surrounding area would be utilized by SPOW for nesting
or roosting. Additionally, the Project Site lacks the basic habitat requirements for this species.
Furthermore, this species has not been documented within the project area. Although the U.S. Forest
Service does not survey for SPOW on private property, the San Bernardino National Forest areas nearby
have been surveyed extensively by the Forest Service since the late 1980s. The Project Site is not occupied
by SPOW, and development of the Proposed Project will not affect this species.

San Bernardino flying squirrel — SSC

Per the San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM) database, the nearest documented flying squirrel
occurrence (2008) is approximately 0.72-mile southwest of the Project Site, within a denser tree canopy
area. The Project Site and surrounding area do not provide habitat suitable to support flying squirrel. The
surrounding area is either residential or commercial developments with scrub on the vacant adjacent
parcels. This species has been documented within approximately 0.72-mile of the Project Site, in mixed
conifer forest habitat. The habitat within the surrounding vicinity is not suitable to support flying squirrel
and the Proposed Project would not result in impacts to this species. Additionally, the Proposed Project
does not include the removal of large old-growth vegetation as there is none on the site. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will not impact this species.

Bird-foot checkerbloom — Endangered (Federal/State)

There are documented historical occurrences for bird-foot checkerbloom (Sidalcea pedata) adjacent to
the Project Site. It is likely that the Project Site did at one time contain suitable habitat for this species.
However, the site is no longer suitable for this species. The soil on-site consists of 3 feet of non-native fill
material and is continually disturbed by maintenance activities (mowing in the spring and plowing in the
winter) and vehicle parking. Therefore, this species is considered absent from the Project Site.

Nesting Birds

The immediate surrounding area contains habitat suitable for nesting birds (developed shrubs and tall
trees). As such the Project Site is subject to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and
Game Code. The season for bird nesting generally extends from February 1 through September 15 in
southern California and specifically, March 15 through August 31 for migratory passerine birds.
Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall be implemented to address potential impacts to nesting birds.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Whenever possible, impacts to native nesting birds will be avoided by
not conducting project activities that involve clearing of vegetation, generation of mechanical noise,
or ground disturbance during the typical breeding season (February 1 to September 1), if species
covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and
3513 are determined to be present. If project activities must be conducted during the nesting bird
season, a qualified Avian Biologist will conduct pre-construction Nesting Bird Surveys (NBS) prior
to project-related disturbance to nestable vegetation to identify any active nests within a 500-ft radius
of the construction area. If no active nests are found, no further action will be required. If an active
nest is found, the biologist will set appropriate no-work buffers around the nest which will be based
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upon the nesting species, its sensitivity to disturbance, nesting stage and expected types, intensity and
duration of disturbance. Buffers around active nests will be a minimum of 250 feet,® unless the
biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient to avoid impacts to nesting birds. The
nests and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor. The approved
no-work buffer zone shall be clearly marked in the field, within which no disturbance activity shall
commence until the qualified biologist has determined the young birds have successfully fledged and
the nest is inactive.

b) The Project Site is completely bare of any vegetation and is currently being maintained as a storage yard
for vehicles (plowing and weeding). Additionally, the site is comprised of fill material from non-native
sources. The neighboring parcels do have some native vegetation in the form of Ericameria nauseosa
Shrubland Alliance (rubber rabbitbrush scrub). According to the databases, no sensitive habitat, including
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated critical habitat, occurs within or adjacent to
the Project Site. The CDFW asserts jurisdiction over any drainage feature that contains a definable bed
and bank or associated riparian vegetation. The Project Site was surveyed with 100 percent visual
coverage and no definable bed or bank features exist on the Project Site. As such, the subject parcel does
not contain any areas under CDFW jurisdiction. No significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and
no mitigation measures are required.

¢) Aerial imagery of the Project Site was examined and compared with the surrounding USGS 7.5-minute
topographic quadrangle maps to identify drainage features within the survey area as indicated from
topographic changes, blue-line features, or visible drainage patterns. The USFWS National Wetland
Inventory and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Program “My Waters” data layers were
also reviewed to determine whether any hydrologic features and wetland areas have been documented
within the vicinity of the site. Similarly, the Soil maps from the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
- Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (USDA 2023) were reviewed to
identify the soil series on-site and to check if they have been identified regionally as hydric soils. Upstream
and downstream connectivity of waterways (if present) was reviewed in the field, on aerial imagery, and
topographic maps to determine jurisdictional status. After a review of the aerials, it appeared that there
was a jurisdictional feature on the western edge of the parcel.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has the authority to permit the discharge of dredged
or fill material in Waters of the U.S. (WOUS) under Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA) while the
Regional Water Quality Board has authority over the discharge of dredged or fill material in Waters of
the State under Section 401 CWA as well as the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. The Project
Site was surveyed with 100 percent visual coverage and no drainage features were present on-site that met
the definition for WOUS. As such, the Project Site does not contain any wetlands, WOUS, or Waters of
the State. Therefore, no permit from any regulatory agency will be required. No significant impacts are
identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

d) According to the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project, the Project Site is not mapped within
an area for wildlife movement. Rubber boa have been documented to the south and west of the Project
Site. Additional observations have been recorded in Little Bear Creek, which is located 0.03-mile
northwest of the Project Site. These occurrences likely represent movement corridors for this species. As
stated previously, the Project Site is mostly disturbed, does not contain any fallen debris for hibernacula,
and there are no south-facing slopes to provide any rock outcrops. The site is also separated from the

5 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. CDFW’s Conservation Measures for Biological Resources That May Be
Affected by Program-level Actions
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occupied habitat by multiple development projects. Therefore, this species is considered absent from the
Project Site and the Proposed Project will not impact rubber boa. No significant impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

e) The Project Site is disturbed and partially graded. There are no trees present on the Project Site. Therefore,
the City’s Tree Conservation ordinance® is not applicable. No impacts are identified or anticipated, and
no mitigation measures are required.

f) The Project Site is not within or adjacent to a habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the Proposed Project
will not have an impact on any habitat conservation plans. No impacts are identified or anticipated, and
no mitigation measures are required.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] Ul U
significance of a historical resource pursuant
to § 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the ] Ul U
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to 8§ 15064.5?

¢) Disturb any human remains, including those OJ O U
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

a) A Cultural Resources Study, dated November 30, 2022, was prepared for the Proposed Project by BFSA
Environmental Services (see Appendix C for report). The purpose of this investigation was to locate and
record any cultural resources within the Project Site and subsequently evaluate any resources as part of
the City of Big Bear Lake environmental review process conducted in compliance with the CEQA. The
archaeological investigation of the project includes an archaeological records search requested from the
South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton in order to
assess previous archaeological studies and identify any previously recorded archaeological sites within
the Project Site or in the immediate vicinity.

The records search identified 21 previously recorded resources (five prehistoric, three multicomponent,
and 13 historic) within one mile of the Project Site. The historic resources consist of artifact scatters,
foundations, structures, roads, single-family properties, and structures associated with Camp Juniper.
Multicomponent sites consist of two sites containing a prehistoric lithic scatter and historic trash scatter
while the third multicomponent site contains a historic trash scatter with prospecting pits and a prehistoric
isolate. However, no resources are recorded within the Project Site. A review of aerial photographs shows
that the property has been vacant since at least the late 1930s and was repeatedly cleared of vegetation.
Based on the project’s Development Review Application, the property “was previously master plan graded
for superpads” (City of Big Bear Lake 2022).

BFSA reviewed the following sources to help facilitate a better understanding of the historic use of the
property:

6 City of Big Bear Development Code. Chapter 17.10 “Tree Conservation”
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The National Register of Historic Places Index

The OHP, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility

The OHP, Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File

The 1949 and 1964 Lucerne Valley 15-minute series topographic maps

The 1957 San Gorgonio Mountain 15-minute series topographic maps

The 1975 Fawnskin 7.5-minute series topographic map

The 1975 and 1984 Big Bear Lake 7.5-minute series topographic maps

1938, 1948, 1952, 1966, 1969, 1983, 1995, 2005, 2010, 2016, and 2021 aerial photographs

These sources did not indicate the presence of any additional archaeological resources within the Project
Site. According to the historic maps and aerial photographs, the property has been vacant since at least
1938 and no structures appear to have ever been located within the property. Generally, the aerial
photographs show the project as vacant land; however, the 1995 and subsequent aerial photographs appear
to show the project being impacted and repeatedly cleared as properties to the south, along with
Sandalwood Drive, were developed. Further, the aerial photographs appear to show the project graded
between 2012 and 2013.

An archaeological survey was conducted on November 16, 2022 as an intensive reconnaissance consisting
of a series of survey transects across the Project Site. Approximately 90 percent of the property was noted
as being previously developed and covered in three to four feet of imported fill. The survey did not result
in the identification of any historic cultural resources within the Project Site.

Cultural resources have the potential for occurring anywhere. Therefore, possible significant adverse
impacts have been identified and the following mitigation measure is required as a condition of project
approval to reduce these impacts to a level below significant.

Mitigation Measure CR-1: In the event that any historic or prehistoric cultural resources are
inadvertently discovered, all construction work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall stop
and a qualified archaeologist shall be engaged to discuss the discovery and determine if further
mitigation measures are warranted.

The archaeological investigation of the project includes an archaeological records search requested from
the SCCIC in order to assess previous archaeological studies and identify any previously recorded
archaeological sites within the project or in the immediate vicinity. The results of the SCCIC records
search did not identify any resources within the Project Site. However, the search did identify 21 cultural
resources (five prehistoric, three multicomponent, and 13 historic) within one mile of the Project Site. The
prehistoric resources consist of one lithic scatter, a bedrock milling feature, and three isolates.
Multicomponent sites consist of two sites containing a prehistoric lithic scatter and historic trash scatter
while the third multicomponent site contains a historic trash scatter with prospecting pits and a prehistoric
isolate.

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was also requested from the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) to search for the presence of any recorded Native American sacred sites or locations of religious
or ceremonial importance within one mile of the project. The SLF search was returned with negative
results. The archaeological survey did not result in the identification of any historic or prehistoric cultural
resources within the Project Site.
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Mitigation Measure CR-1 identified above would address potential impacts associated with unanticipated
archaeological finds.

c) The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground-disturbing activities. Therefore,
possible significant adverse impacts have been identified or anticipated and Mitigation Measure CR-2 is
required as a condition of project approval to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure CR-2: If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area until a
determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains; and the procedures set
forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California PRC (Section 5097.98), and the State Health and
Safety Code (Section 7050.5) shall be undertaken.

10) ENERGY. Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental OJ O U
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for O O U
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

a) Electrical service for operations would be provided by Bear Valley Department of Power and Water
(BVDPW) and natural gas would be provided by Southwest Gas Corporation (SGC). The Proposed
Project’s construction and operations would comply with State building code (Title 24) and City codes
regarding energy efficiency requirements. Operational energy use (electricity and natural gas) would be
typical of similar uses and building design and construction would be in compliance with Municipal Code
Chapter 15.04 (Energy Efficiency Standards). In addition, the Proposed Project is a relocation of an
existing fleet and facilities to an undeveloped site 0.3-mile north of the current MT facility site. Therefore,
energy demand within the BVDOW and SGC service areas are not anticipated to substantially increase
with implementation of the Proposed Project.

However, some increase in energy demand is anticipated as the new facility would include charging
facilities for the zero emission buses (ZEBs). Assuming a 1:1 replacement ratio, each existing bus will
eventually be replaced with an equivalent-length ZEB bus. The last conventional (gasoline) bus is
expected to be purchased in 2028.” All new bus purchases are anticipated to be battery electric buses
(BEB) starting in 2029. Based on the recommended three 60 kW ground-mounted direct current (DC)
plug-in charging solution, there will be eight plug-in charging positions in a 1:2 charger to bus dispenser
ratio installed on site. This will require an additional demand load of 420 kW for a maximum of 18 buses
(which is the number of buses to be on-site by year 2027). The site is anticipated to support up to 26 buses
by 2037. Solar arrays would generate on-site renewable energy for the charging facilities and would off-
set the project’s energy demand. Therefore, impacts related to inefficient energy use would be less than
significant.

b) As concluded above, the Proposed Project’s total impact on regional energy supplies would be minor. The

7 San Bernardino County Transportation Authority. San Bernardino County Wide Zero Emission Bus Study Master Plan.
April 24, 2020.

MT Facility Relocation Page 22 of 47 City of Big Bear Lake



Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than

Significant
With

Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant  No
Impact Impact

proposed buildings would be required to comply with the California Building Code (CBC) and California
Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) pertaining to energy and water conservation standards
in effect at the time of construction. In order to reduce its grid energy consumption and increase its
renewable energy sources, MT proposes to install a solar array at the proposed facility, which would
generate renewable energy for the charging stations. This solar array would help offset increased energy
demand from the future use of zero emission buses. The Proposed Project would also decrease MT’s
reliance on fossil fuels and increase its use of renewable energy. Therefore, less than significant impacts
are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

11) GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

€)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
or death involving:

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

(i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

(iv) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life
or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

X

U U
O
U
O U
O
(]
O (]
O
O
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f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O U

paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

a)

i) The City of Big Bear Lake is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no known
active faults underlie the City.® A Geotechnical Investigation report, dated April 11, 2022, was
prepared for the Proposed Project by John R. Byerly, Inc. (see Appendix D for report). As stated in
the report, the North Frontal fault zone, located approximately 4.5 miles north of the Project Site,
would create the most significant earthshaking event. The Proposed Project would be subject to
compliance with the Uniform Building Code requirements to reduce the risk of seismic-related loss,
injury, or death. No significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are
required.

ii) It is anticipated that ground shaking from the North Frontal fault zone will occur during the lifetime
of the Proposed Project. Based on an earthquake magnitude of 7.0, a peak horizontal ground
acceleration of 0.81 g is assigned to the site. However, as stated previously, the Proposed Project
would be subject to compliance with the Uniform Building Code requirements to reduce the risk of
seismic-related loss, injury, or death. No significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

iii) Liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs where there is a loss of strength or stiffness in the soils that
can result in the settlement of buildings, ground failures, or other related hazards. The main factors
contributing to this phenomenon are: cohesionless, granular soils having relatively low densities
(usually of Holocene age); shallow groundwater (generally less than 50 feet); and moderate-high
seismic ground shaking. As stated in the report, the Project Site is located within a “Zone of Suspected
Liquefaction Susceptibility.” Additionally, groundwater was encountered within the exploratory
borings drilled at the site at a depth of 26%2 feet. Therefore, there may be a potential for liquefaction
to occur. Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-3 shall be implemented in order to reduce
potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: All structures shall be designed to meet the California Building
Code provisions in the most current CBC edition and the ASCE Standard 7-16, where applicable.
It is the responsibility of both the property owner and project structural engineer to determine the
risk factors with respect to using CBC minimum design values for the proposed facilities.

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: The potential for liquefaction should be properly evaluated by the
project Geotechnical Engineer.

Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Site preparation recommendations as listed in a City-approved
Final Geotechnical Investigation report shall be incorporated into project design.

iv) As stated in the April 11, 2022 Geotechnical Investigation report, due to the low-lying relief of the
Project Site and adjacent areas, the Project Site is not susceptible to landslides. In addition, the Project
Site is not located within a mapped area susceptible to landslides. Therefore, no impacts are identified
or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

8 City of Big Bear Lake. General Plan - Environmental Resource Element, 1999.
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Construction activities could result in soil erosion if the Project Site is not properly designed. The potential
impacts of soil erosion would be minimized through the preparation and implementation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would prescribe temporary Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to control wind and water erosion during and shortly after the construction of the Proposed
Project. Under proposed conditions, the Project Site would be developed with impervious surfaces and
landscaping, thereby reducing the potential for soil erosion. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are
identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The potential for lateral spreading or lurching is highest in areas underlain by soft, saturated materials,
especially where bordered by steep banks or adjacent hard ground. Due to the relatively flat nature of the
Project Site and distance from embankments, the potential for ground lurching and/or lateral spreading is
considered low. Seismically-induced settlement generally occurs within areas of loose, granular soils
during periods of strong ground motion. The geotechnical investigation determined that the potential for
seismically-induced settlement at the Project Site is considered very low. As stated previously, the
potential for landslides is considered low and Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-3 shall be
implemented in order to address liquefaction potential. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are
anticipated with implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 through GEO-3 as identified above.

As presented in the April 11, 2022 Geotechnical Investigation report, the Project Site soils have a very
low expansion potential. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures
are required.

The Proposed Project would connect to the City’s existing sewer line along Sandalwood Drive. No septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal are proposed. No impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

The potential for unique paleontological resources or unigque geologic features located within the Project
Site is not known. However, the Project Site has been graded and no excavations (either for building
footings or utilities) into native soils are proposed. Approximately 90 percent of the Project Site is covered
in three to four feet of imported fill. Therefore, less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are proposed.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the

project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either O O O
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or O O OJ

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emission of greenhouse gases?

Many gases make up the group of pollutants which contribute to global climate change. However,
three gases are currently evaluated and represent the highest concentration of GHG: Carbon dioxide
(COy), Methane (CH4), and Nitrous oxide (N2O). Emissions were estimated using CalEEMod version
2022.1 with construction anticipated to begin in 2023 and be completed in 2024. The CalEEMod
defaults were used for other parameters which are used to estimate construction emissions, such as
the worker and vendor trips, and trip lengths. The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate
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approximately 100 total daily trips based on the trip generation from the existing facility. No
additional trips are anticipated with the relocation. However, as a worst-case analysis, the model was
run assuming 100 trips would be generated by buses and another 100 trips would be generated by
passenger cars.

The Proposed Project’s emissions were compared to SCAQMD screening threshold of 10,000 metric
tons CO2e for industrial uses. A summary of the results is shown below in Table 6 and Table 7.

Table 6
Greenhouse Gas Construction Emissions
(Metric Tons per Year

Source/Phase CO; CHas N20 R?
2023 141 0.01 0.00 0.02
2024 175 0.01 0.00 0.03
Total (MTCOze) 318
Construction Amortized 30 Years 10.6

Source: CalEEMod.2022.1 Annual Emissions.
1) Common refrigerant GHGs used in air conditioning and refrigeration equipment.

Table 7
Greenhouse Gas Operational Emissions
(Metric Tons per Year)

Source/Phase CO2 CHgs N20 R?
Mobile 3,020 3.19 0.51 2.06
Area 0.46 0.00 0.00 --
Energy 189 0.01 0.00 --
Water 17.7 0.17 0.00 --
Waste 251 0.25 0.00 --
Refrigeration -- -- -- 0.98
Construction Amortized 30 Years 10.6
Total (MTCO2e) 3,486.6
SCAQMD Threshold 10,000
Significant No

Source: CalEEMod.2022.1 Annual Emissions.
Common refrigerant GHGs used in air conditioning and refrigeration equipment.

As shown in Table 6 and Table 7, the Proposed Project’s emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s
screening threshold. Additionally, MT is working towards the 2018 California Air Resources Board
(CARB) mandate that all California bus fleets must be zero emission by 2040. The Project Site is
anticipated to support up to 26 zero emission buses by 2037. Therefore, less than significant impacts
are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The SCAQMD’s thresholds used the California Governor Executive Order S-3-05 goals as the basis
for deriving the screening level. The Proposed Project’s emissions meet the threshold for compliance
with Executive Order S-3-05, the Proposed Project’s emissions also comply with the goals of AB 32.
Additionally, as the Proposed Project meets the current interim emissions targets/thresholds
established by the SCAQMD (as described in Section Il1I. Air Quality of this Initial Study), the
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Proposed Project would also be on track to meet the reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030 as mandated by SB 32. Furthermore, all of the post-2020 reductions in GHG emissions are
addressed via regulatory requirements at the State level and the Proposed Project will be required to
comply with these regulations as they come into effect. As discussed, the Proposed Project’s GHG
emissions fall below SCAQMD screening threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO; equivalent per year
and the Proposed Project is in compliance with the reduction goals AB 32 and SB 32.

MT is working towards the 2018 California Air Resources Board (CARB) mandate that all California
bus fleets must be zero emission by 2040. In order to accommodate this transformation, MT would
be adding electric charging stations and additional parking as the MT would need an estimated two
electric buses to run each route due to battery limitations. Facilities would include electrical
infrastructure for bus charging at all bus stalls and electrical infrastructure for future bus canopies and
solar panel carports. Therefore, construction and operation of the Proposed Project will not conflict
with any applicable plan, local or regional greenhouse gas plans. No significant impacts are identified
or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

13) HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the OJ O U
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the OJ O U
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous ] O U
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list O O O
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use O O U
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere ] O O
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
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g) Expose people or structures, either directly or O O U

indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

a,b) The Proposed Project includes the construction and operation of a bus parking and maintenance facility,
as well as administrative offices. The maintenance facility would require the routine transport, use,
storage, and disposal of limited quantities of common hazardous materials such as gasoline, diesel fuel,
oils, solvents, paint, fertilizers, pesticides, and other similar materials. Operations would include standard
maintenance (i.e., landscape upkeep, exterior painting and similar activities) involving the use of
commercially available products (e.g., pesticides, herbicides, gas, oil, paint, etc.) the use of which would
not create a significant hazard to the public. MT would be required to properly handle and mitigate
contamination from hazardous materials related to bus maintenance. The Hazardous Waste Business Plan
and Spill Contingency Plan on-file with the County and City would be updated for the relocation site.
Additionally, compliance with federal regulations — namely the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
(HMTA) and the US Department of Transportation (DOT)’s 49 CFR 172° would ensure that impacts
related to the release of hazardous materials (gasoline, chemicals associated with bus maintenance, etc.)
would be less than significant. All materials required during construction would be kept in compliance
with State and local regulations and BMPs. Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are required.

¢) The nearest school to Project Site is Big Bear Middle School, approximately 0.9-mile southwest of the
Project Site. No schools exist within 0.25-mile of the Project Site. Therefore, no impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

d) The Project Site is not included on a list of hazardous material sites as compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and reported in the EnviroStor database.’® Therefore, no impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

e) The closest airport in the project vicinity is the Big Bear Airport, located about 1.5 miles from the Project
Site. The Project Site is not located within a Safety Review Area,'! nor within the vicinity of a private air
strip. The Project Site is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip; however, it is in the vicinity of Bear Valley
Community Hospital, which has a heliport. The Proposed Project does not include uses that would result
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area. Therefore, no
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

f) The City of Big Bear Local Hazard Mitigation Plan'? describes the process for identifying hazards, risks
and vulnerabilities, and identify and prioritize mitigation actions within the City. The Project Site does
not contain any critical facilities.!® The nearest evacuation route to the Project Site is Big Bear Boulevard,
located approximately 0.23-mile east of the Project Site. The Proposed Project would provide the
minimum required parking spaces and therefore, project vehicles are not anticipated to park off-site and
interfere with the use of evacuation routes. As part of the standard development procedures, development
plans are submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure adequate emergency access is provided.

9 https://www.fmcsa.dot.gov/regulations/hazardous-materials/how-comply-federal-hazardous-materials-regulations &
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-1998-title49-vol2/xml/CFR-1998-title49-vol2-part172.xml, (Accessed September 2, 2022)
10 California Department of Toxic Substances Control. EnviroStor database. Accessed November 9, 2022.

11 City of Big Bear. Airport Master Plan. 2014. https://www.bigbearcityairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Big-Bear-City-
Airport-Master-Plan-56.5MB.pdf.

12 Big Bear Fire Authority/City of Big Bear Lake/Big Bear City Community Services District. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. January
2020.

13 San Bernardino County. Countywide Policy Plan web maps: PP-1 “Critical Facilities.” Accessed December 2, 2022.
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Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

g) The Project Site is located in a moderate and high fire hazard severity zone.* It is not located within a
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Proposed Project would comply with the Multi-Jurisdictional
Big Bear Valley Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) regarding wildfire prevention.’® The
Proposed Project would be designed according to existing regulations, which include provisions for
emergency access on the site and defensible space in the event of wildfire.® Per the Development Code,
the Proposed Project is required to provide a minimum 15-foot setback along the front with no
requirements for side and rear setbacks. However, the Proposed Project would provide a 135-foot setback
along the front, a 42-foot setback along the street side yard, 42-foot setback along the sides, and a 25-foot
setback along the rear. Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

14) HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste OJ O U
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or O O U
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern O | U
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- O O O
or off-site;
(i) substantially increase the rate or amount of O O U

surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

14 san Bernardino County. Countywide Policy Plan web maps: HZ-5 “Fire Hazard Severity Zones.” Accessed December 2, 2022.

15 Big Bear Fire Department, Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP), June 2006,
https://bigbearfire.com/community-wildfire-protection-plan-cwpp (Accessed August 31, 2022)

16 City of Big Bear Lake, Municipal Code Chapter 17.35.080 Site design standards, Chapter 17.10 Tree Conservation and
Defensible Space, and Chapter 15.40.010 Amendments to California Fire Code
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(iii) create or contribute runoff water which O O U
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or
(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ] Ul U
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk O O U
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a O O U

water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

a) The Proposed Project would disturb an approximate 3.55-acre site and would therefore be subject to the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The State of California is authorized
to administer various aspects of the NPDES. Construction activities covered under the State’s General
Construction permit include the removal of vegetation, grading, excavating, or any other activity that
causes the disturbance of one acre or more. The General Construction permit requires recipients to reduce
or eliminate non-storm water discharges into stormwater systems, and to develop and implement a
SWPPP. The SWPPP is based on the principles of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control and
abate pollutants. The SWPPP must include BMPs to prevent project-related pollutants from impacting
surface waters. The purpose of a SWPPP is to: 1) identify pollutant sources that may affect the quality of
discharges of storm water associated with construction activities; and 2) identify, construct and implement
storm water pollution control measures to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges from the
construction site during and after construction. No significant adverse impacts are identified or are
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

b) The City of Big Bear Lake is served by City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power
(BBLDWP), which supplies water to its customers through groundwater derived from the Bear Valley
Groundwater Basin.}” Groundwater levels generally correlate with annual fluctuations of precipitation.®
The Project Site is currently undeveloped but partially graded. Under proposed conditions, the Project
Site would be developed with 119,355 SF of hardscape/buildings and 35,312 SF of landscaping. The
Proposed Project would include the installation of detention basins and chambers that would assist with
infiltration of surface runoff. Implementation of the project Best Management Practices (BMPs) would
ensure that stormwater discharge does not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern and water
quality, thereby allowing runoff from the Project Site to be utilized as a resource that can eventually be
used for groundwater recharge. Since the Proposed Project is a relocation of MT’s existing facilities,
demand for water would not place a substantial demand above and beyond current facility demands in a
way that would impede the sustainable groundwater management of the basin. The Project Site is
designated in the General Plan as Commercial General and zoned Commercial — General (C-2). Subject
to a CUP, the Proposed Project is an allowable use within the C-2 zoning district. Therefore, the Proposed
Project is not anticipated to have a substantial impact on groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge. No significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no
mitigation measures are required.

17 Carollo Engineers, Inc. City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
March 2022.
18 Carollo Engineers, Inc. City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
March 2022.
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c)

i) Erosion is the wearing away of the ground surface as a result of the movement of wind or water, and
siltation is the process by which water is affected by fine mineral particles in the water. Soil erosion
could occur due to a storm event. The Construction General Permit requires the development and
implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP must list BMPs to avoid and minimize soil erosion.
Adherence to BMPs would prevent substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Therefore, less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

ii, iii, iv)  An Infiltration Rate Study for Storm Water Disposal, dated April 18, 2022, was prepared for
the Proposed Project by John R. Byerly, Inc. (see Appendix E for report). As part of the development,
detention basins and chambers are planned to retain and dispose of storm water runoff. Percolation
testing was performed at four locations and yielded infiltration rates of 0.01 inch per hour and 0.09
inch per hour. The tests conducted yielded percolation rates that are generally considered
unacceptably slow.

A Water Quality Management Plan, submitted April 2022 and revised January 2023, was prepared
for the Proposed Project by Valued Engineering, Inc. (see Appendix F for report). Drainage Area DA
1 is delineated into two subareas, DMA A and DMA B, that include building roofs, PCC walkway,
AC pavement and landscaping. Flows generated from the DA 1 will be directed to curb openings that
will direct stormwater into above ground detention basins along with an underground chamber system
for DMA B. For the design rainfall depth, stormwater will be routed through the proposed Modular
Wetland System (MWS) (Biofiltration System). The design capture volume (DCV) storm event flows
would be transported into the MWS treatment system. In scenarios where the storm event exceeds the
volume, stormwater runoff will be diverted into Sandalwood Drive. From there, flows continue via
City of Big Bear storm drain to Big Bear Lake as they do historically. Excess stormwater greater than
the 2-year, 1-hour storm event will be released by filling up the detention systems, treat through the
MWS system and released to the public right-of-way.

Drainage Area DA 2 consists of the northeast portion of the site, which includes the parking lot, the
building roof and minimal landscaping. The building roof runoff will discharge to the pervious
landscape area. Any DCV not treated by hydrologic source controls (HSC) will be captured with an
inlet and collected in a bioretention basin for stormwater treatment. The overflow outlet will be used
for drainage to allow for excess water to flow to Sandalwood Drive.

Therefore, less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are
required.

d) Due to the inland distance from the Pacific Ocean and high elevation, tsunamis are not potential hazards
at the site.’® The Project Site is located approximately 0.4-mile south of Big Bear Lake. The eastern
portion of the Project Site is located within a 100-year floodplain.?® As such, design criteria would be
required to be implemented during final design of the Proposed Project. Specifically, habitable structures
(i.e., the Administration Building) constructed within Zone AE are required to have their lowest floor
elevated to at least one (1) foot above the base flood elevation per City of Big Bear Municipal Code
Acrticle I11 Chapter 15.64.150. The bus wash, maintenance shop, and parking lot would be placed on the

19 California Department of Conservation. California Tsunami Maps and Data. Accessed February 2, 2023.
20 City of Big Bear Lake. General Plan - Environmental Hazards Element, 1999. Exhibit EH-3 “Flood Hazards and
Inundation Map.”
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western portion, which is an area of minimal flood hazard. Therefore, less than significant impacts are
identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Requirements of a NPDES permit to be issued for the Proposed Project would include development and
implementation of a SWPPP and is subject to Santa Ana Regional water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
review and approval. The purpose of an SWPPP is to: 1) identify pollutant sources that may affect the
quality of discharges of stormwater associated with construction activities; and 2) identify, construct and
implement stormwater pollution control measures to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from the
construction site during and after construction. The SWPPP would include BMPs to control and abate
pollutants, and treat runoff that can be used for groundwater recharge. The Proposed Project would not
otherwise substantially degrade water quality as appropriate measures relating to water quality protection
would be implemented. Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

X

a) Physically divide an established community? O O U

X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to ] Ul
a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

The physical division of an established community is typically associated with construction of a linear
feature, such as a major highway or railroad tracks, or removal of a means of access, such as a local road
or bridge, which would impair mobility in an existing community or between a community and an outlying
area. The Proposed Project does not include the construction of a linear feature and the Project Site is
currently vacant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would neither physically divide an established
community nor cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with any land use plans or
policies. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

The Project Site is currently undeveloped. It is designated in the General Plan as Commercial General and
zoned Commercial — General (C-2). The Proposed Project would include an 11,470-square-foot (SF)
maintenance building and an 11,200-SF administrative building. The maintenance building would consist
of maintenance bays, a bus wash, and support spaces for repairs and maintenance of MT’s bus fleet. The
proposed administration/operations building would house administrative offices and support spaces for
staff. Subject to a CUP, the Proposed Project is an allowable use within the C-2 zoning district. The
Proposed Project would be subject to the development standards required for uses within the C-2 zoning
district. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. No significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are
required.

16) MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known ] O O
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- O O U

important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

a,b) The State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology identified three
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ), MRZ-1, MRZ-2, and MRZ-3, within the City of Big Bear Lake. The
mineral deposits that are of significant value are located in and around Sugarloaf. They include talus that
consists largely of quartzite. Talus has been quarried at a site near the north City boundary and could be
quarried at additional sites around Gold Mountain, northwest of the City boundary. However, it is not the
City’s intent to allow mining within the urbanized or developing areas of the community.?! Furthermore,
the Project Site is not zoned for mineral resources extraction. It is currently surrounded by undeveloped
land to the north, undeveloped land and land that is currently being developed to the east, Southwest Gas
Corporation facility and a self-storage facility to the south, and undeveloped land and a storage yard to
the west. The Project Site is located in a commercial area that would not be suitable for mining. Therefore,
less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

17) NOISE. Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or Ol | O
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration O O U
or groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a O O U
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

a) A Noise Study report, dated January 31, 2023, was prepared for the Proposed Project by Ganddini Group,
Inc. (see Appendix G for report). The purpose of the report is to provide an assessment of the noise and
vibration impacts resulting from development of the Proposed Project and to identify mitigation measures
that may be necessary to reduce those impacts. The noise and vibration issues related to the proposed land
use and development have been evaluated in light of applicable federal, state and local policies, including
those of the City of Big Bear Lake. The City of Big Bear Lake does not currently have specific numerical
noise standards for stationary noise sources.

On-Site Construction Noise
Construction noise will vary depending on the construction process, type of equipment involved, location
of the construction site with respect to sensitive receptors, the schedule proposed to carry out each task

2L City of Big Bear Lake. General Plan - Environmental Resources Element, 1999.
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(e.g., hours and days of the week) and the duration of the construction work. The existing residential
dwelling units located to the southwest, west, and northeast and existing commercial uses to the east,
south, and west of the Project Site may be affected by short-term noise impacts associated with
construction noise.

Construction noise associated with the proposed project was calculated utilizing methodology presented
in the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual
(2018) together with several key construction parameters including: distance to each sensitive receiver,
equipment usage, percent usage factor, and baseline parameters for the project site. Distances to receptors
were based on the acoustical center of the proposed construction activity. Construction noise levels were
calculated for each phase.

Modeled unmitigated construction noise levels are expected to reach up to 65.4 dBA Leq at the nearest
residential property lines to the southwest, 62.6 dBA Leq at the nearest residential property lines to the
west, 61 dBA Leq at the nearest residential property lines to the northeast, 62.6 dBA Leq at the nearest
commercial property lines to the east, 73.7 dBA Leq at the nearest commercial property lines to the south,
and 72.9 dBA Leq at the nearest commercial property lines to the west of the Project Site.

Table 9 of Appendix G includes a comparison of existing noise levels and project construction noise
levels. Short-term Noise Measurement (STNM)1 was used for residential receptors to the southwest,
STNM3 was used for residential receptors to the west, STNM4 was used for residential receptors to the
northeast and commercial receptors to the east, STNM7 was used for commercial receptors to the south,
and STNMB8 was used for commercial receptors to the west of the Project Site.

Construction noise sources are regulated within the City of Big Bear Lake under 17.01.090(J) of the City’s
Municipal Code which exempts noise related to construction activities from the provisions of the City’s
noise standards provided said activities take place between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM.
Construction activities are not permitted on Sundays or national holidays.

Project construction will not occur outside of the hours outlined as “exempt” in the City of Big Bear Lake
Municipal Code Section 17.01.090(J). Additionally, BMPs related to on-site equipment use shall be
required as project conditions of approval and included in construction contract documents. Therefore,
project construction will not result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance.

Construction noise impacts would be less than significant.

Off-Site Construction

Construction truck trips would occur throughout the construction period. Given the Project Site’s
proximity to State Route 18 (Big Bear Boulevard), it is anticipated that vendor and/or haul truck traffic
would take the most direct routes to State Route 18.

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the traffic volumes need to be doubled in
order to increase noise levels by 3 dBA CNEL. In the vicinity of the Project Site, the estimated existing
weekday average daily trips along Business Center Drive is 865 average daily vehicle trips, along
Sandalwood Drive is 3,610 average daily vehicle trips, and along Big Bear Boulevard is 18,800 average
daily vehicle trips. As shown in the CalEEMod output files provided in the Air Quality Analysis prepared
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for the Proposed Project, the greatest number of construction-related vehicle trips per day would be during
grading at up to 22 vehicle trips per day (15 for worker trips and 6.25 for hauling trips). Therefore, the
addition of project vendor/haul trucks and worker vehicles per day along off-site roadway segments would
not be anticipated to result in a doubling of the existing traffic volumes along Business Center,
Sandalwood, or Big Bear Boulevard. Off-site project generated construction vehicle trips would result in
a negligible noise level increase and would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels.
Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.

Project Operational Noise — Off-Site

During operation, the Proposed Project is expected to generate approximately 100 average daily passenger
car vehicle trips and 100 average daily bus vehicle trips for a total of 200 average daily vehicle trips. A
project generated vehicle noise along affected roadways was modeled utilizing a computer program that
replicates the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model FHWA-RD-77-108. Modeled Existing traffic noise
levels range between 58-76 dBA CNEL at the right-of-way of each modeled roadway segment; and the
modeled Existing Plus Project traffic noise levels range between 66-76 dBA CNEL at the right-of-way of
each modeled roadway segment.

Project generated vehicle trips are anticipated to increase noise levels by up to 0.3 dB along Big Bear
Boulevard, 3.55 dB along Sandalwood Drive, and 7.97 dB along Business Center Drive. Therefore, project
generated vehicle trips are anticipated to result in an increase greater than 5 dB along Business Center
Drive. However, the existing land uses located along Business Center Drive are commercial uses and
vacant land. In addition, the zoning of the land adjacent to Business Center Drive is general commercial.
Commercial land uses are considered “normally acceptable” in areas with noise levels reaching up to 65
dBA CNEL and “conditionally acceptable” in areas reaching up to 70 dBA CNEL. The modeled existing
plus project noise level along Business Center Drive is 65.9 dBA CNEL. Therefore, although the Proposed
Project is anticipated to result in a greater than 5 dBA CNEL increase along Business Center Drive, the
modeled existing plus project noise level does not exceed the City’s applicable land use standards for
commercial uses. Therefore, a change in noise level would not be audible and would be considered less
than significant. No mitigation is required.

Project Operational Noise — On-Site

The Proposed Project will be subject to City of Big Bear Ordinance 17.01.090 which prohibits the use of
any lawn mower, backpack blower, lawn edger, riding tractor, chain saw, or any other machinery,
equipment, or other mechanical or electrical device, or any hand tool which creates an unusually loud,
excessive, raucous, impulsive, or disturbing sound, within any residential zone, or within any commercial
zone which can be heard from any inhabited real property in residentially used or designated properties,
or from a commercial lodging facility between the hours of 7 P.M. and 7 A.M. of the following day. This
ordinance does not set numerical noise standards that apply to operation of the project. Therefore, as long
as the Proposed Project operates between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM, it will not be in violation
with the City’s applicable code.

To ensure compliance with the City Development Code and General Plan, Mitigation Measure N-1
described below shall be implemented.

Mitigation Measure N-1: The use of noisy equipment outside or within the repair building shall not
be loud, excessive, raucous, disturbing, or exceeding 60db at the property line.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure N-1, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.
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b) There are several types of construction equipment that can cause vibration levels high enough to annoy
persons in the vicinity and/or result in architectural or structural damage to nearby structures and
improvements.

Architectural Damage

The Caltrans Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual (2020) provides a
comprehensive discussion regarding groundborne vibration and the appropriate thresholds to use to assess
the potential for damage. The threshold at which there is a risk of “architectural” damage to historic
structures is a peak particle velocity (PPV) of 0.25 in/sec, and a PPV of 0.3 in/sec at older residential
structures. There is a risk of architectural damage at newer residential structures and modern
commercial/industrial buildings at a PPV of 0.5 in/sec. There are existing residential structures located as
close as approximately 638 feet west, 377 feet southwest, and 837 feet northeast feet and existing
commercial structures located as close as approximately 110 feet south, 636 feet east, 204 feet west, and
246 feet southwest of the project property lines. The residential threshold of 0.3 PPV in/sec will not be
exceeded at existing residential structures to the west, southwest, and northeast and the
commercial/industrial threshold of 0.5 PPV in/sec will not be exceeded at the existing commercial
structures to the south, east, west, and southwest. Therefore, project construction would not result in the
exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration and impacts would be less than significant.

Annoyance to Persons

Section 17.01.090(A) of the City’s Municipal Code states that generation of vibration of a duration and
intensity so as to be excessive, disturbing, or objectionable to persons located offsite, shall not be
permitted. The Caltrans Noise and Vibration Manual identifies 0.1 PPV in./sec. as the level that is
“strongly perceptible.”

Operation of a vibratory roller may result in groundborne vibration levels of up to 0.1 PPV (in./sec.) at a
distance of 41 feet and bulldozers at a distance of 24 feet. Therefore, sensitive receptors within 41 feet of
an operating vibratory roller or 24 feet of an operating large bulldozer may experience annoyance during
construction activities. Industrial and commercial receptors are not considered to be sensitive receptors
with respect to annoyance. The nearest residential structures are located as close as approximately 377
feet from the western property line of the Project Site. Therefore, project construction activities would not
cause vibration related annoyance to existing residential receptors. Furthermore, any potential impacts
will be temporary and will occur only during daytime hours. This impact would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.

Operational Vibration

Operation of the Proposed Project will involve the movement of passenger vehicles and trucks. Driving
surfaces associated with the project will be paved and will generally be smooth. Loaded trucks generally
have a PPV of 0.076 at a distance of 25 feet (Caltrans 2020). Groundborne vibration levels associated
with passenger vehicles is much lower. The movement of vehicles on the Project Site would not result in
the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. Impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

C) The closest airport in the project vicinity is the Big Bear City Airport, located about 1.5 miles northeast
of the Project Site. The Project Site is not located within a Safety Review Area,?? nor within the vicinity

2 City of Big Bear. Airport Master Plan. 2014. https://www.bigbearcityairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Big-Bear-City-
Airport-Master-Plan-56.5MB.pdf.
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of a private air strip. The Project Site is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip; however, it is in the vicinity
of Bear Valley Community Hospital, which has a heliport. The Proposed Project does not include uses
that would result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area.
Per the Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Big Bear City Airport (February 1992), the Project
Site is well outside the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour for the airport. The project would not expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels associated with airports. Therefore, no
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

18) POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth O O U
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of
road or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people O O O
or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

a) The Proposed Project is a relocation of an existing facility to an undeveloped property. As the new location
is within ¥2-mile of the existing facility, the Proposed Project would retain the existing employees. Two
additional employees are anticipated in the future, and are anticipated to come from the local community.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth within the
City. No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

b) The Project Site is currently undeveloped. Implementation of the Proposed Project would neither displace
existing housing nor require construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impacts are
identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

19) PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts O O U
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the public services:

Fire protection? O O U
Police protection? O O U
Schools? ] O O
Parks? O O O
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Fire Protection

The Big Bear Lake Fire Protection District currently operates four fire stations.?® There would be no
increase in demand for fire protection services, as the Proposed Project is the relocation of the existing
MT facility to a new site 0.3-mile away. However, MT would still pay development impact fees, which
would offset their fair share of the costs if there were any new fire protection personnel or facilities needed
(Ordinance 2005-347, Part 2, 2005).2 This fee includes a share of the estimated cost of constructing and/or
acquiring and/or staffing the fire suppression facilities, vehicles, and equipment. Therefore, less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Police Protection
The City has contracted with the San Bernardino County Sheriff's Department for law enforcement
services since its incorporation in 1980. There would be no increase in demand for police protection
services, as the Proposed Project is the relocation of the existing MT facility to a new site 0.3-mile away.
Furthermore, the Proposed Project does not propose uses that are crime-inducing. Therefore, less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Schools
The Proposed Project does not include construction of homes; therefore, there would be no increase in
demand for school. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially increase population growth
within the area as the Proposed Project is a relocation of an existing facility to an undeveloped site 0.3-mile
away. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not generate new students. No impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Parks
The Proposed Project does not include construction of homes; therefore, there would be no increase in
demand for parks. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially increase population growth
within the area as the Proposed Project is a relocation of an existing facility to an undeveloped site 0.3-mile
away. No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Other Public Facilities
The Proposed Project would employ residents in the area, including the existing facility employees. It is
not anticipated to substantially increase population growth within the area. Collection of developer impact
fees would ensure no significant impacts to other public facilities would occur. Less than significant
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

20) RECREATION.

2 https://bigbearfire.com/about-us/stations
2City of Big Bear Lake Burbank Manor Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, UltraSystems
Environmental, Inc. (2008), pg. 3-41.
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a) Would the project increase the use of existing O O O
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or O O U

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not induce residential development because it does not
include construction of homes. It is not anticipated to substantially increase population growth within the
area as the Proposed Project is a relocation of an existing facility to an undeveloped site 0.3-mile away.
No impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The Proposed Project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are
required.

TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or OJ O U
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA O O O
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a O O U
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? O O U

The current facilities located at 41939 Fox Farm Road in the City of Big Bear Lake, and 621 Forest Shade
Road, Crestline, are both under-sized and have a variety of technical difficulties that make service
provisions difficult. In addition, MT is experiencing a growth in service and ridership, with expansions in
fixed-route and Dial-A-Ride service in Big Bear Valley (BBV) and a ridership increase (not including
service expansion) of 1.32% annually. MT proposed the following service expansions in their 2016 Short
Range Transit Plan: RIM trolley/summer weekend service expansion, RIM Dial-A-Ride expansion, BBV
fixed route expansion, BBV resort expansion, BBV Off-the-Mountain (OTM) expansion, leasing buses
for the Big Bear Mountain Resort (BBMR) service during winter months, and BBV Dial-A-Ride
expansion.

The Proposed Project is a relocation of the existing MT facility to an undeveloped site 0.3-mile away.
Therefore, no new trips are anticipated with development of the Proposed Project. The increase in the
number of trips from the addition of two new employees would not be substantial. The trip distribution is
not anticipated to change as the new location is only 0.3-mile from the existing facility. TTM Application
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2007-278 included construction of interior circulator streets, which includes sidewalks along the Project
Site frontage. Therefore, no street improvements would be required to be constructed for the Proposed
Project. The Project Site is adjacent to Business Center Drive and Sandalwood Drive; there are no bicycle
facilities that are planned to be constructed along these roadways.? As the Proposed Project is intended
to meet the increase in ridership demand and solve the issue of technical difficulties at the existing facility,
implementation of the Proposed Project would result in improvements to the existing transit facilities.
Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The Proposed Project is the relocation of an existing transit facility. Institutional/government and public
service uses that support community health, safety and welfare may be screened from subsequent CEQA
VMT analysis. These facilities (e.g., police stations, fire stations, government offices, utilities, public
libraries, community centers, and refuse stations) would be a part of the community and, as public
services, the VMT would be accounted for within the community.? As such, these uses would result in
reductions in total VMT due to the proximity of these services within the community. Additionally, many
of these facilities would generate fewer than 500 average daily trips and/or use vehicles other than
passenger-cars or light-duty trucks. Therefore, less than significant impacts are identified or anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are required.

Access to the Project Site would be provided by one 25-foot-wide driveway and one 30-foot-wide
driveway, both along Business Center Drive. Due to the location and length of Business Center Drive, the
only vehicles utilizing this roadway are solely from businesses located along this roadway. Therefore,
buses entering and exiting the Project Site would not be susceptible to hazards from incoming traffic. The
proposed driveways would provide adequate turning radius and line of sight for buses entering and exiting
the Project Site. The Project Site Plans including bus turning templates would require approval by the City
Engineering Division to ensure the Proposed Project does not result in safety hazards. Therefore, less than
significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The City of Big Bear Local Hazard Mitigation Plan?’ describes the process for identifying hazards, risks
and vulnerabilities, and identify and prioritize mitigation actions within the City. The Project Site does
not contain any critical facilities.?® The nearest evacuation route to the Project Site is Big Bear Boulevard,
located approximately 0.23-mile east of the Project Site. The Proposed Project would provide the
minimum required parking spaces and therefore, project vehicles are not anticipated to park off-site and
interfere with the use of evacuation routes. Access to the Project Site would be provided by one 25-foot-
wide driveway and one 30-foot-wide driveway, both along Business Center Drive. The driveways would
be wide enough to allow evacuation and emergency vehicles simultaneous access. As part of the standard
development procedures, development plans are submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure
adequate emergency access is provided. Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated,
and no mitigation measures are required.

XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

% City of Big Bear. Big Bear Valley Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Equestrian Master Plan. February 2014.
2 |_SA Associates, Inc. VMT Thresholds and Implementation Analysis. Adopted February 7, 2022/.
27 Big Bear Fire Authority/City of Big Bear Lake/Big Bear City Community Services District. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. January

2020.

28 San Bernardino County. Countywide Policy Plan web maps: PP-1 “Critical Facilities.” Accessed December 2, 2022.
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a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse O O U
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe,
and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the O O U
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii) A resource determined by the lead ] O U
agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resources Code section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

a)

i) BFSA’s field survey did not result in the identification of any historic or prehistoric cultural resources
within the Project Site. The cultural resources survey was negative for the presence of archaeological
sites. Property research indicates the Project Site has been vacant since at least the late 1930s, has
been repeatedly cleared, and was recently graded. Cultural resources have the potential for occurring
anywhere. With implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 identified above, potential impacts to
historical resources with Native American cultural value are anticipated to be less than significant.

i) California Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) was approved by Governor Brown on September 25, 2014. AB52
specifies that CEQA projects with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource may have a significant effect on the environment. As such,
the bill requires lead agency consultation with California Native American tribes traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project, if the tribe requested to the lead
agency, in writing, to be informed of proposed projects in that geographic area. The legislation further
requires that the tribe-requested consultation be completed prior to determining whether a negative
declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report is required for a project.

On August 25, 2022, the City provided notification to the following tribes in accordance with AB52:
Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN), Cabazon Band of Mission Indians, Torres Martinez
Desert Cahuilla Indians, and Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians. The YSMN requested
consultation. In an email dated September 2, 2022, the YSMN indicated that the Project Site exists
within Serrano ancestral territory and, therefore, is of interest to the Tribe. They requested a cultural
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report, geotechnical, and project plans, which were provided by the City. YSMN concurred with the
findings in the cultural report and no mitigation measures were requested. Therefore, no significant
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

XIX.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or O O U
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction
or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve O O U
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple
dry years?

¢) Result in a determination by the wastewater O O U
treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local O O O
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local O O U
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

a) The Project Site is located within the City of Big Bear water and sewer service area. The Proposed Project
would connect to the existing water line along Business Center Drive and to the existing sewer line in
Sandalwood Drive that front the Project Site.

The Proposed Project would be serviced by Big Bear Department of Water and Power, which provides
electrical service to the general area. There are existing electric and telephone poles along the western
boundary of the Project Site that the Proposed Project would connect to.

Southwest Gas Corporation (SGC) would provide natural gas for the Proposed Project. There are existing
natural gas distribution lines along Business Center Drive that the Proposed Project would connect to.

The Proposed Project would convey the project runoff to the proposed detention basins and chambers
before discharging to the existing drainage facilities along Sandalwood Drive.

The Proposed Project is not anticipated to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electrical power, natural gas, or
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telecommunications facilities that would cause significant environmental effects. No significant adverse
impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The City of Big Bear Lake is served by City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power
(BBLDWP), which supplies water to its customers through groundwater derived from the Bear Valley
Groundwater Basin. The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) prepared for BBLDWP indicates that
groundwater levels generally correlate with annual fluctuations of precipitation. In the event of single and
multiple dry years, reduced rainfall results in lower groundwater recharge. However, aquifers contain
more water in storage than the perennial yield. Thus, water remains available. The State Department of
Water Resources (DWR) estimates total storage of the Basin at approximately 42,000 acre-feet. The
UWMP indicates that provided annual pumping does not exceed safe yield, the groundwater basin will
continue to contain sufficient water during multiple dry-year conditions. BBLDWP is projected to have
sufficient supply available to meet water demands through the year 2045 for average year, single-dry year,
and multiple-dry year conditions.?®

Because the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is based on buildout of anticipated General
Plan growth, and the Proposed Project is in conformance with the City’s General Plan land use designation
of Commercial General, the Proposed Project’s anticipated water demands would be consistent with the
water demands identified in the UWMP. The Proposed Project would comply with Chapter 13.26, which
requires new developments to offset their incremental estimated water demand by paying a water demand
offset charge with which the DWP will designate for retrofit projects that create additional water
capacity.*® Furthermore, as the Proposed Project is the relocation of an existing use, an increase in water
demand is not anticipated with implementation of the Proposed Project. Therefore, less than significant
impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

Wastewater from the Proposed Project would be conveyed to the Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater
Agency’s (BBARWA) facility. The Proposed Project is a relocation of the existing MT facility, which is
currently served by the BBARWA. Therefore, wastewater generation within the BBARWA is not
anticipated to increase with implementation of the Proposed Project. BBARWA would have adequate
capacity to serve the Proposed Project's projected demand. No significant impacts are identified or
anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The City of Big Bear Lake is served by Big Bear Disposal, a contractor that collects residential and
commercial solid waste for trash and recycling disposal. Big Bear Disposal is located at 700 North Shore
Drive and encompasses 3.40 acres. Its maximum permitted throughput is 50 tons per day.®! As the
Proposed Project is the relocation of the existing MT facility, which is also served by Big Bear Disposal,
the increase, if any, in waste generation from the Proposed Project operations would be insignificant. Solid
waste produced during the construction phase or operational phase of the Proposed Project would be
disposed of in accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations. No significant impacts are identified
or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The Proposed Project would comply with the regulations under Municipal Code Chapter 8.64 Solid Waste
Management and Collection of Solid Waste and Recyclable Materials. In order to comply with the
provisions of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) and the Mandatory

29 Carollo Engineers, Inc. City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power 2020 Urban Water Management Plan.
March 2022.

%0 Big Bear Lake Municipal Code, Chapter 13.26, Water Demand Offset Program

3L CalRecycle. Solid Waste Information System database. Accessed January 20, 2023.
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Commercial Recycling measure (as clarified in AB 341 (Chesbro, Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011)), the
City of Big Bear Lake is a part of a Joint Powers Authority who develops and implements regional cost-
effective programs to maximize waste diversion. These programs are applicable to all commercial and
residential sites in the City. The Proposed Project shall adhere the California Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989 (AB 939), AB 1327, Chapter 18 (California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling
Access Act of 1991), and any other applicable local, State, and federal solid waste management
regulations. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.

XX. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high
fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted ] O U
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other O | U
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of OJ O U
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, O O U
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

a) The Project Site does not contain any critical facilities.® The nearest evacuation route to the Project Site
is Big Bear Boulevard, located approximately 0.23-mile east of the Project Site. The Proposed Project
would provide the minimum required parking spaces and therefore, project vehicles are not anticipated to
park off-site and interfere with the use of evacuation routes. Projects located in high wildfire risk areas
present an increased risk of ignition and/or evacuation impacts. The Project Site is located in a moderate
and high fire hazard severity zone. It is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The
Proposed Project would comply with the Multi-Jurisdictional Big Bear Valley Community Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP) regarding wildfire prevention. The Proposed Project would be designed
according to existing regulations, which include provisions for emergency access on the site and
defensible space in the event of wildfire. As part of the standard development procedures, development
plans are submitted to the City for review and approval to ensure adequate emergency access is provided.
Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

32 San Bernardino County. Countywide Policy Plan web maps: PP-1 “Critical Facilities.” Accessed December 2, 2022.
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Fire spread and structure loss is more likely to occur in low- to intermediate-density developments.®® The
Project Site is located in a moderate and high fire hazard severity zone. It is not located within a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Proposed Project would comply with the Multi-Jurisdictional Big
Bear Valley Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) regarding wildfire prevention. The Proposed
Project would be designed according to existing regulations, which include provisions for emergency
access on the site and defensible space in the event of wildfire. Per the Development Code, the Proposed
Project is required to provide a minimum 15-foot setback along the front with no requirements for side
and rear setbacks. However, the Proposed Project would provide a 135-foot setback along the front, a 42-
foot setback along the street side yard, 42-foot setback along the sides, and a 25-foot setback along the
rear. Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are
required.

The Proposed Project would not include the installation of utilities but connect with service laterals to
existing water, sewer, and power mains. As stated previously, the Project Site is not located within a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Proposed Project would include buildings with fire safety and fire
suppression design elements, and proper landscaping as to not exacerbate wildfire risks. Therefore, no
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

The eastern portion of the Project Site is located within a 100-year floodplain,* therefore design criteria
would be required to be implemented during final design of the Proposed Project. The finished floor of
the administration building would be elevated to one (1) foot above the base floodplain elevation. The bus
wash, maintenance shop, and bus parking lot would be placed on the western portion, which is an area of
minimal flood hazard. The property is located in a relatively flat area. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would not expose persons or structures to postfire slope instability or post-fire drainage. No significant
impacts are identified or are anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

XX1.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

SIGNIFICANCE. (State CEQA Guidelines
section 15065(a).)

a) Does the project have the potential to O O O
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

33 Alexandra D. Syphard, The Relative Influence of Climate and Housing Development on Current and

Projected Future Fire Patterns and Structure Loss Across Three California Landscapes (2019) GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE; Alexandra D. Syphard, et al., Housing Arrangement and Location Determine the
Likelihood of Housing Loss Due to Wildfire (Mar. 28, 2012) PLOS ONE, available at https://journals.plos
.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0033954.

34 City of Big Bear Lake. General Plan - Environmental Hazards Element, 1999. Exhibit EH-3 “Flood Hazards and
Inundation Map.”
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b) Does the project have the potential to achieve O O U
short-term environmental goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals?
c) Does the project have impacts that are ] O U
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current project, and the effects of probable
future projects.)
d) Does the project have environmental effects OJ O U

which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The archaeological investigation of the project includes an archaeological records search requested from
the SCCIC in order to assess previous archaeological studies and identify any previously recorded
archaeological sites within the project or in the immediate vicinity. The records search identified 21
previously recorded resources (five prehistoric, three multicomponent, and 13 historic) within one mile
of the Project Site; however, no resources are recorded within the subject property. A review of aerial
photographs shows that the property has been vacant since at least the late 1930s and was repeatedly
cleared of vegetation. A Sacred Lands File search was also requested from the Native American Heritage
Commission. The survey of the Project Site did not result in the identification of any cultural resources
within the property. Based upon the results of the study, no prehistoric or historic sites are present within
the boundaries of the Project Site. However, Mitigation Measure CR-1 shall be implemented in order to
address potential impacts from unanticipated cultural discoveries.

According to the CNDDB, CNPSEI, and other relevant literature and databases, 104 sensitive species, 20
of which are listed as threatened or endangered, and 2 sensitive habitats, have been documented in the Big
Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge quads. Based on the literature review and personal
observations made on-site and in the immediate vicinity, no State and/or federally listed threatened or
endangered species are documented/or expected to occur within the Project Site. Additionally, no plant
species with the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1 or 2 were observed on-site. No other sensitive
species were observed within the Project Site or buffer area. Since there is some habitat within the
immediate surrounding area that is suitable for nesting birds in general, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 shall
be implemented to address potential impacts to nesting birds.

The Proposed Project is the relocation of an existing fleet and facilities to an undeveloped site. MT is
working towards the 2018 California Air Resources Board (CARB) mandate that all California bus fleets
must be zero emission by 2040. In order to accommodate this transformation, MT would be adding electric
charging stations and additional parking as the MT would need an estimated two electric buses to run each
route due to battery limitations. Facilities would include electrical infrastructure for bus charging at all
bus stalls and electrical infrastructure for future bus canopies and solar panel carports. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals. No significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and
no mitigation measures are required.
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c)

d)

Less Than

Significant
Potentially ~ With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant  No
Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual affects that, when considered together, are
considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the
development when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
or probable future developments. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively
significant, developments taking place over a period. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 (a) and (b),
states:

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively
considerable.

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of
the effects attributable to the project. The discussion should be guided by the standards of
practicality and reasonableness.

Air Quality

Development of the Proposed Project will be conditioned to comply with current SCAQMD rules and
regulations to minimize impacts to air quality as discussed. Approval of the project does not require a
zone change nor a general plan amendment and is consistent with the City General Plan land use
designation. Therefore, cumulative impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are cumulative in nature, in that, no one single project can measurably
contribute to climate change and its affects (global average change in temperature, rising sea levels etc.).
The direct or indirect GHG impacts are therefore not evaluated on a local level, but whether or not the
GHG emissions resulting from the project are cumulative; that is, they add considerably to an increase in
GHGs as compared to the existing environmental setting based on: 1) an established significance
threshold(s); or 2) the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.

As summarized previously, the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions fall below the SCAQMD screening
threshold of 10,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent per year and the Proposed Project is in compliance
with the reduction goals AB 32 and SB 32. Furthermore, all of the post-2020 reductions in GHG emissions
are addressed via regulatory requirements at the State level and the Proposed Project will be required to
comply with these regulations as they come into effect. As such, the Proposed Project’s incremental
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and their effects on climate change would not be cumulatively
considerable.

Therefore, no significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation measures are required.

As discussed, the Proposed Project would not impact sensitive receptors due to criterial pollutant
emissions, noise generation, odor generation, and hazardous material emissions and handling. Mitigation
Measures GEO-1 to GEO-3 shall be implemented in order to reduce potential impacts from geologic
hazards. With adherence to the City of Big Bear Development Code, the Proposed Project is not
anticipated to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working at the Project Site. Therefore, the
development of the Proposed Project would not cause adverse impacts on humans, either directly or
indirectly.
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From:

RE:

To:

Sandy Benson
Mountain Transit
41939 Fox Farm Road
Big Bear Lake, CA 92336

Initial Study/Mitigatéd Negative Declaration
Conditional Use Permit 2022-074, Mountain Transit

Planning Division Manager

Pursuant to Section 15070 (Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration Process) of the
State Guidelines implementing the California Environmental Quality Act, I/we, acting as
agents for the property owner/developer, hereby agree to all of the following:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The draft initial study identifies potentially significant effects from the project,
but the study also identifies mitigation measures that would avoid or mitigate
the effects to a level where clearly no significant effects would occur;

The mitigation measures are hereby incorporated into the project prior to
releasing the draft initial study and mitigated negative declaration for public
comment;

I/we agree to the mitigation measures as necessary to avoid or mitigate
significant effects that would otherwise arise from the project. |/we accept the
mitigation measures included in the draft initial study and have.resolved all
questions and concerns regarding the mitigation measures;

If, during the public comment period and/or decision-making process,
substitute or additional mitigation measures are proposed, the appropriate
process must take place for determining whether or not to substitute or apply
additional measures;

This agreement is binding upon the applicant for this project and any
successors in interest or assignees.

This acknowledgment is binding upon the applicant and any successors in interest or
assignees:

7}MV<UE\/»~ 2|27+ |z0232

.
e

Si%‘éﬁ}jﬁe\/‘/ Date
NS e NS— Cenevel Momager l}\ v fam Jvannt
Print Name A Title & Company Name

This acknowledgment mt'lst be attached to the draft initial study/mitigated negative
declaration released for public comment and review.




APPENDIX A
CALEEMOD TABLES



Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report

Table of Contents
1. Basic Project Information
1.1. Basic Project Information
1.2. Land Use Types
1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector
2. Emissions Summary
2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds
2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated
2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds
2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated
3. Construction Emissions Details
3.1. Site Preparation (2023) - Unmitigated
3.3. Grading (2023) - Unmitigated
3.5. Building Construction (2023) - Unmitigated

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

1/42



3.9. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated
3.11. Architectural Coating (2024) - Unmitigated
4. Operations Emissions Details
4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated
4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.2. Unmitigated
4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated
4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated
4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

2/42

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023



Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

4.7.1. Unmitigated
4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated
4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated
4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated
4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated
4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated
5. Activity Data
5.1. Construction Schedule
5.2. Off-Road Equipment
5.2.1. Unmitigated
5.3. Construction Vehicles
5.3.1. Unmitigated
5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

3/42



5.5. Architectural Coatings
5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies
5.7. Construction Paving
5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors
5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated
5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment
5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated
5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

4/42

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023



5.13. Operational Waste Generation
5.13.1. Unmitigated
5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment
5.14.1. Unmitigated
5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment
5.15.1. Unmitigated
5.16. Stationary Sources
5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps
5.16.2. Process Boilers
5.17. User Defined
5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change
5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type
5.18.1.1. Unmitigated
5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

5/42

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023



Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report
6.1. Climate Risk Summary
6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores
6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores
6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures
7. Health and Equity Details
7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores
7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores
7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores
7.4. Health & Equity Measures
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard
7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

8. User Changes to Default Data

6/42



Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Big Bear MT Facility

Lead Agency City of Big Bear

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.50

Precipitation (days) 1.80

Location 34.25040024584777, -116.88907728368146
County San Bernardino-South Coast
City Big Bear Lake

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 5155

EDFzZ 10

Electric Utility Bear Valley Electric Service
Gas Utility Southwest Gas Corp.

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)
0.00

General Light 1000sqft 22,670
Industry
Parking Lot 132 1000sqft 3.03 0.00 35,312 — — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — _
(Max)

unmit. 13.9 39.8 371 0.05 217 11.8 5,552 0.23 0.10 1.87 5,575

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 131 12.0 13.9 0.02 0.71 0.55 2,643 0.11 0.04 0.02 2,659

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 1.21 4.59 5.65 0.01 0.67 0.40 1,060 0.04 0.02 0.17 1,066
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.22 0.84 1.03 < 0.005 0.12 0.07 175 0.01 < 0.005 0.03 176

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, on/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - Summer — —

(Max)

2023 4.04 39.8 37.1 0.05 21.7 11.8 5,552 0.23 0.10 1.87 5,575
2024 13.9 114 14.0 0.02 0.66 0.50 2,651 0.11 0.04 1.15 2,667
Daily - Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)
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2023

2024

Average Daily
2023

2024

Annual

2023

2024

131
1.25

0.45
1.21
0.08
0.22

12.0
114

4.17
4.59
0.76
0.84

13.9
13.8

4.65
5.65
0.85
1.03

0.02
0.02

0.01
0.01
< 0.005
< 0.005

0.71
0.66

0.67
0.27
0.12
0.05

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Unmit.

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Unmit.

Average Daily
(Max)

unmit.
Annual (Max)

Unmit.

1.37

1.19

1.30

0.24

4.33

4.39

441

0.80

280

277

278

50.7

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.01

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
PM2.5T

3.50

3.49

3.50

0.64

0.55
0.50

0.40
0.20

0.07
0.04

0.82

0.82

0.82

0.15

9/42

PM2.5T

2,643
2,640

854
1,060

141
175

19,726

19,464

19,507

3,230

0.11
0.11

0.04
0.04

0.01
0.01

21.9

21.9

21.9

3.62

0.04
0.04

0.01
0.02

< 0.005
< 0.005

3.10

3.10

3.10

0.51

0.02
0.02

0.13
0.17

0.02
0.03

34.7

6.65

18.3

3.03
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2,659
2,655

859
1,066

142
176

21,230

20,942

20,997

3,476




Daily, Summer
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total
Average Daily
Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total
Annual

Mobile

0.63
0.72

0.01

1.37

0.61
0.56
0.01

1.19

0.61

0.67
0.01

1.30

0.11

4.06
0.01

0.26

4.33

4.12

0.26

4.39

4.14

0.01
0.26

441

0.76

279
0.99

0.22

280

277

0.22

277

277

0.68
0.22

278

50.6

0.04
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.04

0.03

< 0.005

0.04

0.03

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.04

0.01

3.48
< 0.005

0.02

3.50

3.48

0.02

3.49

3.48

< 0.005
0.02

3.50

0.63

0.80
< 0.005

0.02

0.82

0.80

0.02

0.82

0.80

< 0.005
0.02

0.82

0.15
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18,460
4.05
1,141
107

15.2

19,726

18,202

1,141
107
15.2

19,464

18,242

2.78

1,141

107

15.2

19,507

3,020
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19.3
< 0.005
0.06
1.03

151

21.9

19.3

0.06
1.03

151

21.9

19.3

< 0.005

0.06

1.03

151

21.9

3.19

3.07
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.02

0.00

3.10

3.07

< 0.005
0.02
0.00

3.10

3.07

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.00

3.10

0.51

28.8

5.90

34.7

0.75

5.90
6.65

12.4

5.90
18.3

2.06

19,884
4.07
1,143
140
53.0
5.90

21,230

19,600

1,143
140
53.0
5.90
20,942

19,652
2.79
1,143
140
53.0
5.90
20,997

3,254
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Area 0.12 < 0.005 0.12 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.46
Energy < 0.005 0.05 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 189 0.01 < 0.005 — 189
Water — — — — — — 17.7 0.17 < 0.005 — 23.2
Waste — — — — — — 251 0.25 0.00 — 8.78
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — 0.98 0.98
Total 0.24 0.80 50.7 0.01 0.64 0.15 3,230 3.62 0.51 3.03 3,476

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
iocuon — Jros v Joo _Jsor  Jowor lwas  Joomr o ook Joom
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 3.95 39.7 35.5 0.05 1.81 1.66 5,295 0.21 0.04 — 5,314
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 19.7 10.1 — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — _ _

Off-Road 0.05 0.54 0.49 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 72.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 72.8
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 0.27 0.14 — — — — —
Material

Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.01 0.10 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 12.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.1
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 0.05 0.03 — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.10 0.09 1.62 0.00 0.23 0.05 257 0.01 0.01 1.10 261
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.27 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.32
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.55
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

omonJroe o [eo  |sor o |swesr  Joorr  Jow o i loore

Onsite
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 2.04 20.0 19.7 0.03 0.94 0.87 2,958 0.12 0.02 — 2,968
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 7.09 3.43 — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — _ _

Off-Road 0.04 0.44 0.43 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 64.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 65.1
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 0.16 0.08 — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.01 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 10.7 < 0.005 <0.005 — 10.8
Equipment

Dust From — — — — 0.03 0.01 — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — —_ — — _

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.08 1.39 0.00 0.20 0.05 220 0.01 0.01 0.94 224
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.01 0.56 0.31 < 0.005 0.12 0.04 447 0.05 0.07 0.93 470
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —

(Max)
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Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.49 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.55
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 9.79 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 10.3
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.74 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.75
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.70

3.5. Building Construction (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.26 11.8 13.2 0.02 0.55 0.51 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,406
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 1.26 11.8 13.2 0.02 0.55 0.51 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,406
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.33 3.12 3.48 0.01 0.15 0.13 633 0.03 0.01 — 636
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
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Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.06

0.00

0.05
< 0.005
0.00

0.05
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.57

0.00

0.05
0.14
0.00

0.06
0.15
0.00

0.02
0.04
0.00
< 0.005
0.01
0.00

0.64

0.00

0.88
0.08
0.00

0.66
0.08
0.00

0.19
0.02
0.00
0.03
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

0.03

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

PM2.5T
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105

0.00

140
118
0.00

128
118
0.00

34.3
311
0.00

5.69
5.15
0.00
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< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.02
0.00

< 0.005
0.02
0.00

< 0.005
<0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.60
0.32
0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.07
0.04
0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

105

0.00

142
123
0.00

130
123
0.00

34.8
32.6
0.00

5.76
5.39
0.00



Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite truck

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite truck
Average Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker

Vendor

1.20

0.00

1.20

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.05
< 0.005

0.00

0.05
< 0.005
0.00

0.02
< 0.005

11.2

0.00

11.2

0.00

4.13

0.00

0.75

0.00

0.05
0.13
0.00

0.05
0.14
0.00

0.02
0.05

13.1

0.00

131

0.00

4.83

0.00

0.88

0.00

0.81
0.07

0.00

0.61
0.07
0.00

0.24
0.03

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.50

0.00

0.50

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.12
0.03

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.05
0.01

0.46

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.03
0.01

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
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2,398

0.00

2,398

0.00

882

0.00

146

0.00

137
116

0.00

126
117
0.00

46.9
42.9
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0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01
0.01

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.02

0.00

< 0.005
0.02
0.00

< 0.005
0.01

0.00

0.00

0.55
0.32

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

0.09
0.05

2,406

0.00

2,406

0.00

885

0.00

147

0.00

139
122

0.00

127
122
0.00

47.5
44.9
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.01 < 0.005 7.76 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 7.87
Vendor < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 7.10 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 7.43
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
ocaion—[ro5—— noc Jco s [wor [ewest Jeor low w0 R Joore
Onsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.76 6.87 8.89 0.01 0.33 0.30 1,351 0.05 0.01 — 1,355
Equipment

Paving 0.44 — — — — — — — — — —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.04 0.34 0.44 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 66.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 66.8
Equipment

Paving 0.02 — — — — — — — — — _
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 11.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 111
Equipment

Paving < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — _
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — _ —
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _

(Max)

Worker 0.10 0.10 1.69 0.00 0.26 0.06 288 0.01 0.01 1.15 292
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.01 < 0.005 13.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 134
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.22
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Architectural Coating (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.14 0.91 1.15 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134
Equipment

Architectural 13.7 — — — — — — — _ _ _
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)
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Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.01 0.04 0.06 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 6.58 <0.005 <0.005 — 6.61
Equipment

Architectural 0.68 — — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.09
Equipment

Architectural 0.12 — — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.02 0.01 27.4 <0.005 <0.005 0.11 27.8
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.26 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.27
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

19/42



4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer
(Max)

General Light
Industry

Parking Lot
Total

Daily, Winter
(Max)

General Light
Industry

Parking Lot
Total
Annual

General Light
Industry

Parking Lot

Total

4.2. Energy

0.63

0.00

0.63

0.61

0.00
0.61

0.11

0.00
0.11

4.06

0.00

4.06

4.12

0.00
4.12

0.76

0.00
0.76

279

0.00
279

277

0.00
277

50.6

0.00
50.6

0.04

0.00

0.04

0.03

0.00
0.03

0.01

0.00
0.01

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

3.48

0.00

3.48

3.48

0.00
3.48

0.63

0.00
0.63

0.80 18,460 19.3 3.07 28.8 19,884
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.80 18,460 19.3 3.07 28.8 19,884
0.80 18,202 19.3 3.07 0.75 19,600
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.80 18,202 19.3 3.07 0.75 19,600
0.15 3,020 3.19 0.51 2.06 3,254
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.15 3,020 3.19 0.51 2.06 3,254

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, Summer
(Max)

General Light — — — — — _
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — —
Total — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — _ _
(Max)

General Light — — — — — —
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — —
Total — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — —

General Light — — — — — —
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — —

Total — — — — — —

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

540

289
829

540

289
829

89.4

47.8
137

0.02

0.01
0.03

0.02

0.01
0.03

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

<0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005
< 0.005

541

289
831

541

289
831

89.6

47.9
138

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

General Light  0.01 0.26 0.22 < 0.005 0.02 0.02
Industry

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.01 0.26 0.22 < 0.005 0.02 0.02
Daily, Winter — — — — — —
(Max)
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312

0.00
312

0.03

0.00
0.03

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

312

0.00
312



General Light
Industry

Parking Lot
Total
Annual

General Light
Industry

Parking Lot

Total

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

0.01

0.00
0.01

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Consumer
Products

Architectural
Coatings

Landscape
Equipment

Total

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Consumer
Products

Architectural
Coatings

Total

0.50

0.07

0.16

0.72

0.50

0.07

0.56

0.26

0.00
0.26

0.05

0.00
0.05

0.01

0.01

0.22

0.00
0.22

0.04

0.00
0.04

0.99

0.99

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.00
0.02

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.02

0.00
0.02

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

PM2.5T

< 0.005

< 0.005

22142

312

0.00
312

51.6

0.00
51.6
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0.03

0.00
0.03

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00
< 0.005

<0.005

0.00
< 0.005

312

0.00
312

51.7

0.00

51.7

4.05

4.05

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

4.07

4.07
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Consumer 0.09 — — — — — — — — _ _
Products

Architectural 0.01 — — — — — — — — — _

Coatings

Landscape 0.02 < 0.005 0.12 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.46
Equipment

Total 0.12 < 0.005 0.12 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.46 <0.005 < 0.005 — 0.46

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated
Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer

(Max)

General Light — — — — — — 99.2 1.03 0.02 — 132
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 7.52 < 0.005 <0.005 — 7.53
Total — — — — — — 107 1.03 0.02 — 140
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

General Light — — — — — — 99.2 1.03 0.02 — 132
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 7.52 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.53
Total — — — — — — 107 1.03 0.02 — 140
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
General Light — — — — — — 16.4 0.17 < 0.005 — 21.9
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 1.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.25
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Total — — — — — — 17.7 0.17 < 0.005 — 23.2

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

General Light — — — — — — 15.2 151 0.00 — 53.0
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total — — — — — — 15.2 151 0.00 — 53.0
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

General Light — — — — — — 15.2 151 0.00 — 53.0
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total — — — — — — 15.2 151 0.00 — 53.0
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
General Light — — — — — — 2.51 0.25 0.00 — 8.78
Industry

Parking Lot — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Total — — — — — — 251 0.25 0.00 — 8.78

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, Summer —

(Max)

General Light — — — — — — — — — 5.90 5.90
Industry

Total — — — — — — — — — 5.90 5.90
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

General Light — — — — — — — — — 5.90 5.90
Industry

Total — — — — — — — — — 5.90 5.90
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
General Light — — — — — — — — — 0.98 0.98
Industry

Total — — — — — — — — — 0.98 0.98

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipment PM10T PM2.5T coz2T (6{0)/]
Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

Equipment PM10T PM2.5T co2T CO2e
Type

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Total —

Daily, Winter —
(Max)

Total —
Annual —

Total —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Equipment PM10T PM2.5T co2T CO2e
Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total —

Daily, Winter —
(Max)

Total —
Annual —

Total —

26/42



Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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sedes  Jroe o Jco lse oo lmwesr oo Jow o li loowe

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered — — — — — — — — — — _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — -
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Avoided — — — — — — — — — — —
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Sequestered @ — — — — — — — — — — _
Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — —
Removed — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — _
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5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Site Preparation Site Preparation 7/30/2023 8/6/2023 5.00 5.00

Grading Grading 8/7/2023 8/18/2023 5.00 8.00 —
Building Construction Building Construction 8/19/2023 71612024 5.00 230 —
Paving Paving 717/2024 8/1/2024 5.00 18.0 —
Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 8/2/2024 8/27/2024 5.00 18.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
oes

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37
oes

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37
oes

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45
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Paving Cement and Mortar Diesel
Mixers

Paving Pavers Diesel

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel

Paving Rollers Diesel

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backh Diesel
oes

Architectural Coating

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Air Compressors Diesel

Average

Average
Average
Average

Average

Average

T [

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

Site Preparation
Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Grading

Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction
Building Construction

Building Construction

2.00

1.00
2.00
2.00
1.00

1.00

6.00

8.00
6.00
6.00
8.00

6.00
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10.0

81.0
89.0
36.0
84.0

37.0

0.56

0.42
0.36
0.38
0.37

0.48

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

17.5

0.00

15.0

6.25

9.52

3.72

0.00
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18.5
10.2
20.0

18.5
10.2
20.0

185
10.2

20.0

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT



Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving
Paving
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating
Architectural Coating

Architectural Coating

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Onsite truck

20.0

0.00

1.90

0.00

18.5
10.2
20.0

18.5
10.2
20.0
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LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDALDTL,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

11,335 7,920

Architectural Coating

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy)

Site Preparation
Grading

Paving

0.00

0.00

0.00

400
0.00

34,005

7.50
8.00
0.00
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5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.7. Construction Paving

General Light Industry 0.00 0%
Parking Lot 3.03 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2023 0.00 0.03 < 0.005
2024 0.00 912 0.03 <0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

General Light 73,064 8,731 8,731 8,731 3,186,788
Industry
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated
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5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) | Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated [Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)

34,005 11,335 7,920

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

General Light Industry 216,220 0.0330 0.0040 972,228

Parking Lot 115,629 912 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

General Light Industry 5,242,438 0.00

Parking Lot 0.00 567,080

5.13. Operational Waste Generation
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5.13.1. Unmitigated

General Light Industry 28.1 0.00

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

General Light Industry ~ Other commercial A/IC ~ R-410A 2,088 0.30 4.00 4.00 18.0
and heat pumps

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

e ST Nltethef b s afey Loaa Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtul/yr)

5.17. User Defined
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5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 38.2 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 9.05 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
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Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 34.2 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A
Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A
Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score
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Temperature and Extreme Heat
Extreme Precipitation

Sea Level Rise

Wildfire

Flooding

Drought

Snowpack Reduction

Air Quality Degradation

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
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N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest

exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water
Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

98.7
2.84
125
8.34
22.3
0.00
7.61
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Traffic

Effect Indicators

CleanUp Sites

Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies

Solid Waste

Sensitive Population

Asthma

Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

26.2

0.00
37.6
35.6
87.0
66.7

87.3
99.6
99.2

55.8
375
31.3
65.1
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic
Above Poverty
Employed
Median HI
Education

Bachelor's or higher

61.14461696
76.78686
33.70973951

52.99627871
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High school enroliment
Preschool enrollment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting

Neighborhood

Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy

Housing
Homeownership
Housing habitability
Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden
Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden
Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes
Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)

Asthma

100
95.7141024
98.98626973
76.08109842
71.41023996
89.67021686
48.05594765
32.22122418
40.51071474
35.27524702
94.14859489
60.78532016
78.68600026
81.86834339
82.36879251
66.03361992
39.29167201
0.0

30.4

0.0

0.0

0.0
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Coronary Heart Disease 0.0
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 0.0
Diagnosed Diabetes 0.0
Life Expectancy at Birth 36.3
Cognitively Disabled 99.3
Physically Disabled 13.7
Heart Attack ER Admissions 1.4
Mental Health Not Good 0.0
Chronic Kidney Disease 0.0
Obesity 0.0
Pedestrian Injuries 19.6
Physical Health Not Good 0.0
Stroke 0.0

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 0.0
Current Smoker 0.0
No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 0.0

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 82.8
SLR Inundation Area 0.0
Children 97.7
Elderly 4.3
English Speaking 54.6
Foreign-born 5.7
Outdoor Workers 39.6

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 91.0
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Traffic Density 45.4
Traffic Access 23.0
Other Indices —
Hardship 33.2
Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 86.4

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Big Bear MT Facility Detailed Report, 1/23/2023

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 53.0
Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 76.0
Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data
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Operations: Vehicle Data The existing MT facility generates 100 trips. No new trips are anticipated with the relocation. As a
worst case analysis, the project was modeled with 100 daily trips from buses and an additional 100
trips from passenger vehicles.

Operations: Fleet Mix The existing MT facility generates 100 trips. No new trips are anticipated with the relocation. As a
worst case analysis, the project was modeled with 100 daily trips from buses and an additional 100
trips from passenger vehicles.

Construction: Construction Phases The Project Site is vacant.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

SECTION 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

Jennings Environmental, LLC (Jennings) was retained by Lilburn Corporation (Lilburn) to conduct a
literature review and reconnaissance-level survey for the proposed Administrative and Maintenance
Buildings for the Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority (Project), within the City of Big Bear Lake, San
Bernardino County, California. The survey identified vegetation communities, the potential for the
occurrence of special status species, or habitats that could support special status wildlife species, and
recorded all plants and animals observed or detected within the Project boundary. This biological
resources assessment is designed to address potential effects of the proposed project to designated
critical habitats and/or any species currently listed or formally proposed for listing as endangered or
threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA) or species designated as sensitive by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or the
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Information contained in this document is in accordance with
accepted scientific and technical standards that are consistent with the requirements of the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and (CDFW). Additionally, the site was surveyed for any drainage
features that would meet the definition of the Waters of the US (WOUS), Waters of the State (WQS), or
CDFW jurisdiction.

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The project is generally located in the southern portion of Sections 16 and 21, Township 2 North, Range 1
East, and is depicted on the Fawskin and Big Bear Lake U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) 7.5-minute
qguadrangles topographic map. More specifically the project is located within Assessor Parcel Numbers
(APNs) 2328-021-12 and -13, within the City of Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino County, California. The
Project site is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Business Center Drive and
Sandalwood Drive. The site is surrounded by undeveloped land and land that is currently being developed
to the east. (Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix A).

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority (“MT”) (“Project Applicant”) is a public transit agency that
primarily serves the rural communities in the San Bernardino Mountains, including the Big Bear Valley,
Crestline, Lake Arrowhead, Running Springs; and the City of Big Bear Lake. The current facilities located at
41939 Fox Farm Road in the City of Big Bear Lake, and 621 Forest Shade Road, Crestline, are both under-
sized and have a variety of technical difficulties that make service provisions difficult. In addition, MT is
experiencing a growth in service and ridership, with expansions in fixed-route and Dial-A-Ride service in
Big Bear Valley (BBV) and a ridership increase (not including service expansion) of 1.32% annually. MT
proposed the following service expansions in their 2016 Short Range Transit Plan: RIM trolley/summer
weekend service expansion, RIM Dial-A-Ride expansion, BBV fixed route expansion, BBV resort expansion,
BBV Off-the-Mountain (OTM) expansion, leasing buses for the Big Bear Mountain Resort (BBMR) service
during winter months, and BBV Dial-A-Ride expansion.

As such, MT is proposing to relocate operations from the current locations to 170 Business Center Drive
in the City of Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino County. The relocation would require approval of a Conditional
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ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA
Use Permit (CUP) to develop an administrative and bus maintenance facility at the proposed Project Site.
The 3.55-acre Project Site is located on the northwest corner of Business Center Drive and Sandalwood

Drive.

The Project Site is part of Tentative Tract Map (TTM) Application 2007-278, which was approved by the
Planning Commission by the adoption of Resolution PC 2008-24 on August 20, 2008. TTM Application
2007-278 proposed to subdivide an 11.02-acre parcel and develop eight business park lots for General
Commercial uses. The TTM Application included the rough grading of individual pads and the installation
of street and utility infrastructure, including wet and dry utilities and storm drains within the 11.02-acre
site. MT has acquired two of the parcels within the subdivision; however, the City of Big Bear Lake has
determined that the underlying Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted for the subdivision did not
include evaluation of specific land uses.

The Project Site is designated in the General Plan as Commercial General and zoned Commercial — General
(C-2). Subject to a CUP, the Proposed Project is an allowable use within the C-2 zoning district. The
Proposed Project would include an 11,470-square-foot (SF) maintenance building and an 11,200-SF
administrative building (see Figure 3 — Site Plan). The maintenance building would consist of maintenance
bays, a bus wash, and support spaces for repairs and maintenance of MT’s bus fleet. The proposed
administration/operations building would house administrative offices and support spaces for staff. See
table below for description of the proposed buildings.

SECTION 2.0 - METHODOLOGY
2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW

Prior to performing the field survey, existing documentation relevant to the Project site was reviewed.
The most recent records were reviewed for the following quadrangle containing and surrounding the
Project site: Big Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge, USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles. The
Big Bear City and Moonridge quads were included in this search due to the site’s proximity to their
borders. These databases contain records of reported occurrences of federal- or state-listed endangered
or threatened species, California Species of Concern (SSC), or otherwise special status species or habitats
that may occur within or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. These sources include:

e (California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) managed by CDFW (CDFW 2023)

e  USFWS Critical Habitat Mapper (USFWS 2023)

e (California Native Plant Society’s Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) of Rare and Endangered Vascular
Plants of California (CNPS 2023), issuer of the California Rare Plant Rank.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) threatened and endangered species occurrence GIS overlay;

e USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey;

e  USGS National Map;

e Calwater Watershed Maps

e Environmental Protection Agency My Waters Maps

e USFWS Designated Critical Habitat Maps

e San Bernardino County Biotic Resources Map

Jennings Environmental Page |4



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

2.2 SOILS

Before conducting the surveys, soil maps for San Bernardino County were referenced online to determine
the types of soil found within the Project site. Soils were determined in accordance with categories set
forth by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service and by referencing
the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (USDA 2023).

2.3 BIOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE-LEVEL SURVEY

Jennings biologist, Gene Jennings, conducted the general reconnaissance survey within the Project site to
identify the potential for the occurrence of special status species, vegetation communities, or habitats
that could support special status wildlife species. The surveys were conducted on foot, throughout the
Project site between 0735 and 0900 hours on January 21, 2023. Weather conditions during the survey
included temperatures ranging from 12.5 to 14.6 degrees Fahrenheit, with clear skies, no precipitation,
and 0 to 1.9 mile-per-hour winds. Photographs of the Project site were taken to document existing
conditions (Appendix B).

2.4 JURISDICTIONAL FEATURES

A general assessment of jurisdictional waters regulated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and CDFW was conducted for the proposed
Project area. Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, USACE regulates the discharge of dredged
and/or fill material into waters of the United States. The State of California (State) regulates the discharge
of material into waters of the State pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the California
Porter- Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code, Division 7, §13000 et seq.). Pursuant
to Division 2, Chapter 6, Sections 1600-1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates all
diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or
lake, which supports fish or wildlife. The assessment was conducted by a desktop survey through the USGS
National Hydrography Dataset for hydrological connectivity. An additional discussion of the regulatory
framework is provided in Appendix C.

2.5 VEGETATION

All plant species observed within the Project site were recorded. Vegetation communities within the
Project site were identified and qualitatively described. Plant communities were determined in
accordance with the Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition (Sawyer et al. 2009). Plant
nomenclature follows that of The Jepson Manual, Second Edition (Baldwin et al. 2012). A comprehensive
list of the plant species observed during the survey is provided in Appendix D.

2.6 WILDLIFE

All wildlife and wildlife signs observed and detected, including tracks, scat, carcasses, burrows,
excavations, and vocalizations, were recorded. Additional survey time was spent in those habitats most
likely to be utilized by wildlife (native vegetation, wildlife trails, etc.) or in habitats with the potential to
support state- and/or federally listed or otherwise special status species. Notes were made on the general
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habitat types, species observed, and the conditions of the Project site. A comprehensive list of the wildlife

species observed during the survey is provided in Appendix D.

2.7 WILDLIFE CORRIDORS AND HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

According to the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project, the Project Site is not mapped within
an area for wildlife movement. Additionally, the Project site is not within or adjacent to a habitat
conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed Project will not have an impact on any current wildlife
corridors or habitat conservation plans.

SECTION 3.0 — RESULTS
3.1 LITERATURE REVIEW RESULTS

According to the CNDDB, CNPSEI, and other relevant literature and databases, 104 sensitive species, 20
of which are listed as threatened or endangered, and 2 sensitive habitats, have been documented in the
Big Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge quads. The Big Bear City and Moonridge quads
were included in this search due the site’s proximity to their borders. This list of sensitive species and
habitats includes any State and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species, CDFW designated
Species of Special Concern (SSC) and otherwise Special Animals. “Special Animals” is a general term that
refers to all of the taxa the CNDDB is interested in tracking, regardless of their legal or protection status.
This list is also referred to as the list of “species at risk” or “special status species.” The CDFW considers
the taxa on this list to be those of greatest conservation need.

An analysis of the likelihood for the occurrence of all CNDDB sensitive species documented in the Big Bear
Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge quads is provided in Table 1, in Appendix D. This analysis
takes into account species range as well as documentation within the vicinity of the project area and
includes the habitat requirements for each species and the potential for their occurrence on the site,
based on required habitat elements and range relative to the current site conditions. According to the
databases, no sensitive habitat, including USFWS designated critical habitat, occurs within or adjacent to
the project site.

3.1.1 SOILS

After review of USDA Soil Conservation Service and by referencing the USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey (USDA
2023), it was determined that the Project site is located within the San Bernardino County National Forest
Area, California area CA777. Figure 3 in Attachment A shows the location of the different historical soil
types. Based on the results of the database search, three (3) soil types are documented in the area:

Garloaf-Urban land complex, 4 to 9 percent slopes (303). This soil is well drained with a moderately low
to moderately high capacity to transmit water. This soil consists of alluvium derived from granitoid,
typically ranges in elevation from 6,740 to 7,200 feet above mean sea level (amsl) and is not considered
prime farmland.

Moonridge-Shayroad-cariboucreek complex, 0 to 4 percent slopes (305). This soil is well drained with a
moderately high to high capacity to transmit water. This soil consists of alluvium derived from granitoid,
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typically ranges in elevation from 6,690 to 7,270 feet above mean sea level (amsl) and is considered prime

farmland if irrigated.

Urban land (135). This classification is given to soils that are developed or no longer exist in a natural state.
This classification is not considered prime farmland.

This database search contains historical soil data and does not reflect the current soil conditions on-site.
As noted in the April 11, 2022, Geotechnical Investigation, the site is completely covered in fill material.
The report notes that the entire site is covered with 3 feet of fill material that consists of non-native
material.

3.1.2 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES BACKGROUND

Of the 104 species found within the Big Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge quads, 20 have
a special designation of either: federally listed, state listed, or a species of special concern (SSC) under
California Fish and Game Code. The discussion below provides the background information on those
species that have the potential to occur within the Project site or vicinity.

Southern rubber boa (Charina umbratical) — Threatened (State)

The State-listed as threatened southern rubber boa (rubber boa) is a small, rather stout-bodied snake
with smooth scales and a blunt head and tail (Stewart et al. 2005). Adults grow to about 49.5-55.9 cm in
length. Adults are light brown or tan in dorsal color with an unmarked yellow venter; juveniles are pale
without a distinct margin between dorsal and ventral coloration (Stewart et al. 2005). Rubber boas are
primarily fossorial and are rarely encountered on the surface, except on days and nights of high humidity
and overcast sky. During warm months, it is active at night and on overcast days. It hibernates during
winter, usually in crevices in rocky outcrops. Other potential hibernacula may be rotting stumps.

Typical habitat for this species is mixed conifer-oak forest or woodland dominated by two or more of the
following species: Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), yellow pine (P. ponderosa), sugar pine (P. lambertiana),
incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens), white fir (Abies concolor), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii) (Stewart
et al., 2005). Rubber boas are usually found near streams or wet meadows or within or under surface
objects with good moisture retaining properties such as rotting logs (CDFW 2014). Much of the literature
suggests that the rubber boa prefers mixed conifer-oak forests and woodlands between 5,000 and 8,000
feet in elevation, especially in canyons and on cool, north facing slopes (CDFW 1987). However, the factors
of overriding importance seem to be access to hibernation sites below the frost line and access to damp
soil (Keasler 1982).

Rubber boa have been documented to the south and west of the Project site. Additional observations
have been recorded in Little Bear Creek, which is located 0.03-miles northwest of the Project site. These
occurrences likely represent movement corridors for this species. In addition to the Little Bear Creek
occurrences, there are ten (10) rubber boa occurrences documented within approximately 5 miles of the
subject parcel.
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Bald eagle (Haliageetus leucocephalus) — Delisted (Federal)/ Endangered (State)

The bald eagle (BAEA) was a federally-listed species until 2007 when it was delisted because of the
increase in population. However, it remains a State-listed endangered species and is covered under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). BAEA are distinguished by a white head and white tail feathers, are
powerful, brown birds that may weigh 14 pounds and have a wingspan of 8 feet. Male eagles are smaller,
weighing as much as 10 pounds and have a wingspan of 6 feet. Sometimes confused with Golden Eagles,
BAEA are mostly dark brown until they are four to five years old and acquire their characteristic coloring.
They live near rivers, lakes, and marshes where they can find fish, their staple food. BAEA will also feed
on waterfowl, turtles, rabbits, snakes, and other small animals and carrion. BAEA require a good food
base, perching areas, and nesting sites. Their habitat includes estuaries, large lakes, reservoirs, rivers, and
some seacoasts (CDFW 2016). In winter, the birds congregate near open water in tall trees for spotting
prey and night roosts for sheltering (CDFW 1999). They mate for life, choosing the tops of large trees to
build nests, which they typically use and enlarge each year. In most of California, the breeding season lasts
from about January through July or August (CDFW 2016). Nests may reach 10 feet across and weigh a half
ton. They may also have one or more alternate nests within their breeding territory (CDFW 2016). The
young eagles are flying within three months and are on their own about a month later.

According to the CNDDB, the nearest occurrence for the BAEA is 0.83 miles northeast of the Project site.
Some of the area surrounding the project site does provide habitat suitable to support BAEA.

California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis) — SSC

The California spotted owl (SPOW) is considered a SSC by the CDFW and is listed as a Sensitive Species by
the U.S. Forest Service. The SPOW breeds and roosts in forests and woodlands with large old trees and
snags, high basal areas of trees and snags, dense canopies (270% canopy closure), multiple canopy layers,
and downed woody debris (Verner et al. 19924, as cited in Davis and Gould 2008). Large, old trees are the
key component; they provide nest sites and cover from inclement weather and add structure to the forest
canopy and woody debris to the forest floor. These characteristics typify old-growth or late-seral-stage
habitats (Davis and Gould 2008). Because the SPOW selects stands that have higher structural diversity
and significantly more large trees than those generally available, it is considered a habitat specialist (Moen
and Gutiérrez 1997, as cited in Davis and Gould 2008). In southern California, SPOW principally occupy
montane hardwood and montane hard-wood-conifer forests, especially those with canyon live oak
(Quercus chrysolepis) and bigcone Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga macrocarpa), at mid- to high elevations (Davis
and Gould 2008).

SPOW prey on small mammals, particularly dusky-footed woodrats (Neotoma fuscipes) at lower elevations
(oak woodlands and riparian forests) and throughout southern California (Verner et al. 199243, as cited in
Davis and Gould 2008). The SPOW breeding season occurs from early spring to late summer or fall.
Breeding spotted owls begin pre-laying behaviors, such as preening and roosting together, in February or
March and juvenile owl dispersal likely occurs in September and October (Meyer 2007). The SPOW does
not build its own nest but depends on finding suitable, naturally occurring sites in tree cavities or on
broken-topped trees or snags, on abandoned raptor or common raven (Corvus corax) nests, squirrel nests,
dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium spp.) brooms, or debris accumulations in trees (Davis and Gould 2008). In
the San Bernardino Mountains, platform nests predominate (59%) and were in trees with an average
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diameter at breast height (dbh) of 75 cm, whereas cavity nest trees and broken-top nest trees were signifi-
cantly larger (mean dbh of 108.3 cm and 122.3 cm, respectively) (LaHaye et al. 1997, as cited in Davis and

Gould 2008).

According to LaHaye and Gutierrez (2005), urbanization in the form of primary and vacation homes has
degraded or consumed some forest in most mountain ranges. The results of spotted owl surveys
conducted between 1987 and 1998 in the San Bernardino Mountains indicated that a large area of
potentially-suitable spotted owl habitat, enough to support 10-15 pairs, existed between Running Springs
and Crestline (LaHaye and others 1999, as cited in LaHaye and Gutierrez 2005). However, only four pairs
have been found in this area, and owls were found only in undeveloped sites. Thus, residential
development within montane forests may preclude spotted owl occupancy, even when closed-canopy
forest remains on developed sites (LaHaye and Gutierrez 2005).

Perthe CNDDB Spotted Owl Observations Database (2021), the nearest documented SPOW activity center
(roosting or nesting site) is approximately 0.68 miles southwest of the project site. Some of the area
surrounding the project site does provide habitat suitable to support SPOW.

San Bernardino flying squirrel (Glaucomys oreqonensis californicus) — SSC

The San Bernardino flying squirrel (flying squirrel) is considered a SSC by the CDFW and is listed as a
Sensitive Species by the U.S. Forest Service. The flying squirrel is a nocturnally active, arboreal squirrel
that is distinguished by the furred membranes extending from wrist to ankle that allow squirrels to glide
through the air between trees at distances up to 91 meters (300 feet) (Wolf 2010). The San Bernardino
flying squirrel is the most southerly distributed subspecies of northern flying squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus)
and is paler in color and smaller than most other northern flying squirrel subspecies. It inhabits high-
elevation mixed conifer forests comprised of white fir, Jeffrey pine, and black oak between ~4,000 to
8,500 feet. It has specific habitat requirements that include associations with mature forests, large trees
and snags, closed canopy, downed woody debris, and riparian areas, and it is sensitive to habitat
fragmentation. It specializes in eating truffles (e.g. hypogeous mycorrhizal sporocarps) buried in the forest
floor as well as arboreal lichens in winter when truffles are covered with snow and unavailable (Wolf
2010). This flying squirrel historically occurred as three isolated populations in the San Gabriel, San
Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountain forests.

Flying squirrel populations are adversely affected by habitat fragmentation. Rosenberg and Raphael
(1984) found that in northwestern California, the abundance of squirrels increased with stand size, they
were generally absent in stands smaller than 20 hectares (ha), and approximately 75% of stands over 100
ha had flying squirrels. An additional problem with fragmented habitats is the constraints that open spaces
pose to the movements of individuals and the colonization of unoccupied habitat patches. Mowrey and
Zasada (1982) reported an average gliding distance of about 20 meters in sabrinus, with a maximum of 48
meters, and concluded that movements are unimpeded in areas with average openings of 20 meters and
occasional openings of 30 to 40 meters.

The Flying Squirrels of Southern California is a project of the San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM),
in collaboration with the U.S. Forest Service and the USFWS, to try to determine the distribution and
habitat use of the flying squirrel in southern California. Per the SDNHM database, the nearest

Jennings Environmental Page |9



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA
documented flying squirrel occurrence (2008) is approximately 0.72 miles southwest of the project site,

within a more dense tree canopy area.

Bird-foot checkerbloom (Sidalcea pedate) — Endangered (Federal/State)

Bird-foot checkerbloom (Sidalcea pedata) is a narrow endemic restricted to the Big Bear Valley in the San
Bernardino Mountains of San Bernardino County in Southern California. In 1984, it was listed as
endangered in response to development pressures across its narrow geographical range (Krantz 1985).
Sidalcea pedata is endemic to wet montane meadows and some adjacent drier habitats; remaining wet
meadow fragments in the Big Bear Valley are estimated to total to 20 acres or less. Very little
checkerbloom habitat is protected, and its habitat is threatened by urban development. Before a reserve
or mitigation system can be developed for Sidalcea pedata, key biological attributes such as breeding
system and pollinator ecology must be identified. The recovery plan (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1998)
recognized that little is known about the biology of S. pedata despite the many surveys that have been
done. In order to propose specific actions that will benefit the management and recovery of S. pedata,
sound biological information on this species is required. Such science-based knowledge is essential for
informing those involved in prioritizing habitat protection and in managing protected habitat.

3.1.3 JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

Aerial imagery of the site was examined and compared with the surrounding USGS 7.5-minute
topographic quadrangle maps to identify drainage features within the survey area as indicated from
topographic changes, blue-line features, or visible drainage patterns. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Wetland Inventory and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Water Program “My Waters”
data layers were also reviewed to determine whether any hydrologic features and wetland areas had been
documented within the vicinity of the site. Similarly, the Soil maps from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) - Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey (USDA 2023) were reviewed to
identify the soil series on-site and to check if they have been identified regionally as hydric soils. Upstream
and downstream connectivity of waterways (if present) was reviewed in the field, on aerial imagery, and
topographic maps to determine jurisdictional status. After a review of the aerials, it appeared that there
was a jurisdictional feature on the western edge of the parcel.

3.1.4 HYDROLOGY AND HYDROLOGIC CONNECTIVITY

Hydrologically, the project site is located within Bear Valley Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA 801.71), as
identified on the Calwater Watershed maps. This undefined area comprises a 34,333-acre drainage area
within the larger Bear Creek Watershed Area (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC10] 1807020301, US Watershed
Maps) (CalTrans, 2023). The Bear Creek watershed in Big Bear is bordered to the north by the Deep Creek,
Crystal Creek — Lucerne Lake, and Arrastre Creek-Melville Lake watersheds, to the east by the Arrastre
Creek-Melville Lake watershed, to the south by the Headwaters Santa Ana River watershed, and to the
west by Deep Creek and Upper Santa Ana River watersheds. (Figure 4 in Appendix A).

3.1.5 DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT

The site is not located within or adjacent to any USFWS-designated Critical Habitat. No further action is
required.

Jennings Environmental Page | 10



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

3.2 FIELD STUDY RESULTS

3.2.1 VEGETATION

The site is completely bare of any vegetation and is currently being maintained as a storage yard for
vehicles (plowing and weeding). Additionally, the site is comprised of fill material from non-native sources.
The neighboring parcels do have some native vegetation in the form of Ericameria nauseosa Shrubland
Alliance (rubber rabbitbrush scrub).

3.2.2 WILDLIFE

One bird was seen or heard during the survey. Species observed or otherwise detected on or in the vicinity
of the project site during the surveys included; common raven (Corvus corax).

The project site is located within a partially developed area of Big Bear. As mentioned above the site is
currently being used as an overflow parking area and is subject to mowing and plowing. Additionally, as
noted in the Geotech Report, the site is non-native fill material. No natural land exists within the parcel
boundary. There is no habitat within the proposed project footprint, as well as the immediate surrounding
area, that is suitable for the sensitive species identified in the CNDDB search (Table 1 in Appendix D).

3.2.3 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Southern rubber boa — Threatened (State)

Although this species has been observed within 5-miles of the project site, there is no suitable habitat
within the Project boundary. The site is mostly disturbed with concrete or asphalt, and the small dirt
landscaped areas are exposed to direct sunlight most of the year and do not retain moisture. Additionally,
the Project site does not contain any fallen debris for hibernacula and there are no south-facing slopes to
provide any rock outcrops. The site is also separated from the occupied habitat by multiple development
projects. Therefore, this species is considered absent from the Project site and the proposed Project will
not affect rubber boa.

Bald eagle — Delisted (Federal)/ Endangered (State)

The Project is not within or adjacent to any suitable BAEA foraging or nesting habitat. The nearest suitable
habitat for this species is the Big Bear shoreline, which is approximately 0.47-miles north of the Project
site. Additionally, the proposed Project does not require the removal of large old-growth vegetation.
Therefore, the proposed project is will not affect BAEA and no further investigation relative to this species
is warranted or required.

California spotted owl — SSC

The Project site is within an already disturbed area and the immediate vicinity has been subject to ongoing
human disturbances associated with the existing commercial and residential developments in the area for
a long time. Therefore, it is unlikely that the immediate surrounding area would be utilized by SPOW for
nesting or roosting. Additionally, the Project site lacks the basic habitat requirements for this species.
Furthermore, this species has not been documented within the project area. Although the U.S. Forest

Jennings Environmental Page |11



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA
Service does not survey for SPOW on private property, the surrounding San Bernardino National Forest
areas have been surveyed extensively by the Forest Service since the late 1980s. For the reasons
discussed, the Project area is not occupied by SPOW, and the proposed Project will not affect this species.

San Bernardino flying squirrel — SSC

The Project site and surrounding area does not provide habitat suitable to support flying squirrel. The
surrounding area is either residential or commercial developments with scrub on the vacant adjacent
parcels. Furthermore, this species has been documented within approximately 0.72 miles of the Project
site, in mixed conifer forest habitat. The habitat within the surrounding vicinity is not suitable to support
flying squirrel and the proposed Project would not result in impacts to this species. Additionally, the
Project does not propose to remove large old-growth vegetation. Therefore, the proposed Project will not
have an effect on this species.

Bird-foot checkerbloom — Endangered (Federal/State)

There are documented historical occurrences adjacent to the Project site. It is likely that the Project site
did at one time contain suitable habitat for this species. However, the site is long suitable for this species.
The soil on-site consists of 3 feet of non-native fill material and is continually disturbed by maintenance
activities (mowing in the spring and plowing in the winter) and vehicle parking. Therefore, this species is
considered absent from the Project site.

3.2.4 NESTING BIRDS

The immediate surrounding area does contain habitat suitable for nesting birds (developed shrubs and
tall trees). As such the Project is subject to the following nesting bird regulations. Recommendations for
avoidance and minimization are in section 4.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. This Act implements four international conservation treaties that
the U.S. entered into with Canada in 1916, Mexico in 1936, Japan in 1972, and Russia in 1976. It is
intended to ensure the sustainability of populations of all protected migratory bird species. The Act has
been amended with the signing of each treaty, as well as when any of the treaties were amended, such
as with Mexico in 1976 and Canada in 1995. The Act prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling,
trading, and transport) of protected migratory bird species without prior authorization by the Department
of Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

California Fish and Game Code

The Project site is also subject to Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code. Section 3503
states, “It is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as
otherwise provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto”. And Section 3503.5 states, “It
is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-
prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this
code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto”.

Jennings Environmental Page |12



BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED
ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT
AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

3.2.5 JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

Waters of the United States and Waters of the State

The USACE has the authority to permit the discharge of dredged or fill material in Waters of the U.S.
(WOUS) under Section 404 CWA. While the Regional Water Quality Board has authority over the discharge
of dredged or fill material in Waters of the State under Section 401 CWA as well as the Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act. The Project area was surveyed with 100 percent visual coverage and no
drainage features were present on site that met the definition for WOUS. As such, the subject parcel does
not contain any wetlands, Waters of the U.S., or Waters of the State.

Fish and Game Code Section 1602 - State Lake and/or Streambed

The CDFW asserts jurisdiction over any drainage feature that contains a definable bed and bank or
associated riparian vegetation. The Project area was surveyed with 100 percent visual coverage and no
definable bed or bank features exist on the project site. As such, the subject parcel does not contain any
areas under CDFW jurisdiction.

Section 4.0 — CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the literature review and personal observations made on-site and in the immediate vicinity, no
State and/or federally listed threatened or endangered species are documented/or expected to occur
within the Project site. Additionally, no plant species with the California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1 or 2
were observed on-site. No other sensitive species were observed within the Project area or buffer area.

Jurisdictional Features

There are no streams, channels, washes, or swales that meet the definitions of Section 1600 of the State
of California Fish and Game Code (FGC) under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, Section 401 (“Waters of the
State” ) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), or “Waters of the United States” (WoUS) as defined by Section 404 of the CWA under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) within the subject parcel. Therefore, no permit
from any regulatory agency will be required.

Nesting Birds

Since there is some habitat within the immediate surrounding area that is suitable for nesting birds in
general, the following mitigation measure should be implemented if any future construction is proposed:

Nesting bird nesting season generally extends from February 1 through September 15 in
southern California and specifically, March 15 through August 31 for migratory passerine
birds. To avoid impacts to nesting birds (common and special status) during the nesting
season, a qualified Avian Biologist will conduct pre-construction Nesting Bird Surveys
(NBS) prior to project-related disturbance to nestable vegetation to identify any active
nests. If no active nests are found, no further action will be required. If an active nest is
found, the biologist will set appropriate no-work buffers around the nest which will be
based upon the nesting species, its sensitivity to disturbance, nesting stage and expected
types, intensity and duration of disturbance. The nests and buffer zones shall be field
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checked weekly by a qualified biological monitor. The approved no-work buffer zone
shall be clearly marked in the field, within which no disturbance activity shall commence
until the qualified biologist has determined the young birds have successfully fledged
and the nest is inactive.

Certification

| hereby certify that the statements furnished herein, and in the attached exhibits present data and
information required for this analysis to the best of my ability, and the facts, statements, and information
presented are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. This report was prepared in
accordance with professional requirements and standards. Fieldwork conducted for this assessment was
performed by me. | certify that | have not signed a non-disclosure or consultant confidentiality agreement
with the project proponent and that | have no financial interest in the project.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 909-534-4547 should you have any questions or require further
information.

Sincerely,

S iy

Gene Jennings
Principal/Regulatory Specialist

Appendices:
Appendix A — Figures
Appendix B — Site Photos
Appendix C — Regulatory Framework
Appendix D — Tables
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1.1 FEDERAL JURISDICTION

1.1.1 United States Army Corps of Engineers

Activities within inland streams, wetlands, and riparian areas in California are regulated by
agencies at the federal, state, and regional levels. At the federal level, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Regulatory Program regulates activities within wetlands and waters of the US
pursuant to Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA).

At the state level, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates activities
within the bed, bank, and associated habitat of a stream under the Fish and Game Code §§ 1600—
1616. The California State Water Resources Board (SWRB) delegates authority at the regional
level to Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) that are responsible for regulating
discharge into waters of the US under Section 401 of the federal CWA and waters of the State
under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.

The CWA was implemented to maintain and restore the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the Waters of the United States (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 328
Section 328.3). “Waters of the US” are defined as follows:

§ 328.3 Definitions.
For the purpose of this regulation these terms are defined as follows:
(a) Waters of the United States means:
(1) Waters which are:
(i) Currently used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible
to usein interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which
are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;
(ii) The territorial seas; or
(iii) Interstate waters, including interstate wetlands;
(2) Impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United
States under this definition, other than impoundments of waters
identified under paragraph (a)(5) of this section;
(3) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section:
(i) That are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing
bodies of water; or
(ii) That either alone or in combination with similarly situated
waters in the region, significantly affect the chemical, physical, or
biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this
section;
(4) Wetlands adjacent to the following waters:
(i) Waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this section; or
(ii) Relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing bodies
of water identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (a)(3)(i) of this section and
with a continuous surface connection to those waters; or
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(iii) Waters identified in paragraph (a)(2) or (3) of this section when
the wetlands either alone or in combination with similarly situated
waters in the region, significantly affect the chemical, physical, or
biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this
section;
(5) Intrastate lakes and ponds, streams, or wetlands not identified in
paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section:
(i) That are relatively permanent, standing or continuously flowing
bodies of water with a continuous surface connection to the waters
identified in paragraph (a)(1) or (a)(3)(i) of this section; or
(ii) That either alone or in combination with similarly situated
waters in the region, significantly affect the chemical, physical, or
biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of this
section.
(b) The following are not “waters of the United States’’ even where they otherwise
meet the terms of paragraphs (a)(2) through (5) of this section:
(1) Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons,
designed to meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act;
(2) Prior converted cropland designated by the Secretary of Agriculture
The exclusion would cease upon a change of use, which means that the
area is no longer available for the production of agricultural commodities.
Notwithstanding the determination of an area’s status as prior converted
cropland by any other Federal agency, for the purposes of the Clean Water
Act, the final authority regarding Clean Water Act jurisdiction remains with
EPA;
(3) Ditches (including roadside ditches) excavated wholly in and draining
only dry land and that do not carry a relatively permanent flow of water;
(4) Artificially irrigated areas that would revert to dry land if the irrigation
ceased;
(5) Artificial lakes or ponds created by excavating or diking dry land to
collect and retain water and which are used exclusively for such purposes
as stock watering, irrigation, settling basins, or rice growing;
(6) Artificial reflecting or swimming pools or other small ornamental bodies
of water created by excavating or diking dry land to retain water for
primarily aesthetic reasons;
(7) Waterfilled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction
activity and pits excavated in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill,
sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is
abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters
of the United States; and
(8) Swales and erosional features (e.g., gullies, small washes) characterized
by low volume, infrequent, or short duration flow.
(c) In this section, the following definitions apply:
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(1) Wetlands means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface
or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
typically

adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include
swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.

(2) Adjacent means bordering, contiguous, or neighboring. Wetlands
separated from other waters of the United States by man-made dikes or
barriers, natural river berms, beach dunes, and the like are ““adjacent
wetlands.”

(3) High tide line means the line of intersection of the land with the water’s
surface at the maximum height reached by a rising tide. The high tide line
may be determined, in the absence of actual data, by a line of oil or scum
along shore objects, a more or less continuous deposit of fine shell or
debris on the foreshore or berm, other physical markings or
characteristics, vegetation lines, tidal gages, or other suitable means that
delineate the general height reached by a rising tide. The line encompasses
spring high tides and other high tides that occur with periodic frequency
but does not include storm surges in which there is a departure from the
normal or predicted reach of the tide due to the piling up of water against
a coast by strong winds such at those accompanying a hurricane or other
intense storm.

(4) Ordinary high water mark means that line on the shore established by
the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as
clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in the
character of soil, destruction of terrestrial vegetation, the presence of
litter and debris, or other appropriate means that consider the
characteristics of the surrounding areas.

(5) Tidal waters means those waters that rise and fall in a predictable and
measurable rhythm or cycle due to the gravitational pulls of the moon and
sun. Tidal waters end where the rise and fall of the water surface can no
longer be practically measured in a predictable rhythm due to masking by
hydrologic, wind, or other effects.

(6) Significantly affect means a material influence on the chemical,
physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of
this section. To determine whether waters, either alone or in combination
with similarly situated waters in the region, have a material influence on
the chemical, physical, or biological integrity of waters identified in
paragraph (a)(1) of this section, the

functions identified in paragraph (c)(6)(i) of this section will be assessed
and the factors identified in paragraph (c)(6)(ii) of this section will be
considered:

(i) Functions to be assessed:
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(A) Contribution of flow;
(B) Trapping, transformation, filtering, and transport of
materials (including nutrients, sediment, and other
pollutants);
(C) Retention and attenuation of floodwaters and runoff;
(D) Modulation of temperature in waters identified in
paragraph (a)(1) of this section; or
(E) Provision of habitat and food resources for aquatic
species located in waters identified in paragraph (a)(1) of
this section;
(ii) Factors to be considered:
(A) The distance from a water identified in paragraph (a)(1)
of this section;
(B) Hydrologic factors, such as the frequency, duration,
magnitude, timing, and rate of hydrologic connections,
including shallow subsurface flow;
(C) The size, density, or number of waters that have been
determined to be similarly situated;
(D) Landscape position and geomorphology; an
(E) Climatological variables such as temperature, rainfall,
and snowpack.

1.2 STATE JURISDICTION

The State of California (State) regulates discharge of material into waters of the State pursuant
to Section 401 of the CWA as well as the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(Porter-Cologne; California Water Code, Division 7, §13000 et seq.). Waters of the State are
defined by Porter-Cologne as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within
the boundaries of the state” (Water Code Section 13050(e)). Waters of the State broadly includes
all waters within the State’s boundaries (public or private), including waters in both natural and
artificial channels.

1.2.1 Regional Water Quality Control Board

Under Porter-Cologne, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the local Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) regulate the discharge of waste into waters of the State.
Discharges of waste include “fill, any material resulting from human activity, or any other
‘discharge’ that may directly or indirectly impact ‘waters of the state.” Porter-Cologne reserves
the right for the State to regulate activities that could affect the quantity and/or quality of surface
and/or groundwaters, including isolated wetlands, within the State. Wetlands were defined as
waters of the State if they demonstrated both wetland hydrology and hydric soils. Waters of the
State determined to be jurisdictional for these purposes require, if impacted, waste discharge
requirements (WDRs).
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When an activity results in fill or discharge directly below the OHWM of jurisdictional waters of
the United States (federal jurisdiction), including wetlands, a CWA Section 401 Water Quality
Certification is required. If a proposed project is not subject to CWA Section 401 certification but
involves activities that may result in a discharge to waters of the State, the project may still be
regulated under Porter-Cologne and may be subject to waste discharge requirements. In cases
where waters apply to both CWA and Porter-Cologne, RWQCB may consolidate permitting
requirements to one permit.

1.2.2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Sections 1600-1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates all diversions, obstructions, or
changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, which supports
fish or wildlife.

CDFW defines a “stream” (including creeks and rivers) as “a body of water that flows at least
periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other
aquatic life. This includes watercourses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or has
supported riparian vegetation” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 1.72). The
jurisdiction of CDFW may include areas in or near intermittent streams, ephemeral streams,
rivers, creeks, dry washes, sloughs, blue-line streams that are indicated on USGS maps,
watercourses that may contain subsurface flows, or within the flood plain of a water body.
CDFW’s definition of “lake” includes “natural lakes or man-made reservoirs.” CDFW limits of
jurisdiction typically include the maximum extents of the uppermost bank-to-bank distance
and/or the outermost extent of riparian vegetation dripline, whichever measurement is greater.

In a CDFW guidance of stream processes and forms in dryland watersheds (Vyverberg 2010),
streams are identified as having one or more channels that may all be active or receive water
only during some high flow event. Subordinate features, such as low flow channels, active
channels, banks associated with secondary channels, floodplains, and stream-associated
vegetation, may occur within the bounds of a single, larger channel. The water course is defined
by the topography or elevations of land that confine a stream to a definite course when its waters
rise to their highest level. A watercourse is defined as a stream with boundaries defined by the
maximal extent or expression on the landscape even though flow may otherwise be intermittent
or ephemeral.

Artificial waterways such as ditches (including roadside ditches), canals, aqueducts, irrigation
ditches, and other artificially created water conveyance systems also may be under the
jurisdiction of CDFW. CDFW may claim jurisdiction over these features based on the presence of
habitat characteristics suitable to support aquatic life, riparian vegetation, and/or stream-
dependent terrestrial wildlife. As with natural waterways, the limit of CDFW jurisdiction of
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artificial waterways includes the uppermost bank-to-bank distance and/or the outermost extent

of riparian vegetation dripline, whichever measurement is greater.

CDFW does not have jurisdiction over wetlands but has jurisdiction to protect against a net loss
of wetlands. CDFW supports the wetland criteria recognized by USFWS; one or more indicators
of wetland conditions must exist for wetlands conditions to be considered present. The following
is the USFWS accepted definition of a wetland:

Wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water
table is usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. For purposes
of this classification, wetlands must have one or more of the following three attributes:
(1) at least periodically, the lands supports hydrophytes, (2) the substrate is
predominantly undrained hydric soil; and (3) the substrate is nonsoil and is saturated
withwater or covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each
year (Cowardin et al. 1979).

In A Clarification of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Wetland Definition (Tiner 1989), the
USFWS definition was further clarified “that in order for any area to be classified as wetland by
the Service, the area must be periodically saturated or covered by shallow water, whether
wetland vegetation and/or hydric soils are present or not; this hydrologic requirement is
addressed in the first sentence of the definition.” When considering whether an action would
result in a net loss of wetlands, CDFW will extend jurisdiction to USFWS-defined wetland
conditions where such conditions exist within the riparian vegetation that is associated with a
stream or lake and does not depend on whether those features meet the three-parameter USACE
methodology of wetland determination. If impacts to wetlands under the jurisdiction of COFW
are unavoidable, a mitigation plan will be implemented in coordination with CDFW to support
the CDFW policy of “no net loss” of wetland habitat.
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Table 1 — CNDDB Potential to Occur for the Big Bear Lake, Fawnskin, Big Bear City, and Moonridge USGS 7.5 minute Quadrangles

Scientific Name Common Name cedee Other Habitat Potential to Occur
State Status Status
Upper montane coniferous forest, Suitable habitat for this
pinyon and juniper woodland, species does not occur on
Acanthoscyphus Joshua tree woodland. Dry gravelly | site. As such, this species is
parishii var. Cienega Seca G47?T2,S2, | banks and granitic sand. 1920-2560 | considered absent from the
cienegensis oxytheca None, None 1B.3 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Acanthoscyphus Pinyon and juniper woodland. On site. As such, this species is
parishii var. Cushenbury Endangered, G4?T1, S1, | limestone talus and rocky slopes. considered absent from the
goodmaniana oxytheca None 1B.1 1400-2350 m. Project site.
Woodland, chiefly of open,
interrupted or marginal type. Nest | Suitable habitat for this
sites mainly in riparian growths of species does not occur on
deciduous trees, as in canyon site. As such, this species is
G5, 54, bottoms on river flood-plains; also, | considered absent from the
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk None, None CDFW-WL | live oaks. Project site.
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Generally south of the Transverse
Range, extending to northwestern
Baja California. Occurs in sandy or
loose loamy soils under sparse
vegetation. Disjunct populations in
the Tehachapi and Piute Mountains | Suitable habitat for this
in Kern County. Variety of habitats; | species does not occur on
Southern generally in moist, loose soil. They | site. As such, this species is
California legless G3, S3, prefer soils with a high moisture considered absent from the
Anniella stebbinsi lizard None, None CDFW-SSC | content. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Lower montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
Antennaria white-margined G4G5, S1, | upper montane coniferous forest. considered absent from the
marginata everlasting None, None 2B.3 Dry woods. 2070-3355 m. Project site.
Rolling foothills, mountain areas, Suitable habitat for this
sage-juniper flats, and desert. Cliff- | species does not occur on
walled canyons provide nesting site. As such, this species is
G5, S3, habitat in most parts of range; also, | considered absent from the
Aquila chrysaetos golden eagle None, None CDFW-WL | large trees in open areas. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Subalpine coniferous forest, upper | site. As such, this species is
Arenaria lanuginosa G5T5, S2, montane coniferous forest. Mesic, considered absent from the
var. saxosa rock sandwort None, None 2B.3 sandy sites. 1920-2935 m. Project site.
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Joshua tree woodland, Mojavean
desert scrub, pinyon and juniper
woodland. Sandy or stony flats, Suitable habitat for this
rocky hillsides, canyon washes, and | species does not occur on
fans, on carbonate or mixed site. As such, this species is
Cushenbury milk- | Endangered, G1, S1, granitic-calcareous debris. 1185- considered absent from the
Astragalus albens vetch None 1B.1 1950 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Joshua tree woodland, pinyon and | site. As such, this species is
Astragalus San Bernardino G3, S3, juniper woodland. Granitic or considered absent from the
bernardinus milk-vetch None, None 1B.2 carbonate substrates. 290-2290 m. | Project site.
Mojavean desert scrub, meadows
and seeps, pinyon and juniper
woodland, upper montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Stony meadows species does not occur on
Astragalus and open pinewoods; sandy and site. As such, this species is
lentiginosus var. Big Bear Valley G5T2,S2, | gravelly soils in a variety of considered absent from the
sierrae milk-vetch None, None 1B.2 habitats. 1710-3230 m. Project site.
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Lower montane coniferous forest,
pebble plain, pinyon and juniper
woodland, upper montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Dry pine woods, | species does not occur on
gravelly knolls among sagebrush, or | site. As such, this species is
Astragalus Big Bear Valley G2, S2, stony lake shores in the pine belt. considered absent from the
leucolobus woollypod None, None 1B.2 1460-2895 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Mojavean desert scrub. Washes, in | site. As such, this species is
Astragalus Tidestrom's milk- G4, S2, sandy or gravelly soil. On considered absent from the
tidestromii vetch None, None 2B.2 limestone. 765-1575 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Vernal pools, chenopod scrub, site. As such, this species is
Parish's G1G2,S1, | playas. Usually on drying alkali flats | considered absent from the
Atriplex parishii brittlescale None, None 1B.1 with fine soils. 4-1420 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Pinyon and juniper woodland, site. As such, this species is
G5, S3, Joshua tree woodland. Rocky, considered absent from the
Berberis fremontii Fremont barberry | None, None 2B.3 sometimes granitic. 1140-1770 m. Project site.
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Joshua tree woodland, pinyon and
juniper woodland, Mojavean desert | Suitable habitat for this
scrub. Granitic, gravelly slopes and | species does not occur on
mesas. Often under desert shrubs site. As such, this species is
G3, S3, which support it as it grows. 1005- | considered absent from the
Boechera dispar pinyon rockcress None, None 2B.3 2805 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
Boechera G4G5, S3, | Chenopod scrub, Mojavean desert | considered absent from the
lincolnensis Lincoln rockcress None, None 2B.3 scrub. On limestone. 880-2410 m. Project site.
Pebble plain, pinyon and juniper
woodland, upper montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Generally found | species does not occur on
on pebble plains on clay soil with site. As such, this species is
G2,S2, quartzite cobbles; sometimes on considered absent from the
Boechera parishii Parish's rockcress | None, None 1B.2 limestone. 1825-2805 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Pinyon and juniper woodland. On species does not occur on
ridges, rocky outcrops and site. As such, this species is
Shockley's G3, S2, openings on limestone or quartzite. | considered absent from the
Boechera shockleyi rockcress None, None 2B.2 875-2515 m. Project site.
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Coastal areas from Santa Barbara Suitable habitat for this
County north to Washington state. | species does not occur on
Food plant genera include site. As such, this species is
obscure bumble G2G3, Baccharis, Cirsium, Lupinus, Lotus, considered absent from the
Bombus caliginosus | bee None, None S1S2 Grindelia and Phacelia. Project site.
Coastal California east to the
Sierra-Cascade crest and south into | Suitable habitat for this
Mexico. Food plant genera include | species does not occur on
None, Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, site. As such, this species is
Crotch bumble Candidate Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and considered absent from the
Bombus crotchii bee Endangered G2,S2 Eriogonum. Project site.
From the Sierra-Cascade ranges
eastward across the intermountain | Suitable habitat for this
west. Food plant genera include species does not occur on
Cirsium, Cleome, Helianthus, site. As such, this species is
Morrison bumble Lupinus, Chrysothamnus, and considered absent from the
Bombus morrisoni bee None, None G3, S1S2 Melilotus. Project site.
Bogs and fens, meadows and
seeps, upper montane coniferous Suitable habitat for this
forest, lower montane coniferous species does not occur on
forest, marshes and swamps. Moist | site. As such, this species is
Botrychium scalloped G4, S3, meadows, freshwater marsh, and considered absent from the
crenulatum moonwort None, None 2B.2 near creeks. 1185-3110 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
Meadows and seeps, chaparral, species does not occur on
lower montane coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Calochortus palmeri | Palmer's G3T2, S2, Vernally moist places in yellow- considered absent from the
var. palmeri mariposa-lily None, None 1B.2 pine forest, chaparral. 195-2530 m. | Project site.
Coastal scrub, chaparral, valley and
foothill grassland, cismontane
woodland, lower montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Occurs on rocky | species does not occur on
and sandy sites, usually of granitic site. As such, this species is
Calochortus Plummer's or alluvial material. Can be very considered absent from the
plummerae mariposa-lily None, None G4, 54, 4.2 | common after fire. 60-2500 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Chaparral, chenopod scrub, species does not occur on
Mojavean desert scrub, meadows site. As such, this species is
G3, S2S3, and seeps. Alkaline meadows and considered absent from the
Calochortus striatus | alkali mariposa-lily | None, None 1B.2 ephemeral washes. 70-1600m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Upper montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
Calyptridium G1G2, subalpine coniferous forest. Sandy | considered absent from the
pygmaeum pygmy pussypaws | None, None S1S2, 1B.2 | or gravelly sites. 2145-3415 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
G4, S3, Lower montane coniferous forest, considered absent from the
Carex occidentalis western sedge None, None 2B.3 meadows and seeps. 1645-2320 m. | Project site.
Pebble plains, upper montane
coniferous forest, Mojavean desert
scrub, meadows and seeps, pinyon | Suitable habitat for this
and juniper woodland. Endemicto | species does not occur on
the San Bernardino Mountains, in site. As such, this species is
ash-gray Threatened, G1G2, clay openings; often in meadow considered absent from the
Castilleja cinerea paintbrush None S§1S2, 1B.2 | edges. 725-2860 m. Project site.
Meadows and seeps, pebble plain,
upper montane coniferous forest, Suitable habitat for this
chaparral, riparian woodland. species does not occur on
San Bernardino Mesic to drying soils in open areas | site. As such, this species is
Castilleja Mountains owl's- G2?,S27?, of stream and meadow margins or | considered absent from the
lasiorhyncha clover None, None 1B.2 in vernally wet areas. 1140-2320 m. | Project site.
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Desert border areas in eastern San

Diego County in desert wash,

desert scrub, desert succulent Suitable habitat for this

scrub, pinyon-juniper, etc. Sandy, species does not occur on

herbaceous areas, usually in site. As such, this species is
Chaetodipus fallax pallid San Diego G5T3T4, association with rocks or coarse considered absent from the
pallidus pocket mouse None, None S354 gravel. Project site.

Found in a variety of montane

forest habitats. Previously

considered morphologically

intermediate, recent (2022)

genomic analysis clarifies

individuals from Mt Pinos,

Tehachapi Mts, and southern Sierra

Nevada are southern rubber boa.

Found in vicinity of streams or wet | Suitable habitat for this

meadows; requires loose, moist species does not occur on

soil for burrowing; seeks cover in site. As such, this species is

southern rubber None, G2G3, rotting logs, rock outcrops, and considered absent from the
Charina umbratica boa Threatened S2S3, under surface litter. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this

Pinyon and juniper woodland, species does not occur on

upper montane coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Claytonia peirsonii San Bernardino G2G3T1, Rocky, talus slopes, carbonate, considered absent from the
ssp. bernardinus spring beauty None, None S1,1B.1 usually openings. 2360-2465 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
Pinyon and juniper woodland, species does not occur on
upper montane coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Claytonia peirsonii Furnace spring G2G3T1, Rocky, talus slopes, carbonate, considered absent from the
ssp. californacis beauty None, None S1,1B.1 usually openings. 2300 m. Project site.
Throughout California in a wide
variety of habitats. Most common Suitable habitat for this
in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, species does not occur on
hanging from walls and ceilings. site. As such, this species is
Corynorhinus Townsend's big- G4, S2, Roosting sites limiting. Extremely considered absent from the
townsendii eared bat None, None CDFW-SSC | sensitive to human disturbance. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Mojavean desert scrub, pinyon and | site. As such, this species is
Cymopterus purple-nerve G4G5, S2, | juniper woodland. Sandy or considered absent from the
multinervatus cymopterus None, None 2B.2 gravelly places. 765-2195 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Drymocallis Upper montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
cuneifolia var. wedgeleaf G2T1, S1, riparian scrub. Sometimes on considered absent from the
cuneifolia woodbeauty None, None 1B.1 carbonate. 1520-2220 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
G5, S2, Upper montane coniferous forest. considered absent from the
Dryopteris filix-mas | male fern None, None 2B.3 In granite crevices. 1855-3075 m. Project site.
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Pebble (pavement) plain, upper Suitable habitat for this
montane coniferous forest, pinyon | species does not occur on
San Bernardino and juniper woodland. Outcrops, site. As such, this species is
Dudleya abramsii Mountains G472, S2, granite or quartzite, rarely considered absent from the
ssp. affinis dudleya None, None 1B.2 limestone. 1200-2425 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
Empidonax traillii southwestern Endangered, Riparian woodlands in Southern considered absent from the
extimus willow flycatcher Endangered G572, S1 California. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Found in conifer and woodland species does not occur on
Ensatina associations. Found in leaf litter, site. As such, this species is
eschscholtzii large-blotched G5T2?,S3, | decaying logs and shrubs in heavily | considered absent from the
klauberi salamander None, None CDFW-WL | forested areas. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Pebble plain, pinyon and juniper site. As such, this species is
Big Bear Valley Threatened, G1, S1, woodland, meadows and seeps. considered absent from the
Eremogone ursina sandwort None 1B.2 Mesic, rocky sites. 1795-2895 m. Project site.
Mojavean desert scrub, pinyon and
juniper woodland. Often on Suitable habitat for this
carbonate; limestone mountain species does not occur on
slopes; often associated with site. As such, this species is
Threatened, G2, S2, drainages. Sometimes on grainite. considered absent from the
Erigeron parishii Parish's daisy None 1B.1 1050-2245 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
Chaparral, cismontane woodland, species does not occur on
lower montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
Eriogonum vanishing wild G2, 81, pinyon and juniper woodland. considered absent from the
evanidum buckwheat None, None 1B.1 Sandy sites. 975-2240 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Alpine boulder and rock fields, site. As such, this species is
Eriogonum kennedyi | southern alpine G4T3, S3, subalpine coniferous forest. Dry considered absent from the
var. alpigenum buckwheat None, None 1B.3 granitic gravel. 2500-3415 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Pebble (pavement) plain, lower species does not occur on
Eriogonum kennedyi | southern montane coniferous forest. Usually | site. As such, this species is
var. mountain Threatened, GAT2, S2, found in pebble plain habitats. considered absent from the
austromontanum buckwheat None 1B.2 1765-3020 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Subalpine coniferous forest, upper | species does not occur on
Eriogonum montane coniferous forest. Slopes | site. As such, this species is
microthecum var. Johnston's G572, S2, and ridges on granite or limestone. | considered absent from the
johnstonii buckwheat None, None 1B.3 1795-2865 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Eriogonum Lower montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
microthecum var. Bear Lake G5T1, S1, Great Basin scrub. Clay outcrops. considered absent from the
lacus-ursi buckwheat None, None 1B.1 2000-2100 m. Project site.
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Mojavean desert scrub, pinyon and | Suitable habitat for this
juniper woodland, Joshua tree species does not occur on
Eriogonum woodland. Limestone mountain site. As such, this species is
ovalifolium var. Cushenbury Endangered, G5T1, S1, slopes. Dry, usually rocky places. considered absent from the
vineum buckwheat None 1B.1 1430-2440 m. Project site.
Meadows and seeps, pebble plains,
upper montane coniferous forest. Suitable habitat for this
Seeps and sandy sometimes species does not occur on
San Bernardino disturbed soil in moist drainages of | site. As such, this species is
Mountains G2,S2, annual streams; clay soils. 2060- considered absent from the
Erythranthe exigua monkeyflower None, None 1B.2 2630 m. Project site.
Meadows and seeps, pebble plain,
upper montane coniferous forest. Suitable habitat for this
Dry clay or gravelly soils under species does not occur on
Jeffrey pines, along annual streams | site. As such, this species is
Erythranthe little purple G2,S2, or vernal springs and seeps. 2045- | considered absent from the
purpurea monkeyflower None, None 1B.2 2290 m. Project site.
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Inhabits yellow pine forest near

Lake Arrowhead and Big Bear Lake,

San Bernardino Mtns, San

Bernardino Co, 5000-6000 ft. Suitable habitat for this

Hostplants are Streptanthus species does not occur on

bernardinus and Arabis holboellii site. As such, this species is
Euchloe hyantis Andrew's marble G4G5T1, var pinetorum; larval foodplant is considered absent from the
andrewsi butterfly None, None S1 Descurainia richardsonii. Project site.

Sunny openings within chaparral

and coastal sage shrublands in

parts of Riverside and San Diego Suitable habitat for this

counties. Hills and mesas near the species does not occur on

coast. Need high densities of food site. As such, this species is
Euphydryas editha quino checkerspot | Endangered, G5T1T2, plants Plantago erecta, P. insularis, | considered absent from the
quino butterfly None S1S2 and Orthocarpus purpurescens. Project site.

Weedy pools, backwaters, and

among emergent vegetation at the | Suitable habitat for this

stream edge in small Southern species does not occur on
Gasterosteus unarmored California streams. Cool (<24 C), site. As such, this species is
aculeatus threespine Endangered, G5T1, S1, clear water with abundant considered absent from the
williamsoni stickleback Endangered CDFW-FP vegetation. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Meadows and seeps, upper site. As such, this species is
G4, S2, montane coniferous forest. Wet considered absent from the
Gentiana fremontii Fremont's gentian | None, None 2B.3 mountain meadows. 2400-2700 m. | Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Lower montane coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Gilia leptantha ssp. | San Bernardino G4T2, S2, Sandy or gravelly sites. 1520-2595 considered absent from the
leptantha gilia None, None 1B.3 m. Project site.
Known from black oak or white fir
dominated woodlands between
5200 - 8500 ft in the San
Bernardino and San Jacinto ranges. | Suitable habitat for this
May be extirpated from San Jacinto | species does not occur on
Glaucomys G5T1T2, range. Needs cavities in site. As such, this species is
oregonensis San Bernardino S1S2, trees/snags for nests and cover. considered absent from the
californicus flying squirrel None, None CDFW-SSC | Needs nearby water. Project site.
Ocean shore, lake margins, and
rivers for both nesting and
wintering. Most nests within 1 mile
of water. Nests in large, old- Suitable habitat for this
growth, or dominant live tree with | species does not occur on
open branches, especially site. As such, this species is
Haliaeetus Delisted, G5, S3, ponderosa pine. Roosts considered absent from the
leucocephalus bald eagle Endangered CDFW-FP communally in winter. Project site.
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Lower montane coniferous forest,
subalpine coniferous forest, upper | Suitable habitat for this
montane coniferous forest, alpine species does not occur on
boulder and rock field. Rocky site. As such, this species is
G3, S3, places. Sometimes on carbonate. considered absent from the
Heuchera parishii Parish's alumroot | None, None 1B.3 1340-3505 m. Project site.
Lower montane coniferous forest, Suitable habitat for this
upper montane coniferous forest, species does not occur on
chaparral. On rocky, north aspects | site. As such, this species is
Barton Flats G1, S1, in openings that hold persistent considered absent from the
Horkelia wilderae horkelia None, None 1B.1 snowdrifts. 1980-2895 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Alpine boulder and rock field, species does not occur on
subalpine coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Hulsea vestita ssp. G5T1, S1, Gravelly sites; on granite. 2860- considered absent from the
pygmaea pygmy hulsea None, None 1B.3 3502 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Known from aquatic habitats in site. As such, this species is
simple hydroporus Tuolumne and San Bernardino considered absent from the
Hydroporus simplex | diving beetle None, None G1?,51S3 | counties. Project site.
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Summer resident; inhabits riparian
thickets of willow and other brushy
tangles near watercourses. Nests in | Suitable habitat for this
low, dense riparian, consisting of species does not occur on
willow, blackberry, wild grape; site. As such, this species is
yellow-breasted G5, S3, forages and nests within 10 ft of considered absent from the
Icteria virens chat None, None CDFW-SSC | ground. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Meadows and seeps, pebble plains, | species does not occur on
upper montane coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Ivesia argyrocoma G272, S2, In pebble plains and meadows with | considered absent from the
var. argyrocoma silver-haired ivesia | None, None 1B.2 other rare plants. 1490-2960 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Lower montane coniferous forest, species does not occur on
meadows and seeps. Dry to moist site. As such, this species is
short-sepaled G4,S2, meadows in rich loam. 1400-2290 considered absent from the
Lewisia brachycalyx | lewisia None, None 2B.2 m. Project site.
Lower montane coniferous forest,
meadows and seeps, riparian
forest, upper montane coniferous
forest. Wet, mountainous terrain; Suitable habitat for this
generally in forested areas; on species does not occur on
shady edges of streams, in open site. As such, this species is
G3, S3, boggy meadows and seeps. 625- considered absent from the
Lilium parryi lemon lily None, None 1B.2 2930 m. Project site.
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Alkaline meadows, pebble plain, Suitable habitat for this
pinyon and juniper woodland, species does not occur on
Joshua tree woodland. Usually on site. As such, this species is
Baldwin Lake G1, S1, pebble plains with other rare considered absent from the
Linanthus killipii linanthus None, None 1B.2 species. 1645-2645 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Meadows and seeps, bogs and species does not occur on
Malaxis fens, upper montane coniferous site. As such, this species is
monophyllos var. white bog adder's- G5TA4TS, forest. Hillside bogs and mesic considered absent from the
brachypoda mouth None, None S1,2B.1 meadows. 2375-2560 m. Project site.
Found in all brush, woodland and
forest habitats from sea level to
about 9000 ft. Prefers coniferous
woodlands and forests. Nursery Suitable habitat for this
colonies in buildings, crevices, species does not occur on
spaces under bark, and snags. site. As such, this species is
Caves used primarily as night considered absent from the
Myotis evotis long-eared myotis | None, None G5, S3 roosts. Project site.
In a wide variety of habitats,
optimal habitats are pinyon- Suitable habitat for this
juniper, valley foothill hardwood species does not occur on
and hardwood-conifer. Uses caves, | site. As such, this species is
mines, buildings or crevices for considered absent from the
Myotis thysanodes fringed myotis None, None G4, S3 maternity colonies and roosts. Project site.

Jennings Environmental

Page |51




BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE
BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

Scientific Name Common Name Lgere o SREL Habitat Potential to Occur
State Status Status -
Most common in woodland and
forest habitats above 4000 ft. Trees
are important day roosts; caves Suitable habitat for this
and mines are night roosts. Nursery | species does not occur on
colonies usually under bark or in site. As such, this species is
long-legged hollow trees, but occasionally in considered absent from the
Myotis volans myotis None, None G4G5, S3 crevices or buildings. Project site.
Optimal habitats are open forests
and woodlands with sources of Suitable habitat for this
water over which to feed. species does not occur on
Distribution is closely tied to bodies | site. As such, this species is
of water. Maternity colonies in considered absent from the
Myotis yumanensis | Yuma myotis None, None G5, $4 caves, mines, buildings or crevices. | Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Lower montane coniferous forest, species does not occur on
chaparral, meadows and seeps, site. As such, this species is
Navarretia G3, S2, pinyon and juniper woodland. Wet | considered absent from the
peninsularis Baja navarretia None, None 1B.2 areas in open forest. 1150-2365 m. | Project site.
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Summits of isolated Piute, San
Bernardino, and San Jacinto
mountains. Usually found in open- | Suitable habitat for this
canopy forests. Habitat is usually species does not occur on
lodgepole pine forests in the San site. As such, this species is
Neotamias lodgepole G4T3T4, Bernardino Mts and chinquapin considered absent from the
speciosus speciosus | chipmunk None, None S2 slopes in the San Jacinto Mts. Project site.
Federal listing refers to populations
from Santa Maria River south to
southern extent of range (San
Mateo Creek in San Diego County). | Suitable habitat for this
Southern steelhead likely have species does not occur on
Oncorhynchus steelhead - Endangered, greater physiological tolerances to | site. As such, this species is
mykiss irideus pop. southern Candidate warmer water and more variable considered absent from the
10 California DPS Endangered G5T1Q, S1 | conditions. Project site.
Subalpine coniferous forest, upper | Suitable habitat for this
montane coniferous forest, lower species does not occur on
montane coniferous forest. High site. As such, this species is
woolly mountain- G3, S3, ridges; on scree, talus, or gravel. considered absent from the
Oreonana vestita parsley None, None 1B.3 800-3370 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Alpine boulder and rock field, species does not occur on
subalpine coniferous forest. site. As such, this species is
Oxytropis oreophila | rock-loving G5TA4TS, Gravelly or rocky sites. 2615-3505 considered absent from the
var. oreophila oxytrope None, None S2,2B.3 m. Project site.
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Meadows and seeps, pebble plains, | Suitable habitat for this
upper montane coniferous forest. species does not occur on
Mesic, sometimes alkaline site. As such, this species is
San Bernardino G2, S2, meadows, and dry rocky slopes. considered absent from the
Packera bernardina | ragwort None, None 1B.2 1615-2470 m. Project site.
This habitat type is absent
Pebble Plains Pebble Plains None, None G1,S51.1 Pavement plain from the Project site.
Lower montane coniferous forest,
meadows and seeps, upper Suitable habitat for this
montane coniferous forest. Damp species does not occur on
meadows or along streambeds- site. As such, this species is
Perideridia parishii G4T3T4, prefers an open pine canopy. 1470- | considered absent from the
ssp. parishii Parish's yampah None, None S2,2B.2 2530 m. Project site.
Pebble plains, upper montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Sloping hillsides, | species does not occur on
in shade under pines and Quercus site. As such, this species is
Big Bear Valley G2,S2, kelloggii, with heavy pine litter; considered absent from the
Phlox dolichantha phlox None, None 1B.2 also in openings. 1980-2805 m. Project site.
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Frequents a wide variety of
habitats, most common in lowlands
along sandy washes with scattered
low bushes. Open areas for Suitable habitat for this
sunning, bushes for cover, patches | species does not occur on
of loose soil for burial, and site. As such, this species is
Phrynosoma coast horned G3G4, S4, | abundant supply of ants and other | considered absent from the
blainvillii lizard None, None CDFW-SSC | insects. Project site.
Pinyon and juniper woodland, Suitable habitat for this
lower montane coniferous forest, species does not occur on
San Bernardino subalpine coniferous forest. Dry site. As such, this species is
Physaria kingii ssp. Mountains Endangered, G5T1, S1, sandy to rocky carbonate soils. considered absent from the
bernardina bladderpod None 1B.1 1980-2590 m. Project site.
Summer resident of desert riparian
along lower Colorado River, and
locally elsewhere in California Suitable habitat for this
deserts. Requires cottonwood- species does not occur on
willow riparian for nesting and site. As such, this species is
G5, S1, foraging; prefers older, dense considered absent from the
Piranga rubra summer tanager None, None CDFW-SSC | stands along streams. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Meadows and seeps. Mesic species does not occur on
meadows of open pine forests and | site. As such, this species is
San Bernardino Endangered, G2, S2, grassy slopes, loamy alluvial to considered absent from the
Poa atropurpurea blue grass None 1B.2 sandy loam soil. 1255-2655 m. Project site.

Jennings Environmental

Page | 55




BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT AND JURISDICTIONAL DELINEATION FOR THE PROPOSED ADMINISTRATION AND MAINTENANCE
BUILDING FOR THE MOUNTAIN AREA REGIONAL TRANSIT AUTHORITY, IN THE CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE, CALIFORNIA

Scientific Name Common Name Ledlere s Habitat Potential to Occur
State Status Status
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
Lower montane coniferous forest. considered absent from the
Poliomintha incana | frosted mint None, None G5, SH, 2A | In boggy soil. 1600-1700 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Occurs in very arid environments in | species does not occur on
the vicinity of the San Bernardino site. As such, this species is
Psychomastax desert monkey Mtns. Known to occur on chamise considered absent from the
deserticola grasshopper None, None G1G2,S1 (Adenostoma fasciculatum). Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Pebble plain, meadows and seeps. | species does not occur on
Meadows, meadow edges, and site. As such, this species is
Pyrrocoma uniflora Bear Valley G5T1, S1, along streams in or near pebble considered absent from the
var. gossypina pyrrocoma None, None 1B.2 plain habitat. 2040-2280 m. Project site.
Disjunct populations known from
southern Sierras (northern DPS)
and San Gabriel, San Bernardino,
and San Jacinto Mtns (southern
DPS). Found at 1,000 to 12,000 ft in
lakes and creeks that stem from
springs and snowmelt. May
overwinter under frozen lakes. Suitable habitat for this
Often encountered within a few species does not occur on
southern feet of water. Tadpoles may site. As such, this species is
mountain yellow- | Endangered, G1, S1, require 2 - 4 yrs to complete their considered absent from the
Rana muscosa legged frog Endangered CDFW-WL | aquatic development. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
Rosa woodsii var. G5T1, S1, Mojavean desert scrub. Springs. considered absent from the
glabrata Cushenbury rose None, None 1B.1 1095-1220 m. Project site.
Chaparral, Mojavean desert scrub, | Suitable habitat for this
pinyon and juniper woodland. species does not occur on
Rocky or sandy substrate; site. As such, this species is
Latimer's G3, S3, sometimes in washes, sometimes considered absent from the
Saltugilia latimeri woodland-gilia None, None 1B.2 limestone. 120-2200 m. Project site.
Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
lower montane coniferous forest. Suitable habitat for this
Disturbed burned or cleared areas | species does not occur on
on dry, rocky slopes, in fuel breaks | site. As such, this species is
Sidalcea hickmanii Parish's G3T1], S1, and fire roads along the mountain considered absent from the
ssp. parishii checkerbloom None, Rare 1B.2 summits. 1095-2135 m. Project site.
Meadows and seeps, riparian
woodland, lower montane
coniferous forest, upper montane Suitable habitat for this
coniferous forest. Known from wet | species does not occur on
areas within forested habitats. site. As such, this species is
Sidalcea malviflora Bear Valley G5T2, S2, Affected by hydrological changes. considered absent from the
ssp. dolosa checkerbloom None, None 1B.2 1575-2590 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Meadows and seeps, pebble plains. | site. As such, this species is
bird-foot Endangered, G1, S1, Vernally mesic sites in meadows or | considered absent from the
Sidalcea pedata checkerbloom Endangered 1B.1 pebble plains. 1840-2305 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
site. As such, this species is
Sisyrinchium timberland blue- G3, S1, Meadows and seeps. Mesic areas considered absent from the
longipes eyed grass None, None 2B.2 in meadows; seeps. 2060 m. Project site.
Southern
California
Southern California | Threespine
Threespine Stickleback Southern California Threespine This habitat type is absent
Stickleback Stream Stream None, None GNR, SNR, | Stickleback Stream from the Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Cismontane woodland, meadows species does not occur on
and seeps. Open moist sites, along | site. As such, this species is
Sphenopholis prairie wedge G5, S2, rivers and springs, alkaline desert considered absent from the
obtusata grass None, None 2B.2 seeps. 15-2625 m. Project site.
Chaparral, lower montane
coniferous forest. Clay or Suitable habitat for this
decomposed granite soils; species does not occur on
sometimes in disturbed areas such | site. As such, this species is
Streptanthus Laguna Mountains G3G4, as streamsides or roadcuts. 1440- considered absent from the
bernardinus jewelflower None, None S354,4.3 2500 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Chaparral, lower montane species does not occur on
coniferous forest, pinyon and site. As such, this species is
Streptanthus southern G3, S3, juniper woodland. Open, rocky considered absent from the
campestris jewelflower None, None 1B.3 areas. 605-2590 m. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Lower montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
G2,S2, chaparral (montane). Openings. considered absent from the
Streptanthus juneae | June's jewelflower | None, None 1B.2 2155-2370 m. Project site.
Meadows and seeps, cismontane
woodland, coastal scrub, lower
montane coniferous forest,
marshes and swamps, valley and Suitable habitat for this
foothill grassland. Vernally mesic species does not occur on
grassland or near ditches, streams site. As such, this species is
Symphyotrichum San Bernardino G2, S2, and springs; disturbed areas. 3- considered absent from the
defoliatum aster None, None 1B.2 2045 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
species does not occur on
Meadows and seeps. Mesic site. As such, this species is
Taraxacum California Endangered, G1G2, meadows, usually free of taller considered absent from the
californicum dandelion None S1S2, 1B.1 | vegetation. 1620-2590 m. Project site.
Coastal California from vicinity of
Salinas to northwest Baja
California. From sea to about 7,000 | Suitable habitat for this
ft elevation. Highly aquatic, found species does not occur on
in or near permanent fresh water. site. As such, this species is
Thamnophis two-striped G4, S354, Often along streams with rocky considered absent from the
hammondii gartersnake None, None CDFW-SSC | beds and riparian growth. Project site.
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Suitable habitat for this
Meadows and seeps. Seasonally species does not occur on
moist alkaline clay soils; associated | site. As such, this species is
Thelypodium slender-petaled Endangered, G1, S1, with seeps and springs in the considered absent from the
stenopetalum thelypodium Endangered 1B.1 pebble plains. 2045-2240 m. Project site.
Suitable habitat for this
Subalpine coniferous forest, upper | species does not occur on
montane coniferous forest, site. As such, this species is
Viola pinetorum ssp. G4G5T3, meadows and seeps. Dry mountain | considered absent from the
grisea grey-leaved violet | None, None S3,1B.2 peaks and slopes. 1580-3700 m. Project site.
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Coding and Terms

E = Endangered T = Threatened C = Candidate FP = Fully Protected WL = Watch List SSC = Species of Special Concern R = Rare

State Species of Special Concern: An administrative designation given to vertebrate species that appear to be vulnerable to extinction because of declining populations, limited acreages, and/or continuing threats. Raptor and
owls are protected under section 3502.5 of the California Fish and Game code: “It is unlawful to take, possess or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes or to take, possess or destroy the nest

or eggs of any such bird.”

State Fully Protected: The classification of Fully Protected was the State's initial effort in the 1960's to identify and provide additional protection to those animals that were rare or faced possible extinction. Lists were created
for fish, mammals, amphibians and reptiles. Fully Protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collecting these species for necessary
scientific research and relocation of the bird species for the protection of livestock.

Global Rankings (Species or Natural Community Level):
G1 = Critically Imperiled — At very high risk of extinction due to extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations), very steep declines, or other factors.
G2 = Imperiled — At high risk of extinction due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors.
G3 = Vulnerable — At moderate risk of extinction due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors.
G4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors.
G5 = Secure — Common; widespread and abundant.
? = Uncertainty in the exact status of an element (could move up or down one direction from current rank)

Subspecies Level: Taxa which are subspecies or varieties receive a taxon rank (T-rank) attached to their G-rank. Where the G-rank reflects the condition of the entire species, the T-rank reflects the global situation
of just the subspecies. For example: the Point Reyes mountain beaver, Aplodontia rufa ssp. phaea is ranked G5T2. The G-rank refers to the whole species range i.e., Aplodontia rufa. The T-rank refers only to the
global condition of ssp. phaea.

State Ranking:
S1 = Critically Imperiled — Critically imperiled in the State because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer populations) or because of factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation
from the State.
S2 = Imperiled — Imperiled in the State because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the State.
S3 = Vulnerable — Vulnerable in the State due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation from the State.
S4 = Apparently Secure — Uncommon but not rare in the State; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors.
S5 = Secure — Common, widespread, and abundant in the State.

California Rare Plant Rankings (CNPS List):
1A = Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere.
1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2A = Plants presumed extirpated in California, but common elsewhere.
2B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.
3 = Plants about which more information is needed; a review list.
4 = Plants of limited distribution; a watch list.

Threat Ranks:
.1 = Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat)
.2 = Moderately threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat)
.3 =Not very threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY/ABSTRACT

At the direction of Lilburn Corporation, a cultural resources study was conducted by BFSA
Environmental Services, a Perennial Company (BFSA) for the proposed Mountain Area Regional
Transit Authority (MTA) Maintenance Yard Project. The project proposes to develop the property
constructing an office building and a bus maintenance building along with car and bus parking and
associated infrastructure for the MTA. The 3.55-acre project is identified as Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APNs) 2328-021-12 and -13 and is northwest of the intersection of Fox Farm Road and
Sandalwood Drive at 160-170 Business Center Drive, in the city of Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino
County, California. The project is situated within Sections 16 and 21, Township 2 North, Range
1 East on the USGS Fawnskin and Big Bear Lake, California Quadrangles.

The purpose of this investigation was to locate and record any cultural resources within the
project and subsequently evaluate any resources as part of the City of Big Bear Lake environmental
review process conducted in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The archaeological investigation of the project includes an archaeological records search requested
from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University,
Fullerton (CSU Fullerton) in order to assess previous archaeological studies and identify any
previously recorded archaeological sites within the project or in the immediate vicinity. The
records search identified 21 previously recorded resources (five prehistoric, three multicomponent,
and 13 historic) within one mile of the project; however, no resources are recorded within the
subject property. A review of aerial photographs shows that the property has been vacant since at
least the late 1930s and was repeatedly cleared of vegetation. Based on the project’s Development
Review Application, the property “was previously master plan graded for superpads” (City of Big
Bear Lake 2022). A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was also requested from the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC).

Survey conditions were generally good. However, it was noted that approximately 90
percent of the property appeared to have been developed and covered in three to four feet of
imported fill. These conditions correspond with the property previously being graded. The Phase
I survey of the MTA Maintenance Yard Project did not result in the identification of any cultural
resources within the project.

Based upon the results of this study, no prehistoric or historic sites are present within the
boundaries of the current project. Property research indicates the project has been vacant since at
least the late 1930s, has been repeatedly cleared, and was recently graded for the creation of
“superpads” (City of Big Bear Lake 2022). As such, the proposed project will not impact any
known cultural resources and mitigation measures are not recommended. However, in the event
that any historic or prehistoric cultural resources are inadvertently discovered, all construction
work in the immediate vicinity of the discovery shall stop and a qualified archaeologist shall be
engaged to discuss the discovery and determine if further mitigation measures are warranted. A
copy of this report will be permanently filed with the SCCIC at CSU Fullerton. All notes,
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photographs, and other materials related to this project will be curated at the archaeological
laboratory of BFSA in Poway, California.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Description

The archaeological survey program for the Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority
(MTA) Maintenance Yard Project was conducted in order to comply with CEQA and City of Big
Bear environmental compliance procedures. The 3.55-acre project is located northwest of the
intersection of Fox Farm Road and Sandalwood Drive at 160-170 Business Center Drive, in the
City of Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino County, California (APNs 2328-021-12 and -13) (Figure
1.1-1). The project is situated within Sections 16 and 21, Township 2 North, Range 1 East on the
USGS Fawnskin and Big Bear Lake, California Quadrangles (Figure 1.1-2). The project proposes
to develop the property constructing two buildings along with car and bus parking and associated
infrastructure for the MTA (Figure 1.1-3):

One building will house their administrative offices and supports spaces for staff.
The other building will house maintenance bays and support spaces for repairing
and maintaining [MTA’s] bus fleet. Site improvements to include parking for staff,
visitors, and buses, in addition to providing solar panel car ports for staff/ visitor
and bus parking, concrete walkways for accessibility, patios, landscaping, site
lighting, and wayfinding signage. [Electric vehicle] charging stations will also be
provided for approximately half of the bus parking stalls. (City of Big Bear Lake
2022)

The decision to request this investigation was based upon cultural resource sensitivity of the
locality as suggested by known site density and predictive modeling. Sensitivity for cultural
resources in a given area is usually indicated by known settlement patterns, which in southwestern
San Bernardino County were focused around freshwater resources and a food supply.

1.2 Environmental Setting

The project is located within the city of Big Bear Lake generally situated in the eastern
extent of the Transverse Ranges Province. The mountains and their subparallel valleys run almost
perpendicular in contrast to most of the mountain ranges in California. The mountains of the
Transverse Ranges Province are some of the fastest growing in the world because of a turn in the
San Andreas Fault Zone. The Transverse Ranges Province includes the Little San Bernardino
Mountains to the east, which can be traced westward through the San Bernardino, San Gabriel,
and Santa Monica mountains and continuing west through Ventura and southern Santa Barbara
County. The Los Angeles Basin and the Santa Catalina, Santa Barbara, San Clemente, and San
Nicholas islands also make up this province.
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Big Bear Lake is situated within the Big Bear Valley in the San Bernardino Mountains
approximately 25 miles northeast of the city of San Bernardino. Given the city of Big Bear Lake’s
geographic location, the city and surrounding environment is comprised primarily of Montane
Coniferous Forest habitat “composed of a mixture of Jeffrey and Ponderosa pine and white fir, and
also includes sugar and lodgepole pines, western juniper and black oak” (City of Big Bear Lake
1999). The subject property is just west of Rathbone Creek which flows north into Big Bear Lake.
The lake sits at an elevation of 6,752 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) in San Bernardino County
while the project, located just south of the lake, has an average elevation of 6,780 feet AMSL.

1.3 Cultural Setting
1.3.1 Prehistoric Period

Paleo Indian, Archaic Period Milling Stone Horizon, and the Late Prehistoric Shoshonean
groups are the three general cultural periods represented in San Bernardino County. The following
discussion of the cultural history of San Bernardino County references the San Dieguito Complex,
Encinitas Tradition, Milling Stone Horizon, La Jolla Complex, Pauma Complex, and San Luis Rey
Complex, since these culture sequences have been used to describe archaeological manifestations
in the region. The Late Prehistoric component in San Bernardino County was represented by the
Cabhuilla, Serrano, and potentially the Vanyume Indians.

Absolute chronological information, where possible, will be incorporated into this
discussion to examine the effectiveness of continuing to use these terms interchangeably.
Reference will be made to the geological framework that divides the culture chronology of the
area into four segments: late Pleistocene (20,000 to 10,000 years before the present [YBP]), early
Holocene (10,000 to 6,650 YBP), middle Holocene (6,650 to 3,350 YBP), and late Holocene
(3,350 to 200 YBP).

Paleo Indian Period (Late Pleistocene: 11,500 to circa 9,000 YBP)

The Paleo Indian Period is associated with the terminus of the late Pleistocene (12,000 to
10,000 YBP). The environment during the late Pleistocene was cool and moist, which allowed for
glaciation in the mountains and the formation of deep, pluvial lakes in the deserts and basin lands
(Moratto 1984). However, by the terminus of the late Pleistocene, the climate became warmer,
which caused the glaciers to melt, sea levels to rise, greater coastal erosion, large lakes to recede

and evaporate, extinction of Pleistocene megafauna, and major vegetation changes (Moratto 1984;
Martin 1967, 1973; Fagan 1991). The coastal shoreline at 10,000 YBP, depending upon the
particular area of the coast, was near the 30-meter isobath, or two to six kilometers further west
than its present location (Masters 1983).

Paleo Indians were likely attracted to multiple habitat types, including mountains,
marshlands, estuaries, and lakeshores. These people likely subsisted using a more generalized
hunting, gathering, and collecting adaptation while utilizing a variety of resources including birds,
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mollusks, and both large and small mammals (Erlandson and Colten 1991; Moratto 1984; Moss
and Erlandson 1995).

Archaic Period (Early and Middle Holocene: circa 9,000 to 1,300 YBP)

The Archaic Period of prehistory begins with the onset of the Holocene around 9,000 YBP.
The transition from the Pleistocene to the Holocene was a period of major environmental change
throughout North America (Antevs 1953; Van Devender and Spaulding 1979). The general
warming trend caused sea levels to rise, lakes to evaporate, and drainage patterns to change. In
southern California, the general climate at the beginning of the early Holocene was marked by
cool/moist periods and an increase in warm/dry periods and sea levels. The coastal shoreline at
8,000 YBP, depending upon the particular area of the coast, was near the 20-meter isobath, or one
to four kilometers further west than its present location (Masters 1983).

The rising sea level during the early Holocene created rocky shorelines and bays along the
coast by flooding valley floors and eroding the coastline (Curray 1965; Inman 1983). Shorelines
were primarily rocky with small littoral cells, as sediments were deposited at bay edges but rarely
discharged into the ocean (Reddy 2000). These bays eventually evolved into lagoons and
estuaries, which provided a rich habitat for mollusks and fish. The warming trend and rising sea
levels generally continued until the late Holocene (4,000 to 3,500 YBP).

At the beginning of the late Holocene, sea levels stabilized, rocky shores declined, lagoons
filled with sediment, and sandy beaches became established (Gallegos 1985; Inman 1983; Masters
1994; Miller 1966; Warren and Pavesic 1963). Many former lagoons became saltwater marshes
surrounded by coastal sage scrub by the late Holocene (Gallegos 2002). The sedimentation of the
lagoons was significant in that it had profound effects on the types of resources available to
prehistoric peoples. Habitat was lost for certain large mollusks, namely Chione and Argopecten,
but habitat was gained for other small mollusks, particularly Donax (Gallegos 1985; Reddy 2000).
The changing lagoon habitats resulted in the decline of larger shellfish, loss of drinking water, and
loss of Torrey Pine nuts, causing a major depopulation of the coast as people shifted inland to
reliable freshwater sources and intensified their exploitation of terrestrial small game and plants,
including acorns (originally proposed by Rogers 1929; Gallegos 2002).

The Archaic Period in southern California is associated with several different cultures,
complexes, traditions, periods, and horizons, including San Dieguito, La Jolla, Encinitas, Milling
Stone, Pauma, and Intermediate.

Late Prehistoric Period (Late Holocene: 1,300 YBP to 1790)

Around approximately 1,350 YBP, a Shoshonean-speaking group from the Great Basin
region moved into San Bernardino County, marking the transition to the Late Prehistoric Period.
This period has been characterized by higher population densities and elaborations in social,
political, and technological systems. Economic systems diversified and intensified during this
period, with the continued elaboration of trade networks, the use of shell-bead currency, and the
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appearance of more labor-intensive, yet effective, technological innovations. Technological
developments during this period included the introduction of the bow and arrow between A.D. 400
and 600 and the introduction of ceramics. Atlatl darts were replaced by smaller arrow darts,
including the Cottonwood series points. Other hallmarks of the Late Prehistoric Period include
extensive trade networks as far reaching as the Colorado River Basin and cremation of the dead.

Protohistoric Period (Late Holocene: 1790 to Present)

Prior to the arrival of the Spanish missionaries, the San Bernardino area was inhabited by
the Cahuilla, Serrano, and potentially the Vanyume Indians. The territory of the Vanyume was
covered by small and relatively sparse populations focused primarily along the Mojave River,
north of the Serrano and southeast of the Kawaiisu. It is believed that the southwestern extent of
their territory went as far as Cajon Pass and portions of Hesperia. Bean and Smith (1978) noted
that it was uncertain if the Vanyume spoke a dialect of Serrano or a separate Takic-based language.
However, King and Blackburn (1978) suggest that the Vanyume and other Kitanemuk speakers
once occupied most of Antelope Valley. In contrast to the Serrano, the Vanyume maintained
friendly social relations with the Mohave and Chemehuevi to the east and northeast (Kroeber
1976). As with the majority of California native populations, Vanyume populations were
decimated around the 1820s by placement in Spanish missions and asistencias. It is believed that
by 1900, the Vanyume had become extinct (Bean and Smith 1978). However, given the settlement
patterns reported for the Vanyume, it is more probable that the population was dispersed rather
than completely wiped out.

At the time of Spanish contact in the sixteenth century, the Cahuilla occupied territory that
included the San Bernardino Mountains, Orocopia Mountain, and the Chocolate Mountains to the
west, Salton Sea and Borrego Springs to the south, Palomar Mountain and Lake Mathews to the
west, and the Santa Ana River to the north. The Cahuilla are a Takic-speaking people closely
related to their Gabrielino and Luiseiio neighbors, although relations with the Gabrielino were
more intense than with the Luisefio. They differ from the Luisefio and Gabrielino in that their
religion is more similar to the Mohave tribes of the eastern deserts than the Chingichngish cult of
the Luisefio and Gabrielino. The following is a summary of ethnographic data regarding this group
(Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).

Cabhuilla villages were typically permanent and located on low terraces within canyons in
proximity to water sources. These locations proved to be rich in food resources and afforded
protection from prevailing winds. Villages had areas that were publicly owned as well as areas
that were privately owned by clans, families, or individuals. Each village was associated with a
particular lineage and series of sacred sites that included unique petroglyphs and pictographs.
Villages were occupied throughout the year; however, during a several-week period in the fall,
most of the village members relocated to mountain oak groves to take part in acorn harvesting
(Bean 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The Serrano and Vanyume, however, were primarily hunters and gatherers. Individual
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family dwellings were likely circular, domed structures. Vegetal staples varied with locality;
acorns and pifion nuts were found in the foothills, and mesquite, yucca roots, cacti fruits, and pifion
nuts were found in or near the desert regions. Diets were supplemented with other roots, bulbs,
shoots, and seeds (Heizer 1978). Deer, mountain sheep, antelopes, rabbits, and other small rodents
were among the principal food packages. Various game birds, especially quail, were also hunted.
The bow and arrow were used for large game, while smaller game and birds were killed with
curved throwing sticks, traps, and snares. Occasionally, game was hunted communally, often
during mourning ceremonies (Benedict 1924; Drucker 1937; Heizer 1978). In general,
manufactured goods included baskets, some pottery, rabbit-skin blankets, awls, arrow
straighteners, sinew-backed bows, arrows, fire drills, stone pipes, musical instruments (rattles,
rasps, whistles, bull-roarers, and flutes), feathered costumes, mats, bags, storage pouches, and nets
(Heizer 1978). Food acquisition and processing required the manufacture of additional items such
as knives, stone or bone scrapers, pottery trays and bowls, bone or horn spoons, and stirrers.
Mortars, made of either stone or wood, and metates were also manufactured (Strong 1971; Drucker
1937; Benedict 1924).

Much like the Vanyume, the Serrano suffered large population decreases during the early
1800s. While the missionaries are credited with developing the first stable water supply in the
area by diverting water from Mill Creek into a zanja that terminated at the Asistencia de Mission
San Gabriel on Barton Road, the task was completed through labor provided by the Serrano. The
zanja, known as the Mill Creek Zanja, has been listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) since 1976.

1.3.2 Historic Period

Traditionally, the history of the state of California has been divided into three general
periods: the Spanish Period (1769 to 1821), the Mexican Period (1822 to 1846), and the American
Period (1848 to present) (Caughey 1970). The American Period is often further subdivided into
additional phases: the nineteenth century (1848 to 1900), the early twentieth century (1900 to
1950), and the Modern Period (1950 to present). From an archaeological standpoint, all of these
phases can be referred to together as the Ethnohistoric Period. This provides a valuable tool for
archaeologists, as ethnohistory is directly concerned with the study of indigenous or non-Western
peoples from a combined historical/anthropological viewpoint, which employs written documents,
oral narrative, material culture, and ethnographic data for analysis.

European exploration along the California coast began in 1542 with the landing of Juan
Rodriguez Cabrillo and his men at San Diego Bay. Sixty years after the Cabrillo expeditions, an
expedition under Sebastian Viscaino made an extensive and thorough exploration of the Pacific
coast. Although the voyage did not extend beyond the northern limits of the Cabrillo track,
Viscaino had the most lasting effect upon the nomenclature of the coast. Many of his place names
have survived, whereas practically every one of the names created by Cabrillo have faded from
use. For instance, Cabrillo named the first (now) United States port he stopped at “San Miguel”;
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60 years later, Viscaino changed it to “San Diego” (Rolle 1969). The early European voyages
observed Native Americans living in villages along the coast but did not make any substantial,
long-lasting impact. At the time of contact, the Luisefio population was estimated to have ranged
from 4,000 to as many as 10,000 individuals (Bean and Shipek 1978; Kroeber 1976).

The historic background of the project area began with the Spanish colonization of Alta
California. The first Spanish colonizing expedition reached southern California in 1769 with the
intention of converting and civilizing the indigenous populations, as well as expanding the
knowledge of and access to new resources in the region (Brigandi 1998). As a result, by the late
eighteenth century, a large portion of southern California was overseen by Mission San Luis Rey
(San Diego County), Mission San Juan Capistrano (Orange County), and Mission San Gabriel
(Los Angeles County), who began colonizing the region and surrounding areas (Chapman 1921).

Native Californians may have first coalesced with Europeans around 1769 when the first
Spanish mission was established in San Diego. In 1771, Friar Francisco Graces first searched the
Californian desert for potential mission sites. Interactions between local tribes and Franciscan
priests occurred by 1774 when Juan Bautista De Anza made an exploration of Alta California.

Serrano contact with the Europeans may have occurred as early as 1771 or 1772, but it was
not until approximately 1819 that the Spanish directly influenced the culture. The Spanish
established asistencias in San Bernardino, Pala, and Santa Ysabel. Between the founding of the
asistencia and secularization in 1834, most of the Serranos in the San Bernardino Mountains were
removed to the nearby missions (Beattie and Beattie 1951:366) while the Cahuilla maintained a
high level of autonomy from Spain (Bean 1978).

Each mission gained power through the support of a large, subjugated Native American
workforce. As the missions grew, livestock holdings increased and became increasingly
vulnerable to theft. In order to protect their interests, the southern California missions began to
expand inland to try and provide additional security (Beattie and Beattie 1939; Caughey 1970). In
order to meet their needs, the Spaniards embarked upon a formal expedition in 1806 to find
potential locations within what is now the San Bernardino Valley. As a result, by 1810, Father
Francisco Dumetz of Mission San Gabriel had succeeded in establishing a religious site, or capilla,
at a Cahuilla rancheria called Guachama (Beattie and Beattie 1939). San Bernardino Valley
received its name from this site, which was dedicated to San Bernardino de Siena by Father
Dumetz. The Guachama rancheria was located in present-day Bryn Mawr in San Bernardino
County.

These early colonization efforts were followed by the establishment of estancias at Puente
(circa 1816) and San Bernardino (circa 1819) near Guachama (Beattie and Beattie 1939). These
efforts were soon mirrored by the Spaniards from Mission San Luis Rey, who in turn established
a presence in what is now Lake Elsinore, Temecula, and Murrieta (Chapman 1921). The
indigenous groups who occupied these lands were recruited by missionaries, converted, and put to
work in the missions (Pourade 1961). Throughout this period, the Native American populations
were decimated by introduced diseases, a drastic shift in diet resulting in poor nutrition, and social
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conflicts due to the introduction of an entirely new social order (Cook 1976).

Mexico achieved independence from Spain in 1822 and became a federal republic in 1824.
As a result, both Baja and Alta California became classified as territories (Rolle 1969). Shortly
thereafter, the Mexican Republic sought to grant large tracts of private land to its citizens to begin
to encourage immigration to California and to establish its presence in the region. Part of the
establishment of power and control included the desecularization of the missions circa 1832.
These same missions were also located on some of the most fertile land in California and, as a
result, were considered highly valuable. The resulting land grants, known as “ranchos,” covered
expansive portions of California and by 1846, more than 600 land grants had been issued by the
Mexican government. Rancho Jurupa was the first rancho to be established and was issued to Juan
Bandini in 1838. Although Bandini primarily resided in San Diego, Rancho Jurupa was located
in what is now Riverside County (Pourade 1963). A review of Riverside County place names
quickly illustrates that many of the ranchos in Riverside County lent their names to present-day
locations, including Jurupa, El Rincon, La Sierra, El Sobrante de San Jacinto, La Laguna (Lake
Elsinore), Santa Rosa, Temecula, Pauba, San Jacinto Nuevo y Potrero, and San Jacinto Viejo
(Gunther 1984). As was typical of many ranchos, these were all located in the valley environments
within western Riverside County.

The treatment of Native Americans grew worse during the Rancho Period. Most of the
Native Americans were forced off of their land or put to work on the now privately-owned ranchos,
most often as slave labor. In light of the brutal ranchos, the degree to which Native Americans
had become dependent upon the mission system is evident when, in 1838, a group of Native
Americans from Mission San Luis Rey petitioned government officials in San Diego to relieve
suffering at the hands of the rancheros:

We have suffered incalculable losses, for some of which we are in part to be blamed
for because many of us have abandoned the Mission ... We plead and beseech you
... to grant us a Rev. Father for this place. We have been accustomed to the Rev.
Fathers and to their manner of managing the duties. We labored under their
intelligent directions, and we were obedient to the Fathers according to the
regulations, because we considered it as good for us. (Brigandi 1998:21)

Native American culture had been disrupted to the point where they could no longer rely
upon prehistoric subsistence and social patterns. Not only does this illustrate how dependent the
Native Americans had become upon the missionaries, but it also indicates a marked contrast in the
way the Spanish treated the Native Americans as compared to the Mexican and United States
ranchers. Spanish colonialism (missions) is based upon utilizing human resources while
integrating them into their society. The ranchers, both Mexican and American, did not accept
Native Americans into their social order and used them specifically for the extraction of labor,
resources, and profit. Rather than being incorporated, they were either subjugated or exterminated
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(Cook 1976).

In 1846, war erupted between Mexico and the United States. In 1848, with the signing of
the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the region was annexed as a territory of the United States, and
in 1850, California became a state. These events generated a steady flow of settlers into the area,
including gold miners, entrepreneurs, health-seekers, speculators, politicians, adventurers, seekers
of religious freedom, and individuals desiring to create utopian colonies. As the non-native
population increased through immigration, the indigenous population rapidly declined from the
high morbidity of European diseases, low birth rates, and conflict and violence. California became
a state in 1850 and was divided into 21 counties. The dwindling native populations were
eventually displaced into reservations after California became a state.

By the late 1880s and early 1890s, there was growing discontent between San Bernardino
and Riverside, its neighbor 10 miles to the south, due to differences in opinion concerning religion,
morality, the Civil War, politics, and fierce competition to attract settlers. After a series of
instances in which charges were claimed about unfair use of tax monies to the benefit of only the
city of San Bernardino, several people from Riverside decided to investigate the possibility of a
new county. In May 1893, voters living within portions of San Bernardino County (to the north)
and San Diego County (to the south) approved the formation of Riverside County. Early business
opportunities were linked to the agriculture industry, but commerce, construction, manufacturing,
transportation, and tourism also provided a healthy local economy.

A Brief History of the Big Bear Lake Area

In 1845, Benjamin Wilson was commissioned by Governor Pio Pico to lead an expedition
to exact revenge on a group of Native Americans. Wilson and his companions traveled into the
relatively unexplored eastern portions of the San Bernardino Mountains and found the Big Bear
Valley (City of Big Bear Lake 1999). At this time, the lake area was primarily a small seasonal
marsh and swamp land. The area was named by Wilson based upon the large number of bears
they encountered in the region (City of Big Bear Lake 1999).

Early on, industry in the Big Bear Lake region was dominated by lumber, mining, and
animal grazing. For a short period of time between 1851 and 1857, the Mormons created a large-
scale lumbering industry in the San Bernardino Mountains. However, when Brigham Young
recalled the Mormons to Salt Lake City, many sold their holdings which opened up the lumber
industry in the area to other groups. Gold was first discovered in the area in 1848; however, in
1860, the Big Bear Valley gold rush was “triggered when Bill Holcomb and a companion
uncovered a vein of gold-bearing ore on a hillside above Bear Valley” (City of Big Bear Lake
1999). This led to the development of mining boom towns in the Upper Holcomb Valley. A group
of Chinese prospectors, driven out of the Holcomb Valley by the white residents, settled within
the area surrounding the current project which is now known as China Gardens. The Chinese
prospectors turned to farming and supplied the Holcomb Valley miners with vegetables (City of
Big Bear Lake 1999). Mining continued in the region throughout the twentieth century; however,
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the large-scale excitement had generally dissipated by the early half of the twentieth century (City
of Big Bear Lake 1999). Cattle and sheep grazing also developed in the region during the latter
part of the nineteenth century. “By the 1880s the number of animals swelled into the thousands.
Animal grazing, including sheep, cattle, horses, oxen, goats, and swine, was more important
commercially in the Western forests than lumbering or mining” (City of Big Bear Lake 1999).

The rise of citrus cultivation in San Bernardino, Redlands, and Riverside increased demand
for water. Frank Brown developed a plan to convey water from Bear Valley to the area to these
areas and in the fall of 1883 had organized the Bear Valley Land and Water Company (City of Big
Bear Lake 1999). This included the construction of a dam which began in late summer of 1883.
This original dam, now called Old Bear Valley Dam, is a registered California Historical
Landmark (CHL No. 725):

In 1884 Frank Brown built an unusual dam here to supply irrigation water for the
Redlands area. The single-arch granite dam formed Big Bear Lake, then the
world’s largest man-made lake. Engineers claimed the dam would not hold, and
declared it “The Eighth Wonder of the World” when it did. The old dam is usually
underwater because of the 20-foot higher dam built 200 feet west in 1912. (Office
of Historic Preservation [OHP] N.d.)

In 1903, the Bear Valley Mutual Water Company was formed and plans were set to
develop a taller, more robust dam, which was constructed between 1910 and 1911 (City of Big
Bear Lake 1999). In 1964, the Big Bear Municipal Water District was formed. After years of
court battles, the water district was able to purchase the lake and dams so as to better manage the
water level of the lake (City of Big Bear Lake 1999).

Beginning in the early twentieth century, the area was called Pine Knot, named after the
Pine Knot Resort Company, who had purchased 112 acres in the region. Around this time, the
lake was referred to as Big Bear Lake to differentiate it from Little Bear Lake (now Lake
Arrowhead). Between 1915 and 1921, 52 resorts opened in the region. Spurred on by tourism,
the population of the region grew steadily. After World War I, the Bear Valley Mutual Water
Company began to subdivide land adjacent to the lake into residential lots which brought more
people to the region. This led to the City of Big Bear Lake being incorporated as the first (and
only) city in the San Bernardino Mountains in 1980 (City of Big Bear Lake 1999).

1.4 Results of the Archaeological Records Search

The results of the SCCIC records search (Appendix C) did not identify any resources within
the project. However, the search did identify 21 cultural resources (five prehistoric, three
multicomponent, and 13 historic) within one mile of the MTA Maintenance Yard Project (Table
1.3—1). The prehistoric resources consist of one lithic scatter, a bedrock milling feature, and three
isolates. Multicomponent sites consist of two sites containing a prehistoric lithic scatter and
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historic trash scatter while the third multicomponent site contains a historic trash scatter with
prospecting pits and a prehistoric isolate. The historic resources consist of artifact scatters,
foundations, structures, roads, single-family properties, and structures associated with Camp
Juniper.

Table 1.4-1
Cultural Resources Located
Within One Mile of the MTA Maintenance Yard Project

Site(s) Description
P-36-004399 Prehistoric lithic scatter
P-36-006009 Prehistoric bedrock milling feature (not in sifu)
P-36-022401; P-36-022511; and P-36-060757 Prehistoric isolate

Multicomponent site containing a prehistoric lithic
scatter and historic trash scatter
Multicomponent site containing historic trash

P-36-001650 and P-36-022566

P-36-060753 scatter, prospecting pits, and a prehistoric isolate
P-36-010094 Historic sawmill platform and associated can scatter
P-36-012990 Historic can scatter
P-36-013534 and P-36-022402 Historic foundation
P-36-013587 Historic trash scatter
P-36-014472 Historic Camp Juniper/Minnelusa Post Office
P-36-014473 and P-36-031944 Historic single-family property
P-36-024073; P-36-024075; and P-36-032487 Historic road
P-36-024074 Historic benchmark
P-36-032486 Historic Camp Juniper

The SCCIC records search results also identified 50 previous studies, four of which
included portions of the subject property (San Bernardino County Museum 1979; Schroth 1987,
Love and Tang 1997; Mirro 2006). No cultural resources have ever been identified within the
property as a result of the previous studies.

BFSA also reviewed the following sources to help facilitate a better understanding of the
historic use of the property:

e The National Register of Historic Places Index

e The OHP, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility

e The OHP, Directory of Properties in the Historic Property Data File

e The 1949 and 1964 Lucerne Valley 15-minute series topographic maps
e The 1957 San Gorgonio Mountain 15-minute series topographic maps
e The 1975 Fawnskin 7.5-minute series topographic map
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e The 1975 and 1984 Big Bear Lake 7.5-minute series topographic maps
o 1938, 1948, 1952, 1966, 1969, 1983, 1995, 2005, 2010, 2016, and 2021 aerial
photographs

These sources did not indicate the presence of any additional archaeological resources within the
project. According to the historic maps and aerial photographs, the property has been vacant since
at least 1938 and no structures appear to have ever been located within the property. Generally,
the aerial photographs show the project as vacant land; however, the 1995 and subsequent aerial
photographs appear to show the project being impacted and repeatedly cleared as properties to the
south, along with Sandalwood Drive, were developed. Further, the aerial photographs appear to
show the project graded between 2012 and 2013. Based on the project’s Development Review
Application, the project “was previously master plan graded for superpads” (City of Big Bear Lake
2022).

BFSA also requested a SLF search from the NAHC to search for the presence of any
recorded Native American sacred sites or locations of religious or ceremonial importance within
one mile of the project. The SLF search was returned with negative results. All correspondence
is provided in Appendix C.

1.5 Applicabl