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Tracking 
No. 

Description of Appeal Issue/Comment Response 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.1 The comment states that a tribal 
cultural resource mitigation measure 
“was the only mitigation measure 
imposed on the project despite 
multiple adverse environmental 
impacts that stem from the project.” 

The comment is factually inaccurate. The project includes multiple measures, imposed as conditions of approval, to ensure that the project’s 
effects on the environment are minimal. For example, the project is required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) requirements for dust control, and there are proposed biological survey and other requirements. 
 
As to tribal cultural resources, the project is located on a heavily disturbed site that has accommodated an array of uses over time. Thus, the 
likelihood of encountering materials suspected to be archaeological, cultural, or paleontological significance are low.  Nevertheless, 
Conditions of Approval #17 and 21 have been put into place to further minimize any potential effect.   
 
Condition of Approval #17 requires:  Prior to issuance of any grading permit, An archaeological testing and evaluation program shall be 
completed as recommended by CRM TECH within the Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report provided in the Initial Study. This 
testing shall be conducted in cooperation with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI). Should this testing result in a need for 
further testing, reburial, or monitoring treatment plans, SMBMI shall continue consultation. Consultation concludes when both parties agree 
to avoid or mitigate a significant effect on a potential or found tribal resource. 
 
Condition of Approval #21 requires:  In the event of an unforeseen encounter of subsurface materials suspected to be of archaeological, 
cultural, or paleontological significance, all grading or excavation shall cease in the immediate area, and the find left untouched until a 
qualified professional archaeologist or paleontologist, whichever is appropriate, is contacted and called in to evaluate the find and make 
recommendations as to disposition, mitigation, and/or salvage.  The applicant shall be liable for cost associated with the professional 
investigation. 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.2 The comment states that it is “unclear 
whether any additional mitigation 
measures were imposed on the project 
to address the impacts.” And that 
“Additional significant impacts to the 
environment remain unaddressed, 
including impacts to air quality and 
noise during and after construction.” 

Please see Response 1.1 regarding whether other measures have been imposed to reduce environmental effects. 
 
The Initial Study considered both air quality and noise impacts during and after construction. There is no evidence in the record or provided 
by appellant to indicate that the project’s air or noise impacts would be significant. 
 
To the contrary, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.01.090(F) – General performance standards, states: “No emission shall be permitted which 
exceeds the requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District.” Since the project is required to comply with all SCAQMD 
standards, there would not be any significant air quality effects. For example, the project must comply with SCAQMD dust control 
requirements to reduce potential air quality effects. 
 
Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses occupied by members of the population that are sensitive to the effects of air 
pollutants. Examples would include but are not limited to schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. The CARB has identified the following 
groups as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and 
chronic respiratory diseases. The nearest sensitive receptor to the site would be private residences across CA-18, west of the property.  The 
project would not increase traffic volumes at any intersection to more than 100,000 vehicles per day. The nearest sensitive receptors might 
be neighboring residences, however, the distance between the proposed project and these homes is approximately 130 feet (across CA-18) 



 

and would be screened and buffered by new trees.  Airborne entrainment of asbestos is another potential air quality issue associated with 
construction-related activities. However, according to the California Department of Conservation (DOC) the project area is not located within 
an area likely to contain naturally occurring asbestos. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.  
 
Further, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.01.090(D) – General performance standards, states: “No operation or activity shall be permitted to emit 
odorous gases or other odorous matter in such quantities as to be dangerous, injurious, noxious, or otherwise objectionable which is 
detectable with or without the aid of instruments at or beyond the property line.” Thus, the project’s odor effects would be less than 
significant. 
 
Regarding noise, Municipal Code, Chapter 17.01.090(J) – General performance standards, states:  
“The following restrictions shall apply to noise: 
1.Noise generated from construction, maintenance, or demolition activities which is unusually loud, excessive, raucous or disturbing at or 
beyond the property line of the site on which the activity is occurring shall not be permitted between the hours of seven p.m. and seven 
a.m., or on Sundays or national holidays, except as approved by the chief building official based on a determination that the work to be 
performed will not have an adverse effect on public health, safety and welfare, or that the work is necessary to correct a potentially harmful 
or adverse situation. 
2.Between the hours of seven p.m. and seven a.m. of the following day, no person shall operate 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. This section 
shall not be interpreted to prohibit snow making or snow grooming activities within approved winter resort project areas, or snow removal 
operations, including any audible safety alarms that are required by law for these operations. 
3.No peddler or mobile vendor or any person in their behalf shall shout, cry out, or use any device or instrument to make sounds for the 
purpose of advertising. 
4.No person owning or having the charge, care, custody, or control of any dog, or other animal, shall allow or permit the same to habitually 
howl, bark, yelp, or make other noises, in such a manner as to create a noise disturbance. 
5.No person shall operate or permit the operation or playing of any device which reproduces, produces, or amplifies sound in such a manner 
as to be unusually loud, excessive, raucous or disturbing from residentially used or designated properties or commercial lodging facilities 
between the hours of ten p.m. and seven a.m., except as otherwise authorized through issuance of a special event permit, pursuant to 
Section 17.03.300. 
6.No person shall operate or permit the operation or playing of any device which reproduces, produces, or amplifies sound in such a manner 
as to be loud, excessive, raucous or disturbing from fifty (50) feet, if such device is operated on or over any public right-of-way, except as 
otherwise authorized through issuance of a special event permit, pursuant to Section 17.03.300.” 
 
The project is required to comply with all Municipal Code provisions, including those noted above. Thus, air quality and noise impacts would 
be less than significant. 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.3 The comment states that the lack of 
information about the project on the 
City’s website resulted in the public 
being unable to tell whether an Initial 
Study and Mitigated Negative 
Declaration “was actually conducted 
on the Property, or the Project, and 
what parameters of the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration are, including 
what mitigation measures were 
imposed on the Project.” 

Full and legally sufficient notification was made to give the neighborhood and general public an opportunity to comment on the Initial Study 
and Mitigated Negative Declaration. A Notice of Intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and posted online at the 
State Clearinghouse Office of Planning and Research (OPR) website at ceqanet.opr.ca.govfor a 30-day review period beginning on March 10, 
2021, and concluding on April 9, 2021. No correspondence was received due to this posting. In addition, notice was mailed to 38 property 
owners within a 300-foot radius and posted in two public places a minimum of 10 days prior to the planning commission hearing date. The 
notice was also placed on the City’s website, www.citybigbearlake.com. The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was readily 
available for public review at City Hall during the public review period.  
 
In short, an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the project, and all required notices were provided for the 
public to comment and review it. 
 



 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.4 The comment states that locating a 
new grocery store next to an existing 
one “is a terrible misuse of land 
resources.”  

This comment does not raise any concerns or issues with the project’s CEQA analysis; rather, it is a comment on the merits of the project. 
 
Even so, it should be made clear that the project site has the appropriate C-2 zoning designations for new commercial development. The 
project is consistent with several General Plan goals, policies, and objectives including the Land Use Element (L1.3, L2.2, & L4.2), the 
Circulation Element (C1.5.1 & C3), the Environmental Resources Element (ER1.1.4, ER2.1.2, ER 3.1.1, & ER4.1), and the Community Design 
Element (CD1.1 & CD1.4) among other sections and policies. The proposed use and design of the project are consistent with the purpose, 
intent and standards of the Development Code and other applicable ordinances and codes adopted by the City of Big Bear Lake. The C-2 
Commercial General zone allows for the new construction of a single tenant commercial building and the operation of a grocery store. 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.5 The comment states that traffic 
congestion is getting worse in the City; 
asks what benefit the project will have; 
and asks “what is the compromise to 
sensitive receptors that will be injured 
by this increased urbanization of our 
community.” 

As a result of statutory changes to CEQA in recent years, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of 
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment.” (Public Resources Code, § 
21099(b)(1).) Thus, worsening traffic congestion is no longer a consideration under CEQA. Instead, CEQA now focuses on vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT). 
 
As to what benefits the project will have for the City, that is also not a CEQA issue. It is for the decisionmakers to determine. 
 
Finally, as to the “compromise” to sensitive receptors, it is unclear what is meant by the comment. As discussed above and in the IS/MND, 
the project will not have any significant effects on the environment or sensitive receptors. See also Response 1.2. 
 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.6 The comment states that the lack of air 
quality mitigation measures is wholly 
insufficient and that idling vehicles 
must be taken into account. 

See Response 1.2. The project’s potential effects on air quality were analyzed in the IS/MND, and conditions have been imposed to ensure 
compliance with SCAQMD emissions standards. Further, it should be noted that the nearest residential building to the east appears to be 
more than 350 feet away.   
 
There is no indication that the project will result a substantial increase in idling vehicles on the site. The project as designed provides two 
driveways to access Big Bear Blvd which reduces potential vehicle idling at Big Bear Blvd intersections. Further, the site has been used in the 
recent past for various activities that involve vehicle traffic, so the change, to the extent there is any, would not be substantial. 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.7 The comment states that the project 
will cause “significant odors, fumes and 
particulate matter to waft to the 
adjacent neighborhood, impacting 
sensitive receptors,” and that the 
“cumulative air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors will be great and 
must be properly analyzed.”  
 

See Response 1.2. The project’s potential effects on air quality were analyzed in the IS/MND, and conditions have been imposed to ensure 
compliance with SCAQMD emissions standards. There is no evidence that the project’s air quality impacts will be significant. 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.8 The comment states that greenhouse 
gas emissions “caused by increased 
traffic will have a significant impact on 
the air quality.”  

The project’s potential effects on greenhouse gas emissions were analyzed in the IS/MND. There is no evidence that the project’s impacts will 
be significant. 
 
The City of Big Bear Lake has an adopted Greenhouse Gas Reduction Compliance Action Plan that was prepared by the San Bernardino 
Association of Governments in September 2015. With this plan, new development projects in the city can tier off the regional planning 
document EIR because GHG analysis at the General Plan level was considered. With that, a project level analysis is not required. From a 
planning policy standpoint this commercial project complies with goals identified in the Action Plan by use of energy conserving construction 
materials, through solid waste recycling, with stormwater detention and infiltration and with water conserving landscaping. 
 
In addition, Senate Bill 32 (Pavley, 2016) requires California to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by the 
year 2030, and Executive Order B16-12 provides a target of 80 percent below 1990 emissions levels for the transportation sector by 2050. 



 

The transportation sector has three major means of reducing GHG emissions: increasing vehicle efficiency, reducing fuel carbon content, and 
reducing the amount of vehicle travel. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has provided a path forward for achieving these emissions 
reductions from the transportation sector by reducing VMT growth. To achieve the State’s long-term climate goals, California needs to 
reduce per capita VMT. A primary way to reduce VMT is infill and locally-serving development, such as the project. 
 

Big Bear Lake Together 1 1.9 The comment states that the project 
will generate substantial increases in 
noise and that there will be cumulative 
impacts on traffic, air quality, and 
noise. 
 

See Response 1.2 above regarding the project’s air quality and noise impacts. See Response 1.5 above regarding the project’s traffic impacts. 
 
There is no evidence that the project will have significant noise, air, or traffic impacts.   

     

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.1 The comment expresses concern that 
the planning commissioners had only 
four days to review the project 
information.  
 

The planning commissioners received the project information within standard and legal timeframes. To the extent commissioners desire 
more time to review an item, they are allowed to continue a matter. That did not occur here.   

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.2.1 The comment states that the traffic 
impact analysis is flawed because it did 
use correct data.  

See Response  1.5.  
 
Guidance provided in the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) document Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 2018) notes that by adding retail opportunities into 
the urban fabric and thereby improving retail destination proximity, local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT.  
With this project considered as a local shopping center, most of the car trips are already on the street system and people will choose to go to 
the Grocery Outlet on their way home from school or work or other shopping trips.  Most people shopping at the Grocery Outlet are living in 
Big Bear or adjacent communities on the hill.  There are unlikely to be long distance trips to and from this center.  The Technical advisory 
suggest that the VMT impacts of locally serving retail development of 50,000 sf or less can be presumed to be less than significant.  As a 
result, the information contained in the traffic analysis supporting the IS/MND is for informational purposes only, and comments regarding 
that analysis are not an issue under CEQA.     
 
Nevertheless, the IS/MND was supported by a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) addressing the project’s effects on the operation of intersections 
in the area and assessing the adequacy of site access.  That analysis addressed project specific effects and the effects of other approved 
projects in Big Bear Lake as well as long term cumulative traffic conditions.  The TIA was prepared according to City requirements and 
Caltrans analysis guidelines and was reviewed and accepted by both agencies.  As noted in the City of Big Bear Lake General Plan Circulation 
Element, peak winter traffic conditions are typically worse than those occurring on average days.   However, the Circulation Element also 
speaks to the City’s goals for winter traffic operations versus regular average conditions  (PC-12). 
 

The Traffic Impacts Analysis conducted for the General Plan studied peak hour traffic conditions, which were identified as winter Sunday 
afternoons.  Based on typical snow conditions during ski season, it may be assumed that between November and March there may be 20 to 25 
weekend days during which traffic conditions will be most congested and when level of service will be lowest.  During the rest of the year, roads 
are less congested and when level of service will generally be better.  The community must decide whether the City should plan for and build 
streets that are wide enough to handle peak traffic conditions without delays, or whether road widths that handle normal traffic conditions 
acceptably during non-peak times are adequate.  Based on discussions and workshops held during the General Plan preparation, the community 
has expressed a desire to maintain the natural environment and forego widening streets to four-lanes roadways wherever possible.  Therefore, 
it has been determined that the City will not attempt to build a roadway system to meet peak traffic demands of winter ski weekends, but 
instead that a service level of E at peak hours on peak weekends will be acceptable. During weekdays and during the off-season, a level of 
service D will be acceptable on roadways within the City.  These service level goals have been incorporated into the policies of this element.  
 



 

The comment notes the data of traffic data collection (Tuesday July 14, 2020).  Under standard practice and Caltrans’ guidelines traffic counts 
are conducted on one day during typical morning and evening peak traffic hours. The City of Big Bear Lake General Plan Circulation Element 
notes that the City plans its circulation system to accommodate average conditions rather than the conditions occurring on 25 peak days on 
winter ski weekend. The comment also seems to question whether analysis of the project’s impacts on streets are included in the regional 
Congestion Management Program (CMP).  The project trip generation falls below that level, and an analysis of CMP facilities was not 
required. No additional analysis is needed. 
 
The comment also suggests that trip generation rates in the TIA are not applicable.  The TIA trip generation estimate is based on rates 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) that are recognized and accepted by Caltrans. There is no evidence offered to 
suggest that these rates are not applicable to Big Bear Lake.   
 

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.2.2 The comment questions the methods 
used to create the baseline traffic 
volumes employed for the analysis. 

See Response 2.2.1. 
 
Recognizing that COVID-19 had rendered year 202 traffic conditions as “abnormal” Caltrans has directed on a statewide basis that available 
traffic volume data collected prior to March 2020 be employed for traffic studies.  The TIA notes our attempts to assemble available traffic 
count data and the limitations of available data.   As noted in the TIA, since applicable count data was not available, a method commonly 
used by traffic engineers was employed to collect new data and to adjust that data to approximate year 2019 conditions using cellphone-
based GIS data from Streetlight Corporation.  New intersection turning movement traffic counts were made using video cameras at each 
study intersection. The relationships between July 2020 and average 2020 Streetlight data and between average 2019 and average 2020 data 
were identified and applied to the July 2020 traffic counts to approximate Pre-COVID year 2019 volumes.   No evidence has bene offered that 
the estimated / adjusted volumes are incorrect, and no additional analysis is required. 
 

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.2.3 The comment questions the traffic 
signal warrants. The comment also 
asks whether nearby residents have 
been notified. 

See Response 2.2.1. 
 
The comment deals with the issue of traffic signal warrants and cites text from the TIA addressing the current traffic volumes at the Big Bear 
Blvd /Sandalwood Drive / Stater Brothers driveway as evidence of the project’s trip distribution and potential impacts on Starvation Flat Road 
and Fox Farm Road.   The TIA notes that most the traffic existing at this driveway turns right, however, because this driveway is at the far 
north end of the center, and the Stater Brothers Center also has access via a signalized intersection at the south end of the site, left turns 
would occur elsewhere.  The amount of right turning traffic at this location is not an indication of the project’s probable travel patterns.   
 
As to notice of the project to nearby residents, please see Response 1.3. 
 

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.2.4 The comment states that the 
assumptions for short term future 
conditions is flawed.  

See Response 2.2.1. 
 
No evidence has been offered to suggest that the short term growth rates are invalid.  The Year 2021 short term analysis is correct, and no 
additional analysis is required. 
 

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.3.1 The comment states that displacement 
of the onsite residents is a significant 
impact. 
 

The loss of housing for two onsite residents is not considered a “substantial” number, such that it would necessitate construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere (as asked in the IS/MND question, consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines). Thus, the impact is not 
considered a significant impact on the environment. 
 
The commercial project is allowed by right development. There is a legal but nonconforming residence at the site with two renters who have 
been given ample notice of the intent of property use change. Approval of the project restores a conforming status to this property. 
 

Sugarloaf Resident 2 2.3.2 The comment states that the new jobs 
created by the project would result in a 

While workforce housing and affordable housing are important considerations for the RHNA in all communities, data from the  housing 
element (currently is currently in its update cycle) reveals that Big Bear Lake is not experiencing the housing demand seen in the larger region 
(SCAG August 2020). In fact, the population trend in Big Bear Lake from 2000 to 2020. Has annual growth rate of -0.2%. Big Bear Lake's 



 

significant impact on  workforce / low 
income housing. 

housing stock consists of 2,211 total units, 1,259 of which are owner-occupied and 952 of which are renter-occupied. The share of renters in 
Big Bear Lake is lower than in the SCAG region overall. 

There is no evidence that the jobs created by the project would cause a significant impact on the environment by inducing substantial 
unplanned population growth.  

 


