19 1Augnst 2007

Bradford: W, Barger

PO Box 142
Pioneertown, CA 92268
760-228-0738

TBWH of Yucea Vallay

Community Development Department -
58928 Business Center Drive
Yucca_VﬂlIey,_ CA 02284

To Whom it may concera:

Please consider this letter as my comments and suggestions regarding the Draft
iEnvxmnment&i Impact Report (EIR) mandated by the Celifornia Emrlraumental Quality
Act (CEQA) for the Yucca Vallay Retail Specific Plan intended For the proposed Suger
Walmart store and other businesses in Yucen Valley,

— NN-1

My letter dated 15 August 2004 contained comments forthe scopmg praeess of the
proposed preject ‘The main points of my letter ware:

Protected native plaats that aren’t adopted shonld be; transplanted to & suitable.
permanent restoration site of comparable size within the town of Yuces Valley.

Major impacts thut T feel should be addressed and mitigated ta produce a level
of 2zero impact or to offset the impact to-a net. zmpmvement include:

1} Water runoff from the site-will be significant.
- &) The water will.aot percolate into the ground over the original area of
the site. L NN.2
b) Thﬂ water runoff from the site will be- contaminated, especml!}r from.
automobile wastes such as oil, grease, and. exhaust soot,

1 believe retention ponds for the water runoff should be required and that
this water be purified before being released info the environmerit and
into our aquxfer Groundw:ater qunhty must be maintained. ]

2) Light poliution: will be significant. It has been shown that light pollution
-affects insects. mnd ‘vertebrates such as birds. Tha Tight pallutmn will also — NN-3
negatively impact the steps.the town has taken to assure dark night skies.

3) Afr pnl!utlcm will itnpaet local plart communities as well as humian
communities: Significant effort shiould be made to assurethat.a minimum
number. of automehbile trips.are made to the site. including a: convenient —NN-4
masss transportation center. Impact ; to the flow of highway:62 should he
minimized,
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4) Trash from-the site whien:it is'in-operation will encourage raven
populdtions, '

Ravens have been shown to pradate young desert tortoises and
cansidering that the desert tortoise is a federally listed species; this
impact should be mitigated to zero or below zerd significance. This
should include adequate periodic cleanup and fencing.

—NN-5

5) The site is pert of an existing animal movement corridor cnnnectmg
the Joshua Tree Nationdl Park to the ares north of hlghWay 62. This
corridor is eritical to maintaining vizble populations of desert fauna.
Mitigation should include a north-south’corridor; probebly a.200 or

300 Toot-wide strip of undisturbed Taid on the east side of the site —NN-6
with: suitable barriers to ensure animals are not. endangorad by
entering the parking area of the site.

Coardmatmn ‘with subsequent'projects in the vicinity of the'site
should be.addressed;.

After reviewing the Draft EIR, I beligve the docamant is inadequate regarding L NN-7
my er;gmal comments. Iwill cutline-these deficiencies below: -
I couid hot. ﬁnd suitable pTGVISIDn' m"the document to save proiected hative L NN-8
plants that are not adopted. —

Section 4.8 in the Draft EIR. addresses: Hydrolng}r arid Water. Quahty Howavar,_,
water runoff and pollution carried by this: runciiis: msufﬁmently mitigated by the plan
‘outlined in the document. First of all, the current pre-proj ject site would alisorb the
water-of moderafe rain events. Greater amounts of rain would runoff in.a distributed
‘manner, However, site-afier build-oiit would be impermeableand result in & —NN-8
cnncentmted outﬂow iucatmn famhtate.d by ﬂow controf including. B de.tentmn pond;
madaqunte and will Iikeiy ¢ause excessive srosion i -the wash. Permeable pavmg could
‘be employeds but this would ot address pollution issnes. —

The most troubling issue regarding tunoff is the pollutiod that the runoff will
carry. Tha document:only shows a detention pond as the method of miti gatmg runcff
pollution. Treatmert.Control Best Managemeant Practices (BMZP’S) are listed For various
poliutants, bt detention. ponds are rated with U (unknown) remaval efficiency for
pathogens, pestlcades orgenic sompaunds; and M (medium) for metils; nutrients,
oxygen demanding substanves, and oil dnd grease. Table 4.8.A shows that all of these —NN-10
po]lutants are P (putentzal} and many are E- (expacted) «t the site. From this information
it'ig.cledr that & detention’ pond will allow substantial pollution o enter the
environment, Considering that the final resting: plac.e af this water is the aguifer, the
town’s drinking wafer supply, & detention pond is madequata ‘The only listed solution
that- mlght offar a golition is filiration, _

Another issue is the use of table 4.8.B. This shows unpaat on water bodies; not
an: aquifar, Appropriate information relatad to:how thase poliutints affect aqu:fers —NN-11
should be used. -

 ‘Regarding Hpht pollution, even with approved light fixtures the added lights will
reflect off the pavement and cause ‘dégradation of the night sky. This is contrary to the: —NN-12
goals of the town to preserve night skies. _
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The Draft EIR states thatair pollution in the region cannot be reduced to a level
raqmrmg 100 mmgatton during both: construction; AND operation. of the- project, ‘The
document estimates that 10,590 daily: vehicle: trips will be. generated by the project; and:
although I commend the attempt to mitigate this figure with storage facilities for 12 —NN-13
bicyeles, I don’t believe that the: additional mitigation of emplayee carpool incentives
and & travel information cenier-can offset the huge’ contribution these trips will have to
destroying the town’s aif and fillmg cur roads-with teaffic. —

Considering traffic, just in the region of the project, T fesl itis very-disruptive to
flow an hzghway 62 to-have a traffic signal Jjustfor the. prujact, evenifit is shared with.
thie Home Depot store. Traffic shotld be routed to.Avalon Rd. and the Avalon/62: —NN-~14
intersection if vehicles wish to go west on Highway 62, and only right turns should be.
allowed but of any driveway that.conniects to highway 62..

Ragardmg Ravens and trash, it is laudable that sagns saymg that.it is illegal'to
Titter will be put in' place, but the fact is, the project is in:a region. where it-is often-very
windy: T'would like t6 see some form of fencmg to- collect blow-trash, ss well 5 some —NN-15
permanent’ trash claan~up plad forthe adjacent properties. One riced only yisit other
large parking rreas in the town to.see-the problem this trosh presents; The survival of
the desert tortoise should not be compromised.

Bection 4.4 of the Draft BIR is focused on biological resources. Ii‘states that the
site’is of reduced habitat quahty, and that betng surrounded-on its- north, east and west
side by roads‘and development, is nota wildlife curndor Botl these statements are in
conflict with the dociument. A focused survey was done in February 2005 and updated
in Muy of 2006 (while:Tooking for tortoise). ‘Although the Loggerheaded Shrike.is listed
os having a low probability to occur, the quality:of the site was high. enongh for it 1o bé
ohserved on the site. Regardmg wildlife corridars, roads are seldom an impadimant to
wildlife movement, Wildlife are known to cross-highway 62 in Morongo Valley as part
of a-corridor lmlung the Little San Bernardino, Mountaing- with the Big Maorongo
Preserys and Joshua Tree National Park, As'seen in figure 4.8.2 the project-wonld block
4 elear wildlife corridor funining from the sonth-easttothe north-west where no . NN-17
davalnpmeut exists. The project will sencms!y fragment this corridor. At the very
minimuth, some thuught should be put'into mfuntammgtlus corridor by altering the
parkmﬂ' area of the project substantlally on-its west side. ]

—NN-16

In generai I believe thie Draft EIR poits out the’ serums ‘tmpact that this project:
will have an Yucca Valley and the surroundmg communities. The impact is not only to
our pregious wildlife, landscape, water, air, aid traffic; but to the grounding principle
that Yucea Valley maintain its rural: character. Unless serions changes are madeto
mitigate these impacts, including thosé outlined above, this praject should be halted. —NN-18

I apprsmata yoir goncern in this matter-and look forward to reviewing the Final
EIR. Please keep me informed about thls _project: and‘send 2’ copy of the Final EIR to-me
by mail using the &ddress Tisted abova

Sincerely;.

Bradford W, erger
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LA ASEOCIATES, ING. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARQCH 2008 YUQCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER NN

Bradford Berger

Response to Comment Letter NN-1: Please refer to Response to Comment A-51. Analysis of
protected native plants was identified and discussed in Section 4.4 (Biological Resources) of the
DEIR. As indicated in the DEIR, “... Compliance with the requirements of the Town’s Native Plant
Protection and Management Ordinance and any other applicable local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources would ensure potential impacts associated with this issue would
remain less than significant” (DEIR 4.4-11). As indicated in Section 89.0133 (Retention of Joshua
Trees and Yuecas) of Ordinance 140 (Plant Protection and Management) of the Town of Yucca
Valley, Joshua trees and yuccas “... may be transplanted to another location on the same property or
may be made available for adoption through the Town’s Joshua Tree Preservation and Adoption
Program.” Therefore, all suitable protected plants on the project site would either be replanted within
the project site or would be made available for adoption through the Town’s Preservation and
Adoption Program.

Response to Comment Letter NN-2: Please refer to Response to Comment A-54. Analysis of
stormwater runoff and water quality have been identified and discussed in Section 4.8 (Hydrology
and Water Quality).

Response to Comment Letter NN-3:  The DEIR states, “... in spite of reduction of lighting
impacts provided in the Yucca Valley Retail Specific Plan, development of the project site would
introduce into the area a new source of nighttime light and ... could create a potentially significant
impact from spillover light toward the adjacent properties to the east and south” (DEIR p. 4.1-19).
However, the DEIR provides mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.1.1A through 4.1.1C) in
addition to requirements contained in the Town’s applicable ordinances. Implementation of these
identified mitigation measures would ensure that there would be no spillover light from on-site

lighting.

Response to Comment Letter NN-4: The Commentor asserts that air pollution would impact local
plant communities as well as human communities; however, this claim is not substantiated through
facts or reasonable assumptions predicated on facts. The Commentor states that significant effort
should be made to ensure that a minimum number of automobile trips is made to the project site. To
the extent feasible, the DEIR has identified that the proposed project would implement Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) measures that aim to reduce vehicle trips to the proposed project.
Although such measures would be implemented, it is not possible to quantify the reduction in the
amount of emissions that may occur. The Commentor also indicates that the impact to the flow of
State Route 62 should be minimized. This comment has been addressed in Response to Comment

NN-14.

Response to Comment Letter NN-5:  Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment A-40,
which contains an appropriate response to this comment.

Response to Comment Letter NN-6:  As stated in the DEIR (p 4.4-2), the project lies in the
immediate vicinity of developed areas. Furthermore, State Route 62, the heavily traveled primary
arterial through the Town, forms the northern boundary of the project site. As stated in the DEIR, the
proximity of the site to developed uses, its degraded nature, absence of high-quality habitat, and the
presence of State Route 62 have aiready effectively created a barrier to wildlife movement; therefore,
the development of the project site would not significantly impede wildlife movement in the project
area.
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LSA ABROCIATES, INC, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAOCT REPORT
MARGH 21008 YUCCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIDC PLAN
RESPONSES TO QOMMENTS

Response to Comment Letter NN-7: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment Letter NN-8: Please refer to Response to Comment NN-1.
Response to Comment Letter NN-9:  Please refer to Responses to Comments A-63 and A-71.
Response to Comment Letter NN-10: Please refer to Responses to Comments A-63 and A-65.

Response to Comment Letter NN-11: Impacts related to groundwater contamination are either
related to a manufactured chemical, a microbial contamination, or a naturally occurring mineral or
metallic deposit in the soil. These pollutants and their effects have been included in Table 4.8.B of the
DEIR. The water quality impact of these general pollutants focuses on aquatic life as these organisms
are often more sensitive to changes in pollutant levels than other organisms. Thus, these impacts are
indicative of a worst-case scenario. Furthermore, water being pulled from an aquifer for human
consumption has to meet specific requirements of the Department of Environmental Health Services
before it can be pumped for municipal use.

Response to Comment Letter NN-12: The potential light and glare impacts of the proposed project
are analyzed in detail in Section 4.1 of the DEIR. The DEIR acknowledges the fact that the project
will introduce new light sources to the area, which could cause potentially significant impacts on
neighboring properties from light and glare. However, the DEIR also acknowledges that the proposed
project is required to comply with the Town of Yucca Valley Ordinance 90, which establishes
regulations as stated for outdoor lighting and night sky protection. The objectives of Ordinance 90 are
to substantially reduce light pollution, which can be generated from commercial lighting fixtures, and
reduce and minimize lighting practices, which cause unnecessary illumination of adjacent properties.
Ordinance 90 requires that any new construction located in a commercial land use district must fully
shield all light fixtures to preclude adverse impacts through adjacent properties as a result of light
trespass. To reduce potential light and glare impacts to a less than significant levels, the DEIR
identifies Mitigation Measures 4.1.1A through 4.1.1C, which require the project to control all in one
and spill light onto adjacent properties by fitting light fixtures with glare-shields or adjustable barn
door fixtures, as well as submit to the Town a photometric study proving that the project light sources
do not spill over onto adjacent off-site properties in compliance with Ordinance 90. With the
limitation of the identified mitigation measures, the DEIR indicates that the proposed project will
have a less than significant impact from light and glare.

Response to Comment Letter NN-13: As indicated in the DEIR, although implementation of TDM
measures (which include bicycle storage and a transportation information center) may reduce vehicle
trips associated with the proposed project, “... it is not possible to quantify the reduction in the
amount of emissions that may occur. Considering the volume of emissions estimated to be generated
by the project and current commuter habits of retail customers, it is unlikely that the implementation
of TDM measures will result in a reduction of operational project emissions to below MDAQMD
thresholds” (p. 4.3-40). The DEIR acknowledges that even with these measures, potential long-term
air quality impacts resulting from the operation of the proposed project will remain significant and
unavoidable.

Response to Comment Letter NN-14: As stated in the DEIR, SR-62 is a Caltrans controlled
roadway. The type and placement of any required traffic signal, as well as the control of traffic on
SR-62 adjacent to the project frontage, will be governed by established Caltrans standards. The
traffic mitigation features identified in the DEIR recognize and incorporate the appropriate Town and
Caltrans requirements.
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L5A ABSOQIATES, INC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT
MARCGH 2008 YUCCGA YALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIO PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTE

Response to Comment Letter NN-15: The removal of trash from within the project site would be
part of ongoing maintenance operations to maintain building standards as well as health and safety
requirements. Because the project would be required to adhere to these standards and requirements,
trash on site would not impact the desert tortoise.

Response to Comment Letter NN-16: Even though the DEIR states that the loggerhead shrike has a
low probability of occurrence, the DEIR concludes that there is suitable habitat and that “... the
loggerhead shrike was observed on-site during the Desert Tortoise Presence/Absence Survey in May
2006” (p. 4.4-5). Furthermore, the DEIR discusses impacts to the loggerhead shrike within Impact
4.4.1 (Non-listed Sensitive Species) and mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to the
loggerhead shrike to a less than significant level (p. 4.4.-13).

Response to Comment Letter NN-17: The Commentor refers to Figure 4.8.2, which is identified in
the DEIR as “FEMA Flood Zones.” Figure 4.8.2 does not identify any wildlife movement corridor.
Based on this aerial photograph, the Commentor states the southeast to northwest movement of
wildlife through the project site is possible. The nature of existing development along SR-62 in the
vicinity of the project site eliminates the potential for wildlife movement. The project site is bounded
by SR-62, Palisade Drive, and Avalon Avenue on the north, south, and west, respectively. Beyond
these roadways, residential and commercial development has occurred. To utilize the “corridor”
identified by the Commentor, wildlife would have to cross SR-62, Avalon Avenue, and Paxton
Avenue. Key considerations in determining whether an area is suitable to act as a wildlife corridor
are: will wildlife encounter the entrance to the corridor; once encountered, will wildlife enter and
follow the full length of the corridor; is the condition of the corridor adequate to satisfy the needs of
wildlife using the corridor; are there impediments to wildlife use of the corridor (e.g., domestic
animals, noise from traffic, outdoor lighting, on- and off-road use, and other human activity). As
identified in the DEIR, the quality of the project site has been reduced, “...due to a moderate level of
disturbance.” Because of the proximity of well traveled roadways, adjacent development, and human
activity, the corridor perceived by the Commentor, when measured against the considerations for a
viable corridor, does not harbor the prerequisites to be considered a viable wildlife corridor.

Response to Comment Letter NN-18: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.
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Jeannia Llnd!L[g

me. T elr@yuoca»valley og -

Sent: . _ . Wednesday; August 22, 2007455 PM
To: Jeannle Lindberg _

_Sub]ect: _‘_ L . BuperWal-MartEIR -

Hame. Ann Holley
Organization: .
7o Addresas 3021 Warran Vista
o Gty Yacea Valley T
. Stater Ga o
o Zipe: 92284
-'Phune' :
T Bemadd B
: Cummenta..;.'-

L an-hase will still. shop down the hill. 8
- mattar how well the objectiona ars cavered " suparstura duasn't fall intu tha tnwn
plan of low cuntralled growth preserving our rural ‘lifestyla.

Feos
Pleasa pass: on thia and dn snmething diffarent. We ean walt. S
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LBA ABSOQIATES, INC, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT
MARCH 2002 YUQCA VALLEY RETAIL BPEGIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER 00

Ann Holley

Response to Comment Letter 00-1: Section 4.9 (Land Use and Planning) addresses the impacts
of the proposed project conflicting with any applicable land use plans. The Yucca Valley Retail
Specific Plan is consistent with the goals and policies of the Generat Plan.
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Jeanma Lmdberg

From. . : _' : etr@yunca-valley arg
Seat: . - Wednesday, August 22, 2007 5:06 FM
To: =~ Jearmia Lindberg .

_Subjact: .. _SuperWat-MartElR

'b?a'me- A.llan ‘Perry
. ‘Organization: '

" nddress: 311 5 Delgada Ava

City: Yocea Vallay :
©States CALC :

- Zip: 92284

. Phona:- . 760- 364-3012 :
. Ermaile itaearthmaﬁyahoo cr:rm .
: Cmmuents, - S

L I tiave livad in thia tuwn :Eor nsarly 30 yea.rs._ The prapused Supe:Walmart wnuld not eutiua

“ ar. attract more growth of the working middle class as this ares has sxperienced in the . PP 1
recent past, Most of these new residents do not shop at Walmart. I remember the hundreds
of -Joshua Trees killed for the firast Walmart and- think it is preposterous to do the same
for another Walmart. Waimart. hae a pooE. repf.xtatmn aa an emplaysr. Pleasa do Hot a.grea fnx:
a Supez:ﬁ‘almart. Thank ycu, .nllen Parry o

. :_P_P-Z
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L3A ASIDQIATES, ING. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARGQH 2008 YUGQOA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER PP
Allen Perry

Response to Comment PP-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment PP-2: Please refer to Response to Comment A-51. Section 4.4 addresses
the requirements of the Town's Native Plant Protection and Management Ordinance, which requires
the issuance of a permit for removal of Joshua trees. As discussed in Section 4.4, prior to
implementation, the proposed project would be required to adhere to the Town's Plant Protection and
Management Ordinance, which includes the incorporation of Joshua trees into the landscaping.
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Jeannie Lindberg
From: L elr@yucce-valley.org :
Sent: - Wednesday, August 22, 2007 5:24 PM -

To: . Jeannle Lindberg
Subject: -~ - Super Wal-Mart EIR

Name: Backy Boyles
. Organization:

_ Bddress: 0 ¢
- @ity Yucpa Valley
.~ Statex: CA -,

CEIprne e
S Phoned o LT e
. B-mail: backy 03058verizon.nek = -

‘Comments! - T PRI

.1 haye serious concerns about the.town's dssire to. Euild a Buper Wal Mart.in Yucca Valley. .
"I o not shop ak our current WalMart - it is dirty and thay do. not carry the itemg that T
purchase I.do not beliéve that a Supar Wal Mart will beneflt our town. I will continue tao |
driva to Palm Desert to .s8hop at Target and Trader Jua's, These stores varry the items that |

T purchasa for my family. I have never purchased clothes at Wal Mart: Their clothes are .-
. 'cheaply madé and ars net fashionsble. Target's clobhes ars bettar made and moka in styley . |-

_:All of the items that I have puchased at Targst are better gquality than Wal Mart. =7 .

T feml that if our local government: was concerned with improving the perception and image -

" of our town, then they would ‘attempt to bring in better quality stores - 'like Target and - :
" Trader: Joes, which would: appsal to the upper middle ‘wlaga. The housing markat is improving
_and mors homea ara being. sold in the 350,000 + ranga. Those of ug who have the. income to:. - |

- pux chage these hemes desire batter quelity storss. We don't want another Wal Mart | We- .
will continue to shop. 'down the hill! to.get the qualdty we wanki. o
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LHA ABBOGIATES, ING. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACQT REPORT
MARCH 2002 YUQUA VALLEY RETAIL SPEQIFIC PLAN
RESPONHBESE TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER QQ

Becky Boyles
Response to Comment Letter QQ-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.
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:.Jeannie Lindberg_

From: . o elr@yuccauvaﬂeyn - :
Sents. - - .- Wednesday, August 22, 20{17 10; 19 PM
Tot: B S Jeannle Lindberg

: Suh]act: . Super Wa!—Mart EIR

Name. Willie Ramerize

.Drganizatiun.

. Address:

Cifyy Yucca vallay

. . Stata: CA -

Bomadl:

-;Comments._:;.i"

: planned ance: cunstructiun starta. Tha ERE .cavers: it all.
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LEA ABBOCIATES, INC.
MARCH 2008 YUCCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
S RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER RR
' Willie Ramerize

Response to Comment RR-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.
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Aupust 18, 2007

Thomas A. Best
Town of Yiicca Valley, Development Dapartmeni
58928 Business Center Drive '

“Yucca Valley; CA 92284 .

Dear Mr. Best:
Tha ”Yucca Valiey Ratall Spemﬁc Pian” m sectmn 4, states: “The ¢ oZone leVels mtbe

gtates our regmms des1gnated “nnnaﬁmnmeuf“ ndsr both state and federal ozone and
parhculate matter (10) ambient air quahty standards. Further. our. desxgmnan inchides a

“severe 17" clessification for federal oZone standards requiring us to come into
ccmphance by November 15, 2007.

Section 5, repeats that we have not attained the state and federal air fjuality standards for’
ozone and PM(10). And it states: “Project emissions would contribute to this
nonattainment statns.? The report also statesthe emissions from this proposed praj est
cammt be aveided.

Since we are rcqulrad to be'in. cnmphance with federdl ozone ambient afr quality. -
standa:ds why shonld we consideta project which woild contribute even more to poas
air quahty and to the poor health of our citizens? We should being domg everything we
can o improve the mir quality and not kriowingly coniribute i0 our nir' quality problem,

Without some methiod to end the transport of ozone ﬁ'cm outside oar gres, we tdn only. be
resporisible for our own coniribution. Is emplcymem; economic development, or growth
worth the panalty of contributions to poor air qua]ﬂy? Unless there is an overriding:
compel]mg reason, the negative impact to the air we breathe should, tegretiably, prohibit
going forward with this pm_]e.ut.

Ronald Reltenauer, Yucca Vallay

R:\YUC330\Graphies\DEIR\Response_to_CommenisiLelter_S5.cdr (10/31/07)
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L8A ASBOCIATES, ING, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARCH 1008 YUQOA YALLEY RETALIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER SS

Ronald Reitenauer

Response to Comment SS-1:  Please refer to the Responses to Comments S-1 and Y-1.
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August 20, 2007

Tom Best and Nicole Souviat Criste
Tovwn of Yucca Valley
CummumtyDevalupmant Department
‘58928 Business Centor Drive

“Yucca Valley, CA 92284

Ret  Comients on Draft EIR —Yueea Yaliuy

. - - i
The Hi-Desert Water District has reviewed the Draft
following commaenis:’

The District has undertaken to construct,
the community of Yucca Valley, whi
disposal. The continuous use of septio 5y
gmundwater aquifer (Wme:n Valley
Valley,

-A"hrxhcal‘ comparient of this Dis
stage of the effluent. Since xec}mxg ______
(DHS) for now. It'is anticipated’ ti

Distriet to continne’ proundwater e

referenced pm]et:t, He treutad to ol nf tprtinry stunclards o prcvent Further: degmdnhun of the T
aquifer, At thetime the Iegiunal facility is cunstructcd, jtis anhmpntﬂd the proposad dcvalnpment can, then,
‘connest mthnutﬁ]:: need of furﬂ:er atrpent ancumbmnnes tothe proposcd packape plant .

S —

Asst. to the Gcneral Mannger

Co:: Bunrd nf Dxreniors
~ Regional Water Quaity. Control Board

5543929 Paims Hwy

Yucca Valley, CA 92284-2503
760.365.8333 / fax: 760.365.0599
wwwhdwd.com

‘emall: inffo@hdwd.com
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LBA ASSOQIATES, INC, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REFORT
MARGH 1008 YUQCCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO QOMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER TT
Hi-Desert Water District

Response to Comment TT-1. Tertiary treatment is applied to improve the effluent quality before it is
discharged to the receiving environment. More than one tertiary treatment process may be used at any
treatment plant. Such tertiary treatment processes include filtration, lagooning, constructed wetlands,
nutrient removal (consisting of nitrogen or phosphorus removal), and disinfection (which includes use
of chlorine, iodine, or ultraviolet light.) It is anticipated that the project will install a Z-MOD S Below
Ground Packaged Plant from General Electric. Components of this particular package plant include
an ultraviolet system that would disinfect the effluent; a co-nutrient dosing system that would
increase the total amount of nitrogen removed from the effluent; and a coagulant dosing systern that
would increase phosphorous removal. With these systems in place, it is anticipated that effluent
coming from the wastewater package plant would be treated to tertiary standards and would have no
negative impact on the aquifer and would be compatible with connection to the future regional
wastewater facility.
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Jeannie Lindberg

/. Froms: TomBest N |
t ¢ Sentt Thursday, August 23, 200712:48 PM
To: -Jeannie Lindberg.
Subjeet: FW: Wal-Mari EIR commants:
Attachinents; EIR comments.doc

EIR";ommenlﬁ.de
(30 KB} - e e .
"% For your Wal-Mart folder.

~==—=Driginal Megsage=—=—-

From: ‘Bill Souder [mailto: yuceaview@iunoscom)
Sent: Thursdayy August 23, 2007 1D:14 AM

Tos:. Tom Best:

Subject Wal-—-l\dart EIR comments:

Toni,
My comments on the draft EIR are attached,

Bill
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August 23, 2007

Mr. Tom Best

Community Development Department
58928 Business Center Drive.

Yicca Valley CA:92284

Dear Tom,
Here are my comments on the Draft EIR for the Wal-Mart SuperCenter:

Section 4.1.1 addresses lighting requirements and mitigation measures.

They make some goad comments about meeting the requirements of ![ghtlng
ordinance 90, but due to some major flaws; in that lighting ordinance, | think:that:
some additional condjtions should be-applisd. The existing crdinance does not
address the guantitative I:ghting level. The resuit s the situation at Phelps
Ghevlelssan where: they are comphant with.the: ordinance; but the I:ghtlng
intensity is 7 to 10 times greater than the lighting level of other projects. | —UU-1
‘measured 1500 lux at Phelps where the Home Depat. photometric plot shows
typleally 200 lux. This excesslve lighting level reflects up into the night sky
causing significant sky glow. The sky glow:can be seen from niorth of Busia
Vista-and as for as into.the West entrance af .Joshua Tres National park. Also; |
think that Wal-Mart should be requested to carry mght sky fnendly light ﬁxtures ~
namely shielded light fixtures. . _|

Section 4.3:2 summarizes:the cumulafive Alr Quallty impacts and Mitigation.

it states:" Because the’ prc;ect site is.located in'a nonattainment air basin for
criteria pollutants, and in‘the absence of mitigatlon measures that would reduce
the proposed project's emission of contribution of CO; ROC,.NOx, ahd PM1010
below MDQAMD threshelds, pctential Iung~ﬁerm air quahty impacts resulting from
the operation of the proposed project will remain significant and unavoidable, - UU-2

Since mariy people have moved to Yucca Valley die to health réascns and are
dependent.upon clean airta {among other things) reduce the effects of asthma
and other respiratory problems, | fesithat the conclusion’is nun-respcnswe and
cannot be accepted. |

Section 4.15.2 addresses traffic. Cumulative Impacts. _
This section clearly states “The project contributes to these level of service
deficiencies, which are considered to be significant cumulative impacts requiring
mitigation." Even with the Town's mitigation measures, the Level of Service is .
significantly degraded at: many intersections, Wal-Mart says that theyare paying L UU-3
their "falr share” of $676K out of $5,12 million, This hardly seems like'a fair
share. The mmgatlun censists: mamly of addittonai fraffic signals. These signals
miay help the fraffic flow. at Individual ;ntersectlons. but the cumulativé effect of
addstxonal signals will make driving through the Town much mare difficult;, - v

R:AYUC330\Graphles\DEIR\Response_lo_Commenlsibetiar UL.edr {10/31/07)



1 suggest that Wal- Mart be required to provide the continuous cost of addltlnnal
busses along highway 62 to their location. _

~ Also, the numbers for additional traffic due to the SuperCenter seam to be
inconsistent. Section4.15 (page 4.15-31) adjusts the traffic count to 11,226 new L uu.s
rips per day; while appendix.B (page 17) uses 10, 590 new project vehlcle trips )
perday. 1would like to see an explanatmn of this dlscrepanc;y

—UU-4

Section 4:17 addresses Urban Decay and Appendix.O addresses Market impact.
Their arguments that additional gasoline: and gracery store facilities can be
accommodated are one sided. . As long as existing stores are able to meet
demand, it doesn't make sense that additional stations or stores will reduce
leakage or Increase revenue for the Town, B
The retail leakage will contirue to be high as long as there are not enough Ic:c:al uu-6
Jobs to keep residents warking within Yucca Valley.. With a stated 40% of the.
working population having to travel out of cur. community ta work, it is himan
nature that they will do a significant amount of their shopping near where they

Sincerely,

Bill Souder

5022 Canton St

" Yugcca Valley, CA 82284
760 360-3814

RAYUC330\Graphics\DEIR\Response_lo_CommenisiLetter_ULLedr (10/31/07)



LSA ABEOCIATES, ING, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAOT REPORT
MARCH 1008 YUQOA VALLEY RETAIL BPECIFIQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER UU

Bill Souder

Response to Comment UU-1: Please see Response to Comment NN-12. As indicated in the DEIR,
*... pole-mounted floodlights at the main entry facade shall be fitted with glare shields or adjustable
“barn doors™ to control unwanted spill light” (p. 4.1-20). In addition, the proposed project would be
required to mitigate for spillover light and direct glare through the specifications for light intensity for
outdoor lighting as well as a photometric study that would provide additional project design features
that would prevent light sources from spilling over to adjacent off-site properties.

Response to Comment UU-2: Please see Responses to Comments S-1 and Y-1. Potential air quality
impacts to the proposed project are discussed in detail in Section 4.3 of the DEIR. Table 4.3.D located
on page 4.3-18 of the DEIR indicates that the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) is currently
designated as non-attainment for PM,p and ozone. As discussed in Section 4.3, the project will result
in emissions of PM,g as well as various ozone precursors including reactive organic gases and oxides
of nitrogen during both the construction of operation phases of the project. Even after implementation
of mitigation measures identified in the DEIR, the proposed project will continue to have a significant
and unavoidable air quality impact on a regional basis. The DEIR also analyzed the potential impact
of the proposed project to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As
reflected on page 4.3-23, the proposed project will not result in a significant localized carbon
monoxide impact due to the additional vehicular trips generated by the proposed project. Moreover,
as indicated on page 4.3-32, the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to long-term
diesel exhaust health risks or chronic non-carcinogenetic health risks due to construction and
operation on the proposed project.

Response to Comment UU-3: Fee-based mitigation programs for cumulative traffic impacts based
on fair-share infrastructure coniributions by individual projects are appropriate mitigation measures
under CEQA. Furthermore, as indicated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15041, there must be a rough
proportionality between the environmental impacts of a project and the mitigation measures imposed
upon the project applicant. In determining the project’s fair share, the EIR calculated the project’s
percentage of future increase in traffic along areawide roadways. The project is thereafter responsible
for that percentage of the cost of thé improvements necessary to maintain adequate levels of service
on areawide roadways.

Response to Comment UU-4: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment UU-5: Section 4.3 (Air Quality) and Appendix B cited 10,590 new net
vehicle trips. Section 4.15 (Traffic) and Appendix M cited 11,226 new net vehicle trips. The most
recent version of the Air Quality Analysis (August 2006) mistakenly used 10,590 new net vehicle
trips when it should have utilized 11,226 new net vehicle trips. The DEIR will be revised as follows:

Based on the traffic study prepared for this project (LSA, August 2006), the proposed project would
generate 11,226 new net $8:599 vehicle trips per day. (DEIR p.4.3-39)

Although Section 4.3 cites 10,590 new net vehicle trips, the emissions tables in the Section 4.3 are
based on 11,226 new net vehicle trips as indicated in an earlier version of the Air Quality Analysis
(September 2003). However, in an abundance of caution, the operational emissions were rerun using
the 11,226 net trips with the URBEMIS2007 model. The result of this emissions run resulted in ROC
summer emissions being reduced under the MDAQMD threshold of 137 Ibs/day. All other emissions
(CO, ROC {winter emissions], NO,, SO, and PM,) would still exceed the MDAQMD thresholds.
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LEA ABSOCIATES, INC, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT
MARCH 2008 YUOCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFICQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Although PM;s was also included in the emissions calculations, this inclusion is for informational
purposes as MDAQMD currently does not have a threshold for PM,s. The DEIR will be revised as
follows:

Ballutants-{bsiday)
ROL DO 20, BM,
138 242 == =
+45 244 kel =3
4 289 ot +3
35 202 e 3
133 137 433 82
Nes/¥es® Nes/¥es | Nelle | YeslVes
Pollutants (Ibs/day)
Souree co ROC | NOx | SO, | BMy | PMy,
Stationary Sources: Summer 1 2.0 2.3 0.00 0.01 0.01
Vehicular Traffic; Summer 1.500.0 1200 210.0 L1 180.0 36.0
Subtotal Summer 1.510.0 120.0 210.0 11 180.0 36.0
Stationary Sources; Winter 1.9 15 23 0.00 0.0 0.00
Vehicular Traffic; Winter 1.500.0 140.0 250.0 0.94 180.0 360
Subtotal Winter 1,500.0 140.0 250.0 0.94 150.0 36.0
MDAQMD Threshold 548 137 137 137 8 | =
Exceeds Threshold? Yes/Yes” | NofYes’ | Yes/Yes | No/No | Yes/Yes =
i 3 il
2 Summer/winter exceedance,
: intes v 2

Since the DEIR took into account a worst-case scenario emissions generation (based on 11,226 new
net vehicle trips), the change of the net vehicle trips from 10,590 to 11,226 does not constitute new
and significant information. As evidenced by the project-related emissions guantified under the most
recent air quality modeling methodology (URBEMIS2007), emissions of CO, ROC, NO,, and SO,
would actually be less than that identified in the EIR. While emissions of PM), increased slightly over
that identified in the DEIR, like the earlier analysis the level of PM,; emissions exceeds established
MDAQMD thresholds for this pollutant. No new significant impact would result from the
remodeling of the air quality data. The determinations and conclusions stated in the DEIR’s air
quality analysis remain the same even after rerunning operational emissions. Therefore, the change in
emissions does not represent significant new information, or constitute a new significant impact
requiring recirculation of the DEIR,
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LEA ASSOCIATES, INGC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARCH ico02 YUCCA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESFONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment UU-6: Based on market data collected for the proposed project, “... the
area’s existing inventory of retail facilities is not large enough to fully serve the shopping demands of
these residents and tourists. Because of a lack of a full-scale shopping mall, residents and tourists
travel to facilities in the Coachella Valiey and elsewhere for portions of their shopping needs.
Consequently, Yucca Valley and other nearby communities experience significant leakage of
residential retail demand. Current leakage is approximately $52.7 million per year, an amount that
could support about 226,600 square feet of additional retail space in Yucca Valley” (p.4.17-1).
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W 2»1{- 2007
'Biological Resources:

Impact 4.4.1B: “Any burrawing owls identified during on-site focused surveys shall be
relocated by a qualified biologist prior to the commencement of grading activities. The
relocation of any specimen shall be conducted per applicable CDF&G and/or USFWS
procedures. Relocation of on-site burrowing owls shall nat be permitted during the
nesting season for this species.”

Comments on SuperWalMart EIR

—VV-1

The EIR is to specifically identify and outline the exact definition of “relocation.”
Relocation shall in no way constitute “shooing® or chasing away the birds. Also, both
CDFé&G and USFWS policies and procedures shall be required.

Hydrology and Water Quality

4.8: On June 7, 2001, the United States Environmental Protection Agency reached a
water pollution settlement with Wallviart that commits Wal-Mart to esteblish a $4.5
million environmental management plan, to improve the retailer’s compliance with
environmental Jaws at each of its construction sites and minimize the impact of its
building on watersheds. The setilement also compelled the company to pay a $1 million
civil penalty. The EPA reporis states that this agreement should substantially reduce the
bundreds of thousands of dollars spent by communities and states each year to ensnre the
safety of their drinking water. The setflement terms requires Wal-Mart to implement a
storm water management plan to increase compliance at each of its construction sites

- nationwide by additional site inspections, record-keeping, reporting and training,
Specifically, Wal-Mart will, among other things:

1. Produce a video on storm water control best management practices to be shown io
contractors at each construction site prior to the commencement of any excavation
or consiTaction;

2. Require its contractors to certify that all appropriate storm. water control are in
place before constroction begins;

3. Designate a storm water coordinator o be responsible for oversight of storm
water cornpliance by Wal-Mart and its general contractors for all store
constroction sites covered by the agreement;

4. Require in its copstruction contracts at each Wal-Mart-owned store construction
site that the general contractor designate its site superintendent as jts storm water
coordinator;

5. Review with the general contractor, as part of the awarding of a constmctlon
contract, a specific checklist of storm water requirements;

6. Hold an annual storm water seminsr for contractors and others involved in the
‘Wal-Mart siorm water program;

7. Inspect storm water controls weekly and correct any problems found within seven
days; v

- VV-2
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8. Report to EPA all discharges of pollutants resulting from the sbsence or failure of ~ . 4
erosion or sediment controls at its site following a rain event of 0.5 inch ar more;

9. Conduct sampling at its sites to monitor and analyze the level of pollutants in its
storm water discharge and to report this information to EPA; and

10, Have an independent andit conducted at some of its construction sites to assess,
among other things, the success of its compliance plan snd compliance with storm V-2
water regulations, (www.epa.gov)

The EIR shall also disclose WalMart’s entire agreement with the EPA, and any water
pellution litigations/settlements dating after June 7, 2001.

Noise

I construction of the Super WalMart is approved, 4.1.1A should read: Construction

activities are restricted within the Town to the hours of 7 am. to 10 p.m. Monday through
Saturday, since Impact # 4.11.1, Short Term Construction Noise Impacts and Impact # —VV-3
4.11.2, Groundbome Vibration cannot be mitigated, per the Town of Yucca Valley’s
noise ordinance. N |

Mitigation # 4.11.3A and 4.11.3B: Please describe how WalMart will guarantee and
enforce these mitigations, and exactly how WalMart will respond to remdent complaints V-4
and Tewn Code Enforcement citations. _

Population and Housing

1. The EIR reports that the two largest employers in Yucea Valley are WalMart and
the Morongo Unified School District. This is not something to be proud. Itiss
disproportion which screams poverty. Please keep in mind that the median family L \VWV-5
income in Yucea Valley is $35,000 (California Department of Finance
Demographic Research Unit). The average home cost is $315,000 (California

- Association of Reaitors).

While Wal-Mart claims that it will bring over 300 jobs, most of these will be part-
time, low-wage jobs that include little or no benefits. The average Wal-Mart
worker makes $8.23 an hour and typically works less than 24 hours a week. The
average Wal-Mart employee working 40 hours a week would eam only $17,118 a
year, but 2 more realistic annual wage for 2 Wal-Mart worker is about $10,000. In
California, this is well below the poverty level for a family of two. Most Wal-
Mart workers qualify for federal, state and loesl social services. WalMart
workers will not be able to make 2 Morongo Basin rent or house payment, and
commuters who are making house and rent payments will not surrender their jobs
to work at WalMart,

—VV-6

In February 2004, a Report by the Democratic Staff of the Committee on
Education and the Workforee, Representative George Miller of California, —VV-7
detailed WalMart’s labor practices. The report found that when a Wal-Mart v
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Supercenter comes to town, the cost to federal taxpayers is $420,750 a year, or
$2,103 per employee. The breakdown: $36,000 a year in fiee and rednced school
Iuoches; $42,000 a year for Section B housing; $125,000 & year for federal tax
credits and deductions for low-income families; $100,000 a year for Title T
expenses; $108,000 a year for federal health care costs; and §9,750 a year for low-
income energy assistance.

Wal-Mart claims that it provides health henefits to its workers. A pari-time
worker must work at Wal-Mart for a minimum of two years to be eligible for
health benefits, When eligible, most Wal-Mart workers cannot afford health
benefits that cost more than 20 percent of the averape worker®s salary, Wal-Mart
workers have no choice but to rely on publicly assisted heslih care. Even upper-
management cannot afford the health benefits Wal-Mart “provides.”

In 2005, Wal-Mart posted revennes of $256 billion; w1ﬂ1 profits of more than $9
billion. With this kind of income, the Town of Yucca Valley should compel Wal-
Mart to act in a legal, ethical, socially responsible manner and pay its workers a
living wage with health benefits, rather than the tax-paying citizens of the
Morongo Basin subsidizing their private profits.

2. If construction of the Super Walmart is approved, WalMart must be required to
use the local construction workforce. “Thousands of carpenters, drywall installers
and other people in the building trades were idled in July as the slumping real
estate market put a sledgehammer to constraction jobs in California, state figures
released Friday showed. Overall, the state lost a net B,600 jobs as nnemployment
crept up to 5.3%. Construction employment shrank by 7,800 jobs as home
developers curtailed projects amid weak derpand and emerging signs of a credit
crunch. Home construction and the jobs it created had played a key role in the
state's economic expansion. The retrenclment in construction undercut gains in
other employment sectors...The state's unemployment rate rose from 5.2% in
June to 5.3% in July. By comparison, the staie jobless rate was 4.8% in July of
last year. Much of'the bad news on the job front was related to the housing
market, which many economists believe has yet to battom out.” (Los Angeles
Times, August 18, 2007)

x .

Utilities snd Service Systerns

The wastewster treatment facility (WWTF) described in the EIR is an unproven and
unreliable method of waste management. (Missouri Water Resources Research Center,
University of Missouri — Columbia). The town’s first waste water treatment facility at
Applebees has failed and is currently polluting Yucca Valley’s ground -water (Jon Rokke,
RWQCB, Interview, June 2007) Yucca Valley has no ageney that can monitor these
systems. Therefore, the construction of a Super WalMart must be denied until the
Phase I sewer system is completed. The data used in the EIR on this sabject is not
current, and does not include the Regional Water Quality Contral Board’s recent mandate

RAYUC330\Graphise\DEIR\Response_to_CommentsiLetter_VV.cdr (10/31/07}

—VV.7

—VV-8

—VV-9

~VV-10




of the Hi-Desert Water District and the Town of Yucoca Valley to have n substential part }
of the sewer system completed in two years, not 20. VV-10

If the construction of Super WalMart is approved, all permits must be in place before
consiruction begins. This includes the WWTF approval permit from the Regional Water W1
Quality Control Board.

Uibah Decay

“This General plan for Yucca Valley reflects the Town®s appreciation for the best things
the community has to offer and a determination to protect them, The Plan also reflects
aod ects on the new opporhmities thet arise from the new status and appreciation for our
unique desert lands. Simply, the community*s highest values go hand in hand; -
appreciating and profecting the rural and natural environments ars both sides of the same
coin.” {Yuoca Valley General Plan, p. I-1.)

“We have the choice to keep intact what makes this valley unique for our seniors, our
families, our animals, our rural way of life.” (A Vision of Yucca Valley, General Plan, p.
13) :

“The United States Census Burean classifies as "urban' all territory, population, and
housing units located within an urbanized area (UA) or an urban cluster (UC). It
delineates UA and UC boundaries to encompass densely settled tendtory, which consists
of:
- VV-12
i core oensus block groups or blocks that have a population density of at least 1,000
people per square mile and
« surrounding census blocks thet have an overnll density of at least 500 people per
square mile

In addition, under certain conditions, less densely settled territory may be part of each
UA or UC.

The Census Burean's classification of "rural” consists of all territory, popuiation, and
housing units located ountside of UAs and UCs, The rural component contains both place
and nonplace territory. Geographic entities, such as census tracts, counties, metropolitan
areas, and the terrilory outside metropolitan areas, often are "split” between urban and
rural territory, and the population and housing units they contain ofien are partly
classified as urban and partly classified ag rural.”
(btip://www.census.govigeo/www/uafua_2k html) ]

The Urban Decay portion of the EIR references ihe 2004 edition of Dollars and Cents of

Shopping Center published by the Urban Land Institute, and national median supermarket
sales volumes from 2002, again published by the Urban Land Institute. Not only is the —~VV-13
data outdated, it is quoted from a members-only, multi-digciplinary real estate forum.

(http:/fwww.nli.org/AM/Template cfm?Section=About ULD,
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The Town of Yucca Valley’s own General Plan defines and the U.S, Census Bureau
classifies Yucca Valley as a rural area. Therefore, the data in the Urban Decay portion. of
the EIR is flawed, and must be re-done using rural community data from a non-exclusive
TesouIce.

Sincerely, % Z :
RagP -

8271 Tandarisk Avenue
Yucca Valley, CA 92284
760-369-1235

V14
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LSA ABSOQCIATES, INC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL INMPACT REPORT
MARCH 2008 YUGQA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIO PLAN
RESPONBES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER VV
Rae Packard

Response to Comment VV-1: As indicated in the DEIR, “... the relocation of any specimen [of
burrowing owl] shall be conducted per applicable CDFG and/or USFWS procedures” (DEIR p.4.4-
14). CDFG and USFWS procedures identify relocation as encouraging owls to move from occupied
burrows to alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impact zone and
that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each pair of relocated
owls. Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the non-breeding season. Because any
relocation of burrowing ow! will be conducted only with CDFG and USFWS approval and per
applicable CDFG and USFWS pracedures, the relocation does not constitute “shooing” or chasing
away the birds.

The DEIR shall be revised to refiect the following change:

“4.4.1B Any burrowing owls identified during on-site focused surveys shall be
relocated by a qualified biologist prior to the commencement of grading
activities. The relocation of any specimen shall be conducted per applicable
CDFG andfes and USFWS procedures. Relocation of on-site burrowing owls
shall not be permitted during the nesting season for this species.”

Response to Comment VV-2: The general information provided by the Commentor regarding the
settiement agreements between the EPA and Wal-Mart is noted. Because the settlements between the
EPA and Wal-Mart are legally binding agreements, it is reasonable to conclude that Wal-Mart would
implement the stipulations contained within such agreements. Therefore, the inclusion of the detailed
settlements between the EPA and Wal-Mart does not constitute a significant environmental issue, nor
does it raise any concerns about the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment VV-3: The DEIR shall be revised to reflect the following changes:

“4.11.1A Construction activities are restricted within the Town to the hours of 7:00
am. to 10:00 pm. Monday through Saturday Sunday. The following
measures would reduce short-term construction-related noise impacts
resulting from the proposed project:” (DEIR p.4.11-25)

Response to Comment VV-4: The Final EIR inciudes a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program that identifies how and when mitigation measures are implemented, the reviewing/approving
authority, and sanctions for non-compliance. The Code Compliance Division is responsible for the
enforcement of local, state, and federal laws relating to land use, zoning, housing, and public
nuisances. The staff responds to violations that involve health and safety issues, issues code
enforcement violation notices and citations, and conducts administrative hearings. These measures
would be enforced not only by Wal-Mart but through the Town’s own governmental processes.

Response to Comment VV-5: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment VV-6: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment VV-7: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.
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LBA ASS0CIATES, ING. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARGH 1008 YUOQOA VALLEY RETAIL BPEQIFIC PLAN
RESPONSESH TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment VV-8: Please refer to Response to Comment W-4. The Commentor cites
that the wastewater treatment facility described in the EIR is an unproven and unreliable method of
waste management. This is based on information obtained from the Missouri Water Resources
Research Center. This statement may be accurate for Missouri as it is in a different geographical
location with different hydrological conditions (e.g., high water table); however, the Colorado River
Basin RWQCB has adopted waste discharge requirements for discharges of wastes from wastewater
treatment package plants that service commercial and residential developments in the Town of Yucca
Valley. In the analysis of this issue, it is more appropriate to consider the findings and requirements
for the local regulatory agency. It can be reasonably inferred that the RWQCB considers that
wastewater treatment package piants, such as the proposed on-site package plant, are an appropriate
method of waste management for the area.

Response to Comment VV-9: Refer to Response to Comment W-4. The RWQCB has adopted
waste discharge requirements for discharges of wastes from wastewater treatment package plants that
service commercial and residential developments in the Town of Yucca Valley. Since the RWQCB
has adopted waste discharge requirements for wastewater treatment package plants and would issue
such waste discharge permits, it can be reasonably inferred that the RWQCB would have oversight of
the monitoring of these systems in coordination with other responsible public agencies such as the
Town and the HDWD. The project applicant would be required to adhere to all appropriate RWQCB
permit requirements.

Response to Comment VV-10: The Commentor asserts that the construction of the proposed project
must be denied until the Phase I sewer system is completed. Although the design and public outreach
for the construction of the wastewater treatment facility has begun, there is no way to determine when
the completion of Phase I would occur. Furthermore, the proposed project’s package treatment plant
would be designed for the eventual connection to the Town’s wastewater treatment facility when the
facility comes online, The proposed wastewater package plant would be able to connect to the
Town’s future wastewater treatment facility.

The Commentor states that the data used in the DEIR regarding the Town’s wastewater treatment
facility are not current. When the DEIR was written, the most current information regarding the
Town’s wastewater treatment facility was utilized based on available sources. Since the release of the
DEIR for public review, additional information on the construction of the Town’'s wastewater
treatment facility has been made available. The DEIR shall include this information and revises the
wastewater treatment facility discussion as follows:

“Concerned with the problem of rising nitrates, the Hi-Desert Water District approved a
nitrate removal facility in September 2000. According to the District, a long-term solution,
such as a wastewater treatment facility, is needed. The Board of Directors is predicting that it
would take 20 years for the full construction of this facility, with a substantial part of the
facility anticipated to be completed in 2 years. The need for a facility is mainly due to the
growing number of wells testing high in nitrates and the need to protect the groundwater from
further contamination. Numerous tasks have been undertaken (e.g., seismic studies and
CEQA clearances) to move this project (the wastewater treatment facility) forward. Seventy
acres have been acquired for a wastewater treatment facility on the eastern end of the Town
of Yucca Valley off State Route 62 between La Contenta Road and Avalon Avenue. Funding
sources for the treatment facilities include Federal funding for 25 percent of the project’s
construction cost. Grant funds ($800,000 in fiscal year 1997 and $500,000 in fiscal year
1998) have been used for engineering, seismic, and CEQA studies; property acquisition; and
other pre-construction costs. The CEQA and NEPA environmental studies have beguri and

are expected to be complete sometime in early 2008. Phase 1, which includes the project site,
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is currently being evaluated by the HDWD engineer and would ultimately run along State
Route 62 providing the backbone for the entire wastewater collection system.” (DEIR p.4.16-
3)

The information added to the paragraph would not alter the conclusions or analysis of the DEIR
related to wastewater treatment. The information serves to supplement existing information in the
DEIR and does not constitute significant and new information that would require a recirculation of
the DEIR.

Response to Comment VV-11: The Commentor is correct in stating that all permits must be in place
before development begins; however, as indicated in the DEIR, wastewater generated by the proposed
project would be treated by the proposed wastewater treatment package plant. This proposed
wastewater treatment package plant would be a stand-alone treatment system that would have a
separate approval permit from the RWQCB. When the HDWD’s wastewater treatment facility comes
online, the project’s wastewater treatment package plant would connect to and would have to adhere
to requirements of the approval permit for the Town’s wastewater treatment facility.

Response to Comment VV-12: The comment is noted will be considered during the Town Council
review of the EIR. :

Response to Comment VV-13: As indicated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15148, ... preparation of
EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources ... these documents should be cited but not
included in the EIR. The EIR shall cite all documents used in its preparation including, where
possible, the page and section number of any technical reports which were used as the basis for any
statements in the EIR.” Section 4.17 of the DEIR (Urban Decay) was based on the Market Impact ,
which was included as Appendix O to this EIR. The Commentor claims that the data are outdated, or
otherwise flawed; however, as indicated in Appendix O, the “current” year in the analysis is 2004,
which is used as the base year in this study since it is the latest full year for which taxable sales data
were available from the State Board of Equalization at the time the study was prepared. As indicated
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15204, ... reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible.” Furthermore, as indicated in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125, the “... environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline” conditions. Since
the Notice of Preparation was dated July 2004, the conditions at that time are appropriate for use in
the analysis of Urban Decay.

Response to Comment VV-14: As indicated in the DEIR, “... Indications of urban decay include
visible symptoms of physical deterioration that invite vandalism, loitering and graffiti. These visible
symptoms include, but are not [imited to, boarded doors and windows, existence of dumping or refuse
on-site, lack of maintenance of parking areas and landscaping, long-term use of site for parking or
storage of vehicles or other machinery, and unsightly and dilapidated fencing. Accordingly, urban
decay is characterized by not only vacant retail buildings and centers, but by outward manifestations
of disrepair of those vacant buildings” (DEIR p.4.17-8). Although the Town of Yucca Valley can be
considered a rural area, rural areas can still be susceptible to urban decay. The Commentor seems to
indicate that the data contained in the Urban Decay Analysis were based on urban areas; however, the
DEIR section on Urban Decay was based on data from the Town of Yucca Valley, the communities
of Joshua Tree, Landers, and Morongo Valley, the City of Twentynine Palms, and the Twentynine
Palms Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center. The data contained in the DEIR Urban Decay
section and the accompanying Urban Decay Analysis has been fully disclosed.
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is one of the reasons why we choose to move to YV. Mara than enough room. for future gruwth VVVU1
making it ‘a beautiful’ placa to live and raise up.‘our kids. Thank you Supsr Wal Hart for

comming to YV
Waod!s fanily
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T RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER WW

John Woods

Response to Comment WW-1:The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.
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Department of Tox;c Substances Control
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o Mr. Tcm Best end Ms Nicola Sauvnat Crlste
.. Townof Yucca Valfey S
' Community Develepment Department
-~ 58928 Business Center Drive
_Yucca Valley, Ca!tfomta 92284

L | STATE GLEARING HOUSE [ - -

© NOTIGE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REFORT (EIR) FOR
* YUCGAVALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT (SCH# 2004071 127) =

o '-:The Department uf Tc»dc Substances Centrel (DTSC) has received your submsﬁad o
. Notice of Preparation of a SUpplementaI EIR for the above-mentloned project” Tha T T e
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- agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight If necessary, DTSC would
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' comment 4 belcw for more Informatlpn
2) | Tha project constmctcen may requlre SDIl excavetlon cr fi Illng m certain areas.

~ Sampling may be requlred 1 soil is contaminated, it must be properly dlSpQSBd
. and not s;mply placed in another Encatxon pnslte Land Dlsposai Restrlctions

@ Printad u_n Reoycled Paper
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N - 3) If during conetructlon/damohtton of the project the soil andfor groundwater
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L -"August 7 2007

- g 3 Deaer Besl: andMs Sauv!atCrLste

B Toum of Yucca Valley stftEnwmnmental Impact Raportfor the Yucca ValleyRetail Spec;fic Plan‘ o
_SCH#200407.1127 RO R SN _ R A
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~* Diviston has technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety, nofse and sirport landnse .~ -0
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_ tre:atmant plant. The project sxtc is lncate:d approxnnately 4,225 feat east of the Yucna VaIley'A.l_rport. RO
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- Aviation Admjnistration (FAA) im accordance with Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77 “Objects
- Affecting ] N avngab]e Aarspace Foxm 74-60—1 is avaﬂab]e cm»Jme. at http Ilfnnns.faa.novffounalfaa7450-
--lpdf Chppnd e i S Rt e

o Lzmd e praotzcas that atfract or sustaxn hazardous mldhfe populahuns an or near mrports can..
.. significantly increase the poteptisl for wildhfa-mn:mft collidions. : The FAA recommends that —
. wastewater treatment facilities and other uses that have the potanuai to attract wildlife be: rcstncted m S
- the vicinity of an airport. FAA Adwsu:y Circular- 150/'5200—33A entitled “Hazardous Wlldhfa SR
* Attractants on or Near Auports" addreases thege issues, For further mfnnnatian, pleasr. rcfcr to the FAA
websxtc http /Iwﬂdllfe-mihgatmn.tc faa gnvlpubhc_ht:mlf ndax htm!. (I et '
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RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER XX
State of California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Response to Comment Letter XX-1: The comment regarding the processing of the DEIR
comment letters is noted and will be considered during the Town Council review of the EIR.
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Jeannie Lindberg

From: air@yucca-valley.org

Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2007 1:31 PM
To: Jeannle Lindberg

Subject: Super Wal-Mart EIR

Name: Lisa Hohimsr
Organization:
Addrass:

Gity: Yucca Valley
Btatm: CA

Zip:

Phona:

E-mail:

Commenis:

T'm a 39 single female Yucca Valley resident for the past 6 years, Freguently I must take
that long drive down the hill to purchase items that Super Wal-Mart offers that our
current Wal-Mart store doesn’t. What a huge relisf Super Wal-Mart will soom be hers! As
for me and my many girlfriends we know that will save us tons of monay and tims. Along

with eliminating all that frustration by not needing to make that hot trying gas burning —YY-1

drive down the hill. Who knows how much auto air pollukion that will eut. Juskt think how
many jobs thiz will provide! All my girlfriends and I are BACITED and love the EIR you
displayed. Yucca Valley will be a much better place to live by Super Wal-Mar coming hera.
Thank you from the botteom of our hearts for coming to Yucca Valleyl

BEST WISHEB,

Lisa and her girlfriends

R:A\YUC330\Graphks\DEIRRespensa_to_CommentstLettar_YY.cdr (11-01-07)
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RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER YY

Lisa Hohimer

Response to Comment YY-1: The comment regarding reduced air pollution is noted and will be
considered during the Town Council review of the EIR.
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RESPONSES TO QONMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER ZZ

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District

Response to Comment ZZ-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.
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Californin Program Office

.. 1303 J Srrest, Suite 270

“scramento, CA 95814
_elephone B16-313-5800
Fax 916-313-5812

www.dcfenders.org/californis.

National eadgpariers
1130 $ 7% Strect NW
Weshingran, D{ 20036
Telephutic 202-682-5400
Fax 202-6§2-1331
www.defenders, org

Primed cn Razyednd Papsr

9163629945 DEFEMDERS CA OFFICE

Town of Yucca Vallep

Commusity Development Department
58928 Busginess Center Public Warks Dive
Yucea Valley, CA 92284

Dear Mr. Tom Best

Defenders of Wildlife is plessed to submir these comments regarding the Yuce
Valley Retail Specific Plan Eavironmenml Impact Report (ETR), State of
California Clearinghouse No, 2004071127, Defenders of \Wildlife (Defenders) ja
a national, nooprofit membership organization dedicated 1o the protection of all
pative animals and plaprs in their natmra) communiries.

Our principle concems relate the hack of robusmess in the scientific survey
activity to date, and o landscapelevel ecosystem processes, and how the
proposed development will directly and indirectly impact wildlife in the adjacent
areas,

L Need for a more recent desert tortoise gurvey

The resulis of the biological surveys which found o desect tarmwises wers only

{ valid up untl March of 2007. The last sucvey is now owdated and needs to be

conducted again before construction can even be considered. Defenders cannot
Strees this point enovgh; any decision for or againat this development must be
bascd on the most current and up-to-date field scienca data svailable.

2. Associated indirect effects

There will be vadous indizect effects regultant From: this project. Principle ones
of concern include:

4. Tmash mansgement and ravens

There will be impacts of blowing mash nearby and this will no deubt
increase the raven population, which bas proven very adept at
establishing themselyes around humen-caused centers of trash.
There is 2 stong correlation with raven predation on juvenie
tortoises (see attached Defenders publication) and we fear this will
affect tortoises ourside of the development’s immediare sphere of

influence,

b. Climate change and protected area planning

The descrt torwise and Califomnis desert wildlifs 25 2 whole will
continne (0 be threatened by the cHects of climete change in the
fonwe. This will place siress on traditional wildlife babjmt and force
migration elsewhere in many cases. A strong nerwork of protecred
areas with key ligkapes between them is thezefore veeded, and buffer
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DEFENDERS CA OFFICE ¥ Letter AAA |

ga/28/2887 13:2d 85153623945

zones become increasingly important.  As this project will have ag
impact on the nearhy borders of Joshua Trea National Park, buffer
zones open to the tortoisc will be Farther eroded. Development

should be seasitive to emerping needs in protected area planning

—AAA-3

c. Climate change and emissions from auromobile traffic —
This d_ev:]npmm: mas in direct conflict with Assembly Bill 32'
statewide effort to cap gzemhnusa g emissions across all sectors of
California's economy. The increase in emission from yffic 16 the
Walmnart will no doubt heve a cumnlative effect on greeshouse pas
emissions long into the fomwe, It zlso encourages leapfxog
development nesrby to take ndvanmge of the increased consumer

market from those already visiting Walmact. |

d. Rain run-off _
Large buildings and paved parking lors will increase surfuce area nun.
off whea seasonal inundations occur.  This could carty with it | AAA-S
polludon from the pround surface due 10 waste end/or ofl from

automohiles, _

Defendexs urges the project proponents to address all of the above concems in
order to comply with existing law and produce 2 project that address all direct
and indirect effects on the covirontusat Please fea]l free to contaer our
Sacmmento office with eny follow up questions. Thank you for wking the time
to read over our comments.

Sincexely,

Mike Skuja, MSc.
California Represegtive
Defenders of Wildlifs
(916)-313-5800, x 110

D'Anne= Albers
Desert Associnte
Defenders of Wildlife
(760)- 366-3073
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L3A ASBOCIATES, INC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARCH 2002 YUOOA VALLEY RETAIL S3PECIFIQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAET EIR, COMMENT LETTER AAA
Defenders of Wildlife

Response to Comment AAA-1: As indicated in Mitigation Measure 4.4.3B, “... pursuant to
the USFWS 1992 Field Survey Protocol, focused presence/absence surveys, which must be conducted
during the activity period of the tortoise between March 25 and May 31, are valid for one year.
Therefore, if construction is not initiated prior to March 25, 2007, another focused protocol survey
will be required between March 25 and May 31 to determine presence/absence of Desert Tortoise
within the project site impact area. If the focused protocol survey is positive, incidental take permits
will be required from the USFWS and the CDFG” (DEIR p.4.4-16). Mitigation Measure 4.4.3B
specifically requires additional protocol surveys for desert tortoise prior to commencing construction
activities on site.

Response to Comment AAA-2: Please refer to Response to Comment A-40.

Response to Comment AAA-3: The DEIR identifies that, “...according to the 2006
California Climate Action Team Report, [the increased vulnerability of forests due to pest infestation
and increased temperatures] ...can be expected in California over the course of the next century.”
(DEIR p. 4.3-8) Although the proposed project is 3 miles north of Joshua Tree National Park, ““...the
project site lies in the immediate vicinity of developed areas and roadways to the north, east, and
west. These existing buildings and roads serve as barriers to regional wildlife movement.” (DEIR p.
4.4-12) Because the project site is not adjacent to Joshua Tree National Park, it would not impact
buffer zones that surround the borders of Joshua Tree National Park.

Response to Comment AAA-4: Please refer to Responses to Comments A-24 and A-26.

Response to Comment AAA-5: Please refer to Response to Comment A-70.
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Morongo Basin Conservation Association, Inc.
mbcoservation.org '

us . RESEIYTD
August 26, 2007 T
Thomas A. Best, Community Development Director -
Town of Yuceca Valley _
Community Development Department
58028 Business Center Drive

Yucca Valley, CA 92284
Subject: Comments on Draft EIR forthe Yucca Valley Retsil Specific Plan

Diear Mz, Best:

The Morongo Basin Conservetion Associstion, since its inception in 1969, has had r3 & primary gosl the
preservation of the quality of Jife in all its aspects in the Morongo Basie. Therefure, we thank you for this-
opporiumity to go on record with concerns related to the Draft EIR for the Yucea Valley Retail Specifio Plan.

Our chief concern is the negative effect of the Super WalMart on emergency transportation safety in the Basin. |
In our letter of Sepizmber 2004, we mention the importance of Highway 62 as the main artery for the Morongo
Basin. We ere disappointed that the comulative impacts section of the BIR does not consider the impacts of this
retnil development with “other closely related past, present, and ressonebly foreseeabls or probable Fisture
developments: (2.4 Dascription of Cumnulative PmJests) . ]

Residents, tourists, delivery trucks and the military depend on this highway 1o enter, meme,andmtthehasm,
In recent years the Jocal preas hes recorded numerons delays and/or closures, lasting from hours to days, cansed
by floods, fires and automobile accidents, In the summer of 2005 ons such closure castsed by a fire prevented
traffic from entering or leaving the valley for more than a day. In November of the same yesr, Highway 62 was
cloged bacansnafsnuwanﬂme.Withinthapastmonﬂ:thmwasanﬁhomdzhymmedbyatuukmident.
Summer thunderstorms bring lighting, which can ignite fires, and torrential rains which routinely cause flooding

and debris flow onto the roads cresting perilous conditions.

In 2006, basin wide iravel experienced pmblams becauss of the Sawioofl Complex fire and the Covingtonand |- BBR-2
thpanng Pines fires.

Table 2.A lists 6 projects (Y13, 22, 27, 28, 30 and 35) which, when completed will add an sdditional 1590
homes to the already existing homes in the arca between the Wal-Mart snd Home Depot complax and Joshya
Tree National Park. These developmenis will bavically connect the Park with the retail center at Highway 62.
Stnes 1995 there has been an inereass in large wildland fires, especially in the topographic wind tunnel
connecting the Covington Flats arez to ths Wil Mért and Home Depot developments. (See attached map of
Joshua Tres Nationnl Park Fires 1995 to 2006.) There are only four miles between the park boundary and

Highway 62 which flames and sparks can cover in a matter of minutes, |

The five dangev to residents st this urban/wildland interfice is & “reasonsble foreseeable fisture dovelopment” |
whlchmustbemhmpatedandplmnedﬁsr The fire threat will mcmseasdevelopmﬂntapmwlsandﬁmﬁghm
are provenfed from concentrating on extinguishing fires in order to save homes. Exiis from the Wal Mart and —BBB-3
Homa Depot complexes are planmed fo accommodate an orderly passage of cars. In the event of fire these exits
can become choke points proventing a timely evacuation by threatened residents and shoppers possibly cansing

injury and death.

—BBB-1

Y

POST OFFICE BOX 218 TWENTYNINE PALMS, CALIFORNIA 92277
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Morongo Basin Conservation Association, inc.

mbcoservation.org

We continue to think that a smaller scale stors would be niore appropriate to the aroa. We also urge that

planning for the Yucca Valley area consider the real, if infrequent, hezards of fire and flopd to human health, | BBR.3
safety and the quality of life within the Morongo Basin.

Sineerely,

Board of Directors, Morongo Basin Conservation Association

e

POST OFFICE BOX 218 TWENTYNINE PALMS, CALIFORNIA 92277
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L8A ASBOCIATEB, INCG. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARGIH 2008 YUCGCA YALLEY RETAIL BPECIFICG PLAN
RESPONBES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER BBB
Morongo Basin Conservation Association, Inc.

Response to Comment BBB-1:The DEIR states that specific evacuation routes will be designated
during an emergency, in accordance with the evacuation procedures within the San Bemardino
County Emergency Management Plan and Town of Yucca Valley Emergency Management Plan.
State Route 62 has been designated as a potential evacuation route. Furthermore, the DEIR identifies
that “... the addition of the proposed uses to the area would result in increased fire flow demand, as
well as increased emergency calls for fire prevention and medical aid. Additionally, the project would
contribute to increased traffic congestion on adjacent SR-62, which may, in turn, result in increased
traffic collisions, as well as traffic congestion which could slow fire department response times to
emergency calls” (DEIR p.4.13-4). However, the DEIR concludes that *... while the development of
the proposed project and other projects occurring within the Town would result in increased demand
for police and fire protection services, each project would be required to pay fees to a Town-wide
public services assessment” which would reduce impacts to this particular retail development along
with other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments
(DEIR p.4.13-6).

Response to Comment BBB-2: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment BBB-3:Please refer to Response BBB-1. The Commentor claims that *... the
fire danger to residents at this urban/wildland interface is a reasonable foreseeable future development
which must be anticipated and planned for.” The comment is correct in this claim; however, this type
of specific analysis is required to be discussed in each of the residential developments’ environmental
documents. The Commentor further states that exits from the Wal-Mart and Home Depot sites are
planned to accommodate an orderly passage of cars; however, in the event of fire, these exits can
become choke points preventing a timely evacuation by threatened residents and shoppers that could
result in injury or death. The comment is unsubstantiated as there is no way to predict the type and
extent of an emergency that would affect the area. Depending on the situation and type of emergency,
an argument could be made that these exits may facilitate the safe passage of shoppers and residents.
Similar to Response to Comment BBB-1, specific evacuation routes will be designated during an
emergency based on the conditions and requirements of that particular situation.
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-Letter CCC

To. Thomas A. Best
Town of Yueca Vailey
Commuinity Development Dept.
58928 Business Center Drive
‘ Yucca Valley, CA 92284
Re. Walmart EIR
August 27,2007
A:ﬁer havmgread ’rhe. 3 arhcies in The High Desert Star aboutﬂw WalmartElR, itisour
opinion that::
1. the comtenis of the Teport are biased in favorof the party who pani for the repcrt,
‘which, consequently, means that the inferpretation of the statistics is suspect,
2. itisumflir to expect citizens, unfamilier with lepal, statistical asid technical’
" terminology, without emotmn, to intelligently comment onthn issues for —CcC-z |
mitigation'(given the size of the report).
3. there seem to be 3 major issuesinvolving unknown compensation whmh need to
. ba settled hefore approval. These would inchide: fire and police services; town —CCC-3
. {raffic and signai impact fees and development impact fees,.
4. since the Mojave Desert Air Pollution Control Board i§ unahIe to aitain mandated
State standards at this point, it is macca;rtable to add even more pollmuonto this —CCC-4
. already fragile environment.

—CCC-1

In conclusion, we feel Yucea Valley doesnot need a project of this scope at this point in
i ]

Sincerely,
Anja Homburg:
Sanford Barlove

RAVUC330\Graphics\DEIRResponse_to_Commentsitelter_ CCC.cdr (11/01/07)




L3A AFS30OCIATES, INQ. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAQT REPORT
MAROH 1008 YUCOA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
. RESPONSES TO UOMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER CCC
Anja Homburg and Sanford Berlove

Response to Comment CCC-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment CCC-2: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment CCC-3: Section 4.13 (Public Services) has identified that the
proposed project would be required to make payment of fair-share contribution fees to a Town-wide
public services assessment district. Since payment of the fee would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level, the inclusion of the actual monetary amount in the EIR is not necessary.
Furthermore, such information as the exact amount of fees would likely be determined or stipulated in
a condition of approval to obtain a building permit. Therefore, these issues would be settled before

approval of permits.

Response to Comment CCC-4: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.
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Letter DDD

Delivered by safehand,

Aungust 28, 2007
Thomas A Best, Esg. ' g
‘Town of Yucea Valley Cummumty Davalopment Department:
56928 Rusiness Center Drive -

Yucca Valley, CA 92284,

Dear Sir,
Subject; Observations an Wal Mart draft EIR. on its proposed Supercenter in Yucca Valley.

Reference: Based on mfounaimn from the relevant dise (partly) and articles in the Hi-Desert Star
on August4 8 and 11, 2007.

Thank you for the oppartunity to provide general coniments as 2 resident of Yucca Valley on
subject report..

Some areas on - which I like to comment are;

Afr Qumality, DDD-1
Categanes of impsdct and pmposed mmga.tmn (to mitigate= 1o lessen the effect or severity. of
someﬂ:ung) of s;gmﬁnant impacts on air quality. other than short-term ones give reason for
concern and require further study.

A statement like ‘pollutents of particulate matter, organic gases and nitrogen oxide will exceed.
Maojave Desert Air Quality Standards, but those standards don’t meet federal and staté standards
anyway" gives the impression of “who cares™, or worse: “free for all” —DDD-2

Note: Many of us are living here becanse of fresh afr and stacry nights.

Another traffic signal with its negative impact on traffic flow.

However, the expected ircrease of ixaffic may not materialize: contrary to the two interviewed.
‘ladies who stated that their grocery trips will now be extended from four to five doesn’t make:
sense.

Reality will be that when they are at the Wal Mart supercenter already, they won't go fo other.
stores for groceries. 'I'hay very well buy atthe. center, whmh:s exacily its purpose. _

~DDD-3

Grocery Stores.
The sbove reasonmg leads one to conclude that the ex:shng grocery stores mipht see less sales, DDD-4
contrary to the FIR. ‘ )

(Continue)
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To Thomas, A. Best, Contd.

Leakape. .
Fet's.call It ‘b]eedmg’
The millions of dollars of retail sales Yucca Vallay ia said to loose to other communities,

probably in this case mainly fo facilities in the Coachellz Valley.

Using statistica, w]nch, a5 everybody knows, can be adjusted to serve the using party better by re-
arranging the same coordinates; could in this case show a somewhat different plctln:&

‘When Home Depot apens (whzchwas teatized in the EIR), the nesd 1o go oufside Yucca Valley
fora.a. hmldmg materials will diminish. - DDD-5

Also, ‘there are many viable reasons why we shauld go down into the lower valley. simply because.
comparison of & smaller town (Yucca Valley) with 2 much bigger conglomerate of amenities
{Coachells Valley) isn’t applicablé.

A considerable mimber of Yiucca Valley residents are employed and eam their income outside of
Yucca Vallay; itis only natural that they spend some of it elsewhere Even a Supermarket won’t
change 1t, hnpeﬁx}ly we still have the freedom where we use our OWD MOoney, pleasel _

Runoff.
. Ope day mother Natire will decide fo let it pour.
o When that happens, the rurioff of a practically sealed area of 25 acres (22 acres af’ buildings plus.  DDD-6
parking Iots) from that area will be tremendous. Flash flooding will accur..

Superstore’s enirails. |

One may asle:.do. we need an fddition for another: ! ]
Badk? (Baok of China?)

Ges Station: (plenty of them 1o pay the pxper)

Fast—F oud Rastamnt‘? {More obesity?).

Pha::macy? (Plenty of places for my headacha)

“Vision. Ce.ntar? ('Y es, rea.‘lly; wa a]l need sbarp eyes 10 see. facis clearly): —DDD-7

Mister Best; I w;sh you and your staff a clear vision of fucts and xeahty prodence when venfymg

statistics and a never abating sense of hnmor,
1 strongly fecommend a thorongh study- of the many tantalizing aspects of this project; my ahove
observations scratch only the surface. |
“Thank you for your fimeand attention,
” Smcerely

— BHom"bmg PE (ret:red)
7501 Palm Ave,, # 107
Vuccd Vatlay, e/ 9228y o1 s Mark Weelor
“ ' M Desert Séar
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LSA ASSOCIATES, ING., FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REFORT
MARCH 7008 YUCOA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER DDD
J.B. Homburg

Response to Comment DDD-1: Potential adverse air quality impacts resulting from
development of the proposed project are discussed in detail in Section 4.3 of the DEIR. Please refer to
Responses to Comments S-1 and Y-1.

Response to Comment DDD-2: Please refer to Response to Comment UU-2.

Response to Comment DDD-3: Traffic impacts associated with the proposed project were
addressed and analyzed in Section 4.15 of the DEIR. As discussed in Responses to Comments Y-2
and GG-2, implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.15 will reduce any potential
significant impacts to a less than significant level.

Response to Comment DDD-4: Based on market data collected for the proposed project, “...
the area’s existing inventory of retail facilities is not large enough to fully serve the shopping
demands of these residents and tourists. Because of a lack of a full-scale shopping mall, residents and
tourists travel to facilities in the Coachella Valley and elsewhere for portions of their shopping needs.
Consequently, Yucca Valley and other nearby communities experience significant leakage of
residential retail demand. Current leakage is approximately $52.7 million per year, an amount that
could support approximately 226,600 square feet of additional retail space in Yucca Valley” (DEIR
p.4.17-1). As indicated on page 4.17 of the DEIR, “the proposed project could cause the [sales]
volumes of Yucca Valley’'s existing supermarkets to initially decrease ...” However, the DEIR
concludes that with population growth, additional demand will be generated leading to a recovery by
area grocery stores. :

Response to Commment DDD-5: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment DDD-6: The Town of Yucca Valley has a standard of no net increase
in runoff from new development. The Town also requires new development projects to submit a
hydrology report, which identifies how the proposed development would provide for on-site
retention, capture and disposal, or conveyance of generated runoff. This report is reviewed and
approved by the Town'’s Public Works Department at the entitlement phase and verified prior to the
issuance of the grading permit and post construction phase. The proposed project would reduce
generated stormwater flows to below or equal to pre-development conditions as indicated in DEIR
Table 4.8.G (DEIR p.4.8-15). Furthermore, the proposed on-site detention basins “... would be able
to accommodate post-development flows as the detention basin’s design volume is 3.6 acre-feet,
which exceeds the required minimum storage volume of 1.4 acre-feet. While the resnitant increase in
impervious surfaces would contribute to a greater volume and higher velocities of storm flow in the
project area ... the proposed project’s drainage system will accept and accommodate runoff that
would result from the development and operation of the project at or better than current conditions”

(DEIR p. 4.8-19).

Response to Comment DDD-7: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.
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FROM : Xean FAX WO. 17683667474
/5

Dear Thomas Best, Communit )
' - BestT unity Development Direst,
Towh of Yueea Val ley Communify Devcfopmenf D:;affhthff |

Rk Super Wal-Mart showld not Ly, bui f- ]
Mémngo Basin Rr many reasens ahywlzcne. i Fhe
Reep In mind this arca borders Joshua Tree Nofonal Park
and ifmusT be profected -Br ficture gmamﬁons- “The. million
pis yearly Wsitors den't come o See. big box sfores |
endless ﬁbpp‘lr}j mdlf,_a.hd .sf "Fﬂﬂd FE.S'faGLFm‘f,S ma_rr}rg
the fMC’vSCa.PE. which ‘f’he\lj cem ' eScope. Mc)ywhgrg elce.,

There are other c:p'ﬁons Por The areothat qre. nef-so . 7

en&irohmen‘fallﬂ dﬂ“’wtgf?’g and are }), ke_gpfnj with Lﬂ;@
_a..-giaif‘ewag commimity fo o naHonal poiky s ope
Jomeus Jor ITs beawthy ,gg_m[o'jfcﬂ-/ waha’e.r_?) spen Spike.,
ond i hamesake mC?bS}LMAWS ; which are 5&”’5 bufdozed
by The hundreds row ¥or yef- more development- Creafing

on islamd oul of TTNP by surrounding it with developmenf
like what is pmposed will -breale more Threzds i the

desert’s frmgile essystem and crafe irreversible domage,,
Builidg big bex stores rzsults Tn ks of nafive animals, |

plorts and Fheir habitefs ) erectes alir pollution , Jight polludion,
mere Pref{ic, noise , water use., sewnge , and fondf 1l fssues,
JusT o hame a fw negaitive ivpacts . ’

The. :‘fume,.De‘pof showld never have beenn adlowed for T

11&5:.- Same reasons . Please den “+ double The 3(‘05515,
negafive effechs by adding o SuperWaf-mark.

Whj S‘hou.“ peﬁrO/e. meV';nj A&re., ~.|°9r C}'WU’ [dm.cl M!J.ﬁousg
who doi “+ care Q-(aarft.'f"ﬂlt. emvircnmeni‘, c[e&&!’)‘} ar‘n»{.l"a;.( “ﬁst’j/d.
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FROM ©Jean

Letter EEE
FAX NO. :76H3657474 Aua. 28 2557 8d:58PM p3
a/s

the rest of us are here or and The dencral plan was
ELLPFOS@J Yo pra'ILe_ql » L.d’fl:'j should their Sﬂoppfﬁ@ Aa.j:}f)'
and ‘Me_grcceﬁ of a R Fefe precedence overal] efse 2
No heed asf- wﬁxj The. fown counci/ | 'a[zwm]'ﬁ @mmi.sts,'a,
and county (except Ror a. 2w who are spposed _n“’“k\lpu)'
ere. odl For it stnee s all about MoneY , e, Mg
Jeks the ligger Wal-Mart will generdde (ot of which | cps
e M:ﬁmg-ami don 't evein pay aliving wage”) doeshif
Ju&ﬁ‘@d b'-aid-“’lj Ohe. -ﬁh-d o .S‘u.[oer Wed -Mart il Fw‘f‘
amaller Skops o of* LBNSJ)'LE:ES. The. exisﬁ:fg ehe a..[he&»:(g
has . Wa.(nw‘l showld make beffer use of The erea. h,
- have Toklhj ot huwxclh:t:{ﬁ O'F Fﬂ‘ﬂ'l"he acres for qu-eij
more shoppf‘rg and wmﬂerﬁas 51'3-?,70‘! (s Wmhj.
he build alfermative was rejected as “o i+ would impose
tonditfions Hhat conflich with fhe Cri’rfyfs exis'ﬁrg Visfons
for The. S-hLeﬂ. Sthee. i IS WPF“M+ "H"e:y will EJE.VE./O[O i | EEE-6
no madfer What | Alfernative Y | that of reduced Intens;

in which emmissions don 't exceed ha Thresheld | showld be
the plwh of choice . Even that needs o be studied
nove D[OSe.lU 'I'houjh .

Ehvireﬂmm’{u,l S'fﬂ#t.cla/fcls may be. mef bg ihcﬂw'o/zwﬂ
projects but the cumulafine effects fom all the
Prq)e_ds both Binished and planned | in addifon o
wsﬁng condifions would mest ﬁk&(j €¥C€.E# ﬂ\QJL

uhich Ts ozepieble. |

Based on The EIR of The air guality eyceedin |

The acceptable Jimifs of pollutants f m#i{ane,is l‘Ei.Sah _EEES
epough fo deny The Wal-Mart Supercenter Projedt
Remember , we all have b breath,

¥
R:AYUCI3I0Graphics\DER\Rasponse_lo_CommenlsiLetter_EEE.cdr (11/01/07)

—EEE-7




FROM :Jean FAX MO, :76E3667474 Aug. 28 2807 B4:51FM P4
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exishiy Wed Marf lready does fhat | 50 do et sepermartits
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L3A ASSOCIATES, INC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARCTH 200E YUOCA VALLEY RETAIL SPEGIFIQ PLAN
RESPONASES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER EEE

Jean McLaughlin

Response to Comment EEE-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment EEE-2: Please refer to Response to Comment W-3.

Response to Comment EEE-3: The Commentor states that building big-box stores results in the loss
of native animals, plants, and their habitats; creates air pollution and light pollution; and results in
more traffic, noise, water use, sewage, and landfill issues. All of these topics have been addressed and
analyzed in the DEIR as follows: loss of native animals, plants, and their habitats (Section 4.4
Biological Resources), air pollution (Section 4.3 Air Quality), light pollution (Section 4.1 Aesthetics),
traffic (Section 4.15 Traffic), Noise (Section 4.11 Noise), water use, sewage, and landfill issues
(Section 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems). Furthermore, the Town’s responses to comments
received on the DEIR have provided additional clarification to the issues identified by the

Commentor.

Response to Comment EEE-4: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment EEE-5: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR. ’

Response to Comment EEE-6: The DEIR identifies the Reduced Intensity Commercial Alternative
as the environmentally superior alternative (DEIR p. 6-28). The comment states that the alternative
needs to be studied more closely; however, it does not provide how the alternative should be studied
more closely. The Commentor does not provide specific comments upon which to formulate a
response regarding the adequacy of the DEIR.

Response to Comment EEE-7:Each topic identified within the DEIR has analyzed cumulative
impacts. The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment EEE-8: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment EEE-9: The Commentor is incorrect in stating that the project water needs
are equivalent to those of a 500-unit housing complex. As stated in the DEIR, “... a water supply
assessment is required for any commercial center employing more than 1,000 persons or having more .
than 500,000 square feet, or any mixed use with a water demand equivalent to 500 residential units as
required by the California Water Code (§§ 10910-10912). The water demand required for the
proposed project is substantially less than these thresholds. The proposed project entails the
development of an approximately 229,000-square foot Supercenter, a 6-pump gas station, and an
approximately 4,000-square foot fast-food restaurant. It will employ approximately 589 persons.
Furthermore, the water demand resulting from the operation of the proposed on-site uses is less than
that utilized by 500 residential dwellings, which is approximately 0.456 acre-feet per day (148,790
gallons) or 163.52 acre-feet per year (53,308,350 gallons). With the proposed project, the potential
water use would be approximately 56.94 acre-feet per year (504,000 gallons), which is less than the
residential threshold” (DEIR p.4.16-18). The Commentor’s concerns regarding water availability and
the water surplus have been addressed in Responses to Comments A-73 and A-74.
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LBA ASBBEOCIATES, INC, FINAL ENVIRGNMENTAL INPACT REPORT
MARCH 2002 YUGOA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment EEE-10: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment EEE-11: As stated in the DEIR, “... the loading/unloading noise
would be reduced to below 53 dBA L, at the nearest residences to the southwest of the project site.
This range of maximum noise levels is lower than the Town’s exterior noise standards of 75 dBA
Ly during the day (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 70 dBA L,,, during the night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00
a.m.)” (DEIR p.4.11-27). Since the noise levels at these residences would be below noise levels that
have been established by the Town, the Commentor’s claim is inaccurate. Additionally, the DEIR
also analyzes other noise sources that would be associated with development of the proposed project
including machinery noise, parking lot activity, and loading dock activity. This analysis can be found
within Section 4.11 (Noise) (DEIR p. 4.11-20).

Response to Comment EEE-12: The DEIR states, “... in spite of reduction of lighting
impacts provided in the Yucca Valley Retail Specific Plan, development of the project site would
introduce into the area a new source of nighttime light and .., could create a potentially significant
impact from spillover light toward the adjacent properties to the east and south” (DEIR p. 4.1-19).
However, the DEIR also provides Mitigation Measures 4.1.1A through 4.1.1C in addition to
requirements contained in the Town’s applicable ordinances. Implementation of these identified
mitigation measures would ensure that there would be no spillover light from on-site lighting.

Response to Comment EEE-13: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR,
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L3A ASSO0IATES, INC. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REFORT
MARQH 2008 YUCOA VALLEY RETAIL 3PECIFIO PLAN
RESPONKSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER FFF

Carrie Woodward

Response to Comment FFF-1: The comment is noted and will be considered during the Town
- Council review of the EIR.
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Wal-Mart EIR Comment

To Whom It May Concern:

After reviewing the EIR, Tremain stanmchly opposed to the Super Wal-Mart. 1find the EIR io be
slanted in favor of the Wal-Mart machine and, as far as biological resources are concemned, inadequats at
best and egregicusly wrong at worst,

" WHEN WILL A NEW BIOLOGICAL SURVEY BE CONDUCTED AS THIS ONE 1S OVER ]—GGG-1
THREE YEARS OLD? THIS INFORMATION CANNOT BE RELIED ON AS ACCURATE.,

WHO IS 1.5.A. AND WHO PAID FOR THEIR SERVICES? _}eee-2

1. Reparding native plants;

« No explanation is given as to how it was decided which Joshua tress were
transplantable and why, Iwant to know the criteria for this decision and the botanical [~ GGG-3
credentials of the person who made the decisions. =
s Mojave yucca was not on the species list even though it was noted in the discussion | GGG-4
that there were two Mojave yucca that would require tranzplant —
o Wherewill the Joshue trees and yuccas be transplanted? _I~GGG-5
s. Who will transplant the trees? What credentials will they have? —~GGG-6
. » How much time will thers be hetween removal of the trees from their native location, =—GGG .
and the time they are in the ground at the new location? | )
e Stockpiling of trees is a death seatence. They cennot survive out of the ground. —GGG-8
¢ How will the fact that there is over 50% die off in transplanied trees going fo be =—GGG 5
mitigated for? | i
o TFIwantaJT formy pmperty, will Wal-Mart pay for its transplantation? _-GGG-10
» Ingeneral, who will pay for transplantation? _[~GGG-11
e Whet about the Mormon teq plants that can be hundreds of years old? How will they | GGG-12
be taken care of? _
» Creosotes ara menfioned in the plant list and as a protected plant i over 10 fest in
diemeter. There i no firther mention regarding the presence of any creosote meeting - GGG-13
the criteria and how they will be protected in place. Creosotes cannot be transplanted,
e New research by Jim Comett indicated Joshua tree’s must be planted at essentially ]
the same elevation as their original lIocation, There is no mention of this new —GGG-14
resesrch, mor any other *best practices™ for their refocation. _|
® Who will train the new owners so the trees have the best chance to survive? _-GGG-15
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2. Wildlife

e Thewildlife research portion of this EIR is wholly incomplete. Any observant person
Tiving in this desert knows there are multiple animals utilizing the project area for
permanent or occasionsl habitat. Species not listed include, in pari:

Bobeat

Red-tail hawk

Bam owl

Great-horned owl

Woodpecker

Turkey vulture

Cactus wren

Thrashers o

Possible mountain lion (they hve reguler hebitat only 1 % miles south — home
range is nearly forty square miles) '
Rattlesnakes of all kinds

Common kingsnake

Coachwhip (red racer)

Night lizard

Collared lizard

Gopher snake ) L

Multitude of other snakes, lizards, birds, smell rodents

YVVVVYVVY VVYVVVVVVVYYVY

e Ttis Indicrous to meke life and death decisions for our native wildlife population on one

cursory visit and the minimel research indicated in the EIR. It is wholly incorrect and, once
" apain, causes one to wonder who paid for the biological survey. E appears to be radically
skewed against reality.. ‘

» TFurther, to contimwously refer to the study site as “vacant land™ shows an ominous
predilection against the very populous plants and wildlife thet most certainly disqualify this
area a8 “vacant.” ] .

s Asfar a5 wildlife habitat, this ares is minimally disturbed, as noted in the FIR. R is not,
however, disturbed beyond use as prime area habitat.

o Discussion of removal and relocation of target animals was included in the EIR, Any
biologist knows relocation of animals is a failed plan in almost all cases. As habitat shrinks,
animals are crowded into smaller and smaller areas. Once areas reach a critical size,
competition occurs between and among individuals —resulting in the death of ons or more of
the competitors. All habitat is already at its carrying capacity. Thiz is the nature of the
natural world, exactly enough offspring survive that the area can support. No more, no less.
To relocate animals, especially those living in burrows as bummowing owls and tortoises do, is.
10 ensure a death seatence for the resident animals or the relocated animals. This is a failed
plan. ' :

s Multiple times the FIR discounts the study site as £ critical wildlife corridor. Maybe they

" should spend some time on this site:so they can see the outrageous nature of this finding. All
kinds of animals nse this area to pass from east to west and north south. This area IS part of
the corridor from the Mesa to the Covington Flats ares of Joshua Tree National Park. While
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Tt is incredibly selfish for the town government and the short-sightedness of many residents to put their ™|

" one. 'We must also remember we re a gateway cummumtyto a beautiful national park and have a-

Letter GGG

there is considerable checker boarding around the site, the animals do in fact continue to use
the area ag critical passage from one area of low density housing, the Mess, tothe park and [ 55g.21
adjoining BILM lands, including the Mojave Land Trust’s newly acquired Nolina Peak.

3.  Water resources / poltution

* Yucca Valley has seen a significant i increase in flooding issues over the last fow years as |
blading native lands has increased, Tt is well known that the town’s standerds for flood
control are grossly inferior to what is needed. The considerabis blading of native plants
and replacement by & huge swath of pavement will increase fooding to the highway and, | ©CC-22
pnssibly, to those living in the Paradise area, How will the town handle road safety when
water is flooding in sheets of the Wal-mnrt parking lot onto Hwy. 627 |

e When it does rain, all the oil end gas that has built up on the parking ssphalt will runoff |

into the soil and percolate into the groundwater. Sowill any cleaners or other chemicals
fhathnve been dumped on the ground by any of the businessas in the complex, Thiswill GGG-23
increase the level of hazardous chemicals in our drinking water. How is this going o be

. eliminated? _|

* Ourbasin is already using waterfmm the Warren Valley Basin fanter than it can be
recharged. A development of such size would put considerable added pressure on the ~GGG-24

‘watertable. .

current monetary &nd personal “desires” before that which is good for the long term healih and

sustamabﬂrty of our community, ‘We do not nead this development in any way. The Wal-Mart that is
already here is more than enough, having already put K-Mart out of business, We should be thiniking
about our children, their firture needs, and their health when we make such monumental decisions as this - GGG-25

responsibility to maintain the natura! integrity of the scenic roads leading toward JINP. ‘We should not
look like every other greedy, self-centered, short-sighted community that has ellowed these mega-
developments to destroy their individual and natural identities. _

Sincerely, . ,
Cindyﬁf
P.0.Box 2183

Joshua Tree, CA 92252 -
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LSA ASS0CIATES, ING, FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
MARGQH 1403 YUQQA VALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER GGG
Cindy Zacks

Response to Comment GGG-1: The DEIR analysis on biological resources was based on five
different surveys (Biological Resources Report, September 2004; Desert Tortoise Focused Survey
Report, February 2005; Biological Reconnaissance Survey, October 2005; Desert Tortoise
Presence/Absence Survey, May 2006; and a Native Plant Survey, May 2006). Given that the type and
extent of plants and animals do not vary from reports spanning a two-year period, it is highly unlikely
that site conditions have changed dramatically over the last year. However, as indicated in Response
to Comment AAA-1, an additional desert tortoise survey would be required as results from the most
recent survey are older than ! year and are therefore expired.

Response to Comment GGG-2: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment GGG-3: The information regarding the transplanting of the Joshua
trees on-site was based on the Native Plant Survey conducted by MBA in May 2006 and was included
as Appendix G to the DEIR. As indicated in the Native Plant Survey and based on accepted protocol,
the following guidelines were used to assess if a tree was suitable for translocation:

. The tree’s fork was 6 feet high or less;

. The tree has fewer than 6 branches;

. The tree’s canopy was less than 4 feet in width;

. The branches were not widely spreading; and

. Thé trees were not leaning (generally defined as less than a 45 degree angle to the
ground).

These guidelines are general and the potential for tree to be translocated was determined based on an
individual basis, taking into account the apparent health and shape of each tree.

The Native Plant Survey was conducted by a natural resources management firm with experience in
documenting such natural resources. Furthermore, such information can be obtained from the contact
information contained in the Native Plant Survey.

Response to Comment GGG-4: Table 4.4A in the DEIR shall be revised to include the
Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera).

Response to Comment GGG-5: As stated in the DEIR, “... a Joshua Tree Salvage Plan will
be required as a condition of approval prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The salvage plan will
ensure that all suitable candidate trees are incorporated into project landscaping or transplanted off-
site, in accordance with the Native Plant Protection and Management Ordinance” (DEIR p.4.4-11).
The Native Plant Protection and Management Ordinanice contains specific requirements regarding the
removal, the translocation, the planting and the maintenance of Joshua trees.

Response to Comment GGG-6: Please refer to Response to Comment GGG-5.

Response to Comment GGG-7: Please refer to Response to Comment GGG-5.
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LSA ASSOCIATHS, INGQ. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT
MARCH 1002 YUGCA YALLEY RETAIL SPECIFIG FPLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment GGG-8: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment GGG-9: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment GGG-10: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment GGG-11: The comment is noted and will be considered during the
Town Council review of the EIR.

Response to Comment GGG-12: None of the five surveys (two desert tortoise surveys, two
biological resource assessments, and a native plant survey) has identified the Mormon tea plant
{Ephedra viridis) as occurring on the project site. Additionally, the Mormon tea plant is not listed as a
protected plant in the Native Plant Protection and Management Ordinance adopted by the Town of
Yucca Valley. Since the Mormon tea plant does not occur on the project site and is not a protected
desert plant, the project would not impact the Mormon tea plant.

Response to Comment GGG-13: The DEIR does identify creosotes on site; however, the
Native Plant Survey does not identify creosotes that are over 10 feet in diameter occurring on site,
Since there are no on-site creosotes that are over 10 feet in diameter, no creosotes would need to be

transplanted.

Response to Comment GGG-14: The translocation of Joshua trees wonld be required to
adhere to standards contained in the Native Plant Protection and Management Ordinance, which
contain best practices during the translocation process.

Response to Comment GGG-15: Please refer to Response to Comment GGG-5.

Response to Comment GGG-16: The DEIR lists wildlife species observed during the
biological resources surveys as well as sensitive/threatened/endangered species that have the potential
to occur. The DEIR provides discussion on existing baseline conditions for biological resources
identified on site. The species identified in the DEIR represent what is reasonably feasible based on
the various biological resource reports conducted for the project site. Additionally, the inclusion of
the Commentor’s list of species does not raise any new significant environmental impacts, nor does it
raise any issues about the DEIR's adequacy.

Response to Comment GGG-17: The DEIR provides analysis of the native biological
resources on the site based on five different biological resources surveys (two Desert tortoise surveys,
two general biological assessment reports, and one native plant survey). The Commentor is incorrect
in stating that only one cursory visit was made to the project site. At least five visits to the site were
made at different times of the year over a two-year period.

Response to Comment GGG-18: This comment does not raise any new significant
environmental issues, nor does it address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, to provide
clarification, the project site is described from a land use perspective. Since there are no structures or
infrastructure on site, the site is referred to as “vacant.” Nowhere in the DEIR does it claim that the
project site is vacant of biological resources.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. FIRAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAQT REPORT
MARCH 20D8 YUOOA VALLEY RETAIL SPECQIFIO PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response to Comment GGG-19: The Commentor’s opposition to the project and concerns are
noted and will be considered prior to action that may be taken on the project.

Response to Commment GGG-20: The Commentor’s opposition to the project and concerns are
noted and will be considered prior to any action taken on the proposed project.

Response to Comment GGG-21: The Commentor refers to Covington Flats and Nolina Peak
as areas where wildlife passes through. There is no question that Covington Flats and Nolina Peak
provide wildlife corridors as these areas are within or adjacent to the Joshua Tree National Park
boundaries. However, the project site is not within or adjacent to the Joshua Tree National Park and
as stated in the DEIR, “... the project site lies in the immediate vicinity of developed areas and
roadways to the north, east, and west. These existing buildings and roads serve as barriers to regional
wildlife movement” (DEIR4.4-12). Therefore, based on these reasonable assumptions predicated on
fact, the conclusion that the project site does not serve as critical wildlife corridor is substantiated.

Response to Comment GGG-22: Please refer to Response to Comment A-65.
Response to Comment GGG-23: Please refer to Response to Comment A-70.
Response to Comment GGG-24: Please refer to Response to Comment A-73.
Response to Comment GGG-25: The Commentor’s opposition to the project and concerns are

noted and will be considered prior to any action taken on the proposed project.
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Joshua Tres Natiopal Parle
IN JEERLY IEFERTO: 74485 National Park Drive

ine P: ifornia 92277-3597
L7621(FOTR-8) Twentynine Palms, California 9227
August 30, 2007
Mz, Tom Best
Nicole Sauviat Criste

Town of Yucca Valley Community Development Department
58928 Business Center Drive,
Yucea Valley, California 92284

Dear Mr, Best:

Joshua Tree National Parlc has reviewed the Draft EIR for the ‘Yueca Valley Reteil Specific Plan, and we
offer the following commentis.

The park agrees with the Environmental Summary of the Yucca Valley Retail Specific Plan on the {ssue
of Aesthetics and dark night skies (Impact 4.1.1). As development has ocourred within the commimities
surrounding Joshua Tree National Park, the dark night skies that make Joshna Tree National Park (and the
high desert) a destination for millions of visitors heve been degraded. Views of Polaris, Ursa Major and
the Milky Way are what the park must protect and efforts to control light spillage fromnew and existing
developments are desperately needed on the north side of the park. “Visitors to the park recognize the
impact that lighting ‘hot spots' such as Machiis Parkin Yucca Valley, Ludkie Park in Twentynine Palms,
znd the Coachella Valley communities have on night sky viewing, HHH-1

These impacts-are nof only aesthetic, but also have an impact on the ecological finction of wildlife in the
immediate area. 'While more research is needed on impacts from Hghting on wildlife in the Mojave
Desert, it is expected that the life cyoles of certain insect species and even mammals are impacted by
night time lighting,

The park supporis the mitigation measures 4.1.14 through C described inthe Specific Plan mmd
endourages further mitigations to describe reduced lighting during periods when the businesses are closed.

Thank you for providing the park with the opportunity to comment on this plan. Shonld you have any
guestions related to this letter, please contast me at 760-367-5502.

ot e

Cort Sauer
Superiniendent
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LHA ASS0CIATES, INQ. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REPORT
MARCH 10028 YUCGCGA VALLEY RETAIL 3PECQIFIQ PLAN
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR, COMMENT LETTER HHH
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service — Joshua Tree National Park

Response to Comment HHH-1: The Commentor’s opposition to the project and concerns
regarding “light spillage” are noted and will be considered prior to any action taken on the proposed
project. The DEIR states, “... in spite of reduction of lighting impacts provided in the Yucca Valley
Retail Specific Plan, development of the project site would introduce into the area a new source of
nighttime light and ... could create a potentially significant impact from spillover light toward the
adjacent properties to the east and south (DEIR p. 4.1-19). However, the DEIR also provides
Mitigation Measures 4.1.1A through 4.1.1C in addition to requirements contained in the Town's
applicable ordinances. Implementation of these identified mitigation measures would ensure that
there would be no spillover light from on-site lighting.
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