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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In December 2023, the City of San Dimas (City) circulated a Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Municipal Code Text Amendment (MCTA) 20-0005 
San Dimas - MCTA 20-0005 Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). 

During public review of the Draft IS/MND, the City received a comment from California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) that identified revisions in the biological resources 
analyses which were needed. 

As required by Section 15073.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is required to 
recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be substantially revised after 
public notice of its availability but prior to its adoption. A “substantial revision” of the 
negative declaration means: (1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and 
mitigation measures or project revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to 
insignificance, or (2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measures or 
project revisions will not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measures 
or revisions must be required. 

On June 21, 2024, a Recirculated Draft IS/MND was circulated for public review to provide 
the public, interested agencies, and other stakeholders with an opportunity to review and 
comment on the updated biological resources analyses that was prepared for the Project 
since the original Draft IS/MND was circulated in December 2023. The public review period 
occurred from June 21, 2024 to July 21, 2024. During the public review period, a total of four 
comments were received including comments from one agency and three individuals as 
detailed below in Table 1.  

Table 1 – Commentors on the Recirculated Draft IS/MND 

Agencies 

A-1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Individuals 

1 John Davis 

2 John Begin 

3 Riener Nielsen 
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b) states that prior to approving a project, the lead agency 
must consider the proposed IS/MND together with any comments received during the public 
review process. Written responses to comments are not required; however, the City of San 
Dimas, as lead agency, has prepared a written response to the comment received for 
consideration by the City Council. The comment letter followed by the City’s response are 
attached in Section 2.0 of this Final IS/MND. 

Based on the evaluation in the IS/MND and the comments received, the City has determined 
that all potential impacts associated with the Project are less than significant with 
incorporation of identified mitigation measures. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program has also been prepared and will be implemented for the Project. Therefore, the City 
of San Dimas has determined that and Mitigated Negative Declaration in accordance with 
CEQA is the appropriate environmental document for the Project. 
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2.0 COMMENTS 

Comment Letter A-1 from California Department of Fish and Wildlife: 
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Response to Comment Letter A-1 from California Department of Fish and Wildlife: 
 
A-1A: The commentor states that the Project’s mitigation measures should equally apply to 
all parcels in the Project Site rather than specific to each parcel as is currently proposed. 
 
The comment is noted. This Project is not proposing any specific improvements; rather, the 
Project would change the City’s municipal code to allow individual homeowners to make 
improvements to their respective lots. The Recirculated IS/MND analyzes the worst-case 
scenario, which assumes that all homeowners would choose to improve their entire lot, up 
to the conservation easement. In implementation, some homeowners may not choose to do 
any improvements, some may make some limited improvements to a small portion of their 
lot, and some may choose to do improvements that would impact their entire lot. Because 
the improvements would be proposed by individual homeowners, the mitigation 
responsibility would fall on the individual homeowners to implement with verification by 
the City. Mitigation measures would be applied to each lot (as applicable) based on the 
biological resources contained on the specific lot rather than as a blanket requirement for all 
parcels. The Recirculated IS/MND identifies which mitigation measures are applicable to 
each lot. While the mitigation measures would only be applied to one lot at a time, they would 
mitigate impacts as they would occur. The mitigation strategy outlines a series of plan checks 
for the homeowners where the City would review the proposed improvements and would 
require that the homeowners implement the required avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures prior to receiving approval on their plans. Therefore, mitigation would 
occur across the entire Project area, as needed, lot by lot. 
 
In summary, the comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission 
and City Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the 
Draft IS/MND, no further response is required. 
 
A-1B: The commentor states that according to the Recirculated Draft IS/MND, there are two 
listed plants and nine additional plant species with a CRPR 1 or 2 that could occur within the 
Project Site. Variations in precipitation year-to-year can impact the amount of germination 
from the seed bank; additionally, seeds can be spread by weather or wildlife, making 
assessment by individual lot inaccurate. 
 
The comment is noted. A special status plant survey of 1 acre and a special status plant 
survey of 100 acres, should not vary in accuracy as long as appropriate protocols are 
followed. The Recirculated IS/MND requires MM BIO-2 for all lots, except for Lots 1, 34, and 
36, which are entirely developed. MM BIO-2 requires that special status plant surveys be 
conducted “following the most current protocols approved by CDFW and CNPS” prior to 
removal of any vegetation for improvements. This survey would detect special status plant 
species if they were present and would require avoidance and/or mitigation if the proposed 
improvements would impact a significant population1 of the special status plant species.  
 

 
1 A quantitative threshold of significance is defined within MM BIO-2 for each category of special status plants. 
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MM BIO-2 would allow for the Home Owner’s Association (HOA) to conduct focused surveys 
across the entire Biological Study Area (BSA), as it would be more cost effective to do one 
focused plant survey of the entire area rather than conducting separate focused surveys lot 
by lot. However, as many homeowners may not be proposing improvements, they may not 
be supportive of spending HOA funds to support the improvements of individual lots. 
Therefore, it cannot be assumed that the HOA will provide for conducting the focused 
surveys of the entire area. Instead, each individual homeowner would be responsible for 
carrying out the mitigation that would be triggered by their proposed improvements. The 
text of MM BIO-2 has been revised to require the impacts on special status plants to be 
considered cumulatively within the BSA.  
 
In summary, the comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission 
and City Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the 
Draft IS/MND, no further response is required. 
 
A-1C: The commentor states that there are more than 20 wildlife species that may occur in 
the Project Site. The commentor states that while wildlife may have specific habitat 
preference, they are not confined to specific areas and may utilize a variety of breeding and 
foraging habitat. The commentor states that for example, burrowing owl pre-construction 
surveys are only required for future projects on 29 of the 36 lots within the Project area. 
While burrowing owls generally find suitable habitat in open fields, they have been known 
to occupy developed land that has small crevices in pipes, cracks in debris piles, or other 
construction-related structures or materials on site. The commentor states that similar to 
burrowing owls, bats species are not confined to specific residential lots and can utilize 
various trees or man-made structures as roost sites. The commentor states that mitigation 
measures that require a habitat assessment and pre-construction surveys should apply to all 
36 residential lots. If surveys are not conducted, the commentor states that there is a 
possibility that special-status species may go undetected and consequently be impacted by 
the Project. 
 
The comment is noted. However, homeowner improvements would likely be staggered over 
time. As described above, some homeowners may not choose to do any improvements, some 
may make some limited improvements to a small portion of their lot, and some may choose 
to do improvements that would impact their entire lot. This means that only a small portion 
of habitat would be disturbed at a time; most lots (31 out of 36 lots) contain less than one 
acre of habitat. The habitat area within the Conservation Easement (53.18 acres) would 
remain available to wildlife for breeding, foraging, and sheltering.  
 
MM BIO-5 requires pre-construction surveys for all lots, except for lots that are entirely 
developed/ornamental (i.e., Lots 1, 34, and 36) and lots that consist entirely of woodland 
habitat (i.e., Lots 20, 21, and 27). While burrowing owls may sometimes nest in standpipes 
and in debris piles, those sites are typically surrounded by a debris basin or other larger area 
of open space. Burrowing owls do not typically occur in a suburban yard that is entirely 
landscaped and they do not typically occur in woodlands. While pre-construction burrowing 
owl surveys would not be required in these lots, MM BIO-6 requires pre-construction nesting 
bird surveys for all lots, including those with woodland habitat; therefore, if burrowing owl 
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were nesting in the woodland habitat on Lots 20, 21, and 27, they would be detected during 
the nesting bird survey. The only lots that do not require either pre-construction burrowing 
owl or nesting bird surveys are lots that are mapped as entirely developed/ornamental (i.e., 
Lots 1, 34, and 36); in these cases, the lots have already been developed up to the 
conservation easement and do not contain any natural habitat. The potential for burrowing 
owl to nest on these sites is not expected; therefore, the homeowners should not be 
burdened with additional surveys when the chance that the species would occur is so small 
that it is not expected.  
 
MM BIO-7 requires pre-construction surveys for roosting bats on all lots, except for lots that 
are entirely developed/ornamental (i.e., Lots 1, 34, and 36) and lots that consist entirely of 
ruderal or coastal sage scrub habitat (i.e., Lots 5, 6, 29, and 30). If an area is already 
developed (typically with a house), it likely would not be removed by the proposed 
improvements. Bats do not roost in sage scrub shrubs or weedy ruderal vegetation. As 
discussed above, homeowners should not be burdened with additional surveys when the 
chance that bat roosting would occur is so small that it is not expected. 
 
In summary, the comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission 
and City Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the 
Draft IS/MND, no further response is required. 
 
A-1D: The commentor states that the City should amend the MND such that all mitigation 
measures apply to the entire Project area, so that impacts to biological resources are 
appropriately avoided and/or minimized. 
 
As explained above, although implemented lot by lot, significant impacts on biological 
resources would be fully mitigated by the homeowners who choose to make improvements 
that would impact habitat. The mitigation strategy contains plan checks whereby the City 
would confirm that required pre-construction surveys and avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures are being implemented, as applicable. As explained above, the City finds 
that the requirements in MM BIO-2, MM BIO-5, and MM-BIO 7 reasonably exclude the few 
lots where the target species are not expected to occur; as such, the measures will not be 
applied to all lots as requested by CDFW. 
 
In reviewing Table 4.4-5, it was noted that Lot 28 contains a small amount of coastal sage 
scrub; therefore, Lot 28 should be included as a lot that requires pre-construction burrowing 
owl surveys per MM BIO-5. This revision has been made in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program that accompanies this Final Recirculated IS/MND as Appendix D. 
 
A-2: The commentor states that the mitigation measures outlined in the Draft Recirculated 
MND contain distance buffers that may not reduce future project impacts to a level less than 
significant. The commentor states that the inclusion of a 200-foot buffer in mitigation 
measures, (i.e., if the project activities would occur within 200 feet of a biological resource), 
future project-related activities such as grading, clearing, disking, excavation, and paving 
may negatively impact biological resources within the Project area. The commentor also 
suggests revisions to mitigation measures in this comment. 
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The comment is noted. The 200-foot buffer was not based on specific guidelines or a specific 
source. Instead, the 200-foot buffer was based on the 100-foot setback distance from 
riparian areas/jurisdictional features required by various other cities and counties in their 
general plans (e.g., City of Simi Valley). Double this distance (i.e., 200 feet), was considered a 
reasonable distance to require the homeowner to conduct additional surveys and/or 
protective measures. After measuring the distance from the homes to the end of each lot, 
there is not much of difference between limiting the distance to 200 feet versus requiring for 
the entire lot; in other words, if sensitive habitat is within the lot, it is usually located within 
200 feet, so changing the distance in the referenced measures would not change the 
implementation substantially, and it would make the measures easier for the City to apply. 
The City accepts the changes to MM BIO-1, MM BIO-9, and MM BIO-11 suggested by the 
commentor. This comment was also applied to MM BIO-2. The revised mitigation measures 
are shown in the MMRP that is provided as Appendix D. 
 
In summary, the comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission 
and City Council. The commentor’s revisions to mitigation measures have been incorporated. 
Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the Draft IS/MND, no 
further response is required. 
 
A-3A: The commentor states that MM-BIO-2 does not adequately offset Project-related 
impacts on special status plants. The commentor states that the Project’s ground-disturbing 
activities would result in loss of suitable habitat, loss of population, and direct mortality of 
special status plant species. 
 
The comment is noted. No special status plant surveys have been conducted in the BSA to 
date; it is currently unknown whether any special status plant species occur in the BSA. 
Therefore, it is incorrect to state that Project activities would result in the loss of special 
status plant species because the impact is currently unknown. Because special status plant 
species have potential to occur in the BSA, there is potential for there to be an impact.  
 
A-3B: The commentor states that the Project area has the potential to support listed plant 
species and plant species designated as rare with a CRPR of 1B or 2B. The commentor states 
that in the Recirculated Draft IS/MND, MM BIO-2 was included which states that if plants 
with a CRPR 1B or 2B cannot be avoided and the population size represents less than five 
percent of the regional population, then the impact would be considered less than significant, 
and no mitigation would be required. The commentor states that CDFW disagrees that 
impacts should be considered as less than significant. According to the California Native 
Plant Society, plants with a CRPR of 1B are rare throughout their range with the majority of 
these plants are endemic to California (CNPS 2024). Additionally, plants with a CRPR of 2B 
may be common in other states but are considered rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California. Whether or not there is a large population regionally, these plant species are still 
considered significant under CEQA, and compensatory mitigation should be provided if any 
individual rare plant is observed on site. CDFW is also concerned that the MND does not 
provide biological justification as to why five percent of the regional population is the 
minimum threshold 
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The comment is noted. Because the presence of special status plant species in the BSA is 
currently unknown, the mitigation must establish a quantitative criteria upon which future 
survey results can be evaluated for significance. MM BIO-2 establishes that any impact (i.e., 
impacts to one individual) on a federally or State-listed plant species would be a significant 
impact and would require take authorization be obtained from the USFWS and/or CDFW 
(depending on whether the species is federally or State listed), which is in agreement with 
the commentor.  For California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1 and 2 species, which are considered 
rare, threatened or endangered in California by the California Native Plant Society, the CEQA 
impact analysis considers Section 15065 as to whether the Project impacts would 
“substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare, threatened, or endangered 
species”.  The City disagrees with the commentor that any impact (i.e. impacts to one 
individual) on a CRPR 1 or 2 species would be considered significant. MM BIO-2 establishes 
that if a CRPR 1 or 2 species were observed on an individual lot, but only a few individuals of 
that species were observed, the Biologist would then consider whether the loss of these few 
individuals would substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of the species in the 
Project region. Special status species vary substantially based on each species’ specific life 
history traits, some occur as scattered individuals with 20 individuals occurring over 10 
acres while others occur in patches of a few thousand in a polygon 10 feet in diameter. 
Therefore, it is not possible to set a specific number of individuals that would apply to all 
species; hence, MM BIO-2 specifies five percent of the regional population as the threshold 
of significance. If the number of individuals found would not substantially reduce the 
regional population or restrict the range of the species, then the impact would not be 
considered significant, and no mitigation would be required. For example, if a special status 
plant survey is conducted on a particular lot and 8 intermediate mariposa lily (Calochortus 
weedii var. intermedius) individuals are observed, but there are 350 individuals of this 
species known from a nearby population that is still present, then the loss of those few 
individuals would not warrant mitigation. However, if a special status plant survey is 
conducted on a lot and 8 individual Greata’s aster2 (Symphyotrichum greatae) are observed, 
but only 20 Greata’s aster are known from the Project region, the loss of those few 
individuals would be a significant impact that should be avoided or fully mitigated. As CRPR 
species are not formally listed by the State, CDFW does not have the jurisdictional authority 
to determine the threshold of significance; the threshold of significance is determined by the 
Lead Agency (i.e., the City). The City finds that the criteria included in MM BIO-2 are 
reasonable for assessing significance. The City does not want individual homeowners 
burdened with carrying out complicated and costly mitigation requirements for an impact 
that is below the threshold of significance. However, per the requirements of MM BIO-2, 
impacts will be avoided and minimized to the extent possible depending on the location of 
the special status plants with respect to proposed homeowner activities.  
In summary, the comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission 
and City Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the 
Draft IS/MND, no further response is required. 
 

 
2 This species is not expected to occur in the BSA, but was used in this example because this species occurs in lower 

population numbers than the other species with potential to occur. 
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A-3C: The commentor states that the mitigation measure proposes the option of collecting 
seeds of rare plants and donating them to the California Botanic Garden. Handing seeds or 
bulbs to a local organization for future use does not guarantee that Project impacts in that 
particular area would be appropriated mitigated. 
 
Collecting seeds of rare plants and providing them to a local organization for future use is 
one of three mitigation approaches included as potential options. This approach would only 
be considered suitable in certain circumstances, such as when the number of individuals 
impacted is limited and the species grows well from seed/bulbs. The seeds/bulbs could 
provide genetic diversity to the seed bank maintained by a botanic garden, or other suitable 
organization. MM BIO-2 requires City approval of the mitigation option selected.  
 
A-3D: The commentor states that impacts on rare flora could be considered a significant 
effect on the environment. The commentor states that impacts to CRPR 1 and 2 plant species 
and their habitat meet the definition of endangered, rare, or threatened species (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15380). The commentor states that some CRPR 3 and 4 species meet the 
definitions of endangered, rare, or threatened under CEQA. The commentor states that 
impacts to CRPR 1 and 2 plant species and their habitat may result in a mandatory finding of 
significance because the Project would have the potential to threaten to eliminate a plant 
community and substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, 
or threatened species (CEQA Guidelines, § 15065). The commentor states that insufficient 
mitigation may result in unmitigated temporal or permanent impacts to a rare plant species. 
Subsequently, the commentor states that the Project would continue to have a substantial 
adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species by 
CDFW. 
 
See CDFW-3B above. 
 
A-3E: The commentor provides suggested edits to MM BIO-2. 
 
The comment is noted. Some of the commentor’s suggested wording revisions to MM BIO-2, 
related to federally and State listed species, have been incorporated to clarify the process 
related to impacts to listed species. However, the City prefers to retain a range of possible 
mitigation approaches in the measure, rather than deleting them as suggested by the 
commentor, to help guide homeowners and future City staff on the implementation of MM 
BIO-2.  
 
Similarly, some of the commentor’s suggested wording revisions to MM BIO-2, related to 
CRPR 1 and 2 species, have been incorporated to clarify the process related to impacts on 
these species. However, some of the revisions incorrectly give authority to CDFW in the 
approval of mitigation for CRPR 1 and 2 species, which CDFW does not have jurisdiction over. 
Additionally, the commentor’s revisions related to mitigation ratios are unclear with how 
the impact would be defined (based on individuals, the amount of habitat they occupy, or 
suitable habitat present on the lot). Therefore, the mitigation approval for CRPR 1 and 2 
species will be retained by the City; however, wording has been added to MM BIO-2 to 
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suggest that CDFW could be consulted in an advisory role. As described above, the City 
prefers to retain a range of possible mitigation approaches in the measure, rather than 
deleting them as suggested by the commentor, to help guide homeowners and future City 
staff on the implementation of MM BIO-2.  
 
Revisions to text for MM BIO-2 have been incorporated into the MMRP that is provided as 
Appendix D. 
 
A-4A: The commentor states that the Recirculated Draft IS/MND did not provide avoidance 
or minimization measures to reduce Project impacts on Species of Special Concern. The 
commentor states that direct impacts to Species of Special Concern could result from Project 
activities (e.g., equipment staging, mobilization, and grading); ground disturbance; 
vegetation clearing; trampling or crushing from construction equipment, vehicles, and foot 
traffic. Project ground-disturbing activities such as vegetation removal will also result in 
habitat destruction, causing the death or injury of adults, juveniles, eggs, or hatchlings. 
 
The Recirculated IS/MND discusses the potential impact to suitable habitat for wildlife 
Species of Special Concern on pages 4-66 through 4-70. As discussed, the worst-case scenario 
(i.e., that all homeowners would fully develop their lots), would result in impacts on 22.527 
acres. As discussed above (CDFW-1C), the projects of individual homeowners would occur 
staggered over time, with some of the homeowners likely not proposing any improvements 
on their lots, or only impacting a portion of their lots, which differs from development of a 
new community where the entire project site is mass graded at the same time. Most lots (i.e., 
31 out of 36 lots), contain less than one acre of habitat, while the largest lot contains less 
than four acres of habitat that could be impacted. Meanwhile, the habitat area within the 
Conservation Easement would continue to provide 53.182 acres available to wildlife for 
breeding, foraging, and sheltering. The Conservation Easement is located along the bottom 
of the slope for all lots, so it is immediately adjacent to all areas that would be impacted. 
 
Additionally, because homeowner projects would be contained within a single lot, the 
construction crew for each project is expected to be small, likely consisting of only one or 
two pieces of equipment at a time. The small scale and slower pace of small-scale 
construction would allow most wildlife time to escape, triggered by the vibration of the 
approaching equipment and/or human activity, from the impact area to the Conservation 
Easement on the same lot. On most lots, the Conservation Easement is only a few hundred 
feet away from the edge of development. While some individuals of low mobility could be 
killed by construction activities, especially if construction begins during the cold winter 
season when herpetofauna are aestivating. The loss of a few individuals of these species is 
not expected to substantially reduce their population numbers or restrict their range 
(Section 15065 of the State CEQA Guidelines).  
 
While Section 15380 of CEQA allows some Species of Special Concern to be treated as if they 
are listed for CEQA purposes, the application of this treatment is not appropriate for all 
Species of Special Concern. The species listed by the commentor (i.e., Southern California 
legless lizard, California glossy snake, Blainville’s horned lizard, coastal whiptail, red 
diamond rattlesnake, and San Diego desert woodrat) do not currently trigger focused 
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surveys and mitigation.  A recent court case, Nassiri v. City of Lafayette, et al. (2024), 
addressed the use of Section 15380 of CEQA, in which the courts clarified that the 
designation of a species as a “species of conservation concern” is not equivalent to being 
deemed “rare.” For the species to be treated as listed under Section 15380 of CEQA, a species 
should be considered rare or unique in the area or imminently at risk of endangerment (Allen 
Matkins 2024).  
 
A-4B: The commentor recommends the addition of a mitigation measure requiring that a 
preconstruction wildlife survey be conducted within all parcels.  
 
See Response A-4A. Because impacts on these species would not be considered significant, 
no mitigation would be necessary. The City would like to simplify the process for 
homeowners as much as possible and would like to minimize the surveys to those absolutely 
needed in order to minimize costly requirements for homeowners. Also, because of the 
configuration of the impacts in relation to the nearby Conservation Easement on each lot, 
wildlife would be expected to move away from the work area on their own as the 
construction equipment and human activity approach. Additionally, when the work area is 
this close to the Conservation Easement (i.e., within a few hundred feet in most cases), it is 
expected that wildlife that are relocated would move back to the work area within a few 
hours of being relocated, so if relocated more than a few hours prior to the work, they would 
likely return to their home territory. In this case, with this configuration of habitat within the 
Conservation Easement on each lot, this measure would likely not be effective at achieving 
the purpose. Therefore, it has not been added to the mitigation program. However, MM BIO-
1 has been revised to require construction plans to include a note to allow wildlife to escape 
from the work area unharmed (e.g., no killing of snakes) and that no wildlife shall be handled. 
Revisions to text for MM BIO-2 will be incorporated into the Final Recirculated IS/MND and 
are shown in Section 4.1.  
 
A-4C: The commentor states that a mitigation measure should be added requiring 
compensatory mitigation for impacts to Species of Special Concern. 
 
See Response A-4A. As explained above, the impact on Species of Special Concern would not 
be considered significant under Section 15380 of CEQA; therefore, no mitigation would be 
required. It is important to note that when this community was originally constructed, a 
Conservation Easement was placed over the canyon bottoms, requiring protection of habitat 
on each lot. The Conservation Easement contains 53.182 acres of habitat that will remain in 
perpetuity with long-term protection granted. The areas at the bottom of the canyons are 
the areas of woodland that are most valuable for wildlife movement. In this case, one main 
reason that the loss of habitat is not considered significant for wildlife Species of Special 
Concern is that a limited amount of habitat would be impacted on each lot, while the habitat 
in the Conservation Easement would remain.  
 
A-5: The commentor states that the City should change MM BIO-3 related to Crotch’s bumble 
bee as they have marked up in their comment. 
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The majority of the commentor’s suggested text has been incorporated into MM BIO-3 for 
Crotch’s bumble bee. The introductory text to the measure will be retained; the text states 
that if CDFW determines that Crotch’s bumble bee listing is not warranted, then the measure 
will not be applicable. If CDFW determines that listing is not warranted, then Crotch’s 
bumble bee would have been determined to be not at risk of endangerment in the 
foreseeable future; in this case, additional protections would not be warranted. The other 
suggested text change that has not been incorporated is to change “qualified Biologist” to 
“qualified Entomologist”. If a Biologist is qualified to do the survey, they would have the 
appropriate qualifications to conduct the survey (e.g., a Memorandum of Understanding 
[MOU] to net and handle the species). Not all Biologists that hold this MOU are considered 
Entomologists; use of the term Biologist allows someone with multiple specialties (not just 
insects) to conduct the survey as long as they have the appropriate qualifications. However, 
text has been added following “qualified Biologist” to explain the qualification, “(i.e., one with 
a Memorandum of Understanding to handle the species)”. 
 
A-6: The commentor states that the Recirculated Draft IS/MND did not include any 
compensatory mitigation in the event of unavoidable impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities. The commentor states that the Recirculated Draft IS/MND should be amended 
to include a discussion of compensatory mitigation for coastal sage scrub, coast prickly pear 
scrub, and/or California walnut groves, including a mitigation measure or measures that 
provide specific requirements to meet mitigation obligations for these sensitive 
communities 
 
The comment is noted; however, the Recirculated IS/MND explains the reasoning for the 
finding of less than significant on these vegetation types on pages 4-71 to 4-73. As detailed 
in the analysis, the worst-case scenario would impact less than 10 percent of coast prickly 
pear scrub in the BSA, totaling a maximum of 0.329 acre, while 90 percent of coast prickly 
pear habitat would remain in the Conservation Easement. Considering the small amount of 
coast prickly pear that could be impacted, the amount remaining in the Conservation 
Easement, the impact would be considered less than significant. Additionally, projects that 
would affect coast prickly pear scrub (as well as projects that would affect other coastal sage 
scrub habitat types) would require focused surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher per 
MM BIO-4. Impacts to habitat occupied by coastal California gnatcatcher would require 
compensatory mitigation, including securing long-term protections. Also, MM BIO-1 
encourages that homeowners avoid and minimize impacts on this vegetation type. 
A larger percentage of coastal sage scrub habitat types would be affected under the worst-
case scenario (i.e., approximately one-third with 2.395 acres impacted and 5.012 remaining 
in the Conservation Easement). Other than coast prickly pear scrub, none of the other coastal 
sage scrub vegetation types are considered sensitive according to the California Sensitive 
Natural Communities (CDFW 2023). As explained above, projects that would affect coastal 
sage scrub would require focused surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher per MM BIO-4. 
Impacts to habitat occupied by coastal California gnatcatcher would require compensatory 
mitigation, including securing long-term protections. Also, MM BIO-1 encourages that 
homeowners avoid and minimize impacts on these vegetation types. 
The Recirculated IS/MND states that the impact on California walnut woodlands and 
California walnut woodlands (disturbed) would be considered potentially significant, and 



Final IS/MND 
 

 

 MUNICIPAL CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 20-0005 PROJECT 2-40 
RECIRCULATED DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

requires MM BIO-1 to avoid and minimize impacts on this woodland, and MM BIO-10 to 
require obtaining a permit for any mature trees that would be removed. The City’s 
permitting process requires that mature trees (including both California walnut [Juglans 
califonrica] and coast live oak [Quercus agrifolia]) removed be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio. 
Therefore, mitigation is included for the loss of California walnut woodland and coast live 
oak woodland.  
Additionally, the City of San Dimas Municipal Code related to Tree Protection (Section 
18.162.100 (C) and (D)) requires the following long-term protection:  
“Where applicable, a bond or cash deposit as determined by the director of development 
services shall be furnished by the developer for the management and protection of each existing, 
replanted or relocated tree(s). Said bond or cash deposit shall be refunded upon the successful 
completion of a tree maintenance program as required by the director of development 
services.”  
“Any tree removal and/or replacement permit granted by the director of development services 
pursuant to Section 18.162.030 and the development plan review board pursuant to Section 
18.162.050 shall include a condition requiring an objectively observable maintenance and care 
program to be initiated to insure the continued health and care of mature significant tree(s) on 
the property. Such program shall specify length of maintenance program, maintenance plan 
and method of inspection. Said tree maintenance program and plan is not required of the 
applicant when trees are to be relocated to an approved off-site location pursuant to the 
provisions of this chapter.” 
 
Further, an information brochure on the topic of Tree Preservation (City of San Dimas 2021) 
on the City’s website summarizes the above measures as follows: 
 
“If said conditions are imposed, the owner will be responsible for all replacement and relocated 
trees for a minimum period of two years. If during this time the tree(s) is (are) declared 
unhealthy by a certified arborist as set forth in Section 18.162.090, the diseased trees shall be 
removed and replaced at the cost of the applicant, as set forth in Section 18.162.100.  
A maintenance agreement shall be submitted by the applicant and established for each 
replaced and relocated tree. The maintenance agreement and maintenance responsibility shall 
be transferred with the sale of the property if title to the property is transferred within the 
specified maintenance' period.” 
 
Therefore, MM BIO-10, by requiring compliance with the existing tree preservation 
ordinance, requires compensatory mitigation and long-term protection of mature native 
woodlands. As mentioned for other issue areas, the City prefers to minimize the additional 
requirements for homeowners; preferring to rely on the existing procedures where they 
would accomplish the necessary protective measures. 
 
A-7: The commentor states that the Recirculated Draft IS/MND notes that within each lot 
there is a conservation easement area that would remain as open space and could not be 
impacted by future homeowner projects. CDFW recommends that the City clarifies whether 
the conservation easement area, as depicted in Figure 4.4-4, has already been protected or 
whether the conservation easement will be granted through a formal protection mechanism. 
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The comment is noted. Page 4-63 of the Recirculated IS/MND states “The green areas in 
Figure 4.4-4 represent the existing conservation easement; these areas would not change 
following the text amendment; they would remain as open space and could not be impacted 
by future home-owner projects.” 
 
The Project Description (Section 2.2) does not currently mention the Conservation easement 
because it is already in place; it is not part of the proposed Project. 
 
A-8: The commentor states that CDFW appreciates the conversation to discuss the updated 
biological resources and welcomes an additional meeting prior to adoption of the Draft 
IS/MND to lessen significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The commentor states 
that they are available to continue the discussion of how to best avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts of Project to biological resources, and look forward to future coordination 
with the City. 
 
The City appreciates CDFW’s comments and welcomes the cooperative spirit in the 
implementation of the Municipal Text Code Amendment. Several of the lots have drainages 
that are potentially under the jurisdiction of CDFW; although not all of CDFW’s suggestions 
have been incorporated into the Final Recirculated IS/MND, CDFW will have the opportunity 
review project activities that may affect drainages and would require a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 
 
A-9: The commentor states that CEQA requires that information developed in environmental 
impact reports and negative declarations be incorporated into a database [i.e., CNDDB], 
which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations 
[Public Resources Code, Section 21003, subdivision (e)]. Accordingly, the commentor 
requests that the City report any special status species detected by completing and 
submitting CNDDB Online Field Survey Form (CDFW 2024). The Project proponent should 
ensure that data was submitted data properly, with all data fields applicable filled out, prior 
to finalizing/adopting the environmental document. The data entry should also list pending 
development as a threat and then update this occurrence after impacts have occurred. The 
commentor states that the Project proponent should provide CDFW with confirmation of 
data submittal. 
 
Psomas’ fieldwork was limited to one survey visit in July 2023. The only special status plant 
species observed was California walnut; California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
forms are generally not submitted for CRPR 4 species. No special status wildlife species were 
observed during the fieldwork; therefore, no CNDDB forms were needed for Psomas’ survey. 
Ultrasystems (2022) reported monarch butterfly (Danaus Plexippus; foraging, not 
overwintering) and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii; foraging, not nesting). As the 
observations of these species were during foraging and not their protected states (i.e., 
overwintering and nesting, respectively), no CNDDB forms would be needed for these 
species either.  
 
A-10: The commentor states that they recommend that the City incorporate the new and 
revised mitigation measures that CDFW has presented in their comment letter. 
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The Final Recirculated IS/MND has incorporated many of the suggested revisions 
recommended by CDFW. These measures are provided in the MMRP that is attached as 
Appendix D. 
 
A-11: The commentor states that the Project, as proposed, could have an impact on fish 
and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing fees is necessary.  
 
This comment is noted. 
 
A-12: The commentor states that CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Project to assist the City in adequately analyzing and minimizing/mitigating impacts to 
biological resources. CDFW requests an opportunity to review and comment on any 
response that the City has to our comments and to receive notification of any forthcoming 
hearing date(s) for the Project [CEQA Guidelines, § 15073(e)]. 
 
The comment is noted. The Final Draft IS/MND has incorporated many of the suggested 
revisions recommended by CDFW. These measures are provided in the MMRP that is 
attached as Appendix D. 
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Comment Letter 1 from John Davis:
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Response to Comment Letter 1 from John Davis: 

1-1: The commentor states that they believe that grading for new home construction 
including driveways, garages, and a pool would not require implementation of the mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft IS/MND. The commentor states that the City has historically 
allowed for up to 200 cubic yards of grading. 
 
The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. The mitigation measures would not apply to development/grading necessary for 
the primary residence, driveway, and garage. A pool would trigger the mitigation measures. 
Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the Draft IS/MND, no 
further response is required. 
 
1-2: The commentor states that the parcel that they own as well as many others in the areas 
contain land designated as natural or scenic and cannot be developed. The commentor states 
that these areas of the parcels seem to be of most interest to the IS/MND’s preparer. The 
commentor states that the mitigation measures are not reasonable and are too expensive for 
a single-family homeowner to implement.  
 
The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. As indicated in this comment, many of the parcels in the Project Site are partially 
covered by a Scenic Easement which already limits development within these areas of the 
parcels. The mitigation measures have been divided in Table 7.0-1 of the Recirculated Draft 
IS/MND for those measures that would need to be implemented for each parcel, regardless 
of where the improvements would occur in that parcel, as well as measures that are only 
required if work in that parcel were to extend into the Scenic Easement area of the parcel.  
 
1-3: The commentor states that they believe that development that involves less than 200 
cubic yards of grading and/or areas that are already improved, landscaped, and/or fenced 
in should not trigger surveys and other mitigation measures. 
 
The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. See response to comment 1-2 above. 
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Comment Letter 2 from John Begin: 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 from John Begin: 

2-1: The commentor states that they support the Project, and the commentor expresses 
gratitude to City staff for answering their questions related to the Project. 
 
The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the Draft 
IS/MND, no further response is required. 
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Comment Letter 3 from Riener Nielsen:
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Response to Comment Letter 3 from Riener Nielsen: 

3-1: The commentor states that they are in support of the Project. 

The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the Draft 
IS/MND, no further response is required. 
 
3-2: The commentor states that although they support the Project, they believe that the 
required mitigation measures for this one area of the City is discriminatory. The commentor 
states that the mitigation measures should be reduced or eliminated, or otherwise they 
should be applied to all other parcels in the City.  

The comment is noted and will be provided to the City Planning Commission and City 
Council. Given that the comment does not relate to the content or accuracy of the Draft 
IS/MND, no further response is required. 
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