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November 12, 2010

NJD, Ltd. Job No. 10389-3
3300 East 1st Ave, Suite 510

Denver, CO 80206

Attention: Mr. John Scott, Vice President

Subject: Response to Comments by City of Glendora
Brasada Project - Geotechnical Investigation (C.H.J., Incorporated 2009)

References: Attached

Dear Mr. Scott:

We have reviewed the letter dated November 2, 2010 from Mr. Jeff Kugel (City of Glendora)
addressed to Mr. Larry Stevens of the City of San Dimas (attached). Our response to item 'a' listed
under the Geology & Soils subsection is presented below.

The area of the landslide adjacent to proposed Lot 51 described in the comment letter is depicted as
geologic unit Qts (talus) rather than Qls (landslide) on the map accompanying the most recent report
by Leighton dated June 28, 2000. An earlier (now-revised) map prepared by Leighton that
accompanied a report dated September 20, 1999 (Leighton 1999b) depicted a landslide at the location
described in the comment letter that has been removed from the current Leighton map. The removal
of this landslide designation from the 1999 map by Leighton was apparently based on more accurate
data obtained in borehole CB-2 drilled in December 1999 by Leighton and presented in the most
recent report by Leighton (2000; discussed in paragraph 3, page 10). The geologic map
accompanying the CHJ (2009) report indicates the location of CB-2 and presents mapping of
landslide boundaries in the area of Lot 49-52 based on review of aerial photographs, field mapping,
and observation of geologic materials in test pit exposures. The geologic maps by Leighton (2000)
and CHJ (2009) are in agreement that the landslide referenced in the comments letter is not present
and that landslide deposits do not extend across the Glendora/San Dimas city limit. Therefore, no
mitigation/remedial grading are required within the City of Glendora.
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Based on the development plans, grading or earthwork for the project is not proposed within the City
of Glendora in the area of proposed Lots 49-52. Mitigation of unsuitable soils/geologic materials can
be accomplished for the project by grading within the limits of the City of San Dimas.

Impacts to properties in Glendora from grading to mitigate unsuitable soils conditions within the
project site are not anticipated if the project is designed and constructed according to applicable civil

and grading codes.

We trust this information is as requested. If you should have additional questions, please contact this

firm at your convenience.

JSM/JIM:ndt

Enclosures:

Distribution:

Brasada DEIR Comments (City of Glendora)
References

City of San Dimas

Respectfully submitted,
C.H.J., INCORPORATED
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Project Geologist
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CITY OF GLENDORA crrynare (626) 914-8200

116 East Foothill Blvd., Glendora, California 91741
www.ci.glendora.ca.us

November 2, 2010 Delivered Via Electronic Mail & U.S. Mail

Mr. Larry Stevens, AICP

City of San Dimas

Assistant City Manager for Community Development
245 East Bonita Avenue

San Dimas, CA 91773

Re: Brasada DEIR Comments
Dear Larry:

Below please find comments from the City of Glendora concerning the Draft EIR and proposed
subdivision map for the Brasada project proposed by NID. Please keep the City informed of any revisions
made to the project. Our staff is also available to meet and discuss the comments further if needed.

Geology & Soils
a) The August 2009 geotechnical investigation prepared for this project identifies a number of

landslide areas in the northwest portion of the site affecting Lots 49-52. One area is located
directly adjacent to Lot 51 and is depicted to end approximately 100 feet from the boundary line
with Glendora. A second is shown over Lots 49 & 50. Possible mitigation is identified on Page 14
which identifies a number of strategies to address landslides. Page 16 goes on to state that up to
35 feet of material in the area may need to be removed.

A June 2000 supplemental geotechnical investigation prepared by Leighton and Associates
submitted by NJD for development in the City of Glendora shows a different depiction of the
Jlandslide boundaries for the area north of Lot 51. Rather than terminating at the location
identified by Test Pit 19 (“TP19”) in the proposed project’s geatechnical investigation, landslide
boundaries are shown to continue several hundred feet to the southwest and over the
Glendora/ San Dimas boundary. If this is the case, the removals recommended by the current
report would result in over-excavation into Glendora, assuming the stated level of removals
identified on Page 16 of the 2009 geotechnical investigation is followed. This activity has not
been analyzed by the DEIR. In addition, the DEIR does not analyze any impacts of the described
mitigation proposed in San Dimas to property in Glendora immediately adjacent to the project.

PRIDE OF THE FOOTHILLS



Mr. Larry Stevens
Brasada DEIR Comments
November 2, 2010
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b)

If no remediation is planned for the Glendora side, the DEIR should identify any residual impacts
caused by altering only a portion of mapped landslides in San Dimas such as the potential for
increased water runoff over areas susceptible to slope stability issues. Analysis of impacts
mitigation may have is required by Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Sheet 12 of the Tentative Tract Map indicates a grading limit line that crosses the Glendora/ San
Dimas jurisdiction line. Given the proximity of grading to Glendora's jurisdiction, and to avoid
creating impacts not addressed by the DEIR, the Tentative Tract Map needs to be revised to pull
Brasada Lane further east near the boundary with Glendora so that the grading limit line is
completely contained within the City of San Dimas. The City also recommends that a mitigation
measure and condition of approval be included in the project approval to establish a
construction limit line in areas where work is proposed closer than 10 feet to the Glendora/ San
Dimas boundary.

Hydrology and Water Quality

c)

d)

e)

in Appendix 11 of the SUSMP report, reference was made to percolation tests done in 1998 and
again in 2008. Maps indicating where percolation tests were performed are unclear as to the
location of these tests. Percolation tests should have been performed in the area of proposed
water quality basins to ensure the project will comply with SUSMP requirements. The Final EIR
should verify that percolation tests were conducted in the area of proposed water quality
basins.

Information should also be provided concerning any intended draw from wells referenced in the
Brezack & Associates report (Wells 4407B and 4416M). While the Main San Gabriel Basin as a
whole cannot be overdrawn as a matter of law, any impacts resulting from overdrawn individual
well sites should be identified, if any.

The paragraph above the Summary section ends in an incomplete sentence and needs to be
revised (Page 4.8-19)

Transportation and Traffic

f)

The Traffic Impact Analysis does not provide a complete warrant analysis per the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices. The Manual lists eight warrants to analyze when considering a
traffic signal and the analysis in the DEIR only provides two. The TIA report should be modified
and any resulting changes in the analysis identified in the Final EIR.
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Utilities, Service Systems and Eneray
g) The sewer study calculations list the average persons per household at 2.78. Table DP-1 to the
left of the calculations page lists the average household size of owner occupied units as 2.87.
Calculations need to be corrected and any change in the level of project impact should be
updated in the Final EIR.

Recommended Tentative Map Conditions
The City respectfully requests that the City of San Dimas consider incorporating language into the Tract

Map conditions of approval that address the following:

Emergency Access: Approval of the Final Map shall not include emergency access through Glendora
unless the subdivider has obtained any zoning approvals, environmental approvals, and property owner
consent required to alter existing roads located in Glendora.

Drainage: Approval of the Final Map shall be subject to a final hydrology study which verifies that the
proposed development will not increase discharge to downstream properties that exceed current
conditions in a “clearflow” scenario.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (626) 914-8217.

4

Jeff Kugel, Dir
Planning & Redevelopment
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Revised Supplemental

Geotechnical Investigation for NJD-owned
property in Glendora, California

prepared by Leighton and Associates
(June 28, 2000)

To be provided when received by applicant.
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_____ ENVIRO
w - REGULATORY SERVICES

BIOLOGICAL & CULTURAL INVESTIGATIONS & MONITORING

November 16, 2010

Larry Stevens

Assistant City Manager
CITY OF SAN DIMAS

245 East Bonita Avenue
San Dimas, CA 91773

REGARDING: RESPONSE TO EIR COMMENTS — COUNCILMAN DENIS BERTONE LETTER

L&L Environmental, Inc. (L&L) is pleased to respond to the comment letter from Councilman
Bertone and to answer specific question regarding our surveys, methods and results.

Please let me know if you have additional questions or require anything further from us at this
time.

Sincerely,
L&IL Environmental, Inc.

Leslie Nay Irish
Principal
LNI/nrp

Cc: Stan Stringfellow

H:\Environmental\Projects - Current\100015807 Brasada Residential Project EIR \Response to Comments\ Attachments to the
RIC\Attachment C_L&IL Responses to Bertone letter.doc

Mailing Address 700 East Redlands Blvd, Suite U, PMB#351, Redlands CA 92373
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Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

N-3 - What is the difference between formal and informal consultation?

Informal and formal consultations are essentially two stages of a process. The US Fish and
Wildlife (USFWS) looks at proposed impacts that may threaten listed species during an informal
consultation period and then responds as to the project’s potential to impact protected
resources. If the USFWS determines that a project “may affect” protected resources, the
USFWS issues a finding in a “may affect” letter and then formal consultation would follow. If the
USFWS determines that the project is not likely to affect protected resources, then a “not likely
to affect letter” is issued and the informal consultation process ends. Formal consultation, if it
occurs will be at the discretion of the USFWS.

Similarly, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has a process where projects
undergo a preliminary or pre-application consultation. This occurs in stages. One onsite
meeting with CDFG has already occurred and is reflected in our report.  Additional onsite
meeting(s) will occur as the regulatory permit process proceeds, at the discretion of CDFG.

N-4 - Besides the Gnatcatcher, were any focused studies done.

Incorporated into our biological assessment which is based on habitat, we addressed species
present or potentially present on the property. A determination of whether a species was
present or potentially present was made based on the record search and the habitat
assessment. L&L determined which species (with specified focused survey protocol) would
require a focused survey. Focused surveys were then performed for the Gnatcatcher (1997
Protocol) and (all) Botanical Species (2009 CDFG — Protocol for Surveying and Evaluating
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities). In addition, we
performed a focused tree survey (using City of San Dimas Guidelines) and a focused
assessment for presence or absence of habitat to support the Red-legged frog (2005 Protocol)
and incidental to that, and looking for many of the same habitat features, at the same time, for
the potential to support a newt species. The list of species addressed is long but it included
raptor nest survey which found 2 nests associated with a nesting pair of Red-tailed hawks.

N-5 — In my opinion a focused study is necessary for all species that have a high potential to
occur, as well as those that do occur.

Not every species that may be present on a property is required to have a focused study. That
decision is based on whether the species is protected and whether there is an accepted method
(protocol) to conduct a focused survey. While some species of local concern or habitat types of
local concern can be addressed in local survey (city or county) guidelines, focused studies are
conducted according to a particular written and /or accepted protocol developed by the resource
agencies (USFWS / CDFG). These can also be developed by other recognized authorities
including consortiums, councils and or societies i.e.: the Burrowing Owl Consortium, the Desert
Tortoise Council or the Native Plant Society for a particular species. When surveying for a
specific species where an individual protocol does not (yet) exist, the general survey guidelines
are used. For example, as discussed above, listed botanical species are surveyed using the
2009 CDFG botanical protocol.

Periodically, new species are “listed” and critical habitat is designated by one or both of the
agencies (CDFG/USFWS). Following this, if an accepted protocol has not been developed,
professionals working together with the resource agencies or societies providing education and
support for the species i.e. the Desert Tortoise Council, develop new or updated survey protocol
/guidelines.

Attachment C_Le&IL Responses to Bertone letter.doc Page 2 of 7 Ll



Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

Generally speaking, protocol is developed on an as needed basis for newly protected individual
species. Many species which have achieved “watch” status or a preliminary listing do not yet
have individual survey protocol. As a species becomes more and more impacted by habitat
loss and or reproductive failures (egg loss due to DDT, etc) the agencies start requiring surveys
for data collection purposes and or performing census surveys. However, the largest number of
species occurring or potentially occurring within any property in California will be addressed via
a habitat assessment, a general biological survey or a more intensive biological assessment
such as the one prepared for this property / project.

N- 6 — Page 4.3-15 states that the closest occurrence of the Bald Eagle is in Big Bear. The Bald
Eagle occurs yearly in Bonnelli Park.

L&L performed a record search for listed species on the California Department of Fish and
Game CNDDB, the California Natural Diversity Database. No record of occurrence of the Bald
Eagle was recorded closer than Big Bear (20 miles) on the CNDDB. Following your comment
L&L checked the E-bird website (a public website) and found records of the Bald Eagle at
Puddingstone Reservoir, which is considerably closer to the property. L&L’'s report will be
revised to show this additional source of information and location.

Bald Eagles are known to forage long distances over open spaces along the Pacific Coast
where they can take game and domesticated or agricultural species as well.  Bald eagles are
opportunistic feeders with fish comprising much of their diet. They also eat waterfowl,
shorebirds, colonial waterbirds, turtles, and carrion (often along roads or at landfills). Because
they are visual hunters, eagles typically locate their prey from a conspicuous perch, or soaring
flight, then swoop down and strike. During the nesting period, breeding bald eagles occupy and
defend “territories.” A territory includes the active nest and may include one or more alternate
nests that are built or maintained but not used for nesting in a given year. Bald eagles tend to
return to the same territory year after year.

The Bald Eagle was delisted in 2007 but remains protected by the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle
Act (1940), and the Lacey Act (1900) making it a Federal offense to take, possess, transport,
sell, import, or export their nests, eggs and parts that are taken in violation of any state, tribal or
U.S. law. It is also protected, as are all nesting birds by the Migratory Bird Treatie Act.

Bald eagles generally nest near coastlines, rivers, and large lakes where there is an adequate
food supply. They nest in mature or old-growth trees, snags (dead trees), cliffs, and rock
promontories. Recently, and with increasing frequency, bald eagles are nesting on artificial
structures such as power poles and communication towers. In forested areas, bald eagles often
select the tallest trees with limbs strong enough to support a nest that can weigh more than
1,000 pounds. Nest sites typically include at least one perch with a clear view of the water,
where they forage. Eagle nests are constructed with large sticks, and may be lined with moss,
grass, plant stalks, lichens, seaweed, or sod. Nests are usually about 4-6 feet in diameter and 3
feet deep, although larger nests exist. Clearly a nest of this size would be observable not only
during a survey but also by the residents frequenting the property on horseback or along hiking
trails.

While foraging habitat exists on the property and was reported in our Biological Assessment, the
Bald Eagle was not observed nor was Bald Eagle nests or other sign observed during our field
surveys on the property. The confidence factor for the survey results on this species given that
a biologist visited the property repeatedly over many months for long days in good weather is
quite high.

Attachment C_Le&IL Responses to Bertone letter.doc Page 3 of 7 Ll



Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

N-10 — | have been told by biologist that the type of wildlife found in the San Gabriel foothills is
considerably different than that found in the National Forest. Is this true?

Habitat found in the San Gabriel foothills differs by habitat type (communities) and by elevation
from the National Forest lands and these among other factors control the species that occupy
the area. Some overlap is expected in the margins and / or ecotones and intergrades of these
habitats for example coastal sage overlaps with chaparral species on the subject property.
Some variation of both botanical and wildlife species will result within these areas and in the
immediate area.

N-11 — | have been told that wildlife that uses the foothills as a corridor may not necessarily use
the National Forest. Is this true?

Corridors are often discussed by the resource agencies as habitat or land features that allow
movement between larger open spaces or resources areas. For example certain larger
mammal species may move into an area to take advantage of a grassland food source or fruits
or nuts available during certain times of the year. They may disperse young into adjacent but
consistent habitat or they may move into an area because of changed environmental conditions
like an increased volume of available food or stressors like fire and drought. Though the
property offers topographic features like drainages and ridgelines trending north / south which
are suitable for foraging movement, dispersal or sheltering these species are constrained by
already existing development to the south, east and west and by more dramatic elevation
changes to the north. The species within this area have limited access to outside genetic
material through interaction with their larger regional community.

N-12 — Were focus studies done for the Plummer’s Mariposa Lily and the California black walnut
trees.

The Plummer’s Mariposa Lily does not have individual study protocol; so, as discussed earlier, it
was included in the 56+ hour 13 site visit focused botanical survey. This species occurs on the
property and photographs were included in the report.

The California black walnut is present within the property and 138 are mapped (individually
assessed, and GPS located within the development footprint). These trees were assessed
during a focused tree survey of the project footprint and the entire list was included in table 16.
N-13 — If studies were not done, why?

See N-12 above

N-14 — There needs to be a focused study on all plants and wildlife species listed on the map.
Development should be avoided in areas where these species exist.

The map reflects the species that were observed and their actual locations during focused or
general studies. As discussed above, if no species specific protocol exists for the individual
species it was covered in the appropriate general protocol.

Attachment C_Le&IL Responses to Bertone letter.doc Page 4 of 7 Ll



Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

N-15 — What specific species (threatened or endangered) were surveyed and what type of
survey was performed.

Focused protocol surveys for the California Gnatcatcher (BA pages 12, 13, 14, 43, 44 and part
of 45), and the Thread leaved brodiea (BA pages 12, 13, 29 & 32) and a focused habitat
assessment for the California Red-legged frog (BA pages 16, 37, 38 & 39) were performed.

See also N-4 & 5 above

N-16 — Were the requirements and /or suggestions put forth in this paragraph (Initial Study,
page 17) followed, please explain.

Page 17 of my initial study covers water or soil stabilizing agents, so | am responding in general
to the species listed and yes, as discussed earlier, each species was researched during a
record check and the assigned a probability factor. Following this an intensive effort was made
in the field based on habitat to search for the species. Some followed a focused survey protocol
but others were systematically and specifically searched for during the general biological or
focused botanical surveys a methodology recognized and approved by the wildlife agencies.

Some species specifically listed in the Initial Study did not have habitat present on the property
or as in the case of the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly the property is not within the known range.

Similarly we searched for habitat for the Red-legged frog and the Least Bell's vireo and found
no suitable habitat present. Both of these species require a specific kind of riparian habitat and
it is not available on the property. However it was reported in previous documents as occurring
nearby and this is consistent with our findings.

Species on the IS list are reported in the probably assessment table and if they also have listing
status, even locally, they are reported in the text as well. For example the Coastal California
gnatcatcher was reported in the record search as observed in the area and habitat is present on
the property, though it is above the normal elevation range of the bird. Because the bird might
be found using the property during times of environmental stress like those discussed earlier we
searched over a two year period, six weeks each. Findings for this bird were negative for
occurrence and negative for sign. Greater information is supplied in the report for each of the
species.

One bird the Cactus wren a state species of special concern is present and reported on the
property though it lacks federal protection status, this species was addressed and is covered in
the recommended mitigation measures which include habitat replacement of the coastal sage /
cactus sub-habitat community.

N-17 — Were the requirements and or suggestions put forth in this paragraph followed? Please
explain.

Grassland, riparian oaks and coastal sage is mapped on the property on the habitat maps
(figure 11) which also shows the project as an overlay. At the request of the City, L&L provided
a figure showing the project overly onto sensitive species and critical habitat. This figure was
included in the PBS&J, EIR document. Planned disturbances therefore are covered and it is
also addressed in the proposed mitigation in the form of ratios for public review and comment.
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Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

At this point, mitigation has not occurred because the project has not been considered and
approved. Upon approval of the project, its implementation will be subject to the project’s
conditions of approval and the implementation of the mitigation measures in the Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Program.

Specific mitigation locations will be developed as a part of the landscape plan which is
dependent on the precise grading plan. A mitigation plan is not finalized until the resource
agencies have commented on issues such as riparian mitigation zones and these are generally
based on the availability of water and maintenance access. Typically plan finalization occurs
just prior to grading and is consequently subject to the conditions of approval developed during
the EIR / and Tentative Track Map stage. As a result of the EIR mitigation measures and Tract
Map conditions, the project will be conditioned on complying with these requirements. Water
and maintenance access issues are generally transmitted to L&L following submittal of the
grading plan and receipt of City department review and comment. These subsequent layers of
plans are beyond the level of the biological assessment done at the EIR level. For this reason,
we addressed the issues in the mitigation plan section of the biological assessment and
displayed proposed ratios.

Going forward in time, as the project matures the actual mitigation ratios can not be less that
disclosed in the biological assessment /EIR, but it may be more. The city will issue conditions
of approval prior to the issuance of grading permit and this permit will require the final
documents. But even if that were not also the case, the CDFG reviews the final project plans to
determine consistency with the EIR before it issues the Streambed Alteration Agreement and
this agreement also addressed all mitigation on the property because the CDFG is considered
the caretaker the states habitat and wildlife resources. For this reason, the final location of all
mitigation is developed in the mitigation plan which then addressed all of the proposed
mitigation including that required by the regulatory agencies.

N-18 — Why weren’t these directives (focused studies) carried out?

Studies were conducted for sensitive wildlife species, and focused surveys for state or federally
listed threatened or endangered wildlife where habitat was present on the property, during the
optimal survey period. The specific listed nine species listed was addressed as follows:

Quino checkerspot butterfly — Although the Northern Foothills Implementation Program EIR
indicates that habitat on-site should be assessed for host plants, the USFWS Recovery Plan
(2002) and the CNDDB records indicate that the survey area is located well outside of the
current known range of the species. Records from Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Orange
Counties are historic and are listed on the Quino Recovery Plan as occurring before 1986 and
consist of very few records. The closest recorded quino location is an historic record in Orange
County, approximately 4.5 miles to the southwest of the site (L&L page 50).

L&L biologist Guy Bruyea holds a survey permit for the federally listed Quino and was on the
site for surveys during the quino flight season 2010 over an extensive period and he included a
butterfly inventory. No quino were observed. The site does support host plants, however,
based on the survey data, dates conducted and the publication of the Recovery Plan 2002 L&L
did not recommend or conduct focused surveys.

Santa Ana sucker,- The site lacks surface fresh water to support the species, no suitable
habitat is present, no focused survey was recommended or conducted (L&L, page 35)
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Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 16-Nov-10

Arroyo southwestern toad - . With the lack of aquatic habitat, it was determined that no
suitable habitat for the federally endangered arroyo toad occurs in the survey area. The survey
area is not located within critical habitat for the arroyo toad (L&L page 39).

California red-legged frog — A focused habitat assessment was conducted by an authorized
biologist (Scott Cameron) and no suitable habitat was found. A full protocol survey was not
recommended or conducted.

Southwestern willow flycatcher - No suitable habitat is present on the property, a focused
survey was not recommended or performed.

Least Bell’s vireo — No suitable habitat is present on the property, a focused survey was not
recommended or performed.

Bank Swallow (nesting), No suitable habitat is present on the property, a focused survey was
not recommended or performed.

Coastal California_gnatchatcher — Marginally suitable habitat is present on the property,
focused surveys were performed in 2009 and 2010. The species was not found to be currently
occupying the property. However, habitat replacement has been proposed.

Raptor (nesting) — Habitat is present on the property; a search for nests was conducted. Two
nests were reported as occurring in the project area; neither was occupied in 2009 however one
pair of nesting Red-tailed hawks was observed in 2010 utilizing one of the two nests.

N-19 — Were any of these species surveyed or studied? Which ones and how they were
surveys conducted.

When suitable habitat for these species was found to be present within the property and where
focused survey protocol exists, a focused habitat assessment occurred followed by a protocol
survey. In this case one species the Red-legged frog has protocol but no habitat is present on
the site so the field studies stopped after a habitat assessment with negative findings.

One species the California gnatcatcher had marginal habitat present and one known occurrence
in the area so the habitat assessment proceeded to a full protocol study twice over a two year
period. These were 6 week nesting season protocol surveys. The gnatcatcher was not
observed in either year.

The Quino checkerspot butterfly was found to have potential habitat present on the property and
Guy Bruyea who holds a federal permit for the species was present on the property during the
Qunio flight season and he performed a butterfly survey as a part of his general field work. The
site is outside of the currently known range of the species and it was not observed. A full
focused survey was therefore not conducted for the Quino.

A raptor nesting survey is a part of any biological field study and in this case it was performed
twice on the property over the two year period. Suitability for foraging was also addressed.
Findings were positive because two nests and several raptor species were observed and these
are reported in the biological assessment according to habitat types.
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. ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
" REGULATORY SERVICES

BIOLOGICAL & CULTURAL INVESTIGATIONS & MONITORING

November 18, 2010

Larry Stevens

Assistant City Manager
CITY OF SAN DIMAS

245 East Bonita Avenue
San Dimas, CA 91773

REGARDING: RESPONSE TO EIR COMMENTS — AMENDMENT — BALD EAGLE

The L&L Environmental, Inc. (L&L) Biological Assessment, Botanical Survey, and Coastal
California Gnatcatcher Survey Update report for the Brasada Project, Tentative Tract Map
70583, Specific Plan 25, City Of San Dimas, California Dated September 1, 2010 addressed the

issue of the Bald Eagle on page 42, as follows:

Table 8. Special Status Bird Species

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breed in large trees, usually near major rivers or lakes; Fed: Delisted
Bald eagle winters more widely; wide but scattered distribution in N Calif: END
America; esp. coastal regions NDDB: S2

LOW

No suitable large
bodies of water.
Closest record Big
Bear, San Bern.
May occasionally
forage.

The actual closest known location of the Bald Eagle is at Puddingstone Reservoir therefore the

following correction has been made:

Table 8. Special Status Bird Species

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breed in large trees, usually near major rivers or lakes; Fed: Delisted
Bald eagle winters more widely; wide but scattered distribution in N Calif: END
America; esp. coastal regions NDDB: S2

LOW

No suitable large
bodies of water.
Closest record Big
Bear-San-Bern-
Puddingstone
Reservoir, LA Co.
May occasionally
forage.

The entire corrected page follows:

H:\Environmental\Projects - Current\100015807 Brasada Residential Project EIR \Response to Comments\ Attachments to the RIC \ Attachment

D_Bio Assesment Amendment1.doc

Mailing Address 700 East Redlands Blvd, Suite U, PMB#351, Redlands CA 92373
Delivery Address 5455 Morgan Ave, Riverside CA 92509
® Phone 951.681.4929 ® Fax 951.681.6531



Response to Comment Letter

Brasada, San Dimas, CA 18-Nov-10
Elanus leucurus reeds in woodlands and riparian forests or near marshes at ed: None esting: -
I I Breeds i dlands and riparian f h Fed: N Nesting:LOW
White-tailed kite the edge of open terrain/foraging areas such as savanna, Calif: None MODERATE
. partially cleared lands and cultivated fields, mostly in lowland  \ nphg. g3 Foraging:
(nesting) situations. Pacific Coast (Calif, northern Baja, Oregon), ‘ MODERATE
other scattered localities Not observed over
2 years, no marsh
or wetland, but
potential open
woodland habitat
Empidonax traillii extimus Rare and local is southern Calif.; breeds in extensive thickets ~ Fed: END LOW-ABSENT
Southwestern willow of willow riparian forests; southwest US and northern Baja Calif: END No suitable
flycatcher Calif. NDDB: S1 riparian thickets or
regular water
source. Closest
record 18 mi s at
the Prado Dam
Eremophila alpestris actia Short-grass prairie, “bald” hills, mtn meadows, open coastal Fed: None OCCURS
California horned lark plains, fallow fields and alkali flats. W/i coastal Sonoma Co.t0 calif: None
San Diego Co., San Joaquin Valley and east to foothills NDDB: S3
Falco columbarius Woodlands, grasslands, agricultural fields, and areas around Fed: None Nesting: LOW
Merlin livestock feed lots. Winter migratory bird to southern Calif: None Foraging: LOW
California. NDDB: S3 Not observed over
2 years
Falco mexicanus Nests on high cliffs, primarily in desert and semi-desert areas  Fed: None Nesting: LOW-
Prairie falcon with little disturbance. forages primarily over open lands; Calif: None ABSENT
. occurs throughout arid western US and Mexico. Breedingin  \5pp: g3 Foraging
(nesting) so. Callifornia is significantly reduced. : MODERATE
Nesting habitat not
present, but may
occas. Utilize site.
Falco peregrinus anatum Found in a large variety of open habitats, but prefers Fed: Delisted LOW
American Peregrine accessible open water. Breeds mostly in woodland, forest Calif: END No accessible
falcon and coastal habitats. In CA primarily in coastal estuaries and  \ppg: 52 open water
] inland oases. Nests in cliffs along mnt valleys and river ' adjacent to habitat.
(nesting) gorges usu. < 9500 ft. elev
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Breed in large trees, usually near major rivers or lakes; Fed: Delisted LOW
Bald eagle winters more widely; wide but scattered distribution in N Calif: END No suitable large
America; esp. coastal regions NDDB: S2 bodies of water.
Closest record
Puddingstone
Reservoir, LA Co.
May occasionally
forage.
Icteria virens Summer resident, inhabits riparian thickets of willow near Fed: None LOW-ABSENT
Yellow-breasted chat watercourses, low dense riparian willow. calif: sSsc No suitable
NDDB: S3 riparian thickets or
regular water
source.
Ixobrychus exilis hesperis Freshwater and brackish marshes with tall, dense emergent Fed: None ABSENT
; vegetation and clumps of woody plants over deep water Calif: SSC No suitable habitat
Western least bittern (Gibbs et. al 1992) Summer resident in So. CA Wide spread NDDB: S1
in the US, Canada and Mex. Migrates So. in winter. )
Lanius ludovicianus Open areas where small trees, shrubs, and fences can Fed: None Nesting: HIGH
Loggerhead shrike provide suitable perches. Nests in small trees and large Calif: SSC Foraging:
shrubs. Throughout much of North America. NDDB: S4 OBSERVED 2009

(nesting)

Attachment D_Bio Assesment_Amendment1.doc
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Response to Comment Letter
Brasada, San Dimas, CA 18-Nov-10

This new information does not change the report analysis or conclusions because the property
was already reported as suitable for Bald Eagle foraging. No new mitigation measures are
required due to the revised information.

Please let me know if you have additional questions or require anything further from us at this
time.

Sincerely,
L&LL Environmental, Inc.

Leslie Nay Irish
Principal

LNI/nrp

Cc: Stan Stringfellow

Attachment D_Bio Assesment Amendment1.doc Page 3 of 3 Ll
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Letter Addressing the Notice of Preparation
for the Northern Foothills Program
Environmental Impact Report

(January 21, 1999)






United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Ecological Services
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, California 92008

JAN 28 1939

Cily of San Dimas
Mr. Lawrence L. Stevens, AICP, Planning Director Pianning Divisi
JAN 2 1 1954 a Division

City of San Dimas
245 East Bonita Avenue
San Dimas, California 91773

Re:  Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Proposed Northern Foothills Implementation Program, Los Angeles County, California.

Dear Mr. Stevens:

We have reviewed the above referenced NOP, dated December 18, 1998, and the accompanying
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist received on December 21, 1998, for the Proposed Northern
Foothills Implementation Program (NF IP). We offer the following comments and recommendations
regarding program-associated biological impacts based on our review of the NOP, the Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist, and our knowledge of declining habitat types and species within
Los Angeles County. ’ S :

The approximately 3,000-acre NFIP study area is located north of Foothill Boulevard, in the
northern portion of the City of San Dimas (City), Los Angeles County. The area is generally
bordered by the Angeles National Forest to the north and northeast, the City of La Verne to the
southeast, residential areas to the south, and the City of Glendora immediately to the west. The
primarily undeveloped site consists of habitats, such as chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland,
woodland, and riparian scrub.

The proposed action, as described in the NOP and Initial Study/Environmental Checklist, entails (1)
a General Plan Amendment and (2) a Zone Change/Specific Plan. Under the existing General Plan,
the maximum development permitted within the NFIP area (one dwelling unit per 5 acres) would
permit 195 dwelling units on 972 acres of the program area. The development strategy proposed in
the Northern Foothills Development and Infrastructure Study (November 1998) would permit a
maximum of 127 dwelling units on 972 acres. The City proposes to amend its General Plan to
create a “Northern Foothills” land use designation and to outline policies and requirements
consistent with the aforementioned study. The Zone Change/Specific Plan is a request to create a
new zone or specific plan to implement the policies and requirements of the General Plan and the
adopted development strategy. The overall objective is to fit projects into their hillside setting
rather than altering the hillside to fit the project. As stated in the Initial Study, the priority between
development and natural resource values should be given to protecting the resource.



Lawrence L. Stevens 2

We are concerned for the protection of fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. In this regard,
we provide comments on public notices issued for a Federal permit or license affecting the Nation’s
waters pursuant to the Clean Water Act. We also administer the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
as amended (Act). Section 7 of the Act requires Federal agencies to consult with the Service should
it be determined that their action may affect a listed threatened or endangered species. Section 9 of
the Act prohibits the “take” (e.g., harm, harassment, pursuit, injury, kill) of federally listed wildlife
species. “Harm”, a form of take, is further defined to include habitat modification or degradation
where it kills or injures wildlife by impairing essential behavioral patterns including breeding,
feeding or sheltering. Take can only be permitted pursuant to the pertinent language and provisions
in section 7 (Federal consultations) and 10 (permits) of the Act.

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCP) was enacted in 1991 to provide for
regional protection and perpetuation of natural wildlife diversity while allowing compatible land use
and appropriate development growth. The law provides an alternative to “single species”
conservation through the formulation of regional, natural community-based, habitat protection
programs. The coastal sage scrub plan in southern California is the first of the NCCP projects in the
state. The NCCP plans have been developed to provide adequate mitigation for impacts to the
federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) and other
identified species’ habitat. Planning for long-term protection and management of coastal sage scrub
resources is implemented through participating land owners and jurisdictions enrolled in the
program. The City of San Dimas is one of two cities in Los Angeles County that has enrolled for
lands under its jurisdiction. As such, the City of San Dimas has assumed specific responsibilities
regarding compliance with interim habitat loss approvals and participation in the preparation of a
subregional NCCP Plan. However, this agreement appears to have expired. We strongly support
the participation of jurisdictions in these regional planning efforts and would urge you to renew your
NCCP planning agreement.

We concur with the findings in your Initial Study/Environmental Checklist that the proposed action
has the potential for significant impacts to biological resources. Therefore, we request that as many
comprehensive, current, biological surveys as practicable be performed in the program area when
preparing this DEIR. We recommend that these include directed surveys for potentially occurring
Federal and State-listed species, using standard survey protocols. To facilitate the evaluation of the
proposed program from the standpoint of fish and wildlife protection, we request that the DEIR
contain the following specific information:

1. A description of the environment in the vicinity of the NFIP program area from both a local
and regional perspective, and a complete discussion of the purpose and need for the
proposed changes and each of the alternatives.

2. A complete description of the proposed program, including a definition of a Northern
Foothills land use designation. A discussion should be included of alternative configurations
of proposed developed areas and their relation to surrounding open space areas. This
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Lawrence L. Stevens 3

description should include all practicable alternatives that have been considered to avoid and
reduce program impacts to sensitive habitats, wetlands, and endangered, threatened or
sensitive species to the maximum extent practicable.

Quantitative and qualitative assessments of the biological resources and habitat types that
will be impacted by the proposed program and its alternatives. This assessment should
include a list of Federal candidate, proposed, or listed species; State-listed species; and
locally sensitive species that are in the program site, including a detailed discussion of these
species and information pertaining to their local status and distribution. The anticipated or
real impacts of the NFIP on these species should be addressed fully. We are particularly
interested in any and all information and data (including as many species surveys of the
NFIP area as practicable and appropriate) pertaining to potential or real impacts to
populations of other Federal candidate, proposed, or listed species; and State-listed species,
such as the federally threatened gnatcatcher, endangered southwestern arroyo toad (Bufo
microscaphus californicus), endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha
quino), endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo belli pusillus), endangered southwestern willow
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), threatened California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytoni), endangered Braunton’s milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii), endangered Nevin’s
barberry (Berberis nevinii), and threatened thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia). We
are also interested in informatf(/)n on the locally sensitive species listed in the attachment.
We are also interested in impacts to chaparral, coastal sage scrub, woodlands, native
grasslands, and riparian scrub habitats. The DEIR should disclose all impacts to these
sensitive resources, and proposed measures to be taken to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
these impacts.

Specific acreages and locations of all habitat types that will be affected by the proposed
program or program alternatives. Maps and tables should be used to summarize such
information. These are necessary to assess potential impacts to native flora and fauna.

All facets of the program should be included in this assessment, including associated
growth-inducing effects and cumulative impacts of the program. The cumulative impacts
assessment should include an adequate discussion of past, present, and reasonably
anticipated future projects.

A detailed analysis of impacts of the proposed General Plan amendment, zone
change/specific plan, and development strategy on the movement of wildlife. This
discussion should address fragmentation of the natural environment, isolation, edge effects,
as well as regional landscape effects. Proposed measures to mitigate for these impacts
should also be included. ‘
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7.

10.

An analysis of anticipated noise and lighting impacts to wildlife species should be provided.
Mitigation measures should be incorporated into program design to mitigate for any
identified significant, adverse impacts.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibits the unauthorized discharge of dredged or fill
material into jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands. Section 404 also
provides that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may issue permits for discharges of
dredged or fill material into jurisdictional waters and wetlands. Prior to disturbance,
potential areas of Corps jurisdiction should be evaluated and wetlands should be delineated
using the methodology set forth in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The DEIR should disclose all impacts to
jurisdictional waters and wetlands, and proposed measures to be taken to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate these impacts. ‘

A description of the kind of environmental documentation and discretionary approvals
required for future development proposals within the NFIP area before wildlife habitat is
permanently lost. This discussion should address what steps private landowners must take if
they wish to develop/improve their land.

The specific relationship of the proposal to the State of California’s NCCP Program.

Future development within the area covered by the NFIP will likely require additional
environmental documentation pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act. Please keep us
apprized of any new specific development proposals. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on
the referenced NOP for potential impacts on sensitive and endangered species, wildlife and
wetlands. If you should have any questions pertaining to these comments, please contact Judi
Tamasi of my staff at (760) 431-9440.

Sincerely,
/M
im A. Bartel
Assistant Field Supervisor
1-6-99-HC-84
Attachment

cC:

Bill Tippets (CDFG - San Diego)



Attachment
Sensitive Species* Which May Occur in the Area
of the Proposed Northern Foothills Implementation Program,
San Dimas, Los Angeles County, California
January 21, 1999

*The following list does not include Federal candidate, proposed or listed species. See
accompanying letter.

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (4 imophila ruficeps canescens), Bell’s sage
sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), western burrowing owl (4thene cunicularia), cactus wren
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata pallida),
coastal western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus), San Bernardino ringneck snake
(Diadophis punctatus modestus), Pacific kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans), white-tailed kite
(Elanus leucurus), large-blotched ensatina (Ensatina eschscholtzii klauberi), least bittern
(Ixobrychus exilis hesperis), San Bernardino mountain king snake (Lampropeltis zonata
parvirubra), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus
californicus bennettii), San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia), Southern
grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona), Dulzura California pocket mouse
(Perognathus californicus femoralis), pallid San Diego pocket mouse (Perognathus fallax
pallidus), Los Angeles pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris brevinasus), San Diego horned
lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillii), mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa), coast
patch-nosed snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea), California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis
occidentalis), two-striped garter snake ( Thamnophis hammondiy), slender mariposa lily
(Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis), Plummer’s manposa lily (Calochortus plummerae), San
Gabriel Mountains dudleya (Dudleya densiflora), many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis),
pious daisy (Erigeron breweri var. bisanctus), San Gabriel bedstraw (Galium grande), Los
Angeles sunflower (Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii), Robinson’s pepper-grass (Lepidium
virginicum var. robinsonii), Davidson’s bush mallow (Malacothamnus davidsonii), rayless
ragwort (Senecio aphanactis)
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California Department of Fish and Game
Letter Addressing the Notice of Preparation
for the Northern Foothills Program
Environmental Impact Report

(January 25, 1999)






STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

South CoastRegion
4948 Viewridge Avenue
SanDiego, California 92123 x
(619)467-4201 .
b ST
Raceiveo
January 25, 1999 JAN 2 8 1993
Cityof San Dimas . |
Attn: Planning Department City of San Dimas
Planninc Livision

245E.BonitaAvenue
SanDimas, CA91773

NORTHFOOTHILLS IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM
SCH98121072

The Departmentof Fishand Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the above-referenced project, relative toimpacts tobiological resources. Toenable
Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed project, we
recommend the following information be included inthe Draft Environmental Impact

Report:

1.

Acomplete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacentto the project
area, with particularemphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and locally
unique species and sensitive habitats.

a.

Athorough assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities,
following the Department's May 1984 Guidelines for Assessing Impactsto
Rare Plants and Rare Natural Communities (Attachment 1).

Acomplete assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian
species. Seasonalvariationsinuse ofthe projectarea should alsobe
addressed. Focused species-specific surveys, conducted atthe appropriate
time of yearand time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise
identifiable, are required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures
should be developed in consultation with the Department andthe U.S.Fish

and Wildlife Service.

Rare, threatened, and endangered species to be addressed should include
allthose which meet the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
definition (see CEQA Guidelines, § 15380).

The Department's California Natural Diversity Data Base in Sacramento
should be contacted at (916) 327-5960 to obtain current informationonany
previously reported sensitive species and habitat, including Significant
Natural Areas identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code.

Athorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to
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Planning Department
January 25, 1999

Page 2
adversely affect biological resources, with specific measuresto offset such
impacts.
a. CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a), direct that knowledge ofthe regional setting is

critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis
should be placed onresources that are rare or unique to the region.

Projectimpacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site
habitats. Specifically, this should include nearby publiclands, open space,
adjacentnatural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. Impactstoand
maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to
undisturbed habitatin adjacentareas, should be fully evaluated and
provided.

The zoning of areas for development projects orother uses thatare nearby or
adjacentto natural areas may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts an mitigation measures to
reduce these conflicts should be included in the environmental document.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, § 15130. Generaland specificplans, as well as past, present,
and anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative totheirimpacts
on similar plantcommunities and wildlife habitats.

Ifapplicable, the documentshould include an analysis ofthe effectthat the
project may have on completion and implementation of regionaland/or
subregional conservation programs, Under § 2800-§ 2840 of the Fish and
Game Code, the Department, through the Natural Communities
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program, is coordinating with local
jurisdictions, landowners, and the Federal Governmentto preservelocaland
regionalbiological diversity. Coastal sage scrub is the first natural community
tobe planned forunderthe NCCP program. The Department recommends
thatthe lead agency ensure thatthe development of this and other proposed
projects do not preciude long-term preserve planning options and that
projects conform with other requirements ofthe NCCP program.
Jurisdictions participating inthe NCCP program should assess specific
projects for consistency withthe NCCP Conservation Guidelines.
Additionally, the jurisdictions should quantify and qualify: 1) the amount of
coastalsage scrub within their boundaries: 2)theacreage of coastal sage
scrub habitat removed by individual projects; and 3) any acreage set aside for
mitigation. This information should be keptin anupdated ledgersystem.

3. Arange of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure thatalternatives to the
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proposed project are fully considered and evaluated. Arange of alternatives which
avoid or otherwise minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources should be
included. Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower
resource sensitivity where appropriate.

a. Mitigation measures for projectimpacts to sensitive plants, animals, and
habitats should emphasize evaluation and selection of alternatives which
avoid or otherwise minimize projectimpacts. Off-site compensation for
unavoidable impacts through acquisition and protection of high-quality
habitat elsewhere should be addressed.

b. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities asthreatened
habitats having both regional and local significance. Thus, these
communities should be fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-
related impacts (Attachment 2).

C. The Department generally does not supportthe use ofrelocation, salvage,
and/ortransplantation as mitigation forimpacts torare, threatened, or
endangered species. Departmentstudies have shown thatthese efforts are
experimental in nature and largely unsuccessful.

4. A California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained, if the
project has the potential toresultin “take” of species of plants oranimals listed under
CESA, eitherduring construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permits are
issued to conserve, protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or
endangered species and their habitats. Early consultation isencouraged, as
significant modification to aprojectand mitigation measures may be requiredin
orderto obtain a CESA Permit. Revisions tothe Fishand Game Code, effective
January 1998, require thatthe Department issue a separate CEQA documentfor the
issuance of a 2081 permit unless the project CEQA document addresses all project
impacts to listed species and specifies a mitigation monitoring and reporting
programthatwillmeetthe requirements of a2081 permit. Forthese reasons, the
following information is requested:

a. Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of
sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements fora CESA Permit.

b. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreementand Mitigation Plan are
required for plants listed as rare underthe Native Plant Protection Act.

5. The Departmentopposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their
channelization or conversion to subsurface drains. Allwetlands and watercourses,
whether intermittent or perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial
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Page 4

January 25, 1999

setbacks which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to
on-site and off-site wildlife populations.

a.

The Department may require a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement,
pursuantto Section 1600 et seq. ofthe Fish and Game Code, with the
applicant prior to the applicant's commencement of any activity that will divert,
obstruct or change the naturalflow orthe bed, channel, or bank (whichmay
include associated riparian resources) of ariver, streamor lake, oruse
material from astreambed. The Department’s issuance ofa Lake or
Streambed Alteration Agreement fora project thatis subjectto CEQAwill
require CEQA compliance actions by the Departmentas aresponsible
agency. The departmentas aresponsible agency under CEQA, may
considerthe localjurisdiction’s (lead agency) Negative Declaration or EIR for
the project. To minimize additional requirements by the Department pursuant
to Section 1600 etseq. and/or under CEQA, the documentshould fully
identify the potentialimpacts to the lake, stream or riparianresources and
provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting
commitments forissuance of the agreement.

The Department holds regularly scheduled pre-project planning/early consultation

meetings. To make anappointment, please callour office at(562) 590-5880.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and

further coordination onthese issues should be directed to Liam Davis at (619)467-4207.

Sincerely,

Lot {.W

William E. Tippets
Habitat Conservation Supervisor

Attachments
cc:  DepartmentofFishand Game
Chuck Raysbrook
Liam Davis

San Diego
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U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service
Carlsbad

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles

State Clearinghouse
Sacramento
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ATTACHMENT 1

Stats of Californla
THE RESQURCES AGENCY
Department of Fish and Game
May 4, 1084

GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTS OF PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENTS 40N RARE AND ENDANGERED PLANTS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES

The following rcammendatons are Intendod (o help tho.so who prepere snd review onv!ronmentil documents detanmine
yhen a botanical eurvey ks needed, who should be considered quafified to conduct such surveys, how fleld surveys should
be conducted and n&;ﬂiafgomﬁon thoud be contained in the survey report. -

1.

Botanical survayx that aré conductsd to detarmine the environmental eflacts of & propoged developmant shouid be
drested to el rare and endangered plants and plant communlies. Rare and endangared plants are not ne

-, . imited to those spaciat which have boon *lieted™ by etate and federal eagencies but should inctade gny species that,

based on all evallable data.canbomomtobemmd!orendmeredmderﬂwfoﬂd\wn :

A species, subspecios or varlety of plant is “endangered™ when the prospects.ofita survival and reproduction ere in

Immediats Jeopardy foam Gna ar mace causes, kncluding locs of habitat, change in habitat, over-sxpiollution,

predation, competition or dissgss. A plant is rare® whien, aithough not presently threatened with edinction, the

species, wnt;svedes oc variety Is-found In such small numbers throughout fte ranga that & may bo endangered iflts.
worsens.

v

Wmmmmmﬁ&ifiﬁnm;ﬁmmdmmdmmmmy« -
may not cortaln rare or endangéred species. The most anmant version of the Cafifomta Natural Diveraly Date-
Base's Outline of Terrestial Communifies &y Calfornla may be used a3 @ guide (o the names of communites.

It approprtate to conducta botarical fiel survey b determine K of the extant that, rare plaats wi be affacisd by a
propos?dpmjoctwtm

a.  Based onan inffal blological assessment, Rapnaariﬂu_ﬂtﬁé project may damaga pofantial rare plant

b- Kare plants ave historicall baen Kentified on the project site; but adequate inforriiéfion of impact
assessment js lacking; or : TRk ot

e No Inffial blologlcal assessment has been conducted and it is unknawn whether or.not rare plants ot thelr
habitat exist on the eite. . C

-t

Enuwmmm) : ahouldboummmomofpmwmofﬂnhumuqmm@m.mg
portance): . \ .

e Bxqerdence es e botanical fieid Invesigator with experionce b field sampling design and fleld methods;

b. Taxonomic experience and e lmow'tedgn of ptant ecology; =
¢ Famillarity with the plants of the area, including rare spacies; and

d. Famifiarity with the appropriate state and fedaral statutes related to rare plants and plant collecting.

Fleid surveys should be conducted I & mannar that will locate any rare or endangered spedies that may be
present. Spacifically, rare or cndangered plant surveys should be:

a Conducted st the proper fimo of yoar when rare or endangered species ars bath “evident” and identifiabie.
Fleld surveys shoud be scheduled (1) to coincide with kneyn flowering perfods, andfor (2) dudng periods of

1



phenological dovelopment thal are necessary to identify the plant species of concern.

Flortete in aature, "Prodictve surveyw” (which predict the occurrence of rare specles based on the
occurrence of habitat or other physical features rather than actual field inspecfion) should be reserved for
ecalogical studiec, not forimpact assessimeut. Every speciss noted In the field should be identified to the
exdont necessary to detarming whether it Is rare or endangered. ;

Conducted In 8 manner that s consistent with conservation ethics. Collection of rare or suspected tare
spedles (voucher speciments) chould be made only when such actions would nhot jeopardize the confinued
existence of the population and in accordance with applicable slate and federal permit regulations.
Voucher spedmens shourd ba deposited at rooognired public herbuthy for future reference. Photography
should be used to document plant identification and habltat whenever possiblé, but espedially when the
population cannot withstand cnllaction of voucher spocimens. )

Conducted using systematc field tachniques in all habitatz of the slte to ensure a reasunably totough
cov,gfgqg,nfpotenﬁa! impact areas.

- Welf docurnented. When a rare ot endangered plant (of rare plant community) Is located, & Caffomnia
. "~’Nafive Species (or Communlty) Fleld Survay Form or equivalant waitton form should be compluted and

submitted to the Natural Diverstty Data Base.

-

Kaports of botanical feld surveys should be included i or with enviranumental assessments, negafive declarations,
EIR's and EIS's, should contaln the following information:

a.

bl

b r-.;r

*

‘species distrbution.

Projact description, hcli':cﬁm a dotalled map of the project location and study area.

A wrltten descrption of biological setting referencing the community nomanclature used und @ vegotation
map.

Detatied descriplion of su:vey methodology.
Dates of e surveys.

Resutts of swvey (including detalled maps).
An sssesioent of poténmi mpacts.

Discussion of the importance of rare plant populations with consideration of nearby populatons and total

Recommended miigation measures to raduoe or evold impacts.
List of el species identified. ‘

Coples of all California Native Species Fleld Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey Forms.
Name of field investigator(s). ’

References cied, parsons contacted, herbara visted, and disposiion of voucher specimens.
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ATTACHMENT 2

SENSITIVITY OF TOP PRIORITY RARE NATURAL
COMMUNITIES IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA®

S
81.- meghwbm“m&wmmmzm”udmmmm
82 Oocurs 1 6-20 known locations andfor 2,000-10,000 acroe of habhat remaining.
§3.- Ot in 21-100 known locadons andior 10,000-50,000 scres of habhet remeking.

The aumbé( t tha ot of the decimal pofitt efter the ranking refors to tha degree dwwwamomemude

—q

ImE 814 = yerv mregtoned
Lo ‘ S22 = thregtened
: &l - 0o current threats known -
Sensiivity Rankings (Februry 1892)
.
814  Mojave Ripasian Forest Scuthemn Dune Scub
Sanorun Cotlonwood WESW Ripartan Southemn Cossial 8lUff Scrub
Elsphant Woodmd MMmeaSa};b
Tree
Cruciivdon Thom Woodisnd ‘
m%{mﬂnd ) ’
Southemn Callocia Walnitt Forest Majzve Desert Grassiarnd ’
F’o!:!:!ol?ldcu.,st,g -
memmm&m’ Southem Sedge
Desect Mountain VWhits Fr Forest .
812  Southem Foreckmes i )
Mane Flat N
Southe Intedor Besalt F1. Vemal Pool _*’
321  Venturan Cosstel 8age Scnut Coaeumd\'dqr-'mhmum
Upland Coustal Gage S
Riersidian Denmt Enge Scrud Modoo-o.aucoanmodWlvalp.
Steppe Madoo-Great Basin Riparian Sctubs
Desart Sink Serub Majave Detert Wash Scrub :
gms«mw o gnqmo*w&qva{m
an Disge Mesa Harcipan A Engelmann codiand
8an Dlego Mesa CEFRA Vemal P, c&ﬁdmmo«wmm
Alkef Meadow lafand lronwood Forest . T
Southern Countd Baft Merah laland Chetry Forest . ’
.Cozetsl BreokishMareh | 8. Intedot Forost -
Transmontsne Akall Marsh elqcmSpmeo-cmyonO:kFomut h .
S22 ActveCosstal Dunes Whita Mountains Feltiaid '
Actve Desart Dunes
suummwo«mm
Vijove Mood e ik
Transmontene Frestwater Mareh Brigtiocone Pine Foreat a
Coutter Pine Forest . Limber Fine Forest

§. Caffornia Fefifeikd



. .
ELEMENT RANKING ’

........ DI et et e L T L SO
CLOOAL RANKING

|
The global renk (G-tank} Is a reflaction of the ovarall conditlon of an elemsat thraughout its globel range. '

SPECIES OR NATURAL COMMUNITY LEVEL

G1 = Loz than 8 iable EQs OR lezs than 1000 individuals OR lass than 2000 acres. - \
G2 « 6-20 EQs OR 1000-2000 individusie OR 2000-10,000 scres. .
a3 = 21-100 EOs OR 3000-10,000 individusis OR 10,000-50,000 acres.

C4 e

Apparenty secure: this rank s claady lower than G3 but factofs exitt to couge some concem: l.e, thare ls some %
threat, of somewhat narrow habitst, :

GE = Population or stand damonstrably securs to {neradicable dus to belng gommon(y found In the wodd.

-
SUBSPECIES LEVEL ‘
Subspacies recelve & T-rank attached to the G-t

zhe; enk. With the subspacies, the G-tank reflects ths condition of the entire
species, wharass the T-cahk Taflacts the globel situation of jusT tha

: gubspecies of vatiety, |

For example: Chorizenth¥ robusts var. hartweg |

This plant ls cankad- G2TI. The G-tank cefors to the whole spscias ranga L. Chorizanthe robusta. The T-cank refers only to

the global g_opdwon of var. hattwegh. . . ) ' o
STATE RANKING ' |

The state rank is sssignad much the same wey es the globe! rank, except stata ranks In Californis often slgo contsin e threat
{esignation sttached to the G-rank. ) L \

31 = Less than 6 EOs Ot lg3s than 1000 Individuals OR less than 2000 sctes -

. S1.1 o very thraatsned : e |
G1.2 = threstened - o . Ll -
$1.3 = no cumrent thrests known - oL
12 @ 6-20 ECe OR 1000-3000 Indivduats OK 2000-10,000 acres R

. §2.1 = verytwssterwd . . \

62.2 o threatansd . A , N
£2.3 = no curent thrests known s "
000-10,000 Individuats OR 10,000-60,000 actes . PR AN |
$3.1 = vary thrastened  ° : _ . l
83.2 = threatansd - e Rt :
§3.3 = no curent thrests known

3= 21-100ECsar3

4 - Appersnty secure within Califoeriis this rark Is clasdy lower then 53 bat {actors exist to csuse some concem; Le. \
thare is soma thraat, o somawhat nerrow hebitat, NO THREAT RANK. - 5
5 + Demonstrably securato ineradicabia In Cafifornia. NO THREAT RANK. e \i
nax @y . e :.“ |
Other considarations used whan tanking-a 3. Othar eymbols , T . ‘
species of natural community Include the pattern ) : o -
of distdbution of the elament on the lsndscaps, GH All sitas are historical; the clomaent has not been t
tragmentation of the papulation/stands, ard wosn for at least 20 years but suitable habitat A
historice! extent ss compaered ta fts modem ot exicts (SH = All Californla sites erw |
range. Itis important to take a bird“s ey of ’ ’ historical). A
aerial iew when ranking sensitive elemants GX Afl ¢itea are axtirpeted; this cleament {s extinet in !
cathar than simply counting EOs. © - . - the wild (§X = ARl Califarnis sites are -
extirpated].
Uncertainty sbout the rank of an element ks expressed GXC'  Extinet in the wild; exists In cuitivatian,
in two major ways: G1Q  The slament is very rere, Lut there isa
: taxonomic question assaclated with It
By expressing the renk es a range of values:
* ex. 5253 means the rank Is samewhere <
betwean $2 srd S3. :

By adding o ? to the rank:
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NOOB rara communlies R-5 Feb, 1962

Page 1
Top Prictty Rare Natural Communties
From Raglon Five

Code Nutaber Locaton Few Records Namg

81.1 Rank ‘

21330 .Y cn Southem Dune Scrub

31200 |, - Ch . Southem Coastel Scrub

32400 Ch Maritima Succutent Scrub
v Cis Riversidean Aluvie! Fan Sage Scrub
© 37030 Cls Y Southam Martime Chaparral

42110 Cis Valey Needlograss Grasatand

43000 Des Y Creat Beasin Orayviund

43777 Des Y Mofave Degert Grassland

47000 .Cha Pebble Plaine

S1177 Ch Y Southern Sedge Bog

52310 C Clsmontans Alkal

61700 " Des Mojave Forest

61810 g: f{omnCo&nmodWﬁowauhn

61820 esqus Bosque

75100 Des - Y Elephant Tree Woodand

76200 . Dea s Cruaifbdon Thom Weodand

75300 ' Des Y Althem Woodland

75400 Des a =¥ Atronan Woodiand

81600 = wpree Southem Caffomia Wakhut Forest

81820 Ce - ... Y. Maintand Cherry Forest

8322 Cs . .., .Y Souttrem Blshop Pine Forest

83140 Ca .. . Tarrey Pine Foreat

85330 Des Y Devact Mountain White Fit Futest

$1.2Rank ;

21230 Cs . Southem Foredunes - -

35410 Des Mono Putnics Flat

44310 Cls Southem Intexfor Basatt Fl Vemal Hool

§2.1 Rank

32200 Cis Y Venturan Coasi Swge Scrub

32500 Ch Olegan Coastal Sage Scrub

82710 Cix Y Riversidian Upland Coastel Sage Scr,

32730 Cl Y Riversidian Degert Gage Scrub

15300 Dot Y Sagebrush Gteppe

35120 Deq Y Desert SInk Scrub

L rgVr Cla Y Mafic Southern Mixed Chaparral

44321 Cle San Diego Mess Hardpan Vemal p.

44322 Ci San Diego Mesa Claypan Vermnal P,

43310 Des Alali Meadow

62120 Cis Southem Coestal Salt Marsh

§2320 Clo Cumsist Brackish Marsh

52410 Des Transmontane Afkefi Marsh

Coded as ether cis (for cismontane) ar des (for degent)



NDDB rare communiies R-6 Feb. 1992
page 2

.t

Coda Number Locxson Few Recoés Nama

52410 Ce Coastal and Valay Freshwater Mash

61320 Cs 8. Aoy Willow Ripartan Focest

83320 Ca Southem Willow Barub

61610 Des Modoo-G Bes Cottonwood Willow Rip.
63800 v jez e - DeS Y Modoo-Great Basin Riparan Serub

3700 . i T Des Y Mo}ave Desert Wash Serub

M0 .- Ccis Y Ozk Wood

74184 .- Ch Y Open Engelmann Oak Wood

_ 71182 Cs Y Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland

71160 Cle - Y Jaland Oxk Woodiand

71210 Chk . Calfornia Watnut Waoodand

81700 Ch - Y tstand ronwood Foroet

1410 C,. laiand Cherry Forest

§3220 Chs S. Irtatior Cyprass Forest

84150 Lo Y Bigcons Spauce-Cenyon Oak Forest

£2 2 Rank N R

21100 Cs . 4 Active Coattal Dunde 5
2100 Des: Cul Active Deset Dunes

22200 Des--- - Stah snd Part Stab. Desert Dunca N
22300 Des - Y Stab. end Part Stab, Desart Sandfield :
3220 Des . Y Vcjave Uibed Steppe .
62420 Des - X Transmontana Freshwater Marsh -
84140 Cis - - Y Coulter Fins Forest . .
81130 - Cls 5 ¥ 8, Cullomis Felfield 3o
84140 Des Y Whits Mourntaina Felfield .
S23Raenk _ - T
88400 Des Brigtacons Plne Forest '
86700 Des Y Limber Pina Forest a

2551






	Text1: To be provided when received by applicant.


