





be taking measures to ensure that General Plans are consistent with the conservation of habitats and
species identified in the VWMSHCP MOU contract.

The Sage Council requests that the City General Plan inciide maps that identify privately held lands,
county lands, county flood control lands, school district lands, water district lands and lands that have
been previously set-aside as mitigation areas. We would also like a separate map of just identifies
mitigation lands that includes an appendix that reveals the name of the projects that provided the
mitigation lands. The Sage Council has a growing concern that lands that are already mitigation for past
projects are being sold and/or used again for new project mitigation sites. While the City may not be
“double-dipping” mitigation sites, except for the recently approved Rancho Etiwanda Estates
development, the Sage Council believes that the County is actively doing so. We also have reasonto
believe that County Flood Control is selling lands that already have conservation easement on them. The
Sage Council is strongly opposed to double-dipping of mitigation lands. We believe that the City can
easily avoid this from happening within their jurisdiction if the General Plan would provide the public
with maps etc. identifying lands that have historically been set-aside for mitigation and those with
existing conservation easements.

While the Sage Council supports the comments of our member Frank Schiavone, we have some
addidtional concerns regarding mitigation banking. Whether habitat lands are conserved through
mitigation or conservation banking, it is important for the City to clearly state in their General Plan that
monies alone contributed towards a conservation bank does not equal habitat mitigation. Within the past
few years the Courts have decided that habitat mitigation for rare species, or habitat alone, cannot be
accomplished based souly on financial donations (See AP news regarding the case of the Alabama
Beach mouse and loss of beach habitat http://sagecouncil.com/news2.html#Alabama ). The County of
Riverside is currently in legal jeopardy over their Stephen’s Kangaroo-Rat HCP for accepting money
contributions towards a conservation bank type of HCP Preserve system). Habitat mitigation lands must.
be identified PRIOR to the approval of a development project, water or road project etc. Furthermore,
the acquisition of the habitat mitigation site must also be in place and not merely a concept. If the
mitigation site is for a specific type of habitat loss or species take, the mitigation site must provide equal
or greater replacement values. The Sage Council requests that the Final EIR for the City’s General Plan
include this information so that the interested public and City decision makers understand the legal
requirements of natural resource conservation.

The Sage Council, in this letter is updating some of the information provided by Frank Schiavone in his
Jetter on the DEIR General Plan.

Existing Lands Committed to Conservation

e The 762-acre North Etiwanda Preserve dedicated to conservation as mitigation for 30 Freeway.
This mitigation area was acquired through federal funds provided by the U.S. Federal Highways
Administration. Funds were given to the States CALTRANS that in turn provided the funds to
SANBAG for acquisition from The Resoulution Trust auction. The City of Rancho Cucamonga
had little to nothing to do with the acquistion and conservation of what is now the North
Etiwanda Habitat Preserve. However, City representatives on numerous occasions have
misrepresented the City’s involvement in the conservation of this area. Most recently the Mayor
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and Councilman Dutton misrepresented the City’s involvement in the conservation of the site on

July 18, 2001 at the City Council meeting regarding the Rancho Etiwanda Estates project.

Furthermore, the City’s approval of the Rancho Etiwanda Estates project jeopardizes adequate

conservation of the NEHP site (See NEHP Conservation Management Agreement and comments
“provided by CDFG, USFWS and local scientists.) :

e The 135-acre North Etiwanda Creek Sanctuary that was mitigation for University Project. The
City once again had nothing to do with having this site conserved. It was only through litigation
filed by Spirit of the Sage Council that this Nature Sanctuary was put in place.

e A 200-acre area within Day Creek Wash placed into permanent open space in October 1986 as
mitigation for the Day Creek Water Project. This habitat mitigation area was established through
the US Army Corp of Engineers, USFWS and CDFG. Again the City had nothing to do with l\
establishing this conservation area. :

e 200 acres of the 700-acre Rock Crusher mining site were set aside. This habitat area was set-
aside through CDFG 1600 agreement requirements. Again the City had nothing to do with
ensuring habitat mitigation and conservation.

e USFWS was party to a mitigation commitment of approximately 42 acres within San Sevaine
Wash. However, the County has violated this agreement by destruction of habitat onsite. USFWS
is currently consulting over this habitat loss.

e Two parcels were committed to conservation (one 50-acre parcel and one 26-acre parcel) as a
result of Chaffey Joint Union High School District’s illegal take of the federally threatened
California Coastal Gnatcatcher. Again, the City had nothing to do with conserving habitat or
endangered species. USFWS has demanded habitat mitigation. ‘

Conclusion .
For 10 years the Sage Council has been monitoring and commenting on projects within the City’s and

County’s jurisdiction. During that time I cannot think or point to one example of the City having taken
pro-active measures o conserve natural resources and California’s natural heritage. Rarely does the City
enforce its General Plan. More often than not the City regularly amends its General Plan and Specific
Plan to appease a developer and the proposed project. The Sage Council continues to be disgusted by
such poor land planning and politics. We also continue to hope and urge the City to take appropriate
measures through the General Plan update to conserve natural resources within your jurisdiction.

For the wild ones,

Leeona Klippstein, Co-founder
Executive Director

Spirit of the Sage Council

30 North Raymond Ave., Suite 303
Pasadena, CA 91103

(626) 744-9932
www.sagecouncil.com

Page 3 of 3

\ /05



Rancho Cucamonga General Plan Update — Response To Comments on Draft EIR

N. Leeona Klippstein, Cofounder, Executive Director, Spirit of the Sage Council

N1.  Except for the designated conservation areas, mitigation areas within the Planning Area
are not identified as a land use category. Typically, mitigation areas are not a land use
category on city and county general plans. Specific information regarding these
mitigation areas could be obtained as described in Response to Comment M15.

N2.  This comment regarding adequate mitigation is noted. As individual projects that are
consistent with the General Plan are proposed for development, each project will need to
adequately mitigate potential effects on biological resources.

N3. This comment regarding those areas that have been committed for
preservation/conservation is noted.

Responses to Comments
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ATTACHMENT A
LAND USE PLAN
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ATTACHMENT B- )
OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION PLAN



LLSIDE AVE. 2R ~7 :_jx
ff_ 241h ST,
BANYAN ST. ;‘;}. 12 uk‘ -l U{!f;lr g ‘;:;] Existing Open Space- and Conservation Areas
6’ il AL {¢®s%] Proposed Conservation Areas
3 ;:“ UL e ) B =xisting Paris*
& il = Proposed Parks 2
19h ST, B LT Hillside Residential
irad U _@ : B3 Fio0d ControlUtity Corridor
ici= 2 1 AV ciy Limis
BASE UNE RD, MU Lo L Le 1o TF - 47" BASE LINE RD. 757 ] Unincorporated Areas
g e Bl cyinl e
1. Sorre scloting perk sllos are currenty undeveloped.
XL % 2. Some proposad perk sheg are not paroes-apecific of this Smo.
FoOTHILL BLVD. Fag= s N N FOOTHILL BLVD.
% d3 4T
ARROW RT. - X = ) ARROW RT.
A it
e T THLE
S
¢ %\ .
w Dems\A @ g
I+ 1 ot
] g 2
>

HERMOSA AVE.

HAVEN AVE.
MILLIKEN AVE.
ETIWANDA AVE,

SOURCE: The Planning Center





