
DATE: July 9, 2026 PHONE: 909-387-4110 

FROM: DAN WALSH, CHIEF ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST 
LAND USE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

TO: HONORABLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

SUBJECT: 
AGENDA ITEM #3 - PMISC-2026-00029 /SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY LAND USE 
SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Since the distribution of the staff report, Staff has received additional comments for the above-referenced 
Project. These additional comments are attached for your consideration.    
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From: Matthew Martin-Hall
To: Planning Commission Comments; COB - Internet E-Mail
Cc: Walsh, Dan; DeNinno, Amy; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman;

Supervisor Baca; Board Meeting Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029, Proposed Surface Mining Ordinance
Date: Friday, July 3, 2026 10:03:06 AM

You don't often get email from mattdmhall@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning
Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

To the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Land Use
Services Department, and County Staff:

I am writing regarding Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029, the proposed repeal and
reenactment of Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County Development Code related to
surface mining and land reclamation.

I understand that the County is presenting this ordinance as an administrative update intended
to bring local mining regulations into alignment with SMARA. I also understand that this item
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry project by name.

That said, in light of the ongoing Lone Pine Canyon quarry controversy, the timing, framing,
and substance of this ordinance raise serious public trust concerns.

This does not read like a simple housekeeping item. The County’s own staff report describes
the ordinance as a comprehensive repeal and reenactment affecting vested rights, reclamation
plans, financial assurances, inspections, enforcement, idle mines, amendments, and post-
approval procedures. Those are not minor administrative details. They are the exact procedural
categories at issue in controversial mining operations like Lone Pine Canyon.

The concern is not simply that the County is updating its mining ordinance. The concern is
that the County is asking the public to accept a major rewrite of the mining rulebook as though
it were neutral paperwork, while communities affected by mining are being asked to trust that
none of this will affect them later.

That is not a reasonable position to place the public in.

The staff report states that County staff coordinated with local mining operators and
CalCIMA, the mining industry association, while preparing this update. It does not describe
comparable outreach to affected communities, residents living near mines, fire safety agencies,
watershed groups, tribal representatives, environmental organizations, or local groups
currently dealing with the impacts of proposed or revived mining operations.

For a countywide ordinance governing surface mining, that imbalance is deeply troubling.
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Even if no improper intent existed, the process appears tilted toward the regulated industry
rather than the people who will live with the consequences of these rules. That appearance
alone should be enough to slow this process down.

The ordinance also raises serious concerns around vested rights. It states that vested mining
operations may not need a regular County permit if vested rights have been recognized,
though they still require a reclamation plan and financial assurance. It also states that the
County will recognize prior administrative vested-rights determinations or confirmations, as
long as they are consistent with applicable law.

In the context of Lone Pine Canyon, that language matters.

The public deserves to know whether this ordinance will be used to preserve, reinforce,
validate, or rely upon the County’s prior handling of the Lone Pine Canyon vested-rights
issue. If the answer is no, the County should say so clearly and on the record. If the answer is
yes, then the public deserves a full explanation before this ordinance moves forward.

The County should not treat “vested rights” as a blanket authorization. Any claimed vested
right must be defined with precision. The County should identify the exact property
boundaries, depth, material, extraction method, processing activity, haul routes, operational
intensity, and scope of activity covered by any vested-rights determination. Anything less risks
turning a narrow legal doctrine into a broad procedural shortcut.

The public hearing issue is also significant. The proposed ordinance allows the Director to
determine whether certain reclamation plan changes are “substantial” or “non-substantial.” If
deemed non-substantial, some changes may be approved through Staff Review without
Notice. The examples include changes to final contours, roads, revegetation plans, reclamation
methods, safety measures, phasing, and other modifications.

For a project like Lone Pine Canyon, those details are not minor.

A change to a road, slope, drainage feature, revegetation plan, phase boundary, access point,
or safety measure can affect traffic, erosion, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, and public
safety. Calling something “non-substantial” inside an office does not make it harmless on the
ground.

The same concern applies to idle mine management plans. The ordinance allows certain
Interim Management Plan decisions and renewals to proceed without a public hearing. Again,
this may be allowed under SMARA, but the question is whether San Bernardino County
should accept the lowest level of public process for mining sites that may directly affect
nearby communities.

The staff report also states that the County is not proposing rules more stringent than SMARA.
That is a policy choice. San Bernardino County includes mountain communities, canyon
roads, wildfire-prone areas, sensitive watersheds, rural neighborhoods, evacuation routes, and
environmentally significant landscapes. The County could choose stronger local safeguards.
Instead, this ordinance appears to align with the minimum state framework while preserving
substantial administrative discretion.

That may be efficient for operators. It is not reassuring for residents.



At minimum, before this ordinance is recommended for adoption, the County should answer
the following questions clearly and publicly:

1. Does this ordinance affect pending or controversial mining operations, including Lone
Pine Canyon?

2. Does this ordinance preserve, validate, reinforce, or otherwise affect the County’s prior
vested-rights handling of the Lone Pine Canyon quarry?

3. Which decisions under this ordinance can be made without public notice or a public
hearing?

4. Who decides whether a reclamation plan change is “substantial” or “non-substantial”?
5. Will the public be notified when staff approves a mining-related change through Staff

Review without Notice?
6. Will changes involving roads, grading, drainage, slopes, revegetation, phasing, traffic,

blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, or public safety require public
notice and public review?

7. Which mining operators participated in the development of this ordinance?
8. What specific role did CalCIMA play in shaping the ordinance?
9. Were any operators with pending, vested, idle, reclamation-only, or controversial

projects involved in the drafting or review process?
10. Why was there not comparable outreach to affected communities before this item came

forward?
11. What documents, redlines, comments, meeting notes, and communications shaped the

final ordinance language?
12. What safeguards will the County add to ensure that administrative review is not used to

bypass public participation on meaningful mining decisions?

The appropriate action is not to move this forward as-is.

The Planning Commission should continue this item and direct staff to conduct broader public
outreach, disclose the stakeholder process, publish a complete response-to-comments matrix,
and return with amendments that guarantee public notice and public review for mining-related
decisions that could affect surrounding communities.

This is especially important for projects like Lone Pine Canyon, where the community is
already being asked to accept a process built around vested rights and reclamation planning
rather than a full modern mining permit review.

The County may view this ordinance as an internal update. The public does not experience it
that way. To residents, this looks like the County rewriting the mining rulebook in the middle
of a live and highly controversial mining fight, after consulting the mining industry, while
asking affected communities to trust that the changes are merely administrative.

That is exactly the kind of process that undermines confidence in local government.

If the County wants public trust, it should not ask the public to discover the consequences
later. It should explain them now.

Please continue this item, broaden the outreach, disclose the industry and stakeholder input,
and revise the ordinance to ensure meaningful public notice and public review before mining-
related decisions are made administratively.



Respectfully,
Matthew Martin-Hall
Wrightwood, California



From: Monique Stevens
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Saturday, July 4, 2026 7:55:03 AM

You don't often get email from monique.stevens.av@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good morning,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda 
Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This 
ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining 
procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this 
ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA 
input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for 
any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, 
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

This type of back-door process as is pertains to the proposed Lone-Pine Quarry near
Wrightwood, shuts out the impacted public's right to comment, voice their objections and
concerns, and eliminates transparency.  Please open the door to let the light in.

Thanks,
Monique Stevens
661-992-3815
Littlerock CA
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From: Walsh, Dan
To: David Mack; Amy DeNinno
Cc: Searles, Jason
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029 please include my comment
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:55:31 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

David/Amy,
 
Please add this public comment to the PMISC-2026-00029 record.
 
Thank you,
 

 
 

 

Dan Walsh PG, CEG
Chief Engineering Geologist
Land Use Services Department – Geology & Mining Division
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0187
----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Office: 909.387.4739 | Cell: 909.756.0057
www.SBCounty.gov
County of San Bernardino Confidentiality Notice: This communication contains confidential information sent solely for the use of the
intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, then you are not authorized to use it in any manner -
except to immediately destroy it and notify the sender.

 
From: Newland, Derek <Derek.Newland@lus.sbcounty.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:42 AM
To: Walsh, Dan <Dan.Walsh@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Cc: Gonzales, Paul <Paul.Gonzales@lus.sbcounty.gov>; Hagman, Jonathan <Jonathan.Hagman@lus.sbcounty.gov>; Bustamonte, Thomas
<Thomas.Bustamonte@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: FW: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029 please include my comment

 
FYI
 
Thank you,
 
Derek Newland
Associate Planner
Land Use Services Department
Planning Division
909-387-8311
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0187
 

 
From: Caterina Zamora <caterinaneko@yahoo.es> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 22:08
To: Planning Commission Comments <PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Cc: Supervisor Rowe <Supervisor.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Supervisor Armendarez <Supervisor.Armendarez@bos.sbcounty.gov>;
Supervisor Baca <Supervisor.Baca@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Supervisor Hagman <Supervisor.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Newland, Derek
<Derek.Newland@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029 please include my comment

 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good evening,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly
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approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining
operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any
mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts,
habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully, Wrightwood resident, Caterina Zamora

 

 

Caterina Zamora Menino



From: Carol Pettegrew
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda item 3
Date: Friday, July 3, 2026 2:11:10 PM

You don't often get email from bikecarol@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda
Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This
ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining
procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this
ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA
input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for
any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Carol Pettegrew-Standel
Wrightwood 
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From: Mia Diaz
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe;

Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item

3, PMISC-2026-00029.
Date: Friday, July 3, 2026 3:20:23 PM

You don't often get email from mia.fatticci@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Members of the Board, 
I am a concerned friend of the city of Wrightwood  & the Lone Pine Canyon, and I would like you to Continue
Agenda Item 3 and do not recommend adoption as-is.

Before moving this ordinance forward, the County should:

>Explain how this ordinance affects pending, controversial, vested-rights, idle, and reclamation-only
mining operations, including Lone Pine Canyon.

>Disclose who helped shape the ordinance, including mining operators and CalCIMA, the mining
industry association.

>Conduct broader public outreach to affected communities before adoption.

>Add public notice and public review protections for mining-related decisions that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, phasing, revegetation, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual
impacts, habitat, or public safety.

>Clearly identify which decisions under the ordinance can be made without public notice or a public
hearing.

Thank you very much!
Mia J. Diaz
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From: kristal vasquez
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item

3, PMISC-2026-00029.
Date: Friday, July 3, 2026 6:06:07 PM

You don't often get email from kristal.dvasquez@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am asking you to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption of the proposed mining 
ordinance at this time.

This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the 
County's rules for mining, vested rights, reclamation plans, amendments, idle mines, financial 
assurances, inspections, and enforcement.

That matters to communities like ours.

I am concerned that the staff report says mining operators and CalCIMA helped shape the 
ordinance, but it does not show the same level of outreach to affected communities.

I am also concerned that some mining-related decisions could be approved by staff without public 
notice or a public hearing. In places like Lone Pine Canyon, changes to roads, slopes, drainage, 
grading, revegetation, phasing, access, or safety measures can affect traffic, fire risk, water quality, 
erosion, visual impacts, and public safety.

Please continue this item. Please require broader public outreach. Disclose the mining industry 
input. Explain how this affects Lone Pine Canyon. Add public notice and public review protections 
before adoption.

Respectfully,

Kristal vasquez
Wrightwood Resident 

mailto:kristal.dvasquez@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


From: Tom Stevens
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT on matter PMISC-2026-00029, agenda item #3
Date: Saturday, July 4, 2026 6:29:02 AM

[You don't often get email from tomthebarbarian@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

I ask you to include this comment in the official record of the 9 July
2026 hearing before the Planning Commission on agenda item #3, which is
PMISC-026-00029.

I am very concerned that the County is rewriting the surface mining and
land reclamation rules.  The activities covered by these rules are some
of the most destructive, invasive, and potentially ruinous things that
can be done to land and communities.  Their effect on the daily lives of
ordinary people can be huge.

Changes to these rules must be made slowly, carefully, and
deliberately.  Everyone who is impacted must have a voice, and the
Commission must thoroughly understand and consider how every aspect of
each change can have a deleterious effect on the people that live in
areas where mining activities are contemplated.

However, it appears instead that the Commission is considering a
wholesale re-write of some of the most important subjects covered in the
current laws and regulations.  Things like how reclamation plans are
made, approved, amended, and enforced should definitely not be made
without the full support of the public that is impacted by these plans.

But most importantly, any change that reduces the requirement for public
notice of an action, or that allows the County, the Commission, or the
staff to make approvals on surface mining and land reclamation WITHOUT
PUBLIC HEARINGS is UNFAIR.  It directly contravenes the public
participation principles that underlie the County's charter.

As a long-time resident of a mountain canyon community, I have become
acutely aware of some issues common to these areas:

1.  Run-off and erosion is powerful force and potentially hugely
destructive.
2.  Heavy equipment traffic utterly destroys the peace and serenity that
these communities offer
3.  Noise and dust can ruin your health.
4.  Fire is a constant worry.
5.  Water quality is a huge concern -- easy to damage and hard to fix.

Any rule change that makes it easier for commercial interests to obtain
approval for projects that have a potential to affect any of these five
things should be treated as suspicious and dangerous.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Tom Stevens



From: Henry Josefsberg
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Project No.: PMISC-2026-00029 re Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County Development Code related to

local surface mining and land reclamation regulations.
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 11:25:33 AM
Attachments: Morongo Band of Mission Indians.pdf

JGR Solid Earth - 2026 - Burkhard - Cajon Pass and the Southern San Andreas Fault System Earthquake Cycle
Stress.pdf
COMMENTS-Combined.pdf
Wrightwood residents push back against quarry mining project.pdf
COMMENTS-Combined.pdf
WCSD LPC Quarry Response Letter - Board Approved (1).pdf
2026030881_MND_CountyofSanBernardino_LonePineQuarry-1.pdf

You don't often get email from henryjjesq@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I write in opposition to Project No.: PMISC-2026-00029 re  Chapter 88.03
of the San Bernardino County Development Code related to local surface
mining and land reclamation regulations.

This is Item #3 at the July 9, 2026, which is captioned:

Applicant:
San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department
Community:
All unincorporated communities
Location:
Countywide
Project No.:
PMISC-2026-00029
Staff:
Dan Walsh, Chief Engineering Geologist
Amy DeNinno, Contract Planner
Proposal:
An ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino
County Development Code related to local surface mining and land
reclamation regulations.

I am concerned about this for several reasons: 

The proposed ordinance seeks improperly to exempt mining activities on
unincorporated County lands from CEQA regulation. As I trust you have in
your records that significant community, interested person, and experts in
relevant fields have provided the County with material and significant
commentary and evidence of large scale deleterious environmental,
societal, and archeological effects of one mine in particular, the proposed
Lone Pine Canyon quarry. (See submissions re  MRP 2025-00002; SCH
2026030881; P201800609. See also, e.g., May 5, 2026 DEPARTMENT OF
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December 17, 2025 
      CERTIFIED MAIL – RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
   
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
12700 Pumarra Road 
Banning, CA 92220 


 
RE: Notice of Opportunity to Consult for the proposed Reclamation Plan for the renewed 


mining of ultra-high quality calcium carbonate located on the vested Lone Pine Canyon 
Quarry in San Bernardino County (Project Number MRP-2025-00002) 


 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The San Bernardino Land Use Services Department has initiated environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the aforementioned project.  The subject entity is proposing a 
Reclamation Plan for the renewed mining of the vested Lone Pine Canyon Quarry, specifically located 
4 miles southwest of Wrightwood and 1 mile southwest of State Route 138 along Lone Pine Canyon 
Road. A project location map and a project description are enclosed for your information. 
 
In accordance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), which added various provisions to the California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) that concern Tribal Cultural Resources, including Section 21080.3.1(d), we are responding to your 
request to be notified of projects in the geographic area that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with your 
Tribe and that will be reviewed by this entity under CEQA. Your name was provided to us as the point of contact 
for your Tribe. We are hereby notifying you of an opportunity to consult with us regarding the potential for this 
project to impact Tribal Cultural Resources, as defined in Section 21074 of the PRC. The purposes of tribal 
consultation under AB 52 are to determine, as part of the CEQA review process, whether or not Tribal Cultural 
Resources are present within the project area, and if so, whether or not those resources will be significantly 
impacted by the project. If Tribal Cultural Resources may be significantly impacted, then consultation will also 
help to determine the most appropriate way to avoid or mitigate those impacts. 
 
In accordance with Section 21080.3.1(d) of the PRC, you have 30 days from the receipt of this letter to request 
consultation in writing for this project. Please send your written request to me at: 385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 
1st Floor, San Bernardino, CA  92415 or by email to derek.newland@lus.sbcounty.gov.  In your request, please 
reference the project name and number as indicated above. If we do not receive a request for consultation 
within 30 days of your receipt of this letter, we will proceed forward in the CEQA review process without 
consultation. Thank you and we look forward to your response.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Derek Newland, Planner II 
 


Enclosures: Project Location & Project Description 


Land Use Services Department 
Planning 


Miguel Figueroa 
Director 


Marlene Ambriz 
Assistant Director 


Thomas Bustamonte 
Interim Assistant Director 


385 N. Arrowhead Avenue San Bernardino, CA 92415   |   Phone: 909.387.8311   Fax: 909.387.3223 
 








Cajon Pass and the Southern San Andreas Fault System:
Earthquake Cycle Stress Accumulation and Present‐Day
Loading
Liliane M. L. Burkhard1,2 , Bridget R. Smith‐Konter2,3 , Katherine M. Scharer4 , and
David T. Sandwell5


1Space Research & Planetology Division, Physics Institute, University of Bern, Bern, Switzerland, 2Department of Earth
Sciences, University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa, Honolulu, HI, USA, 3School of Earth & Sustainability, Northern Arizona
University, Flagstaff, AZ, USA, 4U.S. Geological Survey, Earthquake Science Center, Pasadena, CA, USA, 5Scripps
Institution of Oceanography, University of California San Diego, La Jolla, CA, USA


Abstract With over a century since the last major rupture affecting the wider Los Angeles region, tectonic
stress has steadily built along the southern San Andreas and San Jacinto fault systems, raising concerns of an
imminent large earthquake. Cajon Pass, located at the junction of these faults, represents a critical site for
potential through‐going ruptures in Southern California. We constructed new 4D earthquake cycle simulations
using a 1000‐year paleoseismic rupture history of the San Andreas Fault System (SAFS) to assess spatial and
temporal variations in stress. A semi‐analytic Fourier transform model was used to compute stress from 3D
dislocations in an elastic plate overlying a Maxwell viscoelastic half‐space, assuming a complete coseismic
reset of resolved shear stress on ruptured elements. Results show highest stress accumulation north of Cajon
Pass (∼1.8 MPa/100 years) due to greater slip rates, and lower rates south of Cajon Pass (∼1.0–1.5 MPa/
100 years). By 2025, Coulomb stress is estimated at 2.8 MPa on the Mojave South (MOS) segment, 1.8 MPa on
the North San Bernardino (NSB1) segment and 3.6 MPa on the San Jacinto Bernardino (SJB) segment.
Segments accumulate stresses with characteristic ranges of pre‐event stress interpreted as failure thresholds:
1.2–2.7 MPa for MOS, 0.4–1.6 MPa for NSB1, and 1.2–2.9 MPa for SJB. When the stress disparity between
segments SJB and MOS narrows, the faults appear to rupture jointly, suggesting that stress levels may control
how Cajon Pass acts as an earthquake gate. These results may inform seismic hazard assessments by linking
stress evolution to fault interactions.


Plain Language Summary Southern California's San Andreas and San Jacinto faults have not
produced a major earthquake near Los Angeles in over a century. During that time, tectonic stress has continued
to build along these faults, increasing the likelihood of a large future rupture. One key area of concern is Cajon
Pass, where the two fault systems meet and could potentially rupture together. To investigate this, we used
computer simulations of the last 1000 years of large earthquake activity to estimate how stress builds up on fault
segments and affects neighboring segments over time. The model shows that stress has now reached high levels
across the region and that the two fault systems may interact when their stress levels become similar. This
suggests that Cajon Pass could act as an “earthquake gate” which sometimes blocks and other times allows large
ruptures to propagate between faults. These results improve our understanding of earthquake interactions in
Southern California and help refine regional hazard assessments.


1. Introduction
Together, the San Andreas Fault (SAF) and San Jacinto Fault (SJF) accommodate ∼90% of the North American‐
Pacific plate slip rate in Southern California (Fialko, 2006) and have hosted at least 36 earthquakes Mw 6.4 or
larger in the last 1000 years (Scharer & Yule, 2020). The largest historic earthquakes on the SAF in southern
California in 1812 and 1857 affected the south‐central portion of the fault system near Cajon Pass (Scharer &
Yule, 2020; Toppozada et al., 1981, 2002). The Mw 7.9 Fort Tejon earthquake in 1857 remains the most recent
“Big One” in Southern California, rupturing over 330 km of the San Andreas Fault System (SAFS) from Parkfield
to just north of Cajon Pass (Sieh, 1978). The SJF has had several moderate (∼Mw 6.5–6.9) earthquakes in historic
time, including 1918, 1968 and 1987 (Barrett Salisbury et al., 2017; Toppozada et al., 1981, 2002). Historically,
however, the southern portion of the SAFS has been seismically quiet despite paleoseismic records suggesting
that large ruptures occur on centennial timescales (Biasi & Scharer, 2019). This prolonged quiescence has raised
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concern that the next slip event in this region could be both large and complex (Scharer et al., 2010, 2017;
Sieh, 1978).


Cajon Pass (Figure 1) is therefore a region of particular interest both for its tectonic complexity and societal
importance. Situated at the junction of the southern San Andreas Fault and the SJF, Cajon Pass plays a central role
in accommodating plate motion in Southern California, which is distributed across a ∼200 km‐wide zone where
slip of 45 mm/year is distributed across a complex network of active faults (Heermance & Yule, 2017; Sandwell
et al., 2016; Scharer & Yule, 2020). Beyond its geological significance as a major fault intersection, Cajon Pass
also contains critical infrastructure that serves the greater Los Angeles metropolitan area, including major
highways, railways, and energy corridors (Porter et al., 2011).


It is important to note that theMw 7.9 1857 Fort Tejon rupture appears to have terminated at Cajon Pass, whereas
the 1812 event likely propagated through it (Lozos, 2016; Onderdonk et al., 2018; Rodríguez Padilla et al., 2021).
This contrast suggests that fault junctions such as Cajon Pass may play a role in controlling rupture propagation
between adjacent fault systems (Yule et al., 2024). Numerical models and paleoseismic studies have indicated that
rheological properties, stress conditions, and fault geometry at this junction may influence whether a rupture
originating on the SJF can continue onto the SAF (Douilly et al., 2020; Tarnowski et al., 2022). Consequently, a
better understanding of present‐day stress conditions and past rupture patterns in this region is essential for
evaluating seismic hazard in Southern California. Given the potential for joint SJF‐SAF ruptures, fault in-
teractions at Cajon Pass may pose a more significant hazard to nearby densely populated regions including Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Coachella Valley than previously recognized.


Although no continuous surface trace links the SAF and SJF at Cajon Pass, this region is widely considered a
critical structural junction that could facilitate through‐going ruptures. It has been classified as a principal
volumetric intersection, where long‐term partitioning of slip suggests a mechanical connection or interaction at
depth (Rodríguez Padilla et al., 2021; Schwartz et al., 2012). Such fault junctions can function as conditional
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Figure 1. The San Andreas Fault System (SAFS) in Southern California, with the main SAF fault trace in purple and San
Jacinto Fault trace in blue. Segment boundaries used in this study are marked by white dots with abbreviated names specified
in Table 1; the fault configuration is simplified from Scharer and Yule (2020). Cajon Pass is indicated in red.
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barriers, or so‐called “earthquake gates,” where ruptures typically terminate unless favorable stress conditions
permit propagation across the junction (Liu et al., 2022; Lozos, 2016; Rodríguez Padilla et al., 2021). Stress
interactions in this region are influenced by the spatial and temporal evolution of Coulomb stress, including stress
lobes and shadow zones that can either promote or inhibit failure on adjacent fault segments depending on ge-
ometry and proximity (Harris & Simpson, 1998; King et al., 1994). We refer to these localized increases or
decreases in stress as induced stress changes that occur on non‐participating segments during rupture events. In
this context, a rupture‐stopping (or “Gate‐Closed”) event describes a rupture that initiates on one segment but
halts at the junction, while a rupture‐passing (or “Gate‐Open”) event refers to a rupture that continues across the
junction under favorable stress conditions, thereby involving additional segments as receiver faults. A rupture that
propagates through and links all three fault strands at Cajon Pass would constitute a tripartite rupture, while one
involving only the two SAF strands joined at the pass would be considered a joint rupture. Whilst these scenarios
are documented in the SAFS rupture history, a rupture involving only the SJF and the SAF north of Cajon pass is
not observed.


To investigate how fault interactions at Cajon Pass influence rupture propagation and termination, we analyze the
spatiotemporal evolution of stress over the past 1000 years using 4D earthquake cycle simulations that model the
long‐term stress accumulation across fault segments. Our study focuses on three central questions: (a) how stress
accumulated along adjacent segments prior to major historical ruptures, (b) how current stress levels compare to
past conditions, and (c) how future slip scenarios could alter the likelihood of joint or tripartite rupture through
Cajon Pass. To address these questions, we employ a physics‐based earthquake cycle model that simulates time‐
dependent stress evolution using paleoseismic chronologies, geodetic constraints, and fault‐specific slip rates.
This approach enables us to explore how long‐term loading and stress changes may have governed past rupture
behavior and may continue to influence the seismic potential of this complex fault junction. An improved un-
derstanding of these dynamics is essential for refining seismic hazard assessments in Southern California.


2. Paleoseismic Data
For this stress evolution analysis, we adopt a modified version of the Maximum Rupture Model (MRM)
developed by Scharer and Yule (2020; Figure 2), which reconstructs the rupture history of the SAF and SJF based
solely on paleoearthquake age constraints. The MRM represents an end‐member scenario that honors the
paleoseismic data with the minimum number of ruptures required to match the dated events. Each rupture is
assigned an age (with associated uncertainty) and an estimated rupture length. Rupture lengths are determined by
evaluating overlap in event ages between adjacent paleoseismic sites: where age ranges overlap, the rupture is
extended along strike; where they do not, rupture extent is truncated midway between sites. Paleoearthquake ages
are derived from radiocarbon dating, historical documentation, and environmental proxies such as European
pollen and tree‐ring anomalies (Scharer & Yule, 2020). While other studies have incorporated additional con-
straints such as displacement‐based rupture extent (e.g., Biasi &Weldon, 2009) or dynamic modeling of complex
fault geometries (e.g., Douilly et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022; Lozos et al., 2011), these approaches typically focus
on smaller fault segments or localized structures. In contrast, the MRM provides a broad, regionally consistent
rupture history suitable for large‐scale stress modeling.


To model the 1812 Wrightwood earthquake (Mw ∼ 7.5), we adopt a tripartite rupture scenario based on the MRM
of Scharer and Yule (2020), which incorporates paleoseismic constraints across the SAF System. In this model,
the 1812 event ruptured continuously from the northern SJF through Cajon Pass and into the Mojave South
(MOS) and North San Bernardino (NSB1‐NSB2) segments of the SAF. Ground rupture observations at the Burro
Flat paleoseismic site (on NSB2) support this interpretation (Yule et al., 2007), indicating measurable slip
associated with the 1812 rupture. This rupture configuration contrasts with that of Lozos (2016), whose dynamic
rupture simulations suggested the 1812 earthquake originated on the SJF but produced minimal slip on the NSB1
and NSB2 segments, implying that this rupture possibly did not fully propagate through the SAF at Cajon Pass.
Alternatively, our model treats the 1812 event as a rupture‐passing (“Gate‐Open”) earthquake, enabled by stress
conditions favorable for complete cross‐fault propagation. This interpretation is consistent with the observed slip
record and with the hypothesis that the 1812 rupture released accumulated stress from prior events that terminated
at the SJF without stepping onto the SAF (Rodríguez Padilla et al., 2021). The 1812 rupture stands in contrast to
the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake (Mw 7.9), which initiated farther north on the Cholame segment and propagated
primarily southward for over 330 km, stopping at Cajon Pass (Sieh, 1978; Toppozada et al., 1981) and not
involving the SJF. Thus, while 1812 represents a tripartite, through‐going event, 1857 is characterized as a


Journal of Geophysical Research: Solid Earth 10.1029/2025JB033213


BURKHARD ET AL. 3 of 26


 21699356, 2026, 6, D
ow


nloaded from
 https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.w


iley.com
/doi/10.1029/2025JB


033213, W
iley O


nline L
ibrary on [24/06/2026]. See the T


erm
s and C


onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com


/term
s-and-conditions) on W


iley O
nline L


ibrary for rules of use; O
A


 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C


om
m


ons L
icense







rupture‐stopping (“Gate‐Closed”) rupture that terminated at Cajon Pass. Prior to 1812, we combine the MRM
(Scharer & Yule, 2020) with modeling results from Rodríguez Padilla et al. (2021) which suggests ruptures on
segments at Cajon Pass did not connect the SAF and SJF. Specifically, five ruptures stayed on the SAF (ca. 1115,
1329, 1469, and 1691 CE) and four ruptures were restricted to the SJF (1249, 1442, 1573, and 1670 CE). The
extents of these ruptures vary (Figure 3), underscoring the importance of stress accumulation and fault segment
interactions in governing rupture extent at this structurally complex junction.


3. San Andreas Fault System Earthquake Cycle Stress Modeling
Understanding how stress accumulates and evolves over multiple earthquake cycles is essential for evaluating the
rupture potential of fault junctions like Cajon Pass. In the classical earthquake cycle framework, steady plate
motion loads locked fault segments, producing interseismic stress accumulation in the brittle upper crust. Using
4D (3D + time) simulations of plate boundary stress evolution, this study examines crustal stress variations that
result from fault loading, earthquake rupture, and postseismic relaxation. Driving this system is slow plate tec-
tonic slip at depth which loads locked fault segments from below, causing stress to accumulate in the upper locked
seismogenic crust. When stress conditions sufficient for slip are reached, coseismic rupture occurs, followed by
an intrinsic mechanic response (i.e., viscoelastic relaxation) of the lower crust and upper mantle (Guns & Ben-
nett, 2020; Reid, 1910; Thatcher, 1973). Over time, stress reaccumulates as a function of slip rate, mantle vis-
cosity, elastic plate thickness, and segment‐specific locking depth (Hearn, 2003). While conceptually useful, the
traditional earthquake cycle model assumes steady stress accumulation and periodic rupture; conditions rarely
observed in natural systems. Empirical studies show that earthquakes on fault systems like the SAFS are often


Figure 2. Ages (CE) of southern San Andreas Fault System paleoseismic events adopted for this study. The segment
boundaries (white circles) and fault configuration were simplified from Scharer and Yule (2020) to comply with fault
architecture of the stress evolution model. Segment name abbreviations are used here; full names can be found in Table 1.
Yellow stars indicate epicentral locations of large recent earthquakes:Mw 7.3 1992 Landers,Mw 7.1 1999 Hector Mine, and
Mw 7.1 2019 Ridgecrest. Insert: Configuration of Cajon Pass junction (MOS, North San Bernardino and San Jacinto
Bernardino) examined in this study.
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aperiodic and vary in rupture extent and stress drop (Murray & Segall, 2002; Scharer et al., 2010). Moreover, the
relationship between stress accumulation and recurrence interval is constrained primarily by paleoseismic re-
cords, which are often incomplete or spatially limited.


To implement this earthquake‐cycle framework and evaluate earthquake cycle stress accumulation near Cajon
Pass over the past 1000 years, we apply the semi‐analytic Fourier transform model maxwell (Sandwell & Smith‐
Konter, 2018; Smith & Sandwell, 2004) to compute surface deformation and stress associated with 3D dislo-
cations embedded in an elastic plate overlying a Maxwell viscoelastic half‐space (Figure 4). The maxwell model
simulates earthquake cycle interseismic strain accumulation and coseismic displacements in the upper brittle
crust, and viscoelastic relaxation in the lower crust and upper mantle, while also including the restoring force of
gravity. This entire model spans the Carrizo segment in the north to the Borrego Mountain segment in the south
(Figure 1, Table 1) and consists of 38 major fault segments (Ward et al., 2021; Table S1) that are projected into a
Cartesian coordinate system of 450 × 900 km in the east‐west (x‐axis) and north‐south (y‐axis) directions,
respectively. UCERF3 long‐term (geologic) slip rates (Field et al., 2013) and geodetically constrained locking
depths (Tong et al., 2014; Ward et al., 2021) are kinematically prescribed along each segment down to the base of
the elastic plate, which drives the secular interseismic crustal block motions. Episodic slip is assigned for each
fault segment from the surface to locking depth through time, guided by the paleoseismic and historical earth-
quake record (e.g., Scharer & Yule, 2020). In the earthquake cycle simulations, coseismic slip for each imposed
event is prescribed as the accumulated slip deficit on the ruptured segment(s), computed as the prescribed long‐
term slip rate multiplied by the elapsed time since the last modeled rupture affecting that segment. Prescribing
coseismic slip as accumulated slip deficit represents and end‐member closure (slip‐predictable in the sense that
slip scales with elapsed interseismic loading). This prescription is used here to maintain consistency between
long‐term segment loading and coseismic moment release within the imposed rupture chronology; it is not
intended as a standalone recurrence predictor. For our model, we assume a Young's modulus of Ε= 70 GPa, shear


Figure 3. Earthquake rupture extents for events passing and stopping at Cajon Pass based on the Maximum Rupture Model of
Scharer and Yule (2020) and modeling by Rodríguez Padilla et al. (2021). Colors show earthquakes with the same rupture
extent, with the mean age (CE) indicated. Small arrows indicate extent of ruptures beyond map excerpt. Left inset: timeline of
“Gate‐Open” or “Gate‐Closed” events of Cajon Pass, that is, ruptures stopping/passing the intersection of MOS, North San
Bernardino, and San Jacinto Bernardino.
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modulus μ = 30 GPa, elastic plate thickness H = 60 km, and a viscosity of η = 1 × 1019 Pa.s following previous
studies (Fay & Humphreys, 2005; Smith & Sandwell, 2006; Smith‐Konter & Sandwell, 2009).


For this earthquake cycle stress analysis, stress tensor grids are generated at each time step for specified crustal
depths. By making the simplifying assumption of modeling the SAFS as a series of vertical screw dislocations and
resolving stresses on vertical fault planes oriented with the local strike computed by maxwell in the model space,
only the horizontal stress components are needed (σxx, σyy, τxy). Assuming standard Coulomb failure mechanics
(Byerlee, 1978), both shear (τs) and normal (σn) stresses are resolved along each fault segment to compute the
Coulomb stress (τc) for each fault plane (i.e., King et al., 1994; Equation 1),


τc = τs − µ f σn (1)


where μf is the coefficient of friction (0.6 for this study; Byerlee, 1978). Positive Coulomb stress corresponds to
conditions that promote failure (increased tendency to slip), whereas negative Coulomb stress implies conditions
that inhibit failure. Stress calculations are performed on a segment‐by‐segment basis, and therefore the local fault
geometry contributes to the overall stress value. Locking depth varies by fault segment (Table 1) and defines the
base of the locked seismogenic zone in the model; segments are locked from the surface to their individual depths,
while steady deep slip below at the prescribed slip rate loads the locked zone and drives interseismic stress
accumulation. Because stresses from dislocation slip vary with observation depth, resolved stresses within the
seismogenic zone increase with depth, and stresses near mid‐locking depths can be up to ∼40% higher than those
at the surface (i.e., Smith & Sandwell, 2004; Smith‐Konter & Sandwell, 2009; Burkhard et al., 2018). Accord-
ingly, we compute representative stresses at ½ of the local locking depth for each segment (corresponding to
∼3.2–10.8 km depending on segment) consistent with previous work (i.e., King et al., 1994; Smith‐Konter &
Sandwell, 2009). Stress also varies along strike within each fault segment due to geometric effects and in-
teractions with neighboring segments. To quantify along‐strike variations while reporting a single value per


Figure 4. Schematic of the maxwell model: An elastic plate of thickness H overlies a linear Maxwell viscoelastic half‐space
of viscosity η. Material properties are shown as shear modulus (μ), Young's modulus (E), and density (ρ) for each layer.
Strike‐slip faults are represented as vertical screw‐dislocation elements embedded in the elastic layer; in this study, fault
elements extend from an upper depth d0 (surface) to a lower depth d1 (local locking depth). A displacement discontinuity
across each fault element is implemented using a finite‐width force couple (Sandwell & Smith‐Konter, 2018; Smith &
Sandwell, 2003, 2004). Inset: Plan‐view representation of the far‐field loading and force‐couple sign convention. The
relative plate‐parallel velocity is V0, applied as V0/2 and ‐V0/2 on either side of the fault. The + and – symbols denote
opposite‐signed body forces that comprise the couple used to impose the displacement discontinuity.
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segment, we compute segment‐averaged stress by sampling the resolved stresses at 2 km spacing along strike and
taking the mean (Appendix, Figure A1).


Time‐series simulations of earthquake cycle stress accumulation are constructed by adopting a paleoseismic
rupture chronology (i.e., simplifying the MRM from Scharer & Yule, 2020 as shown in Figure 1). For each
imposed event, coseismic slip on the ruptured segments are prescribed as the accumulated slip deficit since the
previous modeled rupture affecting that segment (i.e., the slip rate multiplied by the time since the last major
earthquake). At the time of each imposed event, the model applies a complete drop of resolved shear stress on the
ruptured fault elements (i.e., τs is reduced to zero on those elements). Because the normal stress term is not reset
and the total stress field includes stress contributions from the neighboring segments and viscoelastic relaxation,
segment averaged τC does not necessarily return to exactly zero and may be slightly negative relative to the
reference state. In other words, the imposed coseismic slip fully releases the accumulated on‐segment shear
loading represented by the slip deficit but does not “erase” nonlocal stresses from other segments or viscoelastic
transients.


The model is spun up through multiple earthquake cycles on each fault segment, guided by the average recurrence
interval assigned to that segment, so that the stress state at the start of the analyzed interval reflects the inherited
effects of prior earthquakes, interseismic loading, and postseismic viscoelastic relaxation. Here, we initialize the
model in year 800 so that residual start‐up transients decay before the analyzed interval. Thereafter, stresses
evolve through three contributions: (a) interseismic loading driven by prescribed long‐term slip rates and locking
depths (accumulating slip deficit on locked segments), (b) coseismic stress changes from imposed slip events, and
(c) time‐dependent postseismic viscoelastic relaxation in the Maxwell half‐space computed by maxwell. The
paleoseismic chronology specifies the timing and rupture extent of coseismic events (i.e., which segments rupture
and when). For each imposed event, coseismic slip on the ruptured segment(s) is prescribed as the accumulated
slip deficit since the previous modeled earthquake affecting that segment, and instantaneous complete drop of the
resolved shear stress is applied on the ruptured elements. The model then continues forward with postseismic
relaxation and renewed interseismic loading until the next imposed earthquake. Under these constraints, Coulomb


Table 1
Major Modeled Fault Segments, Locking Depths and Slip Rates


Segment Name Abbreviation Locking Depth (km) Slip Rate (mm/year)


Carrizo CAZ 18.7 34.0


Big Bend BB 15.0 34.0


Mojave North MON 16.8 32.5


Mojave South MOS 16.8 32.5
North San Bernardino NSB1 17.8 17.3


North San Bernardino NSB2 17.8 13.0


San Gorgonio Pass SGP 16.4 10.0


Mission Creek North MCN 17.8 1.8


Mission Creek South MCS 16.4 1.8


Coachella COA 11.5 20.0


Brawley BSZ 12.0 23.0


San Jacinto Bernardino SJB 21.0 13.0


Clark CLR 21.5 14.0


Clark CRK 13.7 14.0


Coyote Creek North NCOY 13.7 6.3


Coyote Creek COY 6.3 6.7


Borrego Mountain BOR 6.4 6.0


Note. Primary fault segments of this study adjacent to Cajon Pass are highlighted in green. Fault segments with abbreviated
names; locking depths derived from previous modeling work using geodetic surface deformation measurements (GPS and
InSAR velocity analyses; Tong et al., 2014), and geologic slip rates were adopted from the Uniform California Earthquake
Rupture Forecast (UCERF3; Field et al., 2013).
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stress accumulation rates are largely dependent on slip rate, locking depth, and fault strike (Smith & Sand-
well, 2004). Because slip deficit is prescribed on the locked zone from the surface to the locking depth, segments
with high slip rates and shallow depth concentrate loading over narrower down‐dip width, producing higher
Coulomb stress accumulation rates.


Time‐series stress evolution models are computed over a 1000‐year simulation at 10‐year intervals to capture
long‐term interseismic loading and multi‐cycle stress evolution. To better resolve near‐event stress levels on the
Cajon Pass segments, we also compute annual resolution within time windows spanning each imposed earthquake
(1 year before and 1 year after the event; see Figures 3 and 6).


We note that modeled Coulomb stresses are conditional with respect to the adopted parameterization (slip rates,
locking depths, elastic structure, friction coefficient, viscosity). In this class of linear viscoelastic, kinematically
driven earthquake‐cycle models, these parameters primarily influence the absolute stress amplitudes and the
timescale of postseismic recovery, whereas the key interpretations emphasized here rely more strongly on relative
behavior, segment‐to‐segment contrasts, spatial stress gradients near Cajon Pass, and how stress differences
evolve through time under the prescribed earthquake chronology. Accordingly, we interpret elevated stress values
as indicators of the system state within this model framework rather than as uniquely determined absolute stress
levels.


4. Results
This analysis focuses on Coulomb stress at the time of each earthquake, stress drop immediately following each
earthquake, and induced stress values for multiple paleoseismic earthquake cycles, spanning the three segments
around Cajon Pass (MOS, NSB1, and SJB) over the past 1000 years (Figures 5–8; see Movie S2). Regional stress
maps are provided to highlight map‐view perspectives of stress accumulation for specific times (Figures 5 and 6),
while 1000‐year time‐series (Figures 7 and 8) of site‐specific stress variations are provided to illustrate stress


Figure 5. Modeled Coulomb stress accumulation of the southern San Andreas Fault System at present‐day (2025) in regional
context, observed at ½ the locking depth of each segment. Fault traces overlain in gray, location of Cajon Pass in white circle
with abbreviations of the three adjacent segments indicated. Colors show Coulomb stress (observed at ½ the locking depth of
each segment) resolved onto vertical fault planes using the local segment strike computed in maxwell. Coulomb stresses have
a present overall mean value of 2.8 MPa on the MOS segment, 1.8 MPa on the North San Bernardino segment, and 3.6 MPa
on the San Jacinto Bernardino segment (Figure 7).
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changes through time. Here, we provide a few case examples (i.e., 1812 and 1857 earthquake stress changes,
Figure 6), with a comprehensive simulation is provided in our companion animation. The stress grids evaluated
here reflect Coulomb stress contributions from faults at observation depths of ½ the fault locking depth of each
segment. Stresses have a lobe and shadow‐effect causing values to drop or rise with an event on nearby segments
conditional to their proximity and geometry (Harris & Simpson, 1998; King et al., 1994).


Modeled stress levels for present‐day (year 2025) are elevated across the region (Figure 5), reflecting the absence
of a major earthquake on the southern SAF since 1857 and the occurrence of only a moderate‐magnitude event
(Mw 6.4) on the SJF in 1968, located at the southernmost end of the model domain near BorregoMountain (BOR).
Segment‐mean Coulomb stresses for the three fault strands adjacent to Cajon Pass range from 1.8 to 3.6 MPa
(Figure 5; time‐series context and values in Figure 7). On segment Mojave South (MOS), current mean stresses
are the highest they have been in the past 1000 years, with a present value of 2.8 MPa. The current mean stress
value of 1.8 MPa on the North San Bernardino segment (NSB1) is lower than in the past, with respect to stress
levels that have reached up to 2.6 MPa in the examined period. For segment San Jacinto Bernardino (SJB), the
present mean stress value is 3.6 MPa, well‐exceeding the highest value in the past 1000 years before the 1249
rupture (2.9 MPa).


We next inspect the 1812 rupture scenario, which we model as a tripartite rupture, consistent with paleoseismic
observations (Rodríguez Padilla et al., 2021; Scharer & Yule, 2020), and compare it with the “Gate‐Closed”
rupture of 1857 (Figure 6). These modeled snapshots illustrate how stress evolves along the fault system in


Figure 6. Coulomb stress accumulation of the southern San Andreas Fault System, illustrating the stress state before and after
the complete (tripartite) junction rupture of 1812 Wrightwood (left) and the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake that did not
propagate past Cajon Pass (right), showing remaining stress lobes and accumulations from non‐participating segments to the
south. Stress grids reflect an ensemble of stress contributions from faults at observation depths of ½ the local fault locking
depth of each segment.
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response to rupture propagation and how stress lobes from adjacent or neighboring segments influence stress
conditions at a given location. Residual stress lobes following a rupture, along with continued accumulation from
non‐participating segments, significantly affect stress levels, particularly on directly adjacent segment regions.


Stress accumulation rates vary across the three segments that intersect at Cajon Pass primarily as a function of slip
rate. The Mojave segment (MOS), with the highest slip rate (32.5 mm/yr; Table 1), exhibits the greatest stress
accumulation rate at approximately 1.8 MPa per 100 years. In comparison, the NSB1 and San Jacinto Bernardino
(SJB) segments accumulate stress at lower rates of ∼1.0 MPa/100 years and ∼1.4 MPa/100 years, respectively.
These differences result in relatively higher stresses on theMojave segment for any given interseismic period, and
lower stresses on NSB1, assuming comparable rupture timing. Postseismic viscoelastic relaxation is included in
the model and modulates stress evolution following rupture. For the adopted viscosity and shear modulus, the
characteristic Maxwell relaxation time is τM ≈ E/μ ∼ 10 years, so viscoelastic effects are expected to be most
pronounced over the first decade after events. Because our focus is the long‐term stress history and pre‐event
stress levels, we do not attempt to detail characterization of short‐timescale postseismic transients or their
segment‐to‐segment variability.


Figure 7. Coulomb stress evolution time‐series for the Maximum Rupture Model chronology. Mean Coulomb stress values
(MPa; extracted at every 2 km along each segment) are provided for segments (a) Mojave South (MOS), (b) North San
Bernardino and (c) San Jacinto Bernardino, with on‐segment events indicated in vertical colored bars. Green vertical bars
denote passing (“Gate‐Open”) and red bars denote stopping (“Gate‐Closed”) ruptures at Cajon Pass (see Figure 3). Dates in ()
are ruptures on other segments that induce stress changes.
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To visualize stress evolution across the full 1000‐year sequence, we present time‐series results for each segment
(Figure 7), showing the cyclical pattern of stress accumulation due to fault locking, stress drops associated with
paleoseismic events from the MRM, and subsequent re‐locking and loading. Model output is sampled at 10‐year


Figure 8. Combined view of Coulomb stress evolution (Maximum Rupture Model chronology) at Cajon Pass and
hypothetical rupture events initialized from the present‐day stress accumulation (2025; final model time‐step). (a) Full 1000‐
year time‐series for all three segments, with the Mojave South (MOS) segment represented by the magenta line, the North
San Bernardino (NSB1) segment represented by the blue line, and the San Jacinto Bernardino (SJB) segment represented by
the light blue line. (b) Scenario 1: Hypothetical present‐day scenario with only the MOS segment slipping. (c) Scenario 2:
Hypothetical present‐day scenario with only the SJB segment slipping. (d) Scenario 3: Hypothetical present‐day scenario
with a joint MOS and NSB1 rupture, passing through Cajon Pass. (e) Scenario 4: Hypothetical present‐day scenario with a
tripartite event (complete junction rupture involving all segments), passing through Cajon Pass.
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intervals over the full time span, and additionally sub‐sampled at annual intervals in narrow windows surrounding
earthquake events to evaluate near‐event stress states, so this sampling is not indented to resolve short‐lived
postseismic transients. Mean stress values are computed by sampling along‐strike every 2 km and averaging
across each segment. Rupture participation is indicated by colored bars, where green denotes passing (“Gate‐
Open”) and red denotes stopping (“Gate‐Closed”) events at Cajon Pass. A first‐order outcome of these simula-
tions is the identification of segment‐specific variations in stress accumulation rates, which collectively drive
rupture potential across the MOS, NSB1, and SJB segments.


Eight rupture events are modeled along the MOS segment (Figure 7a; Table 2). Mean Coulomb stress preceding
each rupture is 1.9 MPa, with an along‐strike standard deviation of σmax τc = 0.7 MPa computed from τc values
sampled every 2 km along the segment strike at ½ locking depth (Table 3; Appendix Figure A1). The highest
Coulomb stress levels on this segment are modeled in 1469 and 1691, reaching up to 2.7 MPa. The mean inter‐
event time on the MOS segment is 111 years, with the most recent earthquake occurring in 1857, a “Gate‐Closed”
event that did not propagate south of Cajon Pass. Using the total Coulomb stress (including both on‐segment slip
effects and induced from neighboring segments), the mean pre‐event Coulomb stress preceding rupture drops
slightly to 1.6 MPa (σmax τc = 0.8 MPa). This segment experienced two “Gate‐Closed” events (1208 and 1857),
both associated with pre‐event stress levels below 1.5 MPa. In contrast, six “Gate‐Open” events occurred when
modeled stress exceeded 2.0 MPa, with the exception of the 1549 event, which reached only 1.5 MPa.


Over the past 1000 years, NSB1 (Figure 7b) participates in six ruptures, which are all “Gate‐Open” events, as joint
ruptures with MOS, at mean Coulomb stress preceding rupture of 0.9 MPa (σmax τc 0.5 MPa; Table 3). The
segment does not rupture throughout the evaluated seismic record without the participation of MOS, although
stress levels can reach higher values on NSB1 (i.e., up to 2.6 MPa in 1249) than the mean stress before ruptures
during this time. Mean stress values including induced stress events (i.e., stress changes caused by ruptures on
neighboring segments) reach a mean Coulomb stress preceding rupture of 1.1 MPa (σmax τc 0.7 MPa). Since the


Figure 9. Comparison of Maximum Rupture Model (MRM) and end‐member Clustered Chronology Model (CCM) slip
events with earthquake dates shown in CE. Participating segments Mojave South (MOS), North San Bernardino, and San
Jacinto Bernardino (SJB) adjacent to Cajon Pass are denoted in red for stopping events (“Gate‐Closed”), and green for
passing events (“Gate‐Open”). The CCM methodology produces three tripartite events (1450, 1568 and 1812) compared to
only the known historic event (1812) of the MRM.
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tripartite event with the SJF in 1812, there has not been a large earthquake on this segment. However, the modeled
time between ruptures is 139 years on segment North San Bernardino.


SJB has a mean Coulomb stress value preceding failure of 2.0 MPa with a standard deviation of σmax of 0.5 MPa
for events on the segment (Table 3). Modeled earthquakes rupture this segment every 171 years, with the tripartite
event of 1812 being the last one. When including stresses from events on neighboring segments (induced stress),
the mean Coulomb stress value preceding rupture on segment SJB is 1.8 MPa, with a standard deviation of σmax
0.6 MPa (Table 3). There are 5 events on this segment, but only one (1812) is a joint Cajon Pass rupture. During
the evaluated 1000 years, stresses on this segment have been similar to the average stress preceding failure when
neighboring segments experienced events, but no participating rupture occurred.


We compute segment mean Coulomb stresses immediately preceding each imposed earthquake, and interpret the
distribution of these pre‐event stresses as an operational basis for inferring a characteristic rupture threshold for
each segment, rather than treating any single value as a universal failure level. Here, pre‐event stress denotes the
range of segment‐mean pre‐event Coulomb stresses across all imposed ruptures on a segment in the prescribed
chronology. The “Gate‐Open” observations for joint MOS and NSB1 ruptures appear inconclusive, however, as
their estimated stress accumulation values do not fall within a shared range prior to an earthquake. The minimum


Figure 10. Coulomb stress evolution time‐series for the Clustered ChronologyModel. Mean stress values (MPa) for segments
(a) Mojave South (MOS), (b) North San Bernardino and (c) San Jacinto Bernardino, with on‐segment events indicated in
colored bars: Green denotes passing (“Gate‐Open”), red stopping (“Gate‐Closed”) ruptures at Cajon Pass. Dashed gray lines
show Maximum Rupture Model stress evolution and dates for comparison.
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mean Coulomb stress value for rupturing segment NSB1 is 0.4 MPa (1469, 1691), which is surpassed by
+1.2 MPa in the “Gate‐Closed” event of 1208, where segment MOS participates but no slip occurs on NSB1.
Before the tripartite event of 1812, stress values on both MOS and SJB surpassed 2MPa, with a difference of only
0.1 MPa from each other, while NSB1 had a stress accumulation of 1.2 MPa.


When comparing spatial Coulomb stress variations along segments, we
observe that stress values onMOS drop especially in the south closer to Cajon
Pass when there is an event exclusive to SJB and stopping at Cajon Pass
(Figure A1). Overall however, the MOS segment reacts with a minimal
average stress increase of 0.1–0.2 MPa after “Gate‐Closed” events on this
neighboring segment, as the northern parts of the MOS segment do not
experience the effects of the stress lobes from the SJB segment. Due to the
proximity and subparallel geometry of SJB and NSB1, stresses on the NSB1
segment drop during all events exclusive to the SJB segment and with a
comparable magnitude. The event of 1249 for example, caused a drop of
1.8 MPa on the NSB1 segment, which is almost as much as the drop of
2.0 MPa on the SJB segment itself, and overall, these drops on the NSB1
segment are 0.1–0.2MPa smaller than the drops on the SJB segment during its
on‐segment events. However, at events exclusive to the MOS segment
(rupture‐stopping events; “Gate‐Closed”), stresses tend to increase on
average between 0.2 and 0.6 MPa on the NSB1 segment, such as after the
earthquakes of 1208, 1549 and 1857. The SJB segment reacts with stress
decrease to all neighboring events, but with more varying magnitudes than the
NSB1 segment. The SJB segment only ruptures once with the main SAF trace
in the modeled MRM chronology (1812). However, it consistently responds
to all SAF‐only ruptures with a stress decrease, whether the slip event stops at
Cajon Pass (affecting only MOS) or continues through both the MOS and the
NSB1 segments (rupture‐passing or “Gate‐Open” events). However, the two
events exclusive to the MOS segment and stopping at Cajon Pass only induce
very small stress decreases of 0.02 MPa (1857) and 0.07 MPa (1208) on the
SJB segment.


Table 2
Mean Coulomb Stress (τc) Per Segment Before and After Modeled Earthquakes


Year


MOS τc (MPa) NSB1 τc (MPa) SJB τc (MPa)


Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change


1115 2.0 − 0.2 − 2.2 1.2 0.8 − 0.4 1.6 0.9 − 0.7


1208 1.5 − 0.3 − 1.8 1.6 2.2 +0.6 2.3 2.2 − 0.1


1249 0.5 0.6 +0.1 2.6 0.8 − 1.8 2.9 0.9 − 2.0


1329 2.0 − 0.4 − 2.4 1.6 0.5 − 1.1 2.2 0.6 − 1.6


1442 2.0 2.2 +0.2 1.6 0.2 − 1.4 2.4 0.8 − 1.6


1469 2.7 − 0.2 − 2.9 0.4 − 0.3 − 0.7 1.3 0.5 − 0.8


1549 1.2 − 0.2 − 1.4 0.5 0.7 +0.2 1.7 0.8 − 0.9


1573 0.3 0.4 +0.1 0.9 − 0.0 − 0.9 1.2 0.2 − 1.0


1670 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.9 0.2 − 0.7 1.7 0.9 − 0.8


1691 2.6 − 0.3 − 2.9 0.4 0.0 − 0.4 1.2 0.1 − 1.1


1812 2.2 − 0.2 − 2.4 1.2 − 0.4 − 1.6 2.1 0.2 − 1.9


1857 0.6 − 0.1 − 0.7 0.0 0.3 +0.3 1.0 0.9 − 0.1


2025 MOS mean τc: 2.8 MPa NSB1 mean τc: 1.8 MPa SJB mean τc: 3.6 MPa


Note. Values include host‐rupture Coulomb stresses on event‐participating segments and induced stress perturbations from
non‐participating segments. Colors indicate segments participating in an earthquake, corresponding to Figure 3. Red high-
lighted cells are “Gate‐Closed” events where the rupture did not propagate beyond Cajon Pass, while green cells denote
“Gate‐Open” events.


Table 3
Mean Coulomb Stress (τc) Values Preceding Events on Event‐Participating
Segments From Slip Deficit Only, and Total Coulomb Stress Including
Induced Stress From Other Events (All Earthquakes Impacting Segments in
Cajon Pass Region)


MOS NSB1 SJB


Mean values (slip deficit)


max. τc (MPa) 1.9 0.9 2.0


σmax τc (MPa) 0.7 0.5 0.5


τc drop (MPa) 2.1 0.9 1.4


σdrop τc (MPa) 0.7 0.5 0.5


Mean values (incl. induced)


max. τc (MPa) 1.6 1.1 1.8


σmax τc (MPa) 0.8 0.7 0.6


τc drop (MPa) 2.1 1.0 1.0


σdrop τc (MPa) 0.7 1.0 1.0


Time between modeled ruptures t ̄ (yrs) 111.0 138.8 171.2


σt ̄ (yrs) 31.7 43.5 76.3


Stress rate τc/100 yrs (MPa) 1.8 1.0 1.4


Note. Additionally, the average time between modeled ruptures (t)̄, its
standard deviation (σt)̄, and the resulting stressing rate.
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To examine how the current modeled stress configuration could influence potential earthquake behavior at Cajon
Pass, we conduct a set of hypothetical slip experiments initialized from the present‐day reference epoch (the final
time‐step of the simulation). We refer to this reference epoch as “2025” only for convenience and to match the end
of the modeled timeline; it should not be interpreted as a deterministic forecast for that calendar year. The ex-
periments quantify Coulomb stress changes and segment interactions for candidate ruptures given the modeled
present stress state (Figure 8; Table 4). Here, we explore several possible developments: Scenario 1) MOS only
(Figure 8b), Scenario 2) SJB only (Figure 8c), Scenario 3) joint MOS & NSB1 (Figure 8d), and Scenario 4)
tripartite MOS, NSB1 and SJB (Figure 8e). For the isolated event on the MOS segment (Scenario 1; Figure 8b),
the resulting Coulomb stress decrease is 3.4 MPa on the MOS segment, while stresses are found to increase on the
NSB1 and SJB segments (by 1.1 and 0.2 MPa, respectively). For Scenario 2, an isolated event on the SJB segment
(Figure 8c), Coulomb stresses decrease on both the SJB and NSB1 segments (by 1.8 and 1.6 MPa, respectively);
alternatively, stress on the MOS segment increases slightly by 0.2 MPa, consistent with previous behavior. For
Scenario 3, a joint slip event on the MOS and NSB1 segments (Figure 8d), Coulomb stresses decrease by 3.4 MPa
on the MOS segment, the largest stress decrease simulated in our full 1000‐year time‐series. Resulting Coulomb
stress decreases on the NSB1 and SJB segments are also significant from this event (1.4 and 1.1 MPa, respec-
tively). Finally, we explore Scenario 4, a tripartite (or complete junction rupture) of all Cajon Pass segments
(Figure 8e). This scenario results in the largest stress decreases over the full 1000‐year time‐series for the NSB1
and SJB segments (3.0 and 3.1 MPa), and the second largest modeled stress decrease for the MOS segment
(3.3 MPa).


5. Discussion
Various interpretations about stress behavior can be made from the MRM stress evolution time‐series (Figure 7).
Here, focus on three primary behaviors: (a) how patterns of pre‐event stress for the Cajon Pass segments can
possibly be assimilated into failure thresholds, (b) stress drop and induced stress change effects on nearby seg-
ments, and (c) temporal relationships throughout the 1000‐year chronology. We also further explore these re-
lationships in the context of earthquake gate behaviors, rheology and present‐day stress levels. We note that our
event slip prescription (coseismic slip = accumulated slip deficit) is an endmember assumption that enforces
kinematic consistency between prescribed long‐term loading and coseismic release, but it does not likely capture
the full variability of event slip observed on mature fault systems. Allowing partial release, spatially variable slip
or slip that does not fully match the accumulated deficit would alter the absolute magnitudes of coseismic stress
changes and the resulting pre‐event stress distributions. However, the key interpretations in this study rely pri-
marily on relative stress evolution and segment‐to‐segment contrasts, including whether stresses on adjacent
segments are aligned versus strongly contrasting prior to joint or tripartite rupture at Cajon Pass.


5.1. Stress Thresholds


Because earthquakes are imposed from paleoseismic chronology, “threshold” in this study refers to modeled
Coulomb stress immediately prior to imposed on‐segment ruptures. We distinguish these host‐rupture pre‐event
stresses (Figure 7; Table 3) from induced stress perturbations (from ruptures on neighboring faults) when that
segment does not slip. We find several key results regarding stress thresholds: (a) Mean pre‐event Coulomb
stresses for the Cajon Pass segments are largest for the MOS segment (1.9 MPa) and smallest for the NSB1


Table 4
Mean Coulomb Stress Values (MPa) of Cajon Pass Segments Before and After a Suite of Slip Scenarios for a Hypothetical Earthquake Initialized From the Present‐Day
Stress Accumulation (2025; Final Model Time‐Step) (Figure 8; See Text for Scenario Descriptions)


Hypothetical present‐day rupture scenarios


MOS τc (MPa) NSB1 τc (MPa) SJB τc (MPa)


Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change Pre‐event Post‐event Stress change


1 MOS 2.8 − 0.6 − 3.4 1.8 2.9 +1.1 3.6 3.4 +0.2


2 SJB 2.8 3.0 +0.2 1.8 0.2 − 1.6 3.6 1.8 − 1.8


3 MOS/NSB1 2.8 − 0.6 − 3.4 1.8 0.5 − 1.4 3.6 2.5 − 1.1


4 MOS/NSB1/SJB 2.8 − 0.5 − 3.3 1.8 − 1.2 − 3.0 3.6 0.7 − 3.1


Note. Ruptures stopping at Cajon Pass indicated in red (“Gate‐Closed”), while passing ruptures are indicated in green (“Gate‐Open”). Gray shaded values denote the
largest stress decrease of each segment.
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segment (0.9 MPa). This is fundamentally a result of higher slip rates on the Mojave segment and smaller slip
rates as well as distributed stress accumulation on proximal, subparallel segments south of Cajon Pass. (b) There
is no precise or common Coulomb stress threshold preceding major ruptures of Cajon Pass, but rather an elevated
range of stress accumulation that appears to be characteristic to each segment; stress accumulation greater than
1MPa is observed before all MOS (except 1857) and SJB events, with pre‐event stress ranges of 1.2–2.7 MPa and
1.2–2.9 MPa for the MOS and SJB segments, respectively. In contrast, the NSB1 segment exhibits failure ten-
dencies for much lower Coulomb stress of 0.4–1.6 MPa. (c) There is no significant correlation between pre‐event
Coulomb stress on Cajon Pass segments and whether or not they participate in joint or tripartite (gate‐open)
ruptures. In fact, pre‐event stresses of all MOS‐NSB1 joint events differ significantly; on average, by ∼1.2 MPa.
One exception to this observation is the common pre‐event stress of∼2MPa for segmentsMOS and SJB observed
for the tripartite 1812 event (discussed more below). (d) There is also no significant correlation between pre‐event
stress of Cajon Pass segments that function as “Gate‐Closed” ruptures; independent SJB events have stresses that
differ by more than 0.4 MPa when compared to MOS stress levels.


One obvious behavior of the Cajon Pass segments is the joint rupturing nature of the MOS and NSB1 segments on
the main SAF trace as evident from the MRM. These segments participate in 6 ruptures together (“Gate‐Open”
events) throughout the 1000‐year MRM chronology (Figure 7). It is also important to note that the NSB1 segment
does not rupture alone, or independent of the MOS segment. Alternatively, there are only two events (1208 and
1857) in the modeled chronology where the MOS segment slips without the NSB1 segment (“Gate‐Closed”
event). In these events, mean Coulomb stresses increased by ∼+0.3–0.6 MPa on the NSB1 segment, but these
induced stresses were seemingly not significant enough to promote failure. We further explore the effects of
induced stress changes in the following sections.


5.2. Stress Drop and Induced Stress Changes


From our time‐series analysis of Cajon Pass, we compute stress drops from the MRM chronology (Table 3) that
are confined to a range of 1–4MPa, consistent with stress drops commonly reported throughout the literature (i.e.,
Aki, 1967; Cotton et al., 2013). Mean stress drop throughout the 1000‐year model is 2.1 MPa for the MOS
segment, while the NSB1 and SJB segments have a mean stress drop of 1.0 MPa. The observed larger stress drop
magnitudes on the MOS segment that are twice as much as its southern companions across Cajon Pass can be
attributed to the higher slip rates on this section, which lead to higher stress accumulation rates. Our coseismic
“reset” is implemented as a complete drop of resolved shear stress on ruptured fault elements, representing an
end‐member approximation. Real earthquakes exhibit spatially variable slip and stress drop; consequently, partial
stress release and heterogeneous residual stresses are expected along strike with depth. If partial/spatially variable
stress drop were implemented, it would most strongly affect the magnitude of coseismic stress decreases and the
offset of the post‐event stress baseline, that is how quickly stresses appear to rebuild in absolute terms, while the
relative ordering of stress levels between segments and the broader patterns driven by prescribed loading rates,
locking depths and inter‐segment stress interactions would remain comparable. We therefore interpret modeled
Coulomb stress levels as conditional on this simplifying assumption and focus on relative stress evolution and
segment‐to‐segment contrasts.


One important question for multi‐cycle stress simulations is how modeled stress drops compare with observed
values. Following the spectral source model introduced by Aki (1967), stress drop can be inferred from the
seismic moment and corner frequency; alternatively, it may be approximated from fault area and average slip
(Cotton et al., 2013). Although early studies suggest roughly constant stress drops of 1–4 MPa (Aki, 1967) across
magnitudes, more recent analyses (e.g., Allmann & Shearer, 2009; Baltay et al., 2024; Cotton et al., 2013) show
that estimates vary by orders of magnitude depending on the method, assumptions about source properties and
filtering. Even for well‐studied sequences such as the 2019 Ridgecrest earthquake (i.e., Xu et al., 2020), inter‐
method differences can exceed factors of 10–100. For large events such as those modeled here, the key phys-
ical quantity is seismic moment release, and for most historical ruptures our modeled values likely represent the
best available estimates. Despite this variability, our modeled mean stress drops (0.9–2.1 MPa) fall comfortably
within the typically cited range, indicating that long‐term, multi‐event models can return geophysically
reasonable estimates despite uncertainty in single‐event estimates.


However, the SAFS is a mature fault with long, relatively smooth segments and lower fracture energy, all of
which favor long ruptures with modest stress drops (Manighetti et al., 2021; Perrin et al., 2016). In our
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simulations, the imposed coseismic “reset” is implemented as a complete drop of the resolved shear stress on the
ruptured fault elements. The resulting Coulomb stress change varies along strike because it includes the normal‐
stress contribution and because the total stress field reflects stress transfer from adjacent segments and post-
seismic viscoelastic relaxation. Consequently, not all locations along a given segment exhibit the same post‐event
stress change, and segment‐averaged Coulomb stress may not return to exactly zero (see Figure 6). Given that the
overall computed stress drops lie within the accepted range, we can conclude that the model requirements and
simplifying assumptions are not an impediment for the results of this study.


Our modeling simulations also show that spatial proximity of segments with earthquakes can cause stress values
to decrease or increase on neighboring segments without a rupture, and we observe the most significant impact on
NSB1 and SJB. Because of the geographic proximity of these two segments (located only ∼15 km apart at the
southern end and converging in the north), there is an obvious pairing of stress changes between these two
segments. For example, when the SJB segment slips in our model, the NSB1 segment experiences an induced
Coulomb stress reduction (0.7–1.8 MPa) that is comparable to the prescribed stress reduction on the SJB segment.
An illuminating example of this behavior is the proposed 1249 CE San Jacinto Bernardino event (see Figure 7b),
which resulted in a 2.0 MPa stress reduction on the SJB segment (host fault), but also caused a comparable
induced stress reduction (1.8 MPa) on the NSB1 segment. Typically, SJB events result in induced mean stress
changes on the NSB1 segment that are only 0.1–0.2 MPa smaller.


The influence of stress lobes can also be seen in the Coulomb stress change for the Mw 7.3 1992 Landers
earthquake imposed on the model, where principal stress lobes extended outwards of ∼60 km in each direction
(King et al., 1994), causing a mean Coulomb stress change of ∼0.1 MPa on the NSB1 segment (Figure 7b), some
∼115 km away from the epicenter. In this fashion, rupture‐stopping events on segment SJB cause stresses on
nearby segment NSB1 to drop significantly, but stresses increase slightly on segment MOS (Table 2). Conversely,
rupture‐stopping events on segment MOS cause segment NSB1 to react generally with a slight stress increase,
while the SJB segment reacts with small stress decreases. Segment SJB acquires large induced stress drops from
joint MOS‐NSB1 events (0.7–1.6 MPa). This can be explained by the similar fault geometry and properties of the
two segments on the main SAF trace (Schwartz, 2018; Schwartz et al., 2012). We also note a special case of slight
stress increase in 1549 on the NSB1 segment, which can be attributed to a very high level of accumulated stress on
the nearby SJB segment, discussed in more detail in the Appendix. There are only two events in the modeled
chronology rupturing MOS that stop at Cajon Pass (1208 and 1857) and do not include the NSB1 segment, but
instead include segments to the north of MOS. During both events, mean stresses increased by 0.3–0.6MPa on the
NSB1 segment due to its proximity to SJB.While the MOS and NSB1 segments on the main SAF trace participate
in 6 ruptures together (rupture‐passing or “Gate‐Open” events) over the past 1000 years (Figure 7), it is important
to note that segment NSB1 does not rupture throughout the evaluated seismic record without the participation of
segment MOS.


5.3. Clustered Chronology Model


Stress accumulation is closely tied to the adopted paleoseismic chronology, and our simplified MRM imple-
mentation reflects strong (Mw > 6) to major (Mw ∼ 7.8) earthquakes, as smaller events rarely leave a geologic
record. To explore how temporal clustering of earthquakes might influence stress accumulation, we developed an
alternative model, referred to as the Clustered Chronology Model (CCM), which uses the same rupture extents as
the MRM, but with a more temporally compact sequence of events (Figure 9). Rupture ages in the CCM remain
within the age bounds provided by Scharer and Yule (2020; their Table S2) but were selected to minimize time
gaps between spatially related earthquakes. For example, the four SJF earthquakes that occurred between 1231
and 1389 CE in theMRM (modeled in our simulation as 1249, 1291, 1321, and 1346 CE) were reassigned to occur
within a 36‐year window in the CCM (1267, 1268, 1290, and 1303 CE), staying within their respective uncer-
tainty limits. We also incorporated three tripartite events in this alternative chronology (1450, 1568, and 1812
CE), while keeping all rupture lengths unchanged. This approach compresses clusters of closely spaced events in
time, whether they are repeated ruptures on a single segment or sequential events on adjacent ones, while
maintaining long interseismic intervals elsewhere. As a result, the CCM simulates both phases of intense activity
and extended quiescent periods lasting 90–110 years without any modeled ruptures.


From the CCM stress evolution time‐series (Figure 10; Appendix, Table A1), we find slightly higher pre‐event
coulomb stresses (and similar standard deviations) compared to the MRM stress levels: 1.9 MPa (σmax τc 0.7MPa)
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for the MOS segment, 1.1 MPa (σmax τc 0.5 MPa) for the NSB1 segment, and 2.4 MPa (σmax τc 0.6 MPa) for the
SJB segment (Appendix, Table A2). Differences between the CCM and MRM mean stress preceding events are
between 0.03 and 0.6 MPa, with higher values for the CCM resulting from the grouping of slip events while
maintaining somewhat similar periods for stress accumulation. Comparable stress decreases also result from the
CCM (Appendix, Table A1). Moreover, the CCM supports the results from the MRM model in that the stress
accumulation and drop values from the MRM are fairly robust and not highly sensitive to the paleoseismic age
uncertainty. We also observe similar patterns of induced stress and joint rupturing behaviors. For example, for
events limited to the MOS segment, stresses increase on the NSB1 segment. Because the historical ruptures of
1812 and 1857 remain unchanged in the CCM, present‐day stress accumulation differences to the MRM are
negligible.


5.4. Earthquake Gate Indicators From Stress Values


In our model of the MRM, all joint MOS and NSB1 ruptures cause Coulomb stress levels to drop below 1MPa on
non‐participating segment SJB. This could indicate that the non‐induced accumulated stress value on the SJB
segment needs to be >1 MPa in order for the segment to rupture for a tripartite event, with the gate opening to the
south onto the SJF. In contrast, all “Gate‐Closed” events on segment SJB induce small stress rises (<0.2 MPa) on
the MOS segment, and the highest value on that segment is 2.2 MPa (1670) for such an event. It can be speculated
that the mean stress on MOS has to be >2.2 MPa for a gate‐opening toward the north for a rupture from the SJF.
When comparing to the CCM, stress values on MOS are between 1.7 and 2.6 MPa during tripartite ruptures with
the SJF.


When further comparing the MRM and CCM Coulomb stress time‐series specific to segments MOS and SJB
(Figure 11), we note consistent pre‐event stresses (i.e., small segment‐to‐segment differences, 0.1–0.3 MPa;
Appendix, Table A3) on the MOS and SJB segments for all three CCM tripartite ruptures in 1450, 1568 and 1812.
A similar behavior emerged for the single MRM tripartite rupture of 1812. For all tripartite ruptures, both MOS
and SJB segments have ∼2 MPa or greater of accumulated stress. However, we note one outlier to this pattern in
the CCM time‐series as well as in the MRM. In the CCM, the independent‐SJB event of 1675, where similar


Figure 11. Comparison of Coulomb stress evolution time‐series for the (a) Maximum Rupture Model and (b) Clustered
(Clustered ChronologyModel) chronologies, showingmean stress amplitudes (MPa) for theMOS (magenta) and San Jacinto
Bernardino (blue) segments.
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stresses are present (∼2 MPa) on the SJB and MOS segments, there is no joint or tripartite slip evidence in the
paleoseismic record. Similarly, in the MRM, one outlier event (1329) that included segments Mojave South and
North San Bernardino on the SAF also shows a small difference of 0.1 MPa between the values of SJB and MOS
with both accumulations at ∼2 MPa, and the “gate” toward the south onto the SJF remained closed.


However, the historical 1857 earthquake that stopped at Cajon Pass and the earthquake of 1812, which passed
through and may have ruptured all three adjacent segments, may themselves represent outliers within the broader
rupture record. Recent dynamic multicycle modeling concluded that the rupture extent of the 1857 earthquake can
be reproduced but that ruptures with the extent comparable to the 1812 tripartite event are not common, and
replicating the dynamics of these two earthquakes in terms of rupture extent, direction and especially timing is
very challenging (Liu et al., 2022).


5.5. Rheological Variations of the Southern SAFS


The three‐dimensional configuration and associated rheologic attributes below Cajon Pass are complex (Forand
et al., 2018; Fuis et al., 2012; Langenheim & Fuis, 2022). Several crustal attributes may contribute to local
variations in slip and stress drop, including the style of faulting, dip, changes in average tectonic slip rates,
hypocentral depths of seismic events, and mineralogical composition of the host rocks. Rheologic analyses from
heat flow data suggest a variation in crustal rigidity around the Cajon Pass area of ∼2 GPa (Ward et al., 2021).
Lithologic and structural contrasts along the SAFS near Cajon Pass, particularly when comparing quartz‐rich
Transverse Range and feldspar‐rich Peninsular Range lithologies, likely influence variations in brittle‐ductile
transition depths and stress drop behavior. These contrasts are further emphasized in geophysical re-
constructions of the SAF's subsurface geometry (Langenheim & Fuis, 2022). For example, in the San Gorgonio
Pass region, anomalously high stress drops (>20 MPa) have been reported along the SAF trace at depths >10 km
(Goebel et al., 2015), with values decreasing north and south, mirroring zones of reduced and increased slip rates
and emphasizing lithologic control. Similar observations have been made for mining‐induced seismicity, for
which stress drops are higher in feldspar‐dominated diorite dikes compared to the surrounding quartzite host
rocks (Kwiatek et al., 2011). Analysis of the host rocks directly at Cajon Pass indicate schist to the north (segment
MOS), gneiss to the adjacent south along the SAF (segment NSB1), and muscovite schist and granodiorite by the
SJF (segment SJB) adjacent to Cajon Pass (Forand et al., 2018). These observed differences in lithology may
provide some guiding geological/rheological variations that promote the configuration/existence of an “earth-
quake gate.” However, a key unresolved question is the nature and distribution of rock types at seismogenic
depths, which ultimately govern mechanical behavior and rupture dynamics.


5.6. Present Day Stress Levels and Stress Field Since 1857


At present, modeled Coulomb stresses of Cajon Pass, and indeed along most of the southern SAFS, are unusually
high and at almost the highest levels they have been during the examined 1000‐year paleoseismic record. In the
past, segment MOS obtained modeled stress values of up to 2.7 MPa, which was reached and surpassed in 2015,
and with the mean stress of 1.9 MPa reached in 1970. For segment SJB, the present mean stress value is 3.6 MPa,
exceeding the past highest modeled value of 2.9 MPa in 1980. Here, the mean stress accumulation of 2.0 MPa was
reached in 1920. The current mean stress value of 1.8 MPa on segment NSB1 is below the highest value in the past
(2.6 MPa), however, it also reached its mean value of 0.9 MPa in 1920. When comparing MRM and Clustered
Chronology Model (CCM) simulations, our simulations suggest that a joint MOS‐NSB1 rupture could have
occurred as early as 1930 once the lowest identified pre‐event stress for MOS (∼1.2 MPa) was exceeded.


The increased earthquake activity in the Eastern California Shear Zone (ECSZ) since 1872 is associated with a
zone of elevated strain rates, but its significance and cause are unknown (Chen et al., 2020). Because of proximity,
large earthquakes close to the southern SAF in the ECSZ can result in stress changes around Cajon Pass, such as
the Mw 7.3 1992 Landers earthquake which was included in the simulation. Stress lobes from that earthquake
extended outwards∼100 km in each direction (King et al., 1994; Xu et al., 2018) and passing seismic waves could
have affected pore‐fluid pressures (Elkhoury et al., 2006). We estimate that the event, ∼115 km away from Cajon
Pass, caused a mean Coulomb stress decrease of ∼0.1 MPa on the NSB1 segment (Figure 7b). The penultimate
cluster of earthquakes on the ECSZ occurred about 5000 years ago, placing it beyond the temporal scope of this
model. This distance, however, does indicate that past ruptures on the Elsinore fault, just 33 km away and
subparallel to the SJF, would modulate loading. Unfortunately, an equivalent paleoseismic rupture history for the
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multistranded Elsinore fault is not available (e.g., Akciz & Rockwell, 2022; Vaughan et al., 1999). Similarly,
stress lobes from large earthquakes on the Imperial fault located at the southern junction of the San Andreas and
San Jacinto faults are expected to impact loading rates just south of our model domain. Loading (and triggering) in
this area may be complicated by filling of the Salton Trough, requiring other model methodologies (Hill
et al., 2023).


Inspection of the recent record and our stress evolution time‐series results could suggest that fault system behavior
may have evolved since the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake. In addition to natural interseismic loading, stress may be
modulated by anthropogenic activity such as hydrocarbon extraction, fluid injection and groundwater withdrawal.
For example, between 1932 and 1952, seven Mw > 4 earthquakes occurred in the Los Angeles basin, likely
induced by oil production (Hough &Bilham, 2018). However, direct hydraulic connectivity to the San Andreas or
San Jacinto Faults is limited, and spatially separated basins seem structurally disconnected from the fault system
by intervening crystalline uplifts (Villa et al., 2023). This makes it unlikely that pore pressure diffusion from
distant basin activity significantly affects stress near Cajon Pass. Moreover, while elevated pore pressure has been
proposed to explain the low shear strength of the SAFS, borehole observations from both SAFOD (San Andreas
Fault Observatory at Depth) in central California (Zoback et al., 2010) and drilling near Cajon Pass (Forand
et al., 2018) do not support this. Additionally, stress changes from historic earthquakes (e.g., the 1940 and 1979
Imperial, 1952 Kern County, and 1971 San Fernando events) may have exerted stronger influence on the SAFS
than anthropogenic factors due to their spatial proximity and dynamic triggering potential.


Moreover, modeled Coulomb stress levels depend on uncertain parameters and inputs, including coseismic stress
drop implementation, rheological properties of the layers, elastic structure, and uncertainties in the paleo-
earthquake timing and rupture extent (Dhar & Muto, 2023; Smith‐Konter & Sandwell, 2009; Takeuchi &
Fialko, 2013). These uncertainties primarily influence absolute stress magnitudes and postseismic recovery rates,
whereas the relative spatial patterns of stress accumulation and the comparative stress evolution across segments
are more stable within this modeling framework. Accordingly, elevated modeled stress levels should be inter-
preted as reflecting the system state conditional on the adopted parameterization and rupture chronology rather
than as a deterministic indicator of imminent rupture. Regardless of absolute stress levels, rupture behavior also
depends on multisegment interactions and the legacy of stress changes transferred by prior earthquakes. Within
these limitations, our model simulations provide a consistent physics‐based framework for integrating paleo-
seismic constraints with long‐term loading to assess stress evolution near Cajon Pass.


6. Conclusions
This study models stress accumulation across the southern San Andreas and SJF systems using a 4D Coulomb
stress framework constrained by detailed paleoseismic records. We focus on the three key fault segments Mojave
South (MOS), NSB1, and San Jacinto Bernardino (SJB) near Cajon Pass, and find that segment‐specific pre‐event
stresses vary with tectonic loading rate, wherein the MOS segment exhibits the highest mean stresses preceding
rupture (∼1.9 MPa) and NSB1 the lowest (∼0.9 MPa). While no universal stress threshold precedes all ruptures,
each segment exhibits a characteristic range of modeled pre‐event Coulomb stress preceding a rupture over the
past 1000 years under the imposed chronology and complete resolved shear‐stress drop assumption.


Ruptures involving both the SAF and SJF segments across Cajon Pass, particularly the 1812 event, appear to
occur when stress disparity between segments MOS and SJB is low (<0.2 MPa), supporting the hypothesis that
Cajon Pass could act as a conditional earthquake gate. The majority of modeled hypothetical tripartite events fall
within a shared stress range of ∼2 MPa for these segments. Furthermore, segment NSB1 seems to act as a highly
responsive receiver fault, such that its stress levels are largely governed by evolving stress conditions along the
neighboring SJB segment.


To assess the sensitivity of our findings to earthquake timing uncertainties, we introduce a CCM that compresses
rupture dates within the allowable radiocarbon age ranges. The CCM alters stress interactions across the system
and demonstrates how timing assumptions alone can shift stress patterns, which can be used to bracket uncertainty
in timing‐dependent fault loading scenarios.


Present‐day modeled stress levels exceed historical maxima on multiple segments, particularly on segment SJB
(∼3.6 MPa), suggesting that the system is critically stressed. Given the elapsed time since these faults have
ruptured, the probability of an earthquake in the near future is high (Petersen et al., 2024). However, elevated
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stress alone does not guarantee failure, and outcomes remain sensitive to segment interactions and inherited stress
from prior ruptures. Moreover, these results demonstrate how time‐evolving stress models constrained by high‐
quality paleoseismic data can inform dynamic fault behavior and seismic hazard assessment at complex fault
junctions like Cajon Pass.


Appendix A
Stress evolution time‐series of each segment were computed by extracting Coulomb stress values every 2 km
along the strike of each defined segment and averaging these together at each model observation time. As each
location on the fault is influenced by stress changes on adjacent segments and neighboring events on other faults,
stress values vary locally. These points are illustrated in Figure A1 for our modification of the MRM of Scharer
and Yule (2020), where magenta lines denote extraction locations specific to the northern section of each segment
and blue lines denote extraction locations specific to the south portion of each segment. Present‐day values, for
example, can range within and differ by as much as ∼2 MPa for segment MOS, ∼1.5 MPa for NSB1, and
∼3.5 MPa for SJB depending on location. Stress values on the SJB segment have greater variation with location
on the segment than the other two segments, with present mean values raging from ∼5.5 MPa in the north, to


Figure A1. Maximum Rupture Model chronology Coulomb stress values (MPa) extracted at every 2 km distance for
segments (a) Mojave South (MOS), (b) North San Bernardino, and (c) San Jacinto Bernardino (SJB). Mean stress values
indicated as black lines, stresses extracted from locations in northern part of segments in magenta, southern locations in blue
dashed lines. Dates in () marked by gray bars are ruptures on other segments that induce stress changes on non‐participating
segments.
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∼3.2MPa in the middle, and∼2.2MPa toward the southern end. This is mainly due to the large variations in strike
and proximity to paralleling segment NSB1, where stress lobes overlap. Events on other segments cause localized
stress changes in areas directly adjacent to non‐participating segments, as indicated in gray bars. For example, the
ruptures of 1406 and 1739 to the north of the MOS segment induce a drop of up to 1.4 MPa in locations directly at
the northern end of the MOS segment.


From mean stress value results for the rupture‐passing (“Gate‐Open”) rupture of 1549 on NSB1, we observe that
stresses increased by 0.2 MPa instead of decreasing as prescribed in the model. When examining the values per
location, only the northern parts of the segments within∼10 km distance from Cajon Pass decrease in value, while
the locations toward the southern end of the segment increase substantially, with rising values at the end of the
segment in the south. This can be attributed to the high stress accumulation on paralleling segment SJB, which has
not experienced a participating rupture since 1442 at that time. As the southern end of the NSB1 segment is only
∼15 km away from segment SJB and the northern ends converge, there is an obvious pairing of stress behavior
between the segments with overlapping stress lobes.


In a comparison of mean stress values from the MRM to the CCM, we find slightly higher pre‐event Coulomb
stress (and nearly constant standard deviations) in the CCM (Table A1). The MOS segment mean value is un-
changed in the CCM (Table A2) compared to the MRMwith 1.9 MPa, while the NSB1 segment has an increase of
+0.2 MPa (1.1 MPa in CCM), and SJB+0.4 MPa (2.4 MPa in CCM). These higher values are a result of grouping
slip events together while retaining similar periods for stress accumulation. Stresses in the CCM are likewise
comparable to those in the MRM.


The CCM produces three tripartite ruptures (1450, 1568 and 1812), where we note consistent pre‐event Coulomb
stress of segments MOS and SJB at >2.0 MPa and small segment‐to‐segment differences of∼0.1–0.2 MPa
(Table A3). A similar behavior can be observed in theMRM for the single tripartite rupture of 1812. This suggests
that complete junction rupture events could be promoted when the MOS‐SJB stress accumulation environment is
at a consistent level at the same time with a small segment‐to‐segment difference.


Table A1
Mean Coulomb Stress (MPa) From Values Extracted at Every 2 km Distance for Clustered Chronology Model (CCM) of
Each Segment Before and After Major Earthquakes


Year


MOS τc (MPa) NSB1 τc (MPa) SJB τc (MPa)


Pre‐
event


Post‐
event Stress change


Pre‐
event


Post‐
event Stress change


Pre‐
event


Post‐
event Stress change


1224x 2.2 − 0.1 − 2.3 1.7 2.5 +0.8 2.8 2.7 − 0.1


1267x 0.7 0.7 0.0 2.9 1.1 − 1.8 3.4 1.3 − 2.1


1300 1.3 − 0.1 − 1.4 1.4 0.1 − 1.3 1.8 0.2 − 1.6


1450 2.6 − 0.3 − 2.9 1.5 0.6 − 0.9 2.7 0.2 − 2.5


1568 2.1 − 0.1 − 2.2 0.6 − 0.1 − 0.7 2.3 − 0.1 − 2.4


1675x 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.9 0.2 − 0.7 1.8 0.9 − 0.9


1717 2.7 − 0.1 − 2.8 0.5 0.2 − 0.3 1.6 0.3 − 1.3


1812 1.7 − 0.1 − 1.8 1.1 − 0.3 − 1.4 2.0 0.2 − 1.8


1857x 0.7 − 0.1 − 0.8 0.1 0.4 +0.3 0.9 0.9 − 0.0


Note. Colors indicating segments participating in an earthquake, with green denoting passing Cajon Pass events. Dates with x


(red) are “Gate‐Closed” events, when the rupture did not propagate beyond Cajon Pass.
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Table A3
Differences Mean Coulomb Stress Values (MPa) Between Segments Before Events for MRM (Table 2) and Clustered
Chronology (CCM) Models (Table A1)


Year Difference τc MOS‐NSB1 Difference τc MOS‐SJB Difference τc NSB1‐SJB


Maximum Rupture Model (MRM)


1115 0.8 0.4 0.4


1208x 0.1 0.8 0.7


1249x 2.1 2.3 0.3


1329 0.5 0.1 0.6


1442x 0.4 0.4 0.8


1469 2.2 1.4 0.8


1549 0.7 0.5 1.2


1573x 0.6 0.9 0.3


1670x 1.3 0.5 0.8


1691 2.2 1.4 0.9


1812 1.0 0.1 0.8


1857x 0.6 0.3 0.9


Clustered Chronology Model (CCM)


1224x 0.5 0.5 1.0


1267x 2.2 2.7 0.4


1300 0.1 0.5 0.4


1450 1.1 0.1 1.2


1568 1.5 0.2 1.6


1675x 1.0 0.1 0.9


1717 2.2 1.1 1.1


1812 0.6 0.2 0.8


1857x 0.6 0.3 0.9


Note.Values highlighted in green denote passing Cajon Pass ruptures, values in gray indicate stopping events on segment SJB
at Cajon Pass, which do not propagate further north. Dates with x are “Gate‐Closed” events, when the rupture did not
propagate beyond Cajon Pass. Values with close differences for “Gate‐Open” tripartite events (∼0.1–0.3 MPa) are indicated
in red font, occurring between segments MOS and SJB. Outlier events with small differences but no tripartite ruptures are
indicated in purple font.


Table A2
Clustered Chronology Model (CCM) Mean Maximum Coulomb Stress (τc) Values for Ruptures on Event‐Participating
Segments (Values Extracted Every 2 km Distance at ½ Locking Depth)


Mean values (participating) MOS NSB1 SJB


max. τc (MPa) 1.9 1.1 2.4


σmax τc (MPa) 0.7 0.5 0.6


τc drop (MPa) 2.0 1.0 1.9


σdrop τc (MPa) 0.8 0.4 0.6


Time between ruptures (yrs) 105.5 128.0 136.3


σyrs (yrs) 41.6 26.6 35.5


Note. Along‐strike standard deviations σmax τc and σdrop τc computed from extracted τc values.
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In this Memorandum, as a Wrightwood resident homeowner, I will discuss impediments to
the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry Project. My purpose is to urge that the County deny this Project
the right to proceed. While many impediments to the Project exist, this Memorandum will address
irremediable problems and will conclude that the Project is best terminated for the good of the
County, its residents, its resources that are properly protected, its reputation, and its foreseeable
liability for many unsafe and avoidable conditions that the Project will necessarily create.


One Thousand Three Hundred reported signatures grace a petition to stop the Project. As
reportedby the Victorville Daily Press and carried nationally by USA Today and MSN:


As San Bernardino County officials process a mitigated
negative declaration approving the project, with a CEQA public
comment deadline of Wednesday, April 22, residents are concerned
that mining operations may cause the following:


Respiratory issues in humans and wildlife from silica dust;
Increase in noise pollution from mining site equipment, blasting and work
trucks traveling to and from the property;
Harm to wildlife and vegetation;
Damage or contaminate the wazter supply;
Increase the risk of landslides or rockfalls;
Increase traffic and damage roadways in the mountain community;
The decrease in property value.


To pring awareness and to possibly halt the project, the online
“Stop the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry” pettion was created at
change.org.


(Victorville Daily Press, “Wrightwood residents push back against quarry mining project,” Rene Ray
De la Cruz (April 23, 2026).)
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1. The March 7, 2019 Grant of Vested Mining Rights Was Improperly Granted and
Should Be Reversed


a. Summary of Argument That Vested Mining Rights Were Improperly Granted


In 2018, the County Planning Commission received a request to grant vested mining rights
to three parcels of land adjoining Lone Pine Canyon Road two miles southeast of Wrightwood. The
February 21, 2019 Land Use Services Department Planning Commission Staff Report resulting from
that request reviewed the history of mining use of the property (then the El Cajon Property) and
extensive documentation from the Applicant, and recommended denial of vested mining rights. At
a subsequent hearing, on March 7, 2019, the Board determined to grant the vested mining rights. Not
only was the grant of rights improvident, based on faulty analysis, and in violation of the standards
for such an action, but the hearings were made without the notices required by law. Accordingly the
grant of vested mining rights is vulnerable to a successful challenge in Superior Court by means of
administrative mandate.


The mining Project is now in the process of determining whether to award reclamation phase
actions. The Reclamation Plan for the Project materially minimizes actual and reasonably foreseeable
risks if a mine is restarted on the site. The Project threatens Native American sites, probably sacred
sites; air quality; traffic; water quality; noise; and many other effects of running a mine as proposed.


b. Factual Background


i. A Brief History of the Mine/Quarry
George Kenline presented to the County Planning Commission two reports, a Land Use


Services Department Planning Commission Staff Report dated February 21, 2019; and an Interoffice
Memo dated March 7, 2019 on the subject of the El Cajon Associates, LLC claim of vested mining
rights based on past and anticipated future land use, APNs 0356-231-02; 0356-241-02 - 03; 0351-
161-03; Project No. P201800609. According to the California Dept. of Conservation:


George Kenline was reappointed to the State Mining and
Geology Board on March 6, 2017, where he has served since 2013.
Kenline has been a mining and engineering geologist for San
Bernardino County since 2013 and from 2006 to 2012. He was senior
environmental services supervisor at Molycorp from 2012 to 2013
and an associate geologist at Secor International Inc. from 1993 to
2006. Kenline is a registered engineering geologist and
hydrogeologist. 


(Dept. Of Conservation webpage (https://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/boardroster/Pages/
GeorgeKenline.aspx)
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In the February 21, 2019 Report, Mr. Kenline outlined at length the lack of operation of a
mine at the Project site and made the Staff Recommendation to Deny recognition and confirmation
of Vested Mining Rights and Require a Mining Conditional Use Permit, in addition to a reclamation
plan and financial assurances, for any mining activity on the El Cajon Property.” (Report at p.1 of
205, footnote omitted.) The Property History part of the Report left no doubt that the property had
not been mined at all after the Second World War; attempts to revive mining operations had
repeatedly been stymied from that time to the present. (Id. at p.8-13 of 205.) The Report contains a
significant legal analysis, and concludes: “Since mining became dormant or discontinued prior to
1966, it would appear that a nonconforming use did not exist in 1976. If it is determined that El
Cajon Associates LLC was not using their land for the purposes of mining, then a vested mining
right that may have been created was not preserved and cannot be transferred to a successor owner.”
(Id. at p. 15 of 205.) 


The Report did reflect moneys spent by the owner of the property during the dormant period,
but these expenditures were to facilitate sale of the property, not operation of a mine. (E.g., Report
at p.13 No. 25.)


The Report at p.6 of 205 recognizes: “The decision in the California Court of Appeals case
Calvert v. County of Yuba (3rd Dist. 2006) 145 Cal.App. 4th 613 (“Calvert”) recognized that the
determination of a surface mining vested right is not ministerial and requires a public hearing with
reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard.” Mr. Kenline observed that “No public comments
have been received.” (Id. at 15.)


In the March 7, 2019 Memo, Mr. Kenline described the October 27, 2018 application under
the General Plan and the Development Code interpretation by El Cajon Associates, LLC for
recognition of claimed vested mining rights for the approximately 430 acres of land included within
larger parcels of land. (Memo at 1.) Mr. Kenline’s stated intent of the Memo was to “identify and
discuss the final actions that may be taken and provide the findings necessary for each,” along with
three separate options. (Memo at 2.)


Among the material factual findings Mr. Kenline proposed findings both supporting and
denying the grant of vested mining rights. The findings in support are, as are material here:


4. Mining was conducted intermittently on the Properties
until 1966 when the Southern Pacific Railroad demolished the
processing plant; ending the imminent sale of the Properties to the
Livingstone Stone Company and Industrial Rock Company. The
Hannin family, then the owners, challenged the Railroad in a lawsuit
and may have obtained an injunction against the Railroad. Through
the succeeding years the owners have maintained the Properties with
the intent to continue mining and processing the dolomitic limestone
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resources.


* * *
6. Neil McCarrol, direct descendent of Michael P.


Hannin and member of El Cajon Associates, LLC, attests that, “From
March 5, 1931 to date and in the future, it has always been and will
be the intent of El Cajon Associates, LLC and the Hannin Family to
mine and process the dolomitic limestone resources on the El Cajon
Properties.”


7. The preponderance of the evidence contained in the
record is sufficient to establish that an intent by the owners to resume
mining existed on the effective date of the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA) and the County’s local mining
regulations.


8. The preponderance of the evidence fails to show an
intent by the owners of the Properties to abandon their right to exploit
the mineral interests on the Properties.


9. A vested mining right exists, allowing, without further
County land use permitting, surface mining operations on the
Properties in order to develop the dolomitic limestone resources. This
vested mining right includes the following:


a. The right to produce material in volumes necessary to meet
market demand, consistent with production principles established in
California law. . . .


(Kenline Memo at pp.3-4)


And Mr. Kenline’s proposed material facts appropriate to denial of vested mining rights:


2 In order to establish a vested mining right pursuant to
California Public Resources Code § 2776 an applicant has the burden
of proof to show active surface mining was occurring on or around
the effective date of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), or at the very least show objective evidence that the
applicant, or its predecessors, contemplated resumption of such
activities.


3 A use must be present at the time a new law takes
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effect, to be considered a vested nonconforming use.


4 Although the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA) was designed to allow existing, operating surface mines to
continue operating after its effective date without the need to obtain
local permits, SMARA’s grandfather provision does not extend to
truly dormant mines.


5 As evidence of a vested mining right the Applicant
relied on mining operations that occurred on the property long before
1976. Because the preponderance of the evidence establishes that
mining activity on the Properties was dormant and the use
non-existent for at least a decade before the enactment of SMARA
and the attendant local mining regulations, coupled with the historical
record provided by the Applicant via written and oral testimony, the
Applicant failed to carry its burden to show that any mining was
occurring or any intent to mine existed at or near the time the law
changed in January 1, 1976, in order to obtain a vested mining rights
on the Properties.


(Kenline Memo at p. 5.)


The apparent thrust of the Applicant/Developer is that the Project as stated in 2019 was for
around 430 acres, having been in continuous use within the meaning of Section 2770(b). 


The current proposal includes plans for a 148-year operational horizon; 285-acre disturbance
area; a 1,600-foot open pit; and production of 148 million cubic yards of materials. The Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration finds that the Project would occupy three parcels APN 0356-
231-02 (total 320 acres; reclamation on 198 acres); APN 0356-241-02 (total 12.85 acres; reclamation
on 10.7 acres); and APN 0356-241-03 (total 90 acres; reclamation 70.1 acres). (March 26, 2026
Environmental Checklist at p. 2 of 67.)


Nevertheless, the only potential continuous use was on a single parcel with a 12.5-acre mine.
The Project, in contrast, involves three larger parcels. 


Overtly, the Project involved “substantial changes” from the mine operations that
commenced in 1923 with formation of Cajon Limestone Company (California Journal of Mines and
Geology (1947)); continued by 1946 when Anita Matthews purchased nearby land and her family
confirms active quarry operations through 1970, when the mine closed; but did not grow at all (and
was dormant for decades) by the time of the March 7, 2019 hearing.
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As a side note, nearby mining in the 1980s was not in on the El Cajon Property but in
surrounding areas off  Desert Front Road & Hwy 2. Those operations did not restore the area when
they stopped, leaving the scars on the mountain today. Reclamation efforts were not successful due
to the harsh conditions and poor soil.


The Applicant/Developer subsequently submitted a Reclamation Plan to the Land Use
Services Department dated March 2026 (so well after the grant of vested mining rights on the
property). While not part of the March 2, 2019 grant, the Reclamation Plan includes a “Lone Pine
Canyon Project Slope Stability Study Report, dated June 17, 2025 by Terracon, as its Project No.
CB245063. The Terracon Report scope of services touches generally on global stability
calculation[s], evaluates the geological status of the Project, and observes as a matter of “site
geology:” “The linear trend of Lone Pine Canyon and associated geographic features are strongly
influenced by the northwest-trending San Andreas Rift Zone located within approximately 0.25 mile
from the project boundary. Project terrain is generally steep, rugged, and is formed in gneissic
bedrock that contains lenses of marble. . . . The site is generally bounded by the Cajon Valley Fault
along the northeast and San Andreas Fault along the southwest. Northeast of the Cajon Valley Fault
are bedded sandstones of the Cajon Valley Formation.” (Terracon Report at 3.)


In its Recommendations, the Terracon Report at 8 discloses that “Severe seismic shaking of
the site can be expected to occur during the lifetime of the proposed mining and reclamation.” And
its General Comments at 10 state:


Construction and site development have the potential to affect
adjacent properties. Such impacts can include damages due to
vibration, modification of groundwater/surface water flow during
construction, foundation movement due to undermining or subsidence
from excavation, as well as noise or air quality concerns. Evaluation
of these items on nearby properties are commonly associated with
contractor means and methods and are not addressed in this report.


(Terracon Report at 10.)


Such seismic activity is well-known in the scientific community (e.g.,Fumal, T.E., Weldon,
R.J., Biasi, G., Dawson, T.E., Seitz, G.G., Frost, W.T., and Schwartz, D.P., 2002, “Evidence for
large earthquakes on the San Andreas fault at the Wrightwood, California paleoseismic site: A.D.
500 to present”: Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, v. 92, no. 7, p. 2726-2760,
https://doi.org/10.1785/0120000608. (reprinted in U.S. Geological Survey); as well as popular
publications (e.g., Earthquake Tracker, https://www.earthquaketracker.org/faults/san-andreas, –
referencing “• Wrightwood - a mountain community sitting directly on the fault [¶] • Cajon Pass -
the fault crosses through this critical transportation corridor (Interstate 15, BNSF railroad)”), as well
as the References to seismic studies in the Terracon Report at 11.
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ii. The Planning Commission Meetings
In early 2019, the San Bernardino County Planning Commission held three Meetings relevant


to the Project. Each Agenda recited that, “[i]n accordance with the Brown Act, this meeting agenda
is posted at least 72 hours prior to the regularly scheduled meeting on the bulletin board outside of
the County Government Center. . . .” Each Agenda also provided a link to the “agenda and
supporting materials.”


The Agenda for the February 7, 2019 Meeting provided no indication that the Project would
be considered, but allowed for public comment unrelated to the Agenda. I am unaware whether the
Project was raised at this Meeting, but anticipate that information pursuant to my information
requests.


The Agenda for the February 21, 2019 Meeting did schedule the following at item 2:
PUBLIC HEARING
APPLICANT: El Cajon Associates, LLC
COMMUNITY: Wrightwood/1st Supervisorial District
PROJECT NO: P201800609
LOCATION: Lone Pine Canyon
STAFF: George Kenline, Mining/Engineering Geologist
PROPOSAL: Determination of Vested Mining Rights Based on Past
and Anticipated Future Land Use
CEQA RECOMMENDATION: Not a project
EST. TIME: 1 hour


At the February 21 Meeting, the Planning Commission- Land Use Services recommended
denial of vesting the mine. (Meeting Video - start at minute 13:25 (agenda), and the Land Use
Services Report also recommended denying Vested Rights approval. Mr. Kenline reported in his
Memo:


At the time of the Commission’s February 21 hearing, County
staff offered a 17-page Staff Report and other evidentiary material
that, together, totaled 205 pages, by which Staff recommended that
the applicant had not made a sufficient showing for a vested mining
right to be recognized by the County. The Applicant’s representative
also submitted written materials to the Commission. For
approximately three hours, the Commission heard testimony from
staff, from representatives of the applicant, from one public speaker,
and engaged in deliberations about many aspects of the proposal.


At the conclusion, Commissioner Chavez moved: (1) an intent
of the Planning Commission to recognize the vested mining right, (2)
that the hearing be continued to the next Commission hearing date
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(March 7, 2019), and (3) that staff be directed to formulate a proposed
scope of the vested mining right and findings for its recognition. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Mathews and approved by a
vote of three in favor (Chavez, Mathews, and Stoffel) with two
opposing (Weldy and Allard).


(Kenline Memo at p.1.)


Other public documents show that, in 1927, the site registered 125-ton/day lime processing.
As pointed out in Mr. Kenline’s Memo, finding in favor of a grant included reference of apparent
end of that processing: in “1966 when the Southern Pacific Railroad demolished the processing
plant. . . .” (Kenline Memo at p. 3 #4.)


And finally, the Agenda for the continued March 7, 2019 Meeting contained the same
statements of posting and no other indication of notice of the Meeting. I have attempted to find a
public posting in a newspaper of record, but have not found none. It was this Meeting that the
Kenline Memo addressed (both of the same date).


c. Lack of Proper Notice is Fatal to the Vested Mining Rights Determination


i. Due Process Required Broader and More Accessible Notice Than is
Reflected in the Record


The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), Cal.Pub. Resources Code §§
2710 et seq. governs determinations whether to grant vested mining rights (among other rights). At
issue here, as in Calvert v. County of Yuba, 145 Cal.App. 4th 613, 617 (2006), is a multiple acre
surface mining application concerning vested mining rights. Calvert observed: “At the heart of
SMARA is the general requirement that every surface mining operation have a permit, a reclamation
plan, and financial assurances to implement the planned reclamation.” Id. at 617(citing Cal.Pub.
Resources Code § 2770, subd. (a); People ex rel. Dept. of Conservation v. El Dorado County, 36 Cal.
4th 971, 984 (2005).)


Directly in point here is that localities in California adjudicating such rights must observe due
process rights. Mr. Kenline was aware of that. (See Report at p.6 of 205.) Indeed, Mr. Kenline’s
observation that “No public comments have been received” (id. at 15), speaks to the lack of notice.
The Calvert court held:


The state and federal Constitutions prohibit the government
from depriving persons of property without due process. U.S. Const.,
5th Amend.; Cal. Const., art. I, § 7, subd. (a). In line with this
constitutional bedrock, an adjudicative governmental action that
implicates a significant or substantial property deprivation generally
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requires the procedural due process standards of reasonable notice
and opportunity to be heard. 


Calvert at 622 (case citation omitted). See also LCPFV, LLC v. Somatdary Inc., 106 Cal. App. 5th


743, 759 (2024) (Calvert, 145 Cal.App. 4th at 617 “held that, if an entity claims a vested contract
right to conduct a surface mining operation that is subject to the diminishing asset doctrine, that
claim must be determined in a public adjudicatory hearing that  meets procedural due process
requirements.”); Save Lafayette Trees v. East Bay Regional Park Dist., 66 Cal.App. 5th 21, 53 (2021)
(similar).


One point of terminology in common to Calvert and the Project here is that both surface
quarry type mines are “diminishing assets,” which, “unlike other nonconforming uses in which the
land is merely incidental to the activities conducted upon it, surface mining contemplates the
excavation and sale of the land itself, and the excavated land is a “’diminishing asset’” that requires
expanding the mining into nonexcavated areas to continue the land use.” Calvert at 623 (citation
omitted). The Project fits precisely into the definition of a “diminishing asset” for the purposes of
determining what process is due in giving notice of a hearing on whether to grant vested mining
rights on the Project.


An application for vested mining interests in such a diminishing asset such as was at issue
in the Project, the court in Calvert held that property owners 300' away from the proposed mine site
were entitled to due process protection, when the property owner/plaintiff “alleged that [proposed]
mining operation exposed his property to dust, noise, and air, water and toxic pollution; furthermore,
[the proposed] operation has damaged at-risk species of chinook salmon and steelhead trout and
made area roadways more dangerous. [Plaintiff] Calvert has adequately described a property
deprivation “substantial” enough to require procedural due process protection.” Calvert at 627.
Nothing in the due process analysis limits notice to 300' adjacency to a proposed mine.


Rather, not only would Wrightwood, but adjacent communities such as Phelan would be
directly affected by the fallout from the Project. (See EnviroMine Map.) All of the property owners
and renters within range of the toxic, traffic, environmental, elimination of Native rights, and
potential seismic concerns this have “standing” to challenge the vested mining right claim. See
Calvert at 629 (“A party lacks standing if it lacks “a real interest in the ultimate adjudication because
[it] has neither suffered nor is about to suffer any injury of sufficient magnitude reasonably to assure
that all of the relevant facts and issues will be adequately presented.” (Quoting California Water &
Telephone Co. v. County of Los Angeles, 253 Cal.App. 2nd 16, 23 (1967) (other citation omitted).)
These communities will be directly affected, inter alia, by the unwarranted intrusions on their rights
as property owners and residents of these communities as are described in greater detail in the
sections below concerning the Reclamation Plan.


Seismic studies and compilations–including the Terracon Report, which relies on pre-2019
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studies–repeat that the well-known San Andreas fault is directly under Wrightwood. Apparently no
studies exist concerning the seismic effect of digging 1,600 feet into a stone quarry. But it is
concerning that with the well-known fault near the Project, residents in nearby Wrightwood should
have been at least considered to be given notice of this Project.


Dust, some of which is overtly toxic, is raised by surface mining. In a locale prone to
prolonged winds of sufficient force to waft quarry dust for several miles also requires that notice
should have been given of the hearings to owners and residents over a wide-spread area.


These and other allegations of widespread deleterious side-effects of the Project, the Brown
Act 72-hour notice that is reported in the Agendas, cannot be said to be reasonably designed to give
adequate notice to persons near enough to the Project to have standing. See Memphis Light, Gas &
Water Div. v. Craft, 436 U.S. 1, 13 (1978) (“An elementary and fundamental requirement of due
process in any proceeding which is to be accorded finality is notice reasonably calculated, under all
the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford them an
opportunity to present their objections.”) (quoting Mullane v. Central Hanover Trust Co., 339 U.S.
306, 314 (1950) (citations omitted)). Still, what process is due “is a function of context[]” because
“due process ‘is not a technical conception with a fixed content unrelated to time, place and
circumstances.’” Id. (quoting Cafeteria & Restaurant Workers Union v. McElroy, 367 U.S. 886, 895
(1961)). The scope of the Project, its proximity to several communities, and the potential harm to
those communities resulting from the dusty, toxic, water-intensive activity of operating a nearly 300-
acre (to start) quarry make it more than reasonable to have given widespread notice.


ii. Neither the City Nor the Applicant/Developer Complied With Minimum 
Statutory Notice Under SMARA


SMARA section 2774 states that every lead agency shall adopt ordinances establishing
procedures that require at least one public hearing for the review and approval of reclamation plans
and financial assurances and the issuance of surface mining permits. Cal.Pub. Resources Code §
2774, subd. (a). Although section 2774 does not mention vested rights determinations, the section
recognizes that public hearings are required to address the complex, judgment-based issues raised
by permits, reclamation plans and financial assurances. The Calvert court observed: “We have seen
that vested rights determinations in the diminishing asset context raise analogous complexities and
judgment calls,” id. at 630, and where the “determination [of vested mining rights] was made
without notice to adjacent landowners or to the public, and without a hearing,” id, at 618, the
“County’s determination that [operator] Western had vested rights under SMARA to mine aggregate
on the 3,430 acres violated procedural due process requirements of reasonable notice and an
opportunity to be heard.” Id. at 631.


Here, the only notice of which I am aware, was on the Agendas, posted on the San
Bernardino County website was a reference that, “[i]n accordance with the Brown Act, this meeting
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agenda is posted at least 72 hours prior to the regularly scheduled meeting on the bulletin board
outside of the County Government Center. . . .” Given the widespread interest in and concern about
the Project, the section 2774 notice in this case should have been far more designed to provide actual
notice to a great number of persons and provide the time to respond.


One County provision that may have complied with section 2774 notice provisions is
arguably SB County Ordinances §§ 12.2709, et seq., but no evidence exists that the County complied
with its own Ordinances, or in one particularly relevant Ordinance, did not provide any notice
provisions.


San Bernardino County hearing officers may adjudicate, on application by any agency
regarding “Any other matter regarding which any law, ordinance, rule or regulation provides that a
hearing be held or that findings of fact or conclusions of law be made by an agency.” SB County
Ordinance § 12.2708(e). SB County Ordinances §§ 12.2709, et seq., have consultation, notice, and
hearing provisions, none of which set out how notice is to be given, but do provide a 15-day response
time, id. § 12.2713, and a ten-day notice before a hearing. Id. § 12.2716. If the agency conducts the
hearing, it shall render a written decision which shall include findings of fact, conclusions of law and
decision. Id. § 12.2724. None of these procedures occurred. And no evidence exists that even
engaging these routine-type procedures would have been sufficient due process notice to the persons
affected by the Project.


A more directly relevant process is to use the procedures of the Planning Commission, which
was directly engaged in the pre- and post-vested mining rights process. The SB Ordinance for
Planning Commission Procedures, adopted in 1997, unhelpfully sets out: “Rules adopted by the
Planning Commission for the time, place and conduct of its meetings shall take effect upon
ratification by the Board of Supervisors.” SB County Ordinance § 12.4125 (Ord. 3698, passed -
-1997). I am unaware how to find any such adoption of rules or any ratification.


And finally, among the purposes of the Development Code are “to implement the San
Bernardino General Plan by classifying and regulating the uses of land and structures within
unincorporated San Bernardino County; by preserving and protecting the County’s important
agricultural, cultural, natural, open space and scenic resources; and by protecting and promoting the
public health, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, and general welfare of residents and
businesses in the County. More specifically, the purposes of this Development Code are to:


   (a)   Provide standards and guidelines for the continuing orderly
growth and development of the County that will assist in protecting
the character and identity of San Bernardino County and its distinct
communities;
   (b)   Conserve and protect the County’s important agriculture,
cultural, natural, open space and scenic resources;
   (c)   Create a comprehensive and stable pattern of land uses upon
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which to plan transportation, water supply, sewerage, energy,
drainage/flood control and other public facilities and utilities;
   (d)   Encourage the most appropriate uses of land in order to prevent
overcrowding of land and avoid undue concentration of population,
and maintain and protect the value of property; and
   (e)   Ensure compatibility between different types of development
and land use.


SB County Ordinance § 81.01.020 (Ord. 4011, passed - -2007)


Consistent with those purposes, “[t]he Development Code is enacted based on the authority
vested in the County of San Bernardino by the State of California, including but not limited to: [¶] 
(j)  Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (Public Resources Code §§ 2710 et seq.)” SB
County Ordinance § 81.01.030 (Ord. 4011, passed - -2007). Where those rules might be that
establish due process notice, or that public hearings are required to address the complex,
judgment-based issues raised by permits, reclamation plans, and financial assurances are nowhere
to be found. Nor does San Bernardino County have any Ordinance that complies with the
requirement of providing adequate process due to the particular situation presented here; instead, it
has a few one-size-fits-all notice provisions that may or may not comply with due process as to the
Project.


Calvert was decided in 2006 and held that a county must provide due process notice before
conducting a hearing on claims for vested mining rights. That was 13-years before the March 7, 2019
hearing here. The County of San Bernardino failed in its obligation–known to it in SB County
Ordinance § 81.01.030(j)–of compliance with more than perfunctory notices under the Brown Act
for a vested mining right hearing. Consequently, failure to provide the process due under Calvert
opens up the March 7, 2019 decision to at a minimum, a challenge in the courts through a writ
petition for administrative mandate, an injunction ceasing the processes secondary to the March 7,
2019 hearing, or outright voiding of the vesting determination.


As seen below, substantively, the Project should not have been granted vested mining rights.


d. The Project Was Substantively Not Entitled to a Grant of Vested Mining Rights


i. No Evidence Exists of Continuous Use of the Mine Before the
Application for Vested Mining Rights


A developer has burden of demonstrating vested mining rights. Calvert, 145 Cal. App. 4th at
629. The developer here should not have been granted vested mining rights, even on the record
presented.


Public Resources Code Section 2770 holds on how to demonstrate vested mining rights. In
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relevant part, Section 2770 reads:


(a) Except as provided in this section, a person shall not
conduct surface mining operations unless a permit is obtained from,
a reclamation plan has been submitted to and approved by, and
financial assurances for reclamation have been approved by the lead
agency for the operation pursuant to this article.


(b) A person with an existing surface mining operation who
has vested rights pursuant to Section 2776 and who does not have an
approved reclamation plan shall submit a reclamation plan to the lead
agency not later than March 31, 1988. If a reclamation plan
application is not on file by March 31, 1988, the continuation of the
surface mining operation is prohibited until a reclamation plan is
submitted to the lead agency. For the purposes of this subdivision, a
reclamation plan existing prior to January 1, 2017, may consist of all
or the appropriate sections of any plans or written agreements
previously approved by the lead agency or another agency, together
with any additional documents needed to substantially meet the
requirements of Sections 2772 and 2773 and the lead agency surface
mining ordinance adopted pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section
2774, provided that all documents, which together were proposed to
serve as the reclamation plan, are submitted for approval to the lead
agency in accordance with this chapter.


The Calvert court described the meaning of the coordinate statute, Section 2776:


We start with the SMARA statute on vested rights. Section
2776 states as pertinent: “No person who has obtained a vested right
to conduct surface mining operations prior to January 1, 1976, shall
be required to secure a permit pursuant to [SMARA] as long as the
vested right continues and as long as no substantial changes are
made in the operation except in accordance with [SMARA]. A person
shall be deemed to have vested rights if, prior to January 1, 1976, he
or she has, in good faith and in reliance upon a permit or other
authorization, if the permit or other authorization was required,
diligently commenced surface mining operations and incurred
substantial liabilities for work and materials necessary therefor.”
(Italics added by the court.)


These italicized portions of section 2776 encompass several
factual issues that must be resolved through the adjudicative exercise
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of judgment rather than the ministerial (automatic, nondiscretionary)
application of fixed standards and objective measurements.


Calvert, 145 Cal.App. 4th at 623-624.


Here, the Planning Commission appeared to deny a CEQA project on February 21, 2019, but
the County granted the vested mining rights to the Project on March 7, 2019.


The Planning Commission presented documentary evidence (as Exhibits to the February 21,
2019 Report) that the mine had been dormant and not used for mining for several decades. The
apparent thrust of the Developer is that the Project as stated in 2019 was for nearly 500 acres, having
been in continuous use within the meaning of Section 2770(b). The current proposal includes plans
for a 148-year operational horizon; 285-acre disturbance area; a 1,600-foot open pit; and production
of 148 million cubic yards of materials. Nevertheless, the only potential continuous use was on a
single parcel with a 12.5-acre mine. The Project involves three much larger parcels. 


The Kenline Memo provides two proposed factual settings, one if a decision is made to grant
vested mining rights, and one to deny. The proposed facts for granting rights should present a factual
basis for continued operation of a mine, but does not do so in fact. The Kenline Memo at p. 3
confirms that “Mining was conducted intermittently on the Properties until 1966. . . . (No. 4 (italics
added); but only that “it has always been and will be the intent of El Cajon Associates, LLC and the
Hannin Family to mine and process the dolomitic limestone resources on the El Cajon Properties.”
(No. 6 (italics added).) And “that an intent [exists] by the owners to resume mining existed on the
effective date of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) and the County’s local mining
regulations (No. 7 (italics added)), along with “the evidence fails to show an intent by the owners
of the Properties to abandon their right to exploit the mineral interests on the Properties (No. 8
(italics added)). In no respect does SAMRA give any weight to “intent,” as some surrogate for mine
operation. Instead, the standard of Section 2776 for continued vested mining rights is whether the
operator “diligently commenced surface mining operations and incurred substantial liabilities for
work and materials necessary therefor.” Cal.Public Resources Code § 2776. SMARA does not credit
“intent” or hoping to continue operations or lack of intent to abandon. SMARA credits actions.  And
factually, the notion that the Applicant/Developer’s evidence of “intent” to operate the mine from
that time is reasonably an admission of non-operation, foreclosing a grant of vested mining rights.


The Applicant/Developer sent a letter prepared by Warren Colson of Environmint, Inc. to Mr.
Kenline dated July 2, 2018. This letter, attached as Exhibit A to the Report at pp. 19-21 of 205)
geared the facts toward the intent of the site owners to mine the area, and concluded: “We feel that
the two major issues which the Petitioner must establish in order to be granted a Determination of
Vested Right are (1) that there was a significant investment-backed interest in the improvement of
the Property for mining use; and (2) an ongoing intent to mine the Property and not to abandon the
nonconforming uses thereon, i.e. mining. Further that we have demonstrated that both elements are
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present in this matter and that we are entitled to a Determination of Vested Rights.” (Letter dated
July 2, 2018 at p. 3.) This letter misstates the burden of an applicant for vested mining rights.
Nothing in Calvert or SMARA suggests that mere efforts to to improve a site for mining is
relevant–actual operation is relevant. And simililary, as mentioned directly above, the operator-
developer-applicant “intent” to operate a mine and not abandon the site is simply irrelevant.
Objection mining actions are relevant, not subjective hopes. See Calvert at 623 (An applicant “must
show that the area it desires to excavate was ‘clearly intended’ to be excavated—as measured by
objective manifestations, not subjective intent—when the vested rights trigger of a new law was
pulled.”) Unfortunately, however, some of the Letter’s inappropriate analysis colored the “grant”
option in the Kenline Memo of March 7, 2019, which ultimately prevailed.


In contrast, the denial option in the Kenline Memo (as did the February 21, 2019 Report)
provides specific facts of interrupted mine operations before 1976 and non-existent to the time of
enactment of SMARA. (Kenline Memo at p. 5. These facts should have been incorporated into the
other option and dealt with fairly, but were cherry-picked out of the “grant” option. No fault in the
“deny” option should be read in omitting the “intent” to operate a mine because un-performed
“intent” is an irrelevancy under SMARA. See Calvert at 623 (subjective intent is irrelevant).


Under even a generous interpretation of Calvert’s analysis of Section 2776, the Project should
never have been granted vested mining rights.


ii. The Evidence Undisputedly Demonstrates That the Applicant/Developer
Sought Vested Mining Rights Substantially Changing Operation of the
Mine


Overtly and without dispute, the Project involved “substantial changes” from the mine
operations that commenced in 1923 with formation of Cajon Limestone Company (California
Journal of Mines and Geology (1947)); continued by 1946 when Anita Matthews purchased nearby
land and her family confirms active quarry operations through 1970, when the mine closed; but did
not grow at all (and was dormant for decades) by the time of the March 7, 2019 hearing.1 If any
analysis of the “no substantial changes” criteria of Section 2776 is needed, we turn again to Calvert
to explain:


[S]ection 2776's issues of “substantial changes … in the operation,”
and “in good faith … diligently commenced … operations and
incurred substantial liabilities for work and materials necessary
therefor.” In construing section 2776 in a 1976 opinion, the Attorney


1 Mining in the 1980s was not in on the property but in surrounding areas off 
Desert Front Road & Hwy 2 and thus should not factor into the Project at all.
the harsh conditions and poor soil.
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General concluded that determining “substantial change[s]” in
operations and “ ‘substantial liabilities’” for work and materials
constitute questions of fact which can only be determined on a
case-by-case basis in a proper vested rights proceeding before the lead
agency. 59 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 641, 643, 655–656 (1976); see also
Horn [v. County of Ventura, 24 Cal. 3rd 605, 614 (1979)] (subdivision
development approvals involve the application of general standards
to specific parcels of real property; such governmental conduct,
affecting the relatively few, is “ ‘determined by facts peculiar to the
individual case’ and is ‘adjudicatory’ in nature”].)


Furthermore, the vested rights determination here
encompasses more than just these factual issues set forth in section
2776. [Developer] Western’s extractive surface mining operation
implicates the diminishing asset doctrine. Consequently, Western
must show that the area it desires to excavate was “‘clearly intended’”
to be excavated—as measured by objective manifestations, not
subjective intent—when the vested rights trigger of a new law was
pulled. (Western concedes this triggering occurred when County’s
first mining regulation —a mining permit ordinance—became
effective in April 1971.) Moreover, there are issues here regarding
whether the alleged vested right has been “continu[ous]” Cal.Public
Resources Code § 2776, as the subject site has involved gold mining
and not simply aggregate mining.


Calvert at 623-625 (some citations omitted).


The Kenline Memo includes as a vested right to be granted as “The right to produce material
in volumes necessary to meet market demand, consistent with production principles established by
California law.” (Kenline Memo at p.4, No.a.) The Memo does not explain what California law Mr.
Kenline had in mind, but a necessity to meet market demand will necessarily increase markedly from
a 12.5-acre mine to a mine occupying several hundred acres and overtly needing to expand.


Even if one compares the competing evidence provided to the Planning Commission, the
Developer fails to present any meaningful case that a small mining operation on one parcel could
possibly be the tail that wags the dog of the aggregation of three larger parcels.\


iii. The Decision to Grant Vested Mining Rights Violates the Rules
Governing Nonconforming Uses of Zoning


Zoning and exemptions for nonconforming uses of land are unequal but fundamental parts
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of governmental land use planning. As stated by our Supreme Court, “’The ultimate purpose of
zoning is … to reduce all nonconforming uses within the zone to conformity as speedily as is
consistent with proper safeguards for the interests of those affected.’ We have recognized that, given
this purpose, courts should follow a strict policy against extension or expansion of those uses. That
policy necessarily applies to attempts to continue nonconforming uses which have ceased operation.”
Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors, 12 Cal. 4th 533, 568 (1996).


Even so, “In light of the state and federal constitutional takings clauses, when zoning
ordinances or similar land use regulations are enacted, they customarily exempt existing land uses
(or amortize them over time) to avoid questions as to the constitutionality of their application to
those uses. Hansen Brothers, 12 Cal. 4th at 551–552. Such exempted uses are known as
nonconforming uses and may provide the basis for vested rights as to such uses. (Ibid.)


Generally, for a nonconforming land use to be allowed to continue, the use must be similar
to the use existing at the time the land use law became effective. Intensification or expansion of the
use is prohibited. Hansen, 12 Cal. 4th at 552. But, according to Calvert at 623, “This general
principle, however, does not apply neatly to surface mining operations. This is because, unlike other
nonconforming uses in which the land is merely incidental to the activities conducted upon it, surface
mining contemplates the excavation and sale of the land itself, and the excavated land is a
“’diminishing asset’” that requires expanding the mining into nonexcavated areas to continue the
land use.” Ibid. (Citing Hansen at 553–556.) “In this situation, California follows the ‘diminishing
asset’ doctrine. Under that doctrine, a vested right to surface mine into an expanded area requires
the mining owner to show (1) part of the same area was being surface mined when the land use law
became effective, and (2) the area the owner desires to surface mine was clearly intended to be mined
when the land use law became effective, as measured by objective manifestations and not by
subjective intent. Calvert at 623 (Citing Hansen at 555–556 and id. at 576 (conc. opn. of Werdegar,
J.).)


Some small portion of the property owed Project was intended for mining in 1923 and
possibly increased marginally in 1931. Because a surface mine is a diminishing asset, the Project
cannot rely on that small area being the “same area” as was mined decades earlier to warrant an
expansion of 40X and projected tons and tons of extracted material never contemplated before the
enactment of SMARA in 1975, much less actual use up to the 2019 application for vested mine
rights. This principle is on full display in Hansen at 558 (“Even where multiple parcels are in the
same ownership at the time a zoning law renders mining use nonconforming, extension of the use
into parcels not being mined at that time is allowed only if the parcels had been part of the mining
operation.”) (many citations omitted). While the Developer may have wanted to expand before
zoning and SAMRA restrictions became effective, that 12.5 acre mine cannot hoist itself by its own
mixed-metaphorical bootstraps into any objective plan to include hundreds of acres of mines.


And that is not the full measure of expansion. As an open mine site, excavation expands the
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sizes of the mining sites. The Developer calls for a steep 1:1 open pit grade (i.e., 45 degrees). In time,
this will open the width of the mine exponentially as material is removed. This is well beyond any
previous use of the site for mining.


Granting the Developer vested granting rights, even under its version of the facts, violated
the purposes of the zoning of the parcels. The decision lacked evidence, much less substantial
evidence of continuous use at the same site of the expanse or type of work as was proposed. The
grant of mining rights was error. As presently postured, however, 


2. The Project is Irredemely Flawed by its Failure to Seek Input from Local Tribes or
Tribe/Band Members


Local Native Americans – two of whom reside on a ranch just steps from the Project – have
raised concerns about (and are researching records of) archeolgical sites and artefacts of members
of Tribes and the Tribes themselves in such proximity to the Project that those materials risk
destruction by operation of the mine. Some of these Peoples were known as Serranos, as a nomadic
Tribe. State law requires lead agencies on a project such as at issue here to consult with “California
Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area may have
expertise concerning their tribal cultural resources” 


It is worth knowing that the California Attorney General devotes resources to protecting our
Native American heritage. For example, as published in the California Lawyers’ Association:


On April 21, 2026, the California Attorney General (AG) filed
a lawsuit against the City of Poway (City or Poway) alleging
violations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) after
the discovery of ancestral human remains and extensive tribal cultural
resources at a residential development site. The AG is requesting the
court to halt construction of a 40.home luxury subdivision and require
the City to conduct additional environmental review under CEQA in
light of discoveries made during project construction. People of the
State of California ex rel. Bonta v. City of Poway, San Diego
Superior Court (filed Apr. 21, 2026).


The crux of the AG's suit relates to the City's alleged failure
to conduct supplemental CEQA review. However, the complaint also
places significant emphasis on tribal cultural resource protections and
the consultation requirements established by Assembly Bill 52
(AB-52), notwithstanding the fact that the project's original
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was approved over a decade
before AB-52 came into effect.
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While I assert no connection of the matters in this memorandum to the recently filed case,
it is worth being mindful that the Attorney General is active in this important area of law.


In relevant part, California Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.12 reads:


(a)  The Legislature finds and declares that California Native
American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with a
geographic area may have expertise concerning their tribal cultural
resources.


(b)  Prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or environmental impact report for a project, the
lead agency shall begin consultation with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project if: (1) the California Native
American tribe requested to the lead agency, in writing, to be
informed by the lead agency through formal notification of proposed
projects in the geographic area that is traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the tribe, and (2) the California Native American tribe
responds, in writing, within 30 days of receipt of the formal
notification, and requests the consultation. When responding to the
lead agency, the California Native American tribe shall designate a
lead contact person. If the California Native American tribe does not
designate a lead contact person, or designates multiple lead contact
people, the lead agency shall defer to the individual listed on the
contact list maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission
for the purposes of Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004. For purposes
of this section and Section 21080.3.2, “consultation” shall have the
same meaning as provided in Section 65352.4 of the Government
Code.


* * *
(d)  Within 14 days of determining that an application for a


project is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a
project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to the
designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and
culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, which shall be accomplished by means of at least


2 Sometime known as AB 52. Section 21080.3.1 was added by Stats 2014 ch 532 § 5 (AB
52), effective January 1, 2015.
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one written notification that includes a brief description of the
proposed project and its location, the lead agency contact information,
and a notification that the California Native American tribe has 30
days to request consultation pursuant to this section.


The Applicant/Developer made two references to “Indian Tribes” and none to Native
Americans, or other such designations. Both references occur in a single paragraph concerning water
rights only. (Grand Lone Pine Canyon Ents., LLC, “Reclamation Plan For the Lone Pine Canyon
Road Quarry” p. 113 (March 2026).)


The Planning Commission, the likely “lead agency,” appears to have done more to connect
with N.A. Tribes, but contacted the wrong Tribes. In its Initial Study MRP-2025-00002, Lone Pine
Canyon Quarry Reclamation Plan at page 11, the Land Use Services Department wrote:


CONSULTATION WITH CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated


with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example,
the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentially, etc.?


On December 17, 2026, the County of San Bernardino mailed notification
pursuant to AB52 to applicable tribes, with requests for consultation due by January
17, 2026. The table below shows a summary of comments and responses. Comment
letters are available for review at the County 


The Planning Commission reports each Tribe as having “No known resources however
follow conditions for cultural resource protection.” Accordingly the Planning Commission concludes
that “Mitigation measures regarding notification and resource protection have been included.” (Ibid.)
The form conclusion that resulted is: “Although the proposed project could have a significant effect
on the environment, there shall not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project
have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION shall be prepared.” (Id. at p.13.)


But the two Tribes contacted by the Planning Commission are the Yuhaaviatam of San
Manuel Nation and the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians (ibid.) are not sufficiently
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project area to make any objective conclusions whether
the Project would impact their interests or what mitigation efforts are warranted.
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a. The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Have Not Been Traditionally or Culturally
Affiliated With the Project Area


The official website for the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation does indeed connect
historically with the Serrano People.3 In relevant part, the website informs us:


High in the San Bernardino mountains at Yuhaac
(yu-HAHCH), an area of pine trees near present day Baldwin Lake in
Big Bear4, Kü_ktac (CROOK-tahch) our Creator laid dying. When
Kü_ktac died, the people began to mourn and in their grief turned into
pine trees, which enriched the land with vegetation and animals,
allowing for future generations to thrive.


The people who lived at Yuhaaviat were known as the
Yuhaaviatam (yu-HAH-vee-ah-tahm), or “People of the Pines”, and
were a Clan of Maara’yam (MAH-ra’-yahm) or Serrano people. Our
people, now known as the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, are
the Yuhaaviatam Clan of Maara’yam (Serrano) and continue the
tradition of holding sacred the land and everything it provides.


(Website of the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, “From Then to Now”.)


The website clarifies “The first Spanish explorers of the area identified our ancestors as the
“Serrano” people, the Spanish term for “highlander.” Many terms have been used in many languages
to describe our people. We use the word Maara’yam, the People of Maara’, to describe all peoples
known today as Serrano. The name Yuhaaviatam, or People of the Pines, refers to the Serrano clan
of our progenitor, Santos Manuel.” (Ibid.) But the history outlined in the website does not support
modern conection to the Wrightwood area. “An estancia in Redlands, modernly known as the
Asistencia5, was established in 1819. This outpost held many Maara’yam (Serrano), as well as other
indigenous people from nearby regions, using them as labor for mission support.” And:


3 The Wrightwood Historical Society informs us that “The Serrano People were the first
people to inhabit this area.” (Wrightwood Historical Society, “A Brief History of Wrightwood,
California” https://wwhistory.org/history-of-ww.) As becomes clear from the Tribal websites and
the use of the designation “Serrano” may not be sufficient to demonstrate a close connection with
Lone Pine Canyon. News articles discussed below do, however, suggest a close connection.


4 Located 69 miles from the Project.


5 Located 39 Miles from the Project.
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In addition to the mission system and agricultural industry,
opportunities related to mining and the Gold Rush drastically changed
California, bringing in new settlers who created ranches, farms,
mines, and logging camps. Not only did these newcomers want to
establish ownership over the land, but they also wanted to utilize it
without obstruction. As a result, indigenous people who remained on
their ancestral lands were viewed as a nuisance and were often the
victim of harsh treatment and violence.


One such group of people was our Clan, the Yuhaaviatam
(yu-HAH-vee-ah-tahm), or “People of the Pines”, of Maara’yam
(MAH-ra’-yahm) or Serrano people who had remained on our
homelands across the Big Bear Valley6. In 1866, as anti-Native
American sentiment ran high, a skirmish between settlers and
non-Maara’yam (Serrano) Native Americans in the Summit Valley7


triggered a month-long killing spree of our peoples across the Big
Bear area by a San Bernardino militia. Our, Kiika’ (Leader), Santos
Manuel, led the remaining Yuhaaviatam, only 20-30 people in
number, away from our mountain homelands to the San Bernardino
Valley8.


Over the next few decades, our people ventured through the
valley along Warm Creek9, running into unwelcome settlers who
reacted harshly to our presence. We began near what is now known
as the National Orange Show Event Center10, then moved on to
Meadowbrook Park11, and finally made our way to the Harlem
Springs12 area before being completely removed from the landscape


6 Located 71 miles from the Project.


7 Located 26 miles from the Project.


8 Located 34 miles from the Project.


9 Located 34 miles from the Project.


10 Located 32 miles from the Project.


11 Located 31 miles from the Project.


12 Located 34 miles from the Project.
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and placed on the San Manuel Reservation13 in 1891.


(Ibid.)


The San Manuel Entertainment Authority, a Tribal
instrumentality, owns and operates Yaamava’ Resort & Casino at San
Manuel14.


The San Manuel Gaming and Hospitality Authority, a Tribal
instrumentality, owns the subsidiary entities that hold and operate
Palms Casino Resort15.


The website makes no reference to Wrightwood or Lone Pine, and as none of the referenced
locations are near the Project, one would be hard-pressed to identify the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel
Nation as sufficiently closely affiliated with this area other than in sharing the name Serrano. But as 
“Serrano” is the Spanish term for “highlander,” that affiliation may be somewhat tenuous.


b. The Twenty-Nine Palms Ban of Mission Indians Have Not Been Traditionally
or Culturally Affiliated With the Project Area


The history of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians found on its official website
orients us to its historic locations: “The Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians are a
Chemehuevi people who are a federally recognized tribe whose reservation is located near the city
of Twentynine Palms16 and the city of Coachella, California17. They are Chemehuevi people who
inhabited the desert area of the Oasis of Mara (Mar’rah) in the vicinity of today’s Joshua Tree
National Park.18“ ”Before Chemehuevi made the Oasis [of Mara] their permanent home, Serrano,
Cahuilla, and other Indians lived in the area and used the desert landscape for hunting and
gathering.” [¶] “At the Oasis of Mara, Jim Mike led the Chemehuevi group, while Jim Pine led the
Serrano. The people intermarried with each other and formed important kinships.” (Twenty-Nine


13 Located 34 Miles from the Project.


14 Located 34 Miles from the Project.


15 Located 91 Miles from the Project.


16 Located 58 miles from the Project.


17 Located 110 miles from the Project.


18 Located 101 miles from the Project.
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Palms Band Official Website  (All quotations citing to Recommended Reading:  Clifford E. Trafzer,
A Chemehuevi Song:  Resiliency of the Southern Paiute Tribe (Seattle:  University of Washington
Press, 2015).)


The website charts out life at the Oasis and continues: “Some members of the Twenty-Nine
Palms Band, including Nellie Mike Morongo, moved to the Banning Pass19 to live on the Morongo
Indian Reservation.  Most members moved into Palm Springs and took up residence on the Agua
Caliente Indian Reservation20.  Lily Mike, the oldest son of William Mike, became the leader of the
band.  He maintained a close relationship with all the members of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band and
met periodically to discuss issues of importance to the people.  Lily Mike and others were members
of the powerful tribal sovereignty organization known as the Mission Indian Federation.  During the
1930s, Mike mounted an aggressive attempt to regain their homelands along the Oasis of Mara, but
his efforts failed because ownership of the Oasis had transferred from the Southern Pacific Railroad
to private owners. . . .” (Twenty-Nine Palms Band Official Website.)


Further, “In the 1970s leadership at Cabazon approached members of the Twenty-Nine Palms
Tribe asking if they would consider taking control of approximately 210 acres within Section 30 on
the Cabazon Reservation21.  This land represented the balance of land remaining that the tribe had
not allotted from the original 620 acres the government had added in 1910 to the Cabazon
Reservation.” [¶] “Since the 1890s, the tribe had reservation lands in trust immediately south of
Twentynine Palms, but with the new congressional act and signature of the president, the
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians had trust lands in the Coachella Valley.” (Twenty-Nine
Palms Band Official Website.)


While the website offers no easy search function, the quoted history demonstrates that the 
most likely geographic range of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians would have been
a more attenuated connection to the area of the Project. Accordingly, basing any determination of
affiliation with Native American Tribes and Bands, as is required by  California Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1, on the concerns of these two entities is misplaced.


c. Likely Local Native Communities and Residents Are Qualified to Act In
Consultation Within the Meaning of Section 21080.3.1


In contrast to the Native groups mentioned, the lack of sufficient notice of the impending
actions allowing the Project to engage in mining at the Project has stymied efforts to gather


19 Located 67 miles from the Project.


20 Located 90 miles from the Project.


21 Located 107 miles from the Project.
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meaningful evidence from local Tribal members as to their historic affiliation with the area. As
mentioned above, two individual Tribal members reside on a ranch very close to the Project. They
have their own life stories to relate. And I will leave it to them to communicate their concerns to the
County.


But even so, two newspaper articles establish a basis for determination of Native activities
and archeological sites. The Daily Press, “Valley People” section dated January 13, 1996 contains
an article entitled “Mysteries of Time and Place,” written by S.Kellog, describes an apparent rock
circle that may date to the early 19th Century, the “Lucky Rabbit Site.” This article recounts the
observations of Larry Sunderland, an archeologist and Director of the Native American Institute at
Indian Springs Ranch in Lone Pine Cyn, which is an extension of Cal. State, San Bernardino. The
stones and lichens on the apparently long-undisturbed site confirms the dating. So Mr. Sunderland,
together with another archaeologist, Gary King, contacted local Tribes, the Serrano, Chemehuevi,
and Gabrielino. Mr. Sunderland tentatively tabled the Chemehuevi, as their location at that time was
along the Colorado River, even though the construction resembles their work elsewhere.


The other article, in the Mountaineer Progressive, “Community Feature” section dated April
11, 1996 contains an article entitled “Archaeological Dig Scheduled for Summer,” by R.Dobbins,
recounts the Kellog article and adds other sites near Indian Springs, including an elaborate Pow Wow
site and other events.


It is incumbent on the County to consult with the Tribes that are directly involved in this
activity and researching these sites to determine any adverse effects of mining along Lone Pine
Canyon Road. See Cal.Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b).


d. The Land Use Planning Department Erred in its Reliance on Marginally
Relevant Tribal Concerns to Reach its Conclusions


Based solely on the two Tribal entities discussed above, the Initial Study determined that
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource affiliated with the Project
geographically or culturally was “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.” (Initial Study
at p.55 of 67.) Indeed, the Initial Study asserts Mitigation Measures are solely with reference to
coordination with the “Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN) and the Twenty-Nine Palms
Band of Mission Indians[, whose] cultural resources departments shall be contacted. . . .” (Id. at p.
56 or 67.) This is inadequate–especially with Tribal members proximate to the Project site easily
available for consultation.


3. The Air Quality Effects of the Project are Insufficiently and Misleadingly Considered


The Initial Study at pp. 18-21 of 67 deems adverse effects of the Project on Air Quality as
less than significant. But those pages rely exclusively on promises by the Developer to comply with
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set standards to extract certain amounts of material, reclaim parts of the extracted mine, water down
the mined stone, and the like. (See Reclamation Plan at p.35 § 3.5.1 (“Water use will be limited to
essential dust suppression activities and minimal support needs.”) The Initial Study does not contain
any expert environmental studies specific to the Project site, or whether sprinkling water on an
admittedly dust-raising activity would have any effect. An EIR is required to make factual
determinations rather than to hope for compliance with existing standards.


The Project would need nearly unlimited blasting six days a week, into the night. The
Developer’s Reclamation Plan calls for “Operations will include extraction, on-site material
processing, stockpiling of finished products and may include drilling and blasting as necessary.”
(Reclamation Plan at p.11 § 1.2; p. 34 § 3.7.)


The Initial Study fails to demonstrate that activity would not disperse dust into the air to
travel long distances. Nor does the Initial Study deal with manifestly predictable gale-force winds
that frequently hit Wrightwood out of the east, east-south-east–the very direction of the Project.


Among the likely minerals disclosed that the Project may encounter is “actinolite.”
(Attachment to Report of February 21 entitled “Mineral Resource Investigation and Appraisal of
Hannin Lime Property Lone Pine Ridge Telegraph Peak Quadrangle, California” by Neil McCarroll,
Esq.22 at p. 80 of 205) (“Actinolite and sercite mica dominate the play metamorphic minerals in
many outcrops. North of the San Andreas rift zone along Lone Pine Ridge, the rocks consist of a
complex of gneiss and marble of pre Cretaceous age intermixed with intrusive tonolite of probable
Cretaceous age (citing Morton and others, 1990).) Geologic lingo aside, the presence of Actinolite
is significant, because it forms “Mountain leather,” which is an old-fashioned term for flexible,
sheet-like natural formations of asbestiform minerals which resemble leather. “Asbestos-containing
minerals known to form mountain leather include: actinolite. . . . “ (“Mountain Leather”.
www.mindat.org. Retrieved 20 September 2021.)


Mining in such an environment would raise fragments, particulates, and dust containing this
asbestiform mineral. The toxic effects of asbestos are well-known. At a minimum, an EIR needs to
be done to quantify and qualify this risk.


4. The Developer, at Best, Minimized the Consequences of “Traffic”


In its “Reclamation Plan,” the Grand Lone Pine Canyon Enterprises, LLC outlined its traffic
analysis:


22 “In early 1992, Mary Hannin McCarroll, then 79 years of age, turned over
management of the El Cajon Property to her son, Neil McCarroll (“McCarroll”),” (see February
21, 2019 Report ¶ 12 at p. 12 of 205), the author of this study.
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There will be relatively minor and temporary traffic
associated with reclamation activities at the site. The majority of
reclamation will occur during the extractive phasing. Traffic
associated with reclamation will consist of 5 to 10 personal vehicles
that are used by equipment operators to access the site. Other traffic
will include a limited number of trips to and from the site for
removing plant equipment and by a seeding contractor that will be
used to revegetate the reclamation areas. It is not anticipated that any
trucks will be used to haul material to and from the site for
reclamation.


Processed materials will be loaded into over-the-road trucks
and hauled from the site via the access roads to Lone Pine Canyon
Road. Truck traffic volume will vary based on market demand and
production rates. All export hauling will occur using designated haul
routes and in compliance with applicable County and Caltrans
requirements.


Site access will occur from Lone Pine Canyon Road via
ingress/egress points used throughout the operational life of the site.
These access points will remain unchanged during the reclamation
phase. All internal traffic will be limited to haul routes and service
roads created during the mining phases within the project boundary.
No new roads will be constructed for reclamation purposes.


Reclamation-related traffic will comply with all applicable
County road standards, and erosion control BMPs will be
implemented where needed to stabilize disturbed roadways and
prevent offsite sedimentation. All on- and off- road equipment will
meet the requirements of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management
District (MDAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board’s
(CARB) diesel vehicles regulations to reduce diesel pollutants.


(Grand Lone Pine Canyon Ents., LLC, “Reclamation Plan For the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry”
§ 3.6 (March 2026) (italics added).)


The Reclamation Plan specifies: “Excavated rock will be transported by haul trucks,
conveyors, or other appropriate means to an on-site processing area.” (Id. at p. 31 § 3.3.) “Processed
materials will be stockpiled on site and loaded into over-the-road trucks for offsite transport.” (Id.
at p. 32 § 3.3,) “While specific equipment types may vary over time, typical processing infrastructure
may include jaw crushers, cone crushers, screens, conveyors, and associated support equipment”
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(ibid.) the size and weight of which the Reclamation Plan leaves to the imagination. Water will also
be hauled to the site. (Id. at p. 35 § 3.9.1.)


I take issue with the entirety of this part of the Plan, but cannot fathom why the Developer
characterizes traffic impact as “relatively minor,” confusingly conflates the reclamation and
extraction traffic, and offers some vague offer (commitment is too strong a word), to “stabilize
disturbed roadways.” In fact, reclamation will necessarily involve more than a couple of pickup
trucks to gather some brush and random stones.


Not mentioned is that Lone Canyon Road is posted for 5-ton traffic maximum. Likely
material hauling trucks tare at 10-15-tons with a laden weight of 40-tons. The equipment haulers are
likely wider and may weigh more. CSC Truck offers a helpful chart for water hauling trucks:


Truck Size Tank Capacity Dry Weight Loaded Weight (approx.)
Small (Light-duty) 500 – 1,000 gallons 10,000 – 15,000 lbs 14,000 – 23,000 lbs
Medium  2,000 – 4,000 gallons 20,000 – 30,000 lbs 36,000 – 63,000 lbs
Large (Heavy-duty) 5,000 – 10,000 gallons 30,000 – 40,000+ lbs 72,000 – 125,000+ lbs


Other than a small empty water hauling truck, each of the required trucks–whatever they are
hauling-exceed the listed capacity of Lone Pine Canyon Road.


In addition, the rains a few months ago totaled around a foot over several days, and washed
out Lone Pine Canyon Road for months, including the section that appears the mine would use. An
EIR was required before restoration. EIRs are required for the Project’s expected uses.


Yet, the Initial Study finds less than significant adverse effect from traffic with mitigation
and concludes:


Site access for the Project will occur from Lone Pine Canyon
Road, which is the only major roadway in the vicinity of the Project
Site. All internal traffic will be limited to haul routes and service
roads created within the limits of disturbance. Reclamation-related
traffic will comply with all applicable County road standards. No
existing or planned transit facilities are located in the vicinity of the
Project Site.


Therefore, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant,
and no mitigation will be required.


(Initial Study at pp.53-54 § XVII (italics added).)


With or no mitigation? The Initial Study wants it both ways.
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This conclusion is without a factual basis. In the event of a disaster like flooding, landslides,
and fire–all of which can be expected–the only means of egress from Wrightwood are Hwy 2 and
Lone Canyon Road. Blockage of either or both are foreseeable, and will be exacerbated with the
expected mine traffic and damage to Lone Pine Canyon Road. The Initial Study disregards these
known factors and will encounter reasonable and sustainable claims for damages.


5. The Geology and Soils Analysis is Inadequate


The Initial Study concludes that adverse effects from geology and soils (including foreseeable
seismic) activity to be less than significant or having no impact. As discussed above in connection
with air quality, this conclusion is, to be charitable, suspect. Again, an EIR is required rather than
mere reliance on the Developer’s Reclamation Plan. 


6. The Water Quality and Hydrology Analysis is Inadequate


The Initial Study concludes that adverse effects from, for example, “iolat[ions of] water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality” are “less than significant.” Initial Study at p.38 § X.) The Initial Study
explains:


All drainage control measures will be described in the
Industrial Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that is
required for the project. Revegetation of all affected lands is designed
to result in a self-sustaining vegetative cover that will stabilize the
site against erosion and sedimentation. When combined with active
drainage control measures, site reclamation will render the site
suitable for future land uses.


All reclamation activities will be conducted in a manner
designed to protect onsite and downstream beneficial uses of water in
accordance with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and
the Federal Clean Water Act.


Therefore, implementation of the Project would not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise degrade surface or ground water quality. Less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.


(Id. at p.39.)
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As with each and every category described in the Initial Study, absolutely no oversight
mechanism is in place. Presumably local residents will have to report violations. Or possibly an army
of County employees will monitor compliance. The entire Initial Study conveys the impression that
the Developer is on the honor system, has no reporting obligations, and is free to conduct operations
as it sees fit until it happens to violate some standards–and gets caught.


One example comes to mind that, if the mine is permitted, will cause region-wide damage
that no amount of fines will undo. A resident whose property is, if you excuse the cliche, a stone’s
throw from the Project. This resident reports that performing wells yield ground water at the depth
of 10'. The mine will exceed that depth by day one or two. What happens to the ground water–upon
which all residents of Wrightwood rely–when the mine drains off the water table to unusable depths.
Even the most sophisticated EIR may not be able to predict the adverse effect.


Yet, the Initial Study places faith in operator compliance with general standards. To say that
is insufficient is an understatement.


7. Conclusion


Granting vested mining rights was an error, from the lack of notice, to the County’s reliance
on misstatements of law by the Applicant, and to misapplication of the appropriate standards.


The Project will predictably cause adverse effects on the community–not just in its immediate
environs, but extending to established communities such as Wrightwood and Phelan–for which some
entity will have the responsibility to correct and pay for. The amount of the bond to be posted has
not been disclosed. But given its sanguine attitude toward adverse effects for likely mining activities,
it is doubtful that the County has required a sufficient amount. And with the foreseeable adverse
effects–of which this memorandum discusses only a few–the County may look forward to extensive
liability.


Accordingly, the Project is best terminated for the good of the County, its residents, its
resources that are properly protected, its reputation, and its foreseeable liability for many unsafe and
avoidable conditions that the Project will necessarily create.


Respectfully submitted,


Henry J. Josefsberg
A Wrightwood Resident
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138


Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China
(Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), NGCC, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User
Community
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Wrightwood residents push back 
against quarry mining project 


Story by Rene Ray De La Cruz, Victorville Daily Press • 2h • 


4 min read 


Wrightwood pushes back on Lone Pine Canyon 


quarry mining plan 


The Lone Pine Canyon Quarry mining project continues to stir up 


concern among those living in the Wrightwood area of the San 


Gabriel Mountains. 


Residents shared their thoughts about the project with San 


Bernardino County officials during a Wrightwood Fire Safe Council 


meeting on Tuesday. April 21. 
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State officials said the proposed quarry project includes the 


resumption of surface mining operations of ultra-high purity calcium 


carbonate at the 285-acre project site near Lone Pine Canyon and 


Swarthout Canyon roads. 


The project site sits on a portion of a 420-acre property about 4 


miles southeast of Wrightwood. 


As San Bernardino County officials process a mitigated negative 


declaration approving the project, with a CEQA public comment 


deadline of Wednesday, April 22, residents are concerned that 


mining operations may cause the following: 


• Respiratory issues in humans and wildlife from silica dust; 


• Increase in noise pollution from mining site equipment, blasting 


and work trucks traveling to and from the property, 


• Harm wildlife and vegetation; 


• Damage or contaminate the water supply; 


• Increase the risk of landslides or rockfalls; 


• Increase traffic and damage roadways in the mountain 


community; 


• The decrease in property value. 


L The Lone Pine Canyon Quarry mining project continues to stir up concern among those 


living in the Wrightwood area in the San Gabriel Mountains. 
© Photo Provided By Google 


To bring awareness and to possibly halt the project, the online "Stop 


the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry" petition was created at change.org. 


As ofTuesday, over 1,300 residents had signed the petition. 


Wrightwood Fire Safe Council 


The Wrightwood Fire Safe Council met Tuesday for its regularly 


scheduled monthly meeting to conduct business. 


Before the meeting, the council took to social media to share their 


appreciation for "community concern" relating to the Lone Pine 


Canyon Quarry mining project. 
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Upon learning about the project less than one week ago, the council 


did reach out to San Bernardino County Land Use Services, asking if 


they could send a representative to Tuesday's meeting. 


At the standing room only meeting, a team of county officials 


provided a nearly 30-minute overview of the quarry project and to 


hear "voices and concerns." 


I ... NCH 
Oal!Hdls 


liH COUMTIIV 


Ml Baldy Resort 9 


Mt Baldy 


9, Jcehouse Saddle 


9 g~~:monga 


L The Lone Pine Canyon Quarry mining project continues to stir up concern among those 
living in the Wrightwood area in the San Gabriel Mountains. 
© Photo Provided By Google 


County officials said the project will be reviewed by the planning 


commission in the coming months. 


The deadline is May 8 for comments about the quarry Comments can 


be emailed to derek.newland@lus.sbcounty.gov. 


Wrightwood resident voices concerns 


After the meeting, Emily Jacobson of Wrightwood spoke to the Daily 


Press about the quarry project. She called the project "a major 


community concern." 


"Many of us residents only found out about this mining project days 


ago," Jacobson said. "Conveniently, the project applicants had a 


'scheduling conflict' and couldn't show up to answer our questions." 
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Jacobson said the project "raises serious concerns about wildfire 


danger, impacts to a critical evacuation route, air quality, and 


irreversible damage to wildlife habitat." 
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She claimed the project would "fundamentally change the character 


and landscape of this community indefinitely." 


L The Lone Pine Canyon Quarry mining project continues to stir up concern among those 
living in the Wrightwood area. San Bernardino County officials met with residents on April 
21, 2026, to discuss the project 
© Photo Provided By Emily Jacobson 


She added that if the project is approved, they have the right to mine 


for 148 years, something that would affect many generations. 


"At a minimum, residents deserve transparency, full environmental 


review, and a meaningful opportunity for public input before any 


decisions are made," Jacobson said. "The fact that elected officials 


pushed this project through without alerting the community is 


terrifying, as we are the ones who will suffer." 


Quarry history 


The Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry, formerly known as the El Cajon 


Property, includes claims originally acquired by Cajon Lime Products 


in the 1920s and patented in 1926, according to the county. 


Mining operations began in 1924 with the production of plaster, 


stucco, lime and hydrated lime and a 125-ton-per-day lime 


processing facility was constructed in 1927. 


The property was acquired by Michael P. Hannin in 1931 and 


remained under family ownership or management until 2023. 


Calcium carbonate and dolomite 


Extensive geological investigations conducted over the years have 


confirmed the presence of ultra-high purity calcium carbonate, 


typically exceeding 99%, as well as dolomite. 


Your Privacy Choices Consumer Health Privacy Privacy and Cookies Terms of Use Advertise 







���������	
���
 ��������������������������������������� ����!�"���������#���


�����	�����$"��$��"���%���������������������%���������%����%����%�������% ����!%"�����%���#������%&&���'(� ���© 2026 Microsoft 


Historical assessments estimated up to 268 million tons of ultra-high 


purity calcium carbonate on the property with proven commercial 


quality. 


Mining and processing occurred intermittently through the 1960s, 


with continued management by the Hannin family. 


Mining rights 


The property was transferred to El Cajon Associates, LLC, a Nevada 


limited liability company wholly owned by descendants of Michael P. 


Hannin. 


On March 7, 2019, the San Bernardino County Planning Commission 


officially recognized and confirmed vested mining rights for the El 


Cajon Property at a public hearing, according to the county. 


"This recognition acknowledges the site's historical mining use as a 


legal nonconforming land use that runs with the land," county 


officials stated. 'The confirmation includes the right to produce 


materials as necessary to meet market demand and utilize customary 


equipment and methods to mine, process, and transport ultra-high 


purity limestone and dolomite products." 


The vested right also allows surface mining operations across the 


entire property, subject to an approved reclamation plan and 


financial assurances as required under the Surface Mining and 


Reclamation Act of 1975. 


Ownership of the property was later transferred to Grand Lone Pine 


Canyon Enterprises, LLC., on August 1, 2023, which now holds the 


rights and responsibilities associated with the vested mining interest. 


Daily Press reporter Rene Ray De La Cruz may be reached at 


RDeLaCruz@WDailyPress.com. Follow him on X 


@DP_ReneDelaCruz 


This article originally appeared on Victorville Daily Press: Wrightwood 


residents push back against quarry mining project 
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COMMENTS ON LONE PINE CANYON ROAD QUARRY
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From: Henry J. Josefsberg
5545 Easter Drive
Wrightwood, California 92397
Henryjjesq@Gmail.com
(562) 342-9401 (voice)


To: The Following via E-Correspondence
derek.newland@lus.sbcounty.gov
PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov


maile.plan@mail.house.gov


info@lonepinecanyonprotectionalliance.org


Office of Native American Affairs
California Attorney General’s Office
ONAA@doj.ca.gov


Environmental Justice Department
Office of the Attorney General
Meredith.Hankins@doj.ca.gov


Mountaineer Progress Newspaper
newsroom@mtprogress.net


Re: Improper Vested Mining Rights; Adverse Effects of Mining On Lone Pine Canyon
Road
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In this Memorandum, as a Wrightwood resident homeowner, I will discuss impediments to
the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry Project. My purpose is to urge that the County deny this Project
the right to proceed. While many impediments to the Project exist, this Memorandum will address
irremediable problems and will conclude that the Project is best terminated for the good of the
County, its residents, its resources that are properly protected, its reputation, and its foreseeable
liability for many unsafe and avoidable conditions that the Project will necessarily create.


One Thousand Three Hundred reported signatures grace a petition to stop the Project. As
reportedby the Victorville Daily Press and carried nationally by USA Today and MSN:


As San Bernardino County officials process a mitigated
negative declaration approving the project, with a CEQA public
comment deadline of Wednesday, April 22, residents are concerned
that mining operations may cause the following:


Respiratory issues in humans and wildlife from silica dust;
Increase in noise pollution from mining site equipment, blasting and work
trucks traveling to and from the property;
Harm to wildlife and vegetation;
Damage or contaminate the wazter supply;
Increase the risk of landslides or rockfalls;
Increase traffic and damage roadways in the mountain community;
The decrease in property value.


To pring awareness and to possibly halt the project, the online
“Stop the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry” pettion was created at
change.org.


(Victorville Daily Press, “Wrightwood residents push back against quarry mining project,” Rene Ray
De la Cruz (April 23, 2026).)
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1. The March 7, 2019 Grant of Vested Mining Rights Was Improperly Granted and
Should Be Reversed


a. Summary of Argument That Vested Mining Rights Were Improperly Granted


In 2018, the County Planning Commission received a request to grant vested mining rights
to three parcels of land adjoining Lone Pine Canyon Road two miles southeast of Wrightwood. The
February 21, 2019 Land Use Services Department Planning Commission Staff Report resulting from
that request reviewed the history of mining use of the property (then the El Cajon Property) and
extensive documentation from the Applicant, and recommended denial of vested mining rights. At
a subsequent hearing, on March 7, 2019, the Board determined to grant the vested mining rights. Not
only was the grant of rights improvident, based on faulty analysis, and in violation of the standards
for such an action, but the hearings were made without the notices required by law. Accordingly the
grant of vested mining rights is vulnerable to a successful challenge in Superior Court by means of
administrative mandate.


The mining Project is now in the process of determining whether to award reclamation phase
actions. The Reclamation Plan for the Project materially minimizes actual and reasonably foreseeable
risks if a mine is restarted on the site. The Project threatens Native American sites, probably sacred
sites; air quality; traffic; water quality; noise; and many other effects of running a mine as proposed.


b. Factual Background


i. A Brief History of the Mine/Quarry
George Kenline presented to the County Planning Commission two reports, a Land Use


Services Department Planning Commission Staff Report dated February 21, 2019; and an Interoffice
Memo dated March 7, 2019 on the subject of the El Cajon Associates, LLC claim of vested mining
rights based on past and anticipated future land use, APNs 0356-231-02; 0356-241-02 - 03; 0351-
161-03; Project No. P201800609. According to the California Dept. of Conservation:


George Kenline was reappointed to the State Mining and
Geology Board on March 6, 2017, where he has served since 2013.
Kenline has been a mining and engineering geologist for San
Bernardino County since 2013 and from 2006 to 2012. He was senior
environmental services supervisor at Molycorp from 2012 to 2013
and an associate geologist at Secor International Inc. from 1993 to
2006. Kenline is a registered engineering geologist and
hydrogeologist. 


(Dept. Of Conservation webpage (https://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/boardroster/Pages/
GeorgeKenline.aspx)
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In the February 21, 2019 Report, Mr. Kenline outlined at length the lack of operation of a
mine at the Project site and made the Staff Recommendation to Deny recognition and confirmation
of Vested Mining Rights and Require a Mining Conditional Use Permit, in addition to a reclamation
plan and financial assurances, for any mining activity on the El Cajon Property.” (Report at p.1 of
205, footnote omitted.) The Property History part of the Report left no doubt that the property had
not been mined at all after the Second World War; attempts to revive mining operations had
repeatedly been stymied from that time to the present. (Id. at p.8-13 of 205.) The Report contains a
significant legal analysis, and concludes: “Since mining became dormant or discontinued prior to
1966, it would appear that a nonconforming use did not exist in 1976. If it is determined that El
Cajon Associates LLC was not using their land for the purposes of mining, then a vested mining
right that may have been created was not preserved and cannot be transferred to a successor owner.”
(Id. at p. 15 of 205.) 


The Report did reflect moneys spent by the owner of the property during the dormant period,
but these expenditures were to facilitate sale of the property, not operation of a mine. (E.g., Report
at p.13 No. 25.)


The Report at p.6 of 205 recognizes: “The decision in the California Court of Appeals case
Calvert v. County of Yuba (3rd Dist. 2006) 145 Cal.App. 4th 613 (“Calvert”) recognized that the
determination of a surface mining vested right is not ministerial and requires a public hearing with
reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard.” Mr. Kenline observed that “No public comments
have been received.” (Id. at 15.)


In the March 7, 2019 Memo, Mr. Kenline described the October 27, 2018 application under
the General Plan and the Development Code interpretation by El Cajon Associates, LLC for
recognition of claimed vested mining rights for the approximately 430 acres of land included within
larger parcels of land. (Memo at 1.) Mr. Kenline’s stated intent of the Memo was to “identify and
discuss the final actions that may be taken and provide the findings necessary for each,” along with
three separate options. (Memo at 2.)


Among the material factual findings Mr. Kenline proposed findings both supporting and
denying the grant of vested mining rights. The findings in support are, as are material here:


4. Mining was conducted intermittently on the Properties
until 1966 when the Southern Pacific Railroad demolished the
processing plant; ending the imminent sale of the Properties to the
Livingstone Stone Company and Industrial Rock Company. The
Hannin family, then the owners, challenged the Railroad in a lawsuit
and may have obtained an injunction against the Railroad. Through
the succeeding years the owners have maintained the Properties with
the intent to continue mining and processing the dolomitic limestone
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resources.


* * *
6. Neil McCarrol, direct descendent of Michael P.


Hannin and member of El Cajon Associates, LLC, attests that, “From
March 5, 1931 to date and in the future, it has always been and will
be the intent of El Cajon Associates, LLC and the Hannin Family to
mine and process the dolomitic limestone resources on the El Cajon
Properties.”


7. The preponderance of the evidence contained in the
record is sufficient to establish that an intent by the owners to resume
mining existed on the effective date of the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA) and the County’s local mining
regulations.


8. The preponderance of the evidence fails to show an
intent by the owners of the Properties to abandon their right to exploit
the mineral interests on the Properties.


9. A vested mining right exists, allowing, without further
County land use permitting, surface mining operations on the
Properties in order to develop the dolomitic limestone resources. This
vested mining right includes the following:


a. The right to produce material in volumes necessary to meet
market demand, consistent with production principles established in
California law. . . .


(Kenline Memo at pp.3-4)


And Mr. Kenline’s proposed material facts appropriate to denial of vested mining rights:


2 In order to establish a vested mining right pursuant to
California Public Resources Code § 2776 an applicant has the burden
of proof to show active surface mining was occurring on or around
the effective date of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA), or at the very least show objective evidence that the
applicant, or its predecessors, contemplated resumption of such
activities.


3 A use must be present at the time a new law takes
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effect, to be considered a vested nonconforming use.


4 Although the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
(SMARA) was designed to allow existing, operating surface mines to
continue operating after its effective date without the need to obtain
local permits, SMARA’s grandfather provision does not extend to
truly dormant mines.


5 As evidence of a vested mining right the Applicant
relied on mining operations that occurred on the property long before
1976. Because the preponderance of the evidence establishes that
mining activity on the Properties was dormant and the use
non-existent for at least a decade before the enactment of SMARA
and the attendant local mining regulations, coupled with the historical
record provided by the Applicant via written and oral testimony, the
Applicant failed to carry its burden to show that any mining was
occurring or any intent to mine existed at or near the time the law
changed in January 1, 1976, in order to obtain a vested mining rights
on the Properties.


(Kenline Memo at p. 5.)


The apparent thrust of the Applicant/Developer is that the Project as stated in 2019 was for
around 430 acres, having been in continuous use within the meaning of Section 2770(b). 


The current proposal includes plans for a 148-year operational horizon; 285-acre disturbance
area; a 1,600-foot open pit; and production of 148 million cubic yards of materials. The Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration finds that the Project would occupy three parcels APN 0356-
231-02 (total 320 acres; reclamation on 198 acres); APN 0356-241-02 (total 12.85 acres; reclamation
on 10.7 acres); and APN 0356-241-03 (total 90 acres; reclamation 70.1 acres). (March 26, 2026
Environmental Checklist at p. 2 of 67.)


Nevertheless, the only potential continuous use was on a single parcel with a 12.5-acre mine.
The Project, in contrast, involves three larger parcels. 


Overtly, the Project involved “substantial changes” from the mine operations that
commenced in 1923 with formation of Cajon Limestone Company (California Journal of Mines and
Geology (1947)); continued by 1946 when Anita Matthews purchased nearby land and her family
confirms active quarry operations through 1970, when the mine closed; but did not grow at all (and
was dormant for decades) by the time of the March 7, 2019 hearing.
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As a side note, nearby mining in the 1980s was not in on the El Cajon Property but in
surrounding areas off  Desert Front Road & Hwy 2. Those operations did not restore the area when
they stopped, leaving the scars on the mountain today. Reclamation efforts were not successful due
to the harsh conditions and poor soil.


The Applicant/Developer subsequently submitted a Reclamation Plan to the Land Use
Services Department dated March 2026 (so well after the grant of vested mining rights on the
property). While not part of the March 2, 2019 grant, the Reclamation Plan includes a “Lone Pine
Canyon Project Slope Stability Study Report, dated June 17, 2025 by Terracon, as its Project No.
CB245063. The Terracon Report scope of services touches generally on global stability
calculation[s], evaluates the geological status of the Project, and observes as a matter of “site
geology:” “The linear trend of Lone Pine Canyon and associated geographic features are strongly
influenced by the northwest-trending San Andreas Rift Zone located within approximately 0.25 mile
from the project boundary. Project terrain is generally steep, rugged, and is formed in gneissic
bedrock that contains lenses of marble. . . . The site is generally bounded by the Cajon Valley Fault
along the northeast and San Andreas Fault along the southwest. Northeast of the Cajon Valley Fault
are bedded sandstones of the Cajon Valley Formation.” (Terracon Report at 3.)


In its Recommendations, the Terracon Report at 8 discloses that “Severe seismic shaking of
the site can be expected to occur during the lifetime of the proposed mining and reclamation.” And
its General Comments at 10 state:


Construction and site development have the potential to affect
adjacent properties. Such impacts can include damages due to
vibration, modification of groundwater/surface water flow during
construction, foundation movement due to undermining or subsidence
from excavation, as well as noise or air quality concerns. Evaluation
of these items on nearby properties are commonly associated with
contractor means and methods and are not addressed in this report.


(Terracon Report at 10.)


Such seismic activity is well-known in the scientific community (e.g.,Fumal, T.E., Weldon,
R.J., Biasi, G., Dawson, T.E., Seitz, G.G., Frost, W.T., and Schwartz, D.P., 2002, “Evidence for
large earthquakes on the San Andreas fault at the Wrightwood, California paleoseismic site: A.D.
500 to present”: Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, v. 92, no. 7, p. 2726-2760,
https://doi.org/10.1785/0120000608. (reprinted in U.S. Geological Survey); as well as popular
publications (e.g., Earthquake Tracker, https://www.earthquaketracker.org/faults/san-andreas, –
referencing “• Wrightwood - a mountain community sitting directly on the fault [¶] • Cajon Pass -
the fault crosses through this critical transportation corridor (Interstate 15, BNSF railroad)”), as well
as the References to seismic studies in the Terracon Report at 11.
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ii. The Planning Commission Meetings
In early 2019, the San Bernardino County Planning Commission held three Meetings relevant


to the Project. Each Agenda recited that, “[i]n accordance with the Brown Act, this meeting agenda
is posted at least 72 hours prior to the regularly scheduled meeting on the bulletin board outside of
the County Government Center. . . .” Each Agenda also provided a link to the “agenda and
supporting materials.”


The Agenda for the February 7, 2019 Meeting provided no indication that the Project would
be considered, but allowed for public comment unrelated to the Agenda. I am unaware whether the
Project was raised at this Meeting, but anticipate that information pursuant to my information
requests.


The Agenda for the February 21, 2019 Meeting did schedule the following at item 2:
PUBLIC HEARING
APPLICANT: El Cajon Associates, LLC
COMMUNITY: Wrightwood/1st Supervisorial District
PROJECT NO: P201800609
LOCATION: Lone Pine Canyon
STAFF: George Kenline, Mining/Engineering Geologist
PROPOSAL: Determination of Vested Mining Rights Based on Past
and Anticipated Future Land Use
CEQA RECOMMENDATION: Not a project
EST. TIME: 1 hour


At the February 21 Meeting, the Planning Commission- Land Use Services recommended
denial of vesting the mine. (Meeting Video - start at minute 13:25 (agenda), and the Land Use
Services Report also recommended denying Vested Rights approval. Mr. Kenline reported in his
Memo:


At the time of the Commission’s February 21 hearing, County
staff offered a 17-page Staff Report and other evidentiary material
that, together, totaled 205 pages, by which Staff recommended that
the applicant had not made a sufficient showing for a vested mining
right to be recognized by the County. The Applicant’s representative
also submitted written materials to the Commission. For
approximately three hours, the Commission heard testimony from
staff, from representatives of the applicant, from one public speaker,
and engaged in deliberations about many aspects of the proposal.


At the conclusion, Commissioner Chavez moved: (1) an intent
of the Planning Commission to recognize the vested mining right, (2)
that the hearing be continued to the next Commission hearing date
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(March 7, 2019), and (3) that staff be directed to formulate a proposed
scope of the vested mining right and findings for its recognition. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Mathews and approved by a
vote of three in favor (Chavez, Mathews, and Stoffel) with two
opposing (Weldy and Allard).


(Kenline Memo at p.1.)


Other public documents show that, in 1927, the site registered 125-ton/day lime processing.
As pointed out in Mr. Kenline’s Memo, finding in favor of a grant included reference of apparent
end of that processing: in “1966 when the Southern Pacific Railroad demolished the processing
plant. . . .” (Kenline Memo at p. 3 #4.)


And finally, the Agenda for the continued March 7, 2019 Meeting contained the same
statements of posting and no other indication of notice of the Meeting. I have attempted to find a
public posting in a newspaper of record, but have not found none. It was this Meeting that the
Kenline Memo addressed (both of the same date).


c. Lack of Proper Notice is Fatal to the Vested Mining Rights Determination


i. Due Process Required Broader and More Accessible Notice Than is
Reflected in the Record


The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), Cal.Pub. Resources Code §§
2710 et seq. governs determinations whether to grant vested mining rights (among other rights). At
issue here, as in Calvert v. County of Yuba, 145 Cal.App. 4th 613, 617 (2006), is a multiple acre
surface mining application concerning vested mining rights. Calvert observed: “At the heart of
SMARA is the general requirement that every surface mining operation have a permit, a reclamation
plan, and financial assurances to implement the planned reclamation.” Id. at 617(citing Cal.Pub.
Resources Code § 2770, subd. (a); People ex rel. Dept. of Conservation v. El Dorado County, 36 Cal.
4th 971, 984 (2005).)


Directly in point here is that localities in California adjudicating such rights must observe due
process rights. Mr. Kenline was aware of that. (See Report at p.6 of 205.) Indeed, Mr. Kenline’s
observation that “No public comments have been received” (id. at 15), speaks to the lack of notice.
The Calvert court held:


The state and federal Constitutions prohibit the government
from depriving persons of property without due process. U.S. Const.,
5th Amend.; Cal. Const., art. I, § 7, subd. (a). In line with this
constitutional bedrock, an adjudicative governmental action that
implicates a significant or substantial property deprivation generally
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requires the procedural due process standards of reasonable notice
and opportunity to be heard. 


Calvert at 622 (case citation omitted). See also LCPFV, LLC v. Somatdary Inc., 106 Cal. App. 5th


743, 759 (2024) (Calvert, 145 Cal.App. 4th at 617 “held that, if an entity claims a vested contract
right to conduct a surface mining operation that is subject to the diminishing asset doctrine, that
claim must be determined in a public adjudicatory hearing that  meets procedural due process
requirements.”); Save Lafayette Trees v. East Bay Regional Park Dist., 66 Cal.App. 5th 21, 53 (2021)
(similar).


One point of terminology in common to Calvert and the Project here is that both surface
quarry type mines are “diminishing assets,” which, “unlike other nonconforming uses in which the
land is merely incidental to the activities conducted upon it, surface mining contemplates the
excavation and sale of the land itself, and the excavated land is a “’diminishing asset’” that requires
expanding the mining into nonexcavated areas to continue the land use.” Calvert at 623 (citation
omitted). The Project fits precisely into the definition of a “diminishing asset” for the purposes of
determining what process is due in giving notice of a hearing on whether to grant vested mining
rights on the Project.


An application for vested mining interests in such a diminishing asset such as was at issue
in the Project, the court in Calvert held that property owners 300' away from the proposed mine site
were entitled to due process protection, when the property owner/plaintiff “alleged that [proposed]
mining operation exposed his property to dust, noise, and air, water and toxic pollution; furthermore,
[the proposed] operation has damaged at-risk species of chinook salmon and steelhead trout and
made area roadways more dangerous. [Plaintiff] Calvert has adequately described a property
deprivation “substantial” enough to require procedural due process protection.” Calvert at 627.
Nothing in the due process analysis limits notice to 300' adjacency to a proposed mine.


Rather, not only would Wrightwood, but adjacent communities such as Phelan would be
directly affected by the fallout from the Project. (See EnviroMine Map.) All of the property owners
and renters within range of the toxic, traffic, environmental, elimination of Native rights, and
potential seismic concerns this have “standing” to challenge the vested mining right claim. See
Calvert at 629 (“A party lacks standing if it lacks “a real interest in the ultimate adjudication because
[it] has neither suffered nor is about to suffer any injury of sufficient magnitude reasonably to assure
that all of the relevant facts and issues will be adequately presented.” (Quoting California Water &
Telephone Co. v. County of Los Angeles, 253 Cal.App. 2nd 16, 23 (1967) (other citation omitted).)
These communities will be directly affected, inter alia, by the unwarranted intrusions on their rights
as property owners and residents of these communities as are described in greater detail in the
sections below concerning the Reclamation Plan.


Seismic studies and compilations–including the Terracon Report, which relies on pre-2019
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studies–repeat that the well-known San Andreas fault is directly under Wrightwood. Apparently no
studies exist concerning the seismic effect of digging 1,600 feet into a stone quarry. But it is
concerning that with the well-known fault near the Project, residents in nearby Wrightwood should
have been at least considered to be given notice of this Project.


Dust, some of which is overtly toxic, is raised by surface mining. In a locale prone to
prolonged winds of sufficient force to waft quarry dust for several miles also requires that notice
should have been given of the hearings to owners and residents over a wide-spread area.


These and other allegations of widespread deleterious side-effects of the Project, the Brown
Act 72-hour notice that is reported in the Agendas, cannot be said to be reasonably designed to give
adequate notice to persons near enough to the Project to have standing. See Memphis Light, Gas &
Water Div. v. Craft, 436 U.S. 1, 13 (1978) (“An elementary and fundamental requirement of due
process in any proceeding which is to be accorded finality is notice reasonably calculated, under all
the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action and afford them an
opportunity to present their objections.”) (quoting Mullane v. Central Hanover Trust Co., 339 U.S.
306, 314 (1950) (citations omitted)). Still, what process is due “is a function of context[]” because
“due process ‘is not a technical conception with a fixed content unrelated to time, place and
circumstances.’” Id. (quoting Cafeteria & Restaurant Workers Union v. McElroy, 367 U.S. 886, 895
(1961)). The scope of the Project, its proximity to several communities, and the potential harm to
those communities resulting from the dusty, toxic, water-intensive activity of operating a nearly 300-
acre (to start) quarry make it more than reasonable to have given widespread notice.


ii. Neither the City Nor the Applicant/Developer Complied With Minimum 
Statutory Notice Under SMARA


SMARA section 2774 states that every lead agency shall adopt ordinances establishing
procedures that require at least one public hearing for the review and approval of reclamation plans
and financial assurances and the issuance of surface mining permits. Cal.Pub. Resources Code §
2774, subd. (a). Although section 2774 does not mention vested rights determinations, the section
recognizes that public hearings are required to address the complex, judgment-based issues raised
by permits, reclamation plans and financial assurances. The Calvert court observed: “We have seen
that vested rights determinations in the diminishing asset context raise analogous complexities and
judgment calls,” id. at 630, and where the “determination [of vested mining rights] was made
without notice to adjacent landowners or to the public, and without a hearing,” id, at 618, the
“County’s determination that [operator] Western had vested rights under SMARA to mine aggregate
on the 3,430 acres violated procedural due process requirements of reasonable notice and an
opportunity to be heard.” Id. at 631.


Here, the only notice of which I am aware, was on the Agendas, posted on the San
Bernardino County website was a reference that, “[i]n accordance with the Brown Act, this meeting
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agenda is posted at least 72 hours prior to the regularly scheduled meeting on the bulletin board
outside of the County Government Center. . . .” Given the widespread interest in and concern about
the Project, the section 2774 notice in this case should have been far more designed to provide actual
notice to a great number of persons and provide the time to respond.


One County provision that may have complied with section 2774 notice provisions is
arguably SB County Ordinances §§ 12.2709, et seq., but no evidence exists that the County complied
with its own Ordinances, or in one particularly relevant Ordinance, did not provide any notice
provisions.


San Bernardino County hearing officers may adjudicate, on application by any agency
regarding “Any other matter regarding which any law, ordinance, rule or regulation provides that a
hearing be held or that findings of fact or conclusions of law be made by an agency.” SB County
Ordinance § 12.2708(e). SB County Ordinances §§ 12.2709, et seq., have consultation, notice, and
hearing provisions, none of which set out how notice is to be given, but do provide a 15-day response
time, id. § 12.2713, and a ten-day notice before a hearing. Id. § 12.2716. If the agency conducts the
hearing, it shall render a written decision which shall include findings of fact, conclusions of law and
decision. Id. § 12.2724. None of these procedures occurred. And no evidence exists that even
engaging these routine-type procedures would have been sufficient due process notice to the persons
affected by the Project.


A more directly relevant process is to use the procedures of the Planning Commission, which
was directly engaged in the pre- and post-vested mining rights process. The SB Ordinance for
Planning Commission Procedures, adopted in 1997, unhelpfully sets out: “Rules adopted by the
Planning Commission for the time, place and conduct of its meetings shall take effect upon
ratification by the Board of Supervisors.” SB County Ordinance § 12.4125 (Ord. 3698, passed -
-1997). I am unaware how to find any such adoption of rules or any ratification.


And finally, among the purposes of the Development Code are “to implement the San
Bernardino General Plan by classifying and regulating the uses of land and structures within
unincorporated San Bernardino County; by preserving and protecting the County’s important
agricultural, cultural, natural, open space and scenic resources; and by protecting and promoting the
public health, safety, comfort, convenience, prosperity, and general welfare of residents and
businesses in the County. More specifically, the purposes of this Development Code are to:


   (a)   Provide standards and guidelines for the continuing orderly
growth and development of the County that will assist in protecting
the character and identity of San Bernardino County and its distinct
communities;
   (b)   Conserve and protect the County’s important agriculture,
cultural, natural, open space and scenic resources;
   (c)   Create a comprehensive and stable pattern of land uses upon
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which to plan transportation, water supply, sewerage, energy,
drainage/flood control and other public facilities and utilities;
   (d)   Encourage the most appropriate uses of land in order to prevent
overcrowding of land and avoid undue concentration of population,
and maintain and protect the value of property; and
   (e)   Ensure compatibility between different types of development
and land use.


SB County Ordinance § 81.01.020 (Ord. 4011, passed - -2007)


Consistent with those purposes, “[t]he Development Code is enacted based on the authority
vested in the County of San Bernardino by the State of California, including but not limited to: [¶] 
(j)  Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (Public Resources Code §§ 2710 et seq.)” SB
County Ordinance § 81.01.030 (Ord. 4011, passed - -2007). Where those rules might be that
establish due process notice, or that public hearings are required to address the complex,
judgment-based issues raised by permits, reclamation plans, and financial assurances are nowhere
to be found. Nor does San Bernardino County have any Ordinance that complies with the
requirement of providing adequate process due to the particular situation presented here; instead, it
has a few one-size-fits-all notice provisions that may or may not comply with due process as to the
Project.


Calvert was decided in 2006 and held that a county must provide due process notice before
conducting a hearing on claims for vested mining rights. That was 13-years before the March 7, 2019
hearing here. The County of San Bernardino failed in its obligation–known to it in SB County
Ordinance § 81.01.030(j)–of compliance with more than perfunctory notices under the Brown Act
for a vested mining right hearing. Consequently, failure to provide the process due under Calvert
opens up the March 7, 2019 decision to at a minimum, a challenge in the courts through a writ
petition for administrative mandate, an injunction ceasing the processes secondary to the March 7,
2019 hearing, or outright voiding of the vesting determination.


As seen below, substantively, the Project should not have been granted vested mining rights.


d. The Project Was Substantively Not Entitled to a Grant of Vested Mining Rights


i. No Evidence Exists of Continuous Use of the Mine Before the
Application for Vested Mining Rights


A developer has burden of demonstrating vested mining rights. Calvert, 145 Cal. App. 4th at
629. The developer here should not have been granted vested mining rights, even on the record
presented.


Public Resources Code Section 2770 holds on how to demonstrate vested mining rights. In
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relevant part, Section 2770 reads:


(a) Except as provided in this section, a person shall not
conduct surface mining operations unless a permit is obtained from,
a reclamation plan has been submitted to and approved by, and
financial assurances for reclamation have been approved by the lead
agency for the operation pursuant to this article.


(b) A person with an existing surface mining operation who
has vested rights pursuant to Section 2776 and who does not have an
approved reclamation plan shall submit a reclamation plan to the lead
agency not later than March 31, 1988. If a reclamation plan
application is not on file by March 31, 1988, the continuation of the
surface mining operation is prohibited until a reclamation plan is
submitted to the lead agency. For the purposes of this subdivision, a
reclamation plan existing prior to January 1, 2017, may consist of all
or the appropriate sections of any plans or written agreements
previously approved by the lead agency or another agency, together
with any additional documents needed to substantially meet the
requirements of Sections 2772 and 2773 and the lead agency surface
mining ordinance adopted pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section
2774, provided that all documents, which together were proposed to
serve as the reclamation plan, are submitted for approval to the lead
agency in accordance with this chapter.


The Calvert court described the meaning of the coordinate statute, Section 2776:


We start with the SMARA statute on vested rights. Section
2776 states as pertinent: “No person who has obtained a vested right
to conduct surface mining operations prior to January 1, 1976, shall
be required to secure a permit pursuant to [SMARA] as long as the
vested right continues and as long as no substantial changes are
made in the operation except in accordance with [SMARA]. A person
shall be deemed to have vested rights if, prior to January 1, 1976, he
or she has, in good faith and in reliance upon a permit or other
authorization, if the permit or other authorization was required,
diligently commenced surface mining operations and incurred
substantial liabilities for work and materials necessary therefor.”
(Italics added by the court.)


These italicized portions of section 2776 encompass several
factual issues that must be resolved through the adjudicative exercise
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of judgment rather than the ministerial (automatic, nondiscretionary)
application of fixed standards and objective measurements.


Calvert, 145 Cal.App. 4th at 623-624.


Here, the Planning Commission appeared to deny a CEQA project on February 21, 2019, but
the County granted the vested mining rights to the Project on March 7, 2019.


The Planning Commission presented documentary evidence (as Exhibits to the February 21,
2019 Report) that the mine had been dormant and not used for mining for several decades. The
apparent thrust of the Developer is that the Project as stated in 2019 was for nearly 500 acres, having
been in continuous use within the meaning of Section 2770(b). The current proposal includes plans
for a 148-year operational horizon; 285-acre disturbance area; a 1,600-foot open pit; and production
of 148 million cubic yards of materials. Nevertheless, the only potential continuous use was on a
single parcel with a 12.5-acre mine. The Project involves three much larger parcels. 


The Kenline Memo provides two proposed factual settings, one if a decision is made to grant
vested mining rights, and one to deny. The proposed facts for granting rights should present a factual
basis for continued operation of a mine, but does not do so in fact. The Kenline Memo at p. 3
confirms that “Mining was conducted intermittently on the Properties until 1966. . . . (No. 4 (italics
added); but only that “it has always been and will be the intent of El Cajon Associates, LLC and the
Hannin Family to mine and process the dolomitic limestone resources on the El Cajon Properties.”
(No. 6 (italics added).) And “that an intent [exists] by the owners to resume mining existed on the
effective date of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) and the County’s local mining
regulations (No. 7 (italics added)), along with “the evidence fails to show an intent by the owners
of the Properties to abandon their right to exploit the mineral interests on the Properties (No. 8
(italics added)). In no respect does SAMRA give any weight to “intent,” as some surrogate for mine
operation. Instead, the standard of Section 2776 for continued vested mining rights is whether the
operator “diligently commenced surface mining operations and incurred substantial liabilities for
work and materials necessary therefor.” Cal.Public Resources Code § 2776. SMARA does not credit
“intent” or hoping to continue operations or lack of intent to abandon. SMARA credits actions.  And
factually, the notion that the Applicant/Developer’s evidence of “intent” to operate the mine from
that time is reasonably an admission of non-operation, foreclosing a grant of vested mining rights.


The Applicant/Developer sent a letter prepared by Warren Colson of Environmint, Inc. to Mr.
Kenline dated July 2, 2018. This letter, attached as Exhibit A to the Report at pp. 19-21 of 205)
geared the facts toward the intent of the site owners to mine the area, and concluded: “We feel that
the two major issues which the Petitioner must establish in order to be granted a Determination of
Vested Right are (1) that there was a significant investment-backed interest in the improvement of
the Property for mining use; and (2) an ongoing intent to mine the Property and not to abandon the
nonconforming uses thereon, i.e. mining. Further that we have demonstrated that both elements are
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present in this matter and that we are entitled to a Determination of Vested Rights.” (Letter dated
July 2, 2018 at p. 3.) This letter misstates the burden of an applicant for vested mining rights.
Nothing in Calvert or SMARA suggests that mere efforts to to improve a site for mining is
relevant–actual operation is relevant. And simililary, as mentioned directly above, the operator-
developer-applicant “intent” to operate a mine and not abandon the site is simply irrelevant.
Objection mining actions are relevant, not subjective hopes. See Calvert at 623 (An applicant “must
show that the area it desires to excavate was ‘clearly intended’ to be excavated—as measured by
objective manifestations, not subjective intent—when the vested rights trigger of a new law was
pulled.”) Unfortunately, however, some of the Letter’s inappropriate analysis colored the “grant”
option in the Kenline Memo of March 7, 2019, which ultimately prevailed.


In contrast, the denial option in the Kenline Memo (as did the February 21, 2019 Report)
provides specific facts of interrupted mine operations before 1976 and non-existent to the time of
enactment of SMARA. (Kenline Memo at p. 5. These facts should have been incorporated into the
other option and dealt with fairly, but were cherry-picked out of the “grant” option. No fault in the
“deny” option should be read in omitting the “intent” to operate a mine because un-performed
“intent” is an irrelevancy under SMARA. See Calvert at 623 (subjective intent is irrelevant).


Under even a generous interpretation of Calvert’s analysis of Section 2776, the Project should
never have been granted vested mining rights.


ii. The Evidence Undisputedly Demonstrates That the Applicant/Developer
Sought Vested Mining Rights Substantially Changing Operation of the
Mine


Overtly and without dispute, the Project involved “substantial changes” from the mine
operations that commenced in 1923 with formation of Cajon Limestone Company (California
Journal of Mines and Geology (1947)); continued by 1946 when Anita Matthews purchased nearby
land and her family confirms active quarry operations through 1970, when the mine closed; but did
not grow at all (and was dormant for decades) by the time of the March 7, 2019 hearing.1 If any
analysis of the “no substantial changes” criteria of Section 2776 is needed, we turn again to Calvert
to explain:


[S]ection 2776's issues of “substantial changes … in the operation,”
and “in good faith … diligently commenced … operations and
incurred substantial liabilities for work and materials necessary
therefor.” In construing section 2776 in a 1976 opinion, the Attorney


1 Mining in the 1980s was not in on the property but in surrounding areas off 
Desert Front Road & Hwy 2 and thus should not factor into the Project at all.
the harsh conditions and poor soil.
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General concluded that determining “substantial change[s]” in
operations and “ ‘substantial liabilities’” for work and materials
constitute questions of fact which can only be determined on a
case-by-case basis in a proper vested rights proceeding before the lead
agency. 59 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 641, 643, 655–656 (1976); see also
Horn [v. County of Ventura, 24 Cal. 3rd 605, 614 (1979)] (subdivision
development approvals involve the application of general standards
to specific parcels of real property; such governmental conduct,
affecting the relatively few, is “ ‘determined by facts peculiar to the
individual case’ and is ‘adjudicatory’ in nature”].)


Furthermore, the vested rights determination here
encompasses more than just these factual issues set forth in section
2776. [Developer] Western’s extractive surface mining operation
implicates the diminishing asset doctrine. Consequently, Western
must show that the area it desires to excavate was “‘clearly intended’”
to be excavated—as measured by objective manifestations, not
subjective intent—when the vested rights trigger of a new law was
pulled. (Western concedes this triggering occurred when County’s
first mining regulation —a mining permit ordinance—became
effective in April 1971.) Moreover, there are issues here regarding
whether the alleged vested right has been “continu[ous]” Cal.Public
Resources Code § 2776, as the subject site has involved gold mining
and not simply aggregate mining.


Calvert at 623-625 (some citations omitted).


The Kenline Memo includes as a vested right to be granted as “The right to produce material
in volumes necessary to meet market demand, consistent with production principles established by
California law.” (Kenline Memo at p.4, No.a.) The Memo does not explain what California law Mr.
Kenline had in mind, but a necessity to meet market demand will necessarily increase markedly from
a 12.5-acre mine to a mine occupying several hundred acres and overtly needing to expand.


Even if one compares the competing evidence provided to the Planning Commission, the
Developer fails to present any meaningful case that a small mining operation on one parcel could
possibly be the tail that wags the dog of the aggregation of three larger parcels.\


iii. The Decision to Grant Vested Mining Rights Violates the Rules
Governing Nonconforming Uses of Zoning


Zoning and exemptions for nonconforming uses of land are unequal but fundamental parts
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of governmental land use planning. As stated by our Supreme Court, “’The ultimate purpose of
zoning is … to reduce all nonconforming uses within the zone to conformity as speedily as is
consistent with proper safeguards for the interests of those affected.’ We have recognized that, given
this purpose, courts should follow a strict policy against extension or expansion of those uses. That
policy necessarily applies to attempts to continue nonconforming uses which have ceased operation.”
Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors, 12 Cal. 4th 533, 568 (1996).


Even so, “In light of the state and federal constitutional takings clauses, when zoning
ordinances or similar land use regulations are enacted, they customarily exempt existing land uses
(or amortize them over time) to avoid questions as to the constitutionality of their application to
those uses. Hansen Brothers, 12 Cal. 4th at 551–552. Such exempted uses are known as
nonconforming uses and may provide the basis for vested rights as to such uses. (Ibid.)


Generally, for a nonconforming land use to be allowed to continue, the use must be similar
to the use existing at the time the land use law became effective. Intensification or expansion of the
use is prohibited. Hansen, 12 Cal. 4th at 552. But, according to Calvert at 623, “This general
principle, however, does not apply neatly to surface mining operations. This is because, unlike other
nonconforming uses in which the land is merely incidental to the activities conducted upon it, surface
mining contemplates the excavation and sale of the land itself, and the excavated land is a
“’diminishing asset’” that requires expanding the mining into nonexcavated areas to continue the
land use.” Ibid. (Citing Hansen at 553–556.) “In this situation, California follows the ‘diminishing
asset’ doctrine. Under that doctrine, a vested right to surface mine into an expanded area requires
the mining owner to show (1) part of the same area was being surface mined when the land use law
became effective, and (2) the area the owner desires to surface mine was clearly intended to be mined
when the land use law became effective, as measured by objective manifestations and not by
subjective intent. Calvert at 623 (Citing Hansen at 555–556 and id. at 576 (conc. opn. of Werdegar,
J.).)


Some small portion of the property owed Project was intended for mining in 1923 and
possibly increased marginally in 1931. Because a surface mine is a diminishing asset, the Project
cannot rely on that small area being the “same area” as was mined decades earlier to warrant an
expansion of 40X and projected tons and tons of extracted material never contemplated before the
enactment of SMARA in 1975, much less actual use up to the 2019 application for vested mine
rights. This principle is on full display in Hansen at 558 (“Even where multiple parcels are in the
same ownership at the time a zoning law renders mining use nonconforming, extension of the use
into parcels not being mined at that time is allowed only if the parcels had been part of the mining
operation.”) (many citations omitted). While the Developer may have wanted to expand before
zoning and SAMRA restrictions became effective, that 12.5 acre mine cannot hoist itself by its own
mixed-metaphorical bootstraps into any objective plan to include hundreds of acres of mines.


And that is not the full measure of expansion. As an open mine site, excavation expands the
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sizes of the mining sites. The Developer calls for a steep 1:1 open pit grade (i.e., 45 degrees). In time,
this will open the width of the mine exponentially as material is removed. This is well beyond any
previous use of the site for mining.


Granting the Developer vested granting rights, even under its version of the facts, violated
the purposes of the zoning of the parcels. The decision lacked evidence, much less substantial
evidence of continuous use at the same site of the expanse or type of work as was proposed. The
grant of mining rights was error. As presently postured, however, 


2. The Project is Irredemely Flawed by its Failure to Seek Input from Local Tribes or
Tribe/Band Members


Local Native Americans – two of whom reside on a ranch just steps from the Project – have
raised concerns about (and are researching records of) archeolgical sites and artefacts of members
of Tribes and the Tribes themselves in such proximity to the Project that those materials risk
destruction by operation of the mine. Some of these Peoples were known as Serranos, as a nomadic
Tribe. State law requires lead agencies on a project such as at issue here to consult with “California
Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic area may have
expertise concerning their tribal cultural resources” 


It is worth knowing that the California Attorney General devotes resources to protecting our
Native American heritage. For example, as published in the California Lawyers’ Association:


On April 21, 2026, the California Attorney General (AG) filed
a lawsuit against the City of Poway (City or Poway) alleging
violations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) after
the discovery of ancestral human remains and extensive tribal cultural
resources at a residential development site. The AG is requesting the
court to halt construction of a 40.home luxury subdivision and require
the City to conduct additional environmental review under CEQA in
light of discoveries made during project construction. People of the
State of California ex rel. Bonta v. City of Poway, San Diego
Superior Court (filed Apr. 21, 2026).


The crux of the AG's suit relates to the City's alleged failure
to conduct supplemental CEQA review. However, the complaint also
places significant emphasis on tribal cultural resource protections and
the consultation requirements established by Assembly Bill 52
(AB-52), notwithstanding the fact that the project's original
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was approved over a decade
before AB-52 came into effect.
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While I assert no connection of the matters in this memorandum to the recently filed case,
it is worth being mindful that the Attorney General is active in this important area of law.


In relevant part, California Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.12 reads:


(a)  The Legislature finds and declares that California Native
American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with a
geographic area may have expertise concerning their tribal cultural
resources.


(b)  Prior to the release of a negative declaration, mitigated
negative declaration, or environmental impact report for a project, the
lead agency shall begin consultation with a California Native
American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the proposed project if: (1) the California Native
American tribe requested to the lead agency, in writing, to be
informed by the lead agency through formal notification of proposed
projects in the geographic area that is traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the tribe, and (2) the California Native American tribe
responds, in writing, within 30 days of receipt of the formal
notification, and requests the consultation. When responding to the
lead agency, the California Native American tribe shall designate a
lead contact person. If the California Native American tribe does not
designate a lead contact person, or designates multiple lead contact
people, the lead agency shall defer to the individual listed on the
contact list maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission
for the purposes of Chapter 905 of the Statutes of 2004. For purposes
of this section and Section 21080.3.2, “consultation” shall have the
same meaning as provided in Section 65352.4 of the Government
Code.


* * *
(d)  Within 14 days of determining that an application for a


project is complete or a decision by a public agency to undertake a
project, the lead agency shall provide formal notification to the
designated contact of, or a tribal representative of, traditionally and
culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested notice, which shall be accomplished by means of at least


2 Sometime known as AB 52. Section 21080.3.1 was added by Stats 2014 ch 532 § 5 (AB
52), effective January 1, 2015.
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one written notification that includes a brief description of the
proposed project and its location, the lead agency contact information,
and a notification that the California Native American tribe has 30
days to request consultation pursuant to this section.


The Applicant/Developer made two references to “Indian Tribes” and none to Native
Americans, or other such designations. Both references occur in a single paragraph concerning water
rights only. (Grand Lone Pine Canyon Ents., LLC, “Reclamation Plan For the Lone Pine Canyon
Road Quarry” p. 113 (March 2026).)


The Planning Commission, the likely “lead agency,” appears to have done more to connect
with N.A. Tribes, but contacted the wrong Tribes. In its Initial Study MRP-2025-00002, Lone Pine
Canyon Quarry Reclamation Plan at page 11, the Land Use Services Department wrote:


CONSULTATION WITH CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES
Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated


with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example,
the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentially, etc.?


On December 17, 2026, the County of San Bernardino mailed notification
pursuant to AB52 to applicable tribes, with requests for consultation due by January
17, 2026. The table below shows a summary of comments and responses. Comment
letters are available for review at the County 


The Planning Commission reports each Tribe as having “No known resources however
follow conditions for cultural resource protection.” Accordingly the Planning Commission concludes
that “Mitigation measures regarding notification and resource protection have been included.” (Ibid.)
The form conclusion that resulted is: “Although the proposed project could have a significant effect
on the environment, there shall not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project
have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION shall be prepared.” (Id. at p.13.)


But the two Tribes contacted by the Planning Commission are the Yuhaaviatam of San
Manuel Nation and the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians (ibid.) are not sufficiently
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project area to make any objective conclusions whether
the Project would impact their interests or what mitigation efforts are warranted.


Comments on Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry
MRP 2025-00002; SCH 2026030881; P201800609
Page 22







a. The Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Have Not Been Traditionally or Culturally
Affiliated With the Project Area


The official website for the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation does indeed connect
historically with the Serrano People.3 In relevant part, the website informs us:


High in the San Bernardino mountains at Yuhaac
(yu-HAHCH), an area of pine trees near present day Baldwin Lake in
Big Bear4, Kü_ktac (CROOK-tahch) our Creator laid dying. When
Kü_ktac died, the people began to mourn and in their grief turned into
pine trees, which enriched the land with vegetation and animals,
allowing for future generations to thrive.


The people who lived at Yuhaaviat were known as the
Yuhaaviatam (yu-HAH-vee-ah-tahm), or “People of the Pines”, and
were a Clan of Maara’yam (MAH-ra’-yahm) or Serrano people. Our
people, now known as the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, are
the Yuhaaviatam Clan of Maara’yam (Serrano) and continue the
tradition of holding sacred the land and everything it provides.


(Website of the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation, “From Then to Now”.)


The website clarifies “The first Spanish explorers of the area identified our ancestors as the
“Serrano” people, the Spanish term for “highlander.” Many terms have been used in many languages
to describe our people. We use the word Maara’yam, the People of Maara’, to describe all peoples
known today as Serrano. The name Yuhaaviatam, or People of the Pines, refers to the Serrano clan
of our progenitor, Santos Manuel.” (Ibid.) But the history outlined in the website does not support
modern conection to the Wrightwood area. “An estancia in Redlands, modernly known as the
Asistencia5, was established in 1819. This outpost held many Maara’yam (Serrano), as well as other
indigenous people from nearby regions, using them as labor for mission support.” And:


3 The Wrightwood Historical Society informs us that “The Serrano People were the first
people to inhabit this area.” (Wrightwood Historical Society, “A Brief History of Wrightwood,
California” https://wwhistory.org/history-of-ww.) As becomes clear from the Tribal websites and
the use of the designation “Serrano” may not be sufficient to demonstrate a close connection with
Lone Pine Canyon. News articles discussed below do, however, suggest a close connection.


4 Located 69 miles from the Project.


5 Located 39 Miles from the Project.
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In addition to the mission system and agricultural industry,
opportunities related to mining and the Gold Rush drastically changed
California, bringing in new settlers who created ranches, farms,
mines, and logging camps. Not only did these newcomers want to
establish ownership over the land, but they also wanted to utilize it
without obstruction. As a result, indigenous people who remained on
their ancestral lands were viewed as a nuisance and were often the
victim of harsh treatment and violence.


One such group of people was our Clan, the Yuhaaviatam
(yu-HAH-vee-ah-tahm), or “People of the Pines”, of Maara’yam
(MAH-ra’-yahm) or Serrano people who had remained on our
homelands across the Big Bear Valley6. In 1866, as anti-Native
American sentiment ran high, a skirmish between settlers and
non-Maara’yam (Serrano) Native Americans in the Summit Valley7


triggered a month-long killing spree of our peoples across the Big
Bear area by a San Bernardino militia. Our, Kiika’ (Leader), Santos
Manuel, led the remaining Yuhaaviatam, only 20-30 people in
number, away from our mountain homelands to the San Bernardino
Valley8.


Over the next few decades, our people ventured through the
valley along Warm Creek9, running into unwelcome settlers who
reacted harshly to our presence. We began near what is now known
as the National Orange Show Event Center10, then moved on to
Meadowbrook Park11, and finally made our way to the Harlem
Springs12 area before being completely removed from the landscape


6 Located 71 miles from the Project.


7 Located 26 miles from the Project.


8 Located 34 miles from the Project.


9 Located 34 miles from the Project.


10 Located 32 miles from the Project.


11 Located 31 miles from the Project.


12 Located 34 miles from the Project.
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and placed on the San Manuel Reservation13 in 1891.


(Ibid.)


The San Manuel Entertainment Authority, a Tribal
instrumentality, owns and operates Yaamava’ Resort & Casino at San
Manuel14.


The San Manuel Gaming and Hospitality Authority, a Tribal
instrumentality, owns the subsidiary entities that hold and operate
Palms Casino Resort15.


The website makes no reference to Wrightwood or Lone Pine, and as none of the referenced
locations are near the Project, one would be hard-pressed to identify the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel
Nation as sufficiently closely affiliated with this area other than in sharing the name Serrano. But as 
“Serrano” is the Spanish term for “highlander,” that affiliation may be somewhat tenuous.


b. The Twenty-Nine Palms Ban of Mission Indians Have Not Been Traditionally
or Culturally Affiliated With the Project Area


The history of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians found on its official website
orients us to its historic locations: “The Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians are a
Chemehuevi people who are a federally recognized tribe whose reservation is located near the city
of Twentynine Palms16 and the city of Coachella, California17. They are Chemehuevi people who
inhabited the desert area of the Oasis of Mara (Mar’rah) in the vicinity of today’s Joshua Tree
National Park.18“ ”Before Chemehuevi made the Oasis [of Mara] their permanent home, Serrano,
Cahuilla, and other Indians lived in the area and used the desert landscape for hunting and
gathering.” [¶] “At the Oasis of Mara, Jim Mike led the Chemehuevi group, while Jim Pine led the
Serrano. The people intermarried with each other and formed important kinships.” (Twenty-Nine


13 Located 34 Miles from the Project.


14 Located 34 Miles from the Project.


15 Located 91 Miles from the Project.


16 Located 58 miles from the Project.


17 Located 110 miles from the Project.


18 Located 101 miles from the Project.
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Palms Band Official Website  (All quotations citing to Recommended Reading:  Clifford E. Trafzer,
A Chemehuevi Song:  Resiliency of the Southern Paiute Tribe (Seattle:  University of Washington
Press, 2015).)


The website charts out life at the Oasis and continues: “Some members of the Twenty-Nine
Palms Band, including Nellie Mike Morongo, moved to the Banning Pass19 to live on the Morongo
Indian Reservation.  Most members moved into Palm Springs and took up residence on the Agua
Caliente Indian Reservation20.  Lily Mike, the oldest son of William Mike, became the leader of the
band.  He maintained a close relationship with all the members of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band and
met periodically to discuss issues of importance to the people.  Lily Mike and others were members
of the powerful tribal sovereignty organization known as the Mission Indian Federation.  During the
1930s, Mike mounted an aggressive attempt to regain their homelands along the Oasis of Mara, but
his efforts failed because ownership of the Oasis had transferred from the Southern Pacific Railroad
to private owners. . . .” (Twenty-Nine Palms Band Official Website.)


Further, “In the 1970s leadership at Cabazon approached members of the Twenty-Nine Palms
Tribe asking if they would consider taking control of approximately 210 acres within Section 30 on
the Cabazon Reservation21.  This land represented the balance of land remaining that the tribe had
not allotted from the original 620 acres the government had added in 1910 to the Cabazon
Reservation.” [¶] “Since the 1890s, the tribe had reservation lands in trust immediately south of
Twentynine Palms, but with the new congressional act and signature of the president, the
Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians had trust lands in the Coachella Valley.” (Twenty-Nine
Palms Band Official Website.)


While the website offers no easy search function, the quoted history demonstrates that the 
most likely geographic range of the Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians would have been
a more attenuated connection to the area of the Project. Accordingly, basing any determination of
affiliation with Native American Tribes and Bands, as is required by  California Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1, on the concerns of these two entities is misplaced.


c. Likely Local Native Communities and Residents Are Qualified to Act In
Consultation Within the Meaning of Section 21080.3.1


In contrast to the Native groups mentioned, the lack of sufficient notice of the impending
actions allowing the Project to engage in mining at the Project has stymied efforts to gather


19 Located 67 miles from the Project.


20 Located 90 miles from the Project.


21 Located 107 miles from the Project.
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meaningful evidence from local Tribal members as to their historic affiliation with the area. As
mentioned above, two individual Tribal members reside on a ranch very close to the Project. They
have their own life stories to relate. And I will leave it to them to communicate their concerns to the
County.


But even so, two newspaper articles establish a basis for determination of Native activities
and archeological sites. The Daily Press, “Valley People” section dated January 13, 1996 contains
an article entitled “Mysteries of Time and Place,” written by S.Kellog, describes an apparent rock
circle that may date to the early 19th Century, the “Lucky Rabbit Site.” This article recounts the
observations of Larry Sunderland, an archeologist and Director of the Native American Institute at
Indian Springs Ranch in Lone Pine Cyn, which is an extension of Cal. State, San Bernardino. The
stones and lichens on the apparently long-undisturbed site confirms the dating. So Mr. Sunderland,
together with another archaeologist, Gary King, contacted local Tribes, the Serrano, Chemehuevi,
and Gabrielino. Mr. Sunderland tentatively tabled the Chemehuevi, as their location at that time was
along the Colorado River, even though the construction resembles their work elsewhere.


The other article, in the Mountaineer Progressive, “Community Feature” section dated April
11, 1996 contains an article entitled “Archaeological Dig Scheduled for Summer,” by R.Dobbins,
recounts the Kellog article and adds other sites near Indian Springs, including an elaborate Pow Wow
site and other events.


It is incumbent on the County to consult with the Tribes that are directly involved in this
activity and researching these sites to determine any adverse effects of mining along Lone Pine
Canyon Road. See Cal.Pub. Resources Code § 21080.3.1(b).


d. The Land Use Planning Department Erred in its Reliance on Marginally
Relevant Tribal Concerns to Reach its Conclusions


Based solely on the two Tribal entities discussed above, the Initial Study determined that
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource affiliated with the Project
geographically or culturally was “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.” (Initial Study
at p.55 of 67.) Indeed, the Initial Study asserts Mitigation Measures are solely with reference to
coordination with the “Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel Nation (YSMN) and the Twenty-Nine Palms
Band of Mission Indians[, whose] cultural resources departments shall be contacted. . . .” (Id. at p.
56 or 67.) This is inadequate–especially with Tribal members proximate to the Project site easily
available for consultation.


3. The Air Quality Effects of the Project are Insufficiently and Misleadingly Considered


The Initial Study at pp. 18-21 of 67 deems adverse effects of the Project on Air Quality as
less than significant. But those pages rely exclusively on promises by the Developer to comply with
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set standards to extract certain amounts of material, reclaim parts of the extracted mine, water down
the mined stone, and the like. (See Reclamation Plan at p.35 § 3.5.1 (“Water use will be limited to
essential dust suppression activities and minimal support needs.”) The Initial Study does not contain
any expert environmental studies specific to the Project site, or whether sprinkling water on an
admittedly dust-raising activity would have any effect. An EIR is required to make factual
determinations rather than to hope for compliance with existing standards.


The Project would need nearly unlimited blasting six days a week, into the night. The
Developer’s Reclamation Plan calls for “Operations will include extraction, on-site material
processing, stockpiling of finished products and may include drilling and blasting as necessary.”
(Reclamation Plan at p.11 § 1.2; p. 34 § 3.7.)


The Initial Study fails to demonstrate that activity would not disperse dust into the air to
travel long distances. Nor does the Initial Study deal with manifestly predictable gale-force winds
that frequently hit Wrightwood out of the east, east-south-east–the very direction of the Project.


Among the likely minerals disclosed that the Project may encounter is “actinolite.”
(Attachment to Report of February 21 entitled “Mineral Resource Investigation and Appraisal of
Hannin Lime Property Lone Pine Ridge Telegraph Peak Quadrangle, California” by Neil McCarroll,
Esq.22 at p. 80 of 205) (“Actinolite and sercite mica dominate the play metamorphic minerals in
many outcrops. North of the San Andreas rift zone along Lone Pine Ridge, the rocks consist of a
complex of gneiss and marble of pre Cretaceous age intermixed with intrusive tonolite of probable
Cretaceous age (citing Morton and others, 1990).) Geologic lingo aside, the presence of Actinolite
is significant, because it forms “Mountain leather,” which is an old-fashioned term for flexible,
sheet-like natural formations of asbestiform minerals which resemble leather. “Asbestos-containing
minerals known to form mountain leather include: actinolite. . . . “ (“Mountain Leather”.
www.mindat.org. Retrieved 20 September 2021.)


Mining in such an environment would raise fragments, particulates, and dust containing this
asbestiform mineral. The toxic effects of asbestos are well-known. At a minimum, an EIR needs to
be done to quantify and qualify this risk.


4. The Developer, at Best, Minimized the Consequences of “Traffic”


In its “Reclamation Plan,” the Grand Lone Pine Canyon Enterprises, LLC outlined its traffic
analysis:


22 “In early 1992, Mary Hannin McCarroll, then 79 years of age, turned over
management of the El Cajon Property to her son, Neil McCarroll (“McCarroll”),” (see February
21, 2019 Report ¶ 12 at p. 12 of 205), the author of this study.
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There will be relatively minor and temporary traffic
associated with reclamation activities at the site. The majority of
reclamation will occur during the extractive phasing. Traffic
associated with reclamation will consist of 5 to 10 personal vehicles
that are used by equipment operators to access the site. Other traffic
will include a limited number of trips to and from the site for
removing plant equipment and by a seeding contractor that will be
used to revegetate the reclamation areas. It is not anticipated that any
trucks will be used to haul material to and from the site for
reclamation.


Processed materials will be loaded into over-the-road trucks
and hauled from the site via the access roads to Lone Pine Canyon
Road. Truck traffic volume will vary based on market demand and
production rates. All export hauling will occur using designated haul
routes and in compliance with applicable County and Caltrans
requirements.


Site access will occur from Lone Pine Canyon Road via
ingress/egress points used throughout the operational life of the site.
These access points will remain unchanged during the reclamation
phase. All internal traffic will be limited to haul routes and service
roads created during the mining phases within the project boundary.
No new roads will be constructed for reclamation purposes.


Reclamation-related traffic will comply with all applicable
County road standards, and erosion control BMPs will be
implemented where needed to stabilize disturbed roadways and
prevent offsite sedimentation. All on- and off- road equipment will
meet the requirements of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management
District (MDAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board’s
(CARB) diesel vehicles regulations to reduce diesel pollutants.


(Grand Lone Pine Canyon Ents., LLC, “Reclamation Plan For the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry”
§ 3.6 (March 2026) (italics added).)


The Reclamation Plan specifies: “Excavated rock will be transported by haul trucks,
conveyors, or other appropriate means to an on-site processing area.” (Id. at p. 31 § 3.3.) “Processed
materials will be stockpiled on site and loaded into over-the-road trucks for offsite transport.” (Id.
at p. 32 § 3.3,) “While specific equipment types may vary over time, typical processing infrastructure
may include jaw crushers, cone crushers, screens, conveyors, and associated support equipment”
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(ibid.) the size and weight of which the Reclamation Plan leaves to the imagination. Water will also
be hauled to the site. (Id. at p. 35 § 3.9.1.)


I take issue with the entirety of this part of the Plan, but cannot fathom why the Developer
characterizes traffic impact as “relatively minor,” confusingly conflates the reclamation and
extraction traffic, and offers some vague offer (commitment is too strong a word), to “stabilize
disturbed roadways.” In fact, reclamation will necessarily involve more than a couple of pickup
trucks to gather some brush and random stones.


Not mentioned is that Lone Canyon Road is posted for 5-ton traffic maximum. Likely
material hauling trucks tare at 10-15-tons with a laden weight of 40-tons. The equipment haulers are
likely wider and may weigh more. CSC Truck offers a helpful chart for water hauling trucks:


Truck Size Tank Capacity Dry Weight Loaded Weight (approx.)
Small (Light-duty) 500 – 1,000 gallons 10,000 – 15,000 lbs 14,000 – 23,000 lbs
Medium  2,000 – 4,000 gallons 20,000 – 30,000 lbs 36,000 – 63,000 lbs
Large (Heavy-duty) 5,000 – 10,000 gallons 30,000 – 40,000+ lbs 72,000 – 125,000+ lbs


Other than a small empty water hauling truck, each of the required trucks–whatever they are
hauling-exceed the listed capacity of Lone Pine Canyon Road.


In addition, the rains a few months ago totaled around a foot over several days, and washed
out Lone Pine Canyon Road for months, including the section that appears the mine would use. An
EIR was required before restoration. EIRs are required for the Project’s expected uses.


Yet, the Initial Study finds less than significant adverse effect from traffic with mitigation
and concludes:


Site access for the Project will occur from Lone Pine Canyon
Road, which is the only major roadway in the vicinity of the Project
Site. All internal traffic will be limited to haul routes and service
roads created within the limits of disturbance. Reclamation-related
traffic will comply with all applicable County road standards. No
existing or planned transit facilities are located in the vicinity of the
Project Site.


Therefore, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant,
and no mitigation will be required.


(Initial Study at pp.53-54 § XVII (italics added).)


With or no mitigation? The Initial Study wants it both ways.


Comments on Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry
MRP 2025-00002; SCH 2026030881; P201800609
Page 30







This conclusion is without a factual basis. In the event of a disaster like flooding, landslides,
and fire–all of which can be expected–the only means of egress from Wrightwood are Hwy 2 and
Lone Canyon Road. Blockage of either or both are foreseeable, and will be exacerbated with the
expected mine traffic and damage to Lone Pine Canyon Road. The Initial Study disregards these
known factors and will encounter reasonable and sustainable claims for damages.


5. The Geology and Soils Analysis is Inadequate


The Initial Study concludes that adverse effects from geology and soils (including foreseeable
seismic) activity to be less than significant or having no impact. As discussed above in connection
with air quality, this conclusion is, to be charitable, suspect. Again, an EIR is required rather than
mere reliance on the Developer’s Reclamation Plan. 


6. The Water Quality and Hydrology Analysis is Inadequate


The Initial Study concludes that adverse effects from, for example, “iolat[ions of] water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality” are “less than significant.” Initial Study at p.38 § X.) The Initial Study
explains:


All drainage control measures will be described in the
Industrial Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that is
required for the project. Revegetation of all affected lands is designed
to result in a self-sustaining vegetative cover that will stabilize the
site against erosion and sedimentation. When combined with active
drainage control measures, site reclamation will render the site
suitable for future land uses.


All reclamation activities will be conducted in a manner
designed to protect onsite and downstream beneficial uses of water in
accordance with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and
the Federal Clean Water Act.


Therefore, implementation of the Project would not violate
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise degrade surface or ground water quality. Less than
significant impacts are identified or anticipated, and no mitigation
measures are required.


(Id. at p.39.)
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As with each and every category described in the Initial Study, absolutely no oversight
mechanism is in place. Presumably local residents will have to report violations. Or possibly an army
of County employees will monitor compliance. The entire Initial Study conveys the impression that
the Developer is on the honor system, has no reporting obligations, and is free to conduct operations
as it sees fit until it happens to violate some standards–and gets caught.


One example comes to mind that, if the mine is permitted, will cause region-wide damage
that no amount of fines will undo. A resident whose property is, if you excuse the cliche, a stone’s
throw from the Project. This resident reports that performing wells yield ground water at the depth
of 10'. The mine will exceed that depth by day one or two. What happens to the ground water–upon
which all residents of Wrightwood rely–when the mine drains off the water table to unusable depths.
Even the most sophisticated EIR may not be able to predict the adverse effect.


Yet, the Initial Study places faith in operator compliance with general standards. To say that
is insufficient is an understatement.


7. Conclusion


Granting vested mining rights was an error, from the lack of notice, to the County’s reliance
on misstatements of law by the Applicant, and to misapplication of the appropriate standards.


The Project will predictably cause adverse effects on the community–not just in its immediate
environs, but extending to established communities such as Wrightwood and Phelan–for which some
entity will have the responsibility to correct and pay for. The amount of the bond to be posted has
not been disclosed. But given its sanguine attitude toward adverse effects for likely mining activities,
it is doubtful that the County has required a sufficient amount. And with the foreseeable adverse
effects–of which this memorandum discusses only a few–the County may look forward to extensive
liability.


Accordingly, the Project is best terminated for the good of the County, its residents, its
resources that are properly protected, its reputation, and its foreseeable liability for many unsafe and
avoidable conditions that the Project will necessarily create.


Respectfully submitted,


Henry J. Josefsberg
A Wrightwood Resident
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, Intermap, INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China
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May 5, 2026 
 
Derek Newland, Planner II 
Gina Gibson-Williams, Contract Planning Manager 
San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department 
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182 
 
RE: Comments on the Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration — Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry 
Reclamation Plan, Project No. MRP-2025-00002; Request for Adequate Public Hearing Timeline; and 
Request for a Full Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dear Ms. Gibson-Williams and Mr. Newland: 
 
The Wrightwood Community Services District is writing to formally comment on the Initial Study and 
proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry project. 
The District manages parks and recreation, street lighting, and solid waste for the residents of 
Wrightwood, located approximately four miles from the project site. Our community will be directly 
affected by this project, and we have serious concerns about whether the environmental review 
conducted to date is adequate. 
 
We are requesting two things: first, that the scheduling of the public hearing be postponed to give us 
and our community a fair opportunity to prepare; and second, that the County prepare a full 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) rather than adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration. We 
explain both requests below. 
 
I. The District and the Public Were Not Meaningfully Notified 
The District has a serious concern about how notice of this project was handled. It is our 
understanding that the County sent notice to the District's former General Manager rather than to 
the elected Board of Directors. That notice was never shared with the Board or district staff, and as a 
result, neither the District's governing body nor the Wrightwood community had any meaningful 
opportunity to participate in this process during the comment period. 
 
CEQA's public notice requirements exist for exactly this reason — to ensure that affected 
communities can actually participate in decisions that will affect them. When notice fails to reach 
the people it was meant to inform, the process is broken regardless of whether the technical box 
was checked. 
 
The notification failure was confirmed publicly at the Wrightwood Fire Safe Council meeting on April 
21, 2026, where County Planner Derek Newland outlined the timeline of his communications with 
the District's then-General Manager and the lack of any response or follow-through. The County's  
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own planner documented on the record that notice reached the District's then-General Manager 
and went no further. The elected board never received it. 


The District also notes that it extended a formal invitation to the applicant's representative to attend 
the District's May 5th public board meeting to help the board and community better understand the 
project. The applicant declined, stating a preference to participate only at the Planning Commission 
hearing. While that is the applicant's right, it has left the board and community without any 
opportunity to ask basic questions about a 150-year project in their backyard before the comment 
period closes. 


The District requests that the Planning Commission public hearing be scheduled with sufficient lead 
time of at least 60 days after the county's written responses to comments are made available to 
allow the District's board, community members, and any technical advisors to meaningfully review 
those responses before testifying. Given the complexity and duration of the proposed project, and 
the community's limited opportunity to engage with this process to date, that is the minimum 
needed for public participation to be genuine rather than nominal. 


II. The Environmental Review Does Not Adequately Address the Real Impacts of This Project 
After reviewing the IS/MND, the District has identified several areas where the analysis is incomplete 
or where the conclusions reached are difficult to reconcile with the facts described in the document 
itself. We believe these gaps are significant enough to require a full Environmental Impact Report. 
 
A. The review covers only the reclamation plan — not the mining 
This is a 150-year mining project. By the applicant's own description, it will involve drilling, blasting, 
crushing, processing, and the extraction of approximately 148 million cubic yards of limestone from 
three open pits, with excavation reaching 1,600 feet below the existing ground surface. Yet the 
IS/MND's environmental analysis is almost entirely limited to the reclamation activities that will 
occur after mining is complete. 
 
The County's rationale is that the mining itself is covered by vested rights established in 2019. We 
understand that vested rights limit some regulatory options, but they do not eliminate the County's 
obligation to assess the actual environmental impacts of what will be happening on this site for the 
next century and a half. Reviewing only the reclamation plan while describing an active mining 
operation throughout the project description gives an incomplete and misleading picture of the 
project's environmental footprint. 
 
B. The wildfire and evacuation analysis is inadequate for a community that just lived through the 
2024 Bridge Fire 
This is the concern that worries us most. The IS/MND acknowledges that the project site sits in a 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and that Lone Pine Canyon Road — the only road serving the 
project site, the same road mining trucks will use — is a designated evacuation route for 
Wrightwood. The document even notes that this road was used for evacuation during the 2024 
Bridge Fire. 
 
And then it concludes that wildfire and evacuation impacts will be "less than significant." 


  







 
 


 
We do not believe that conclusion is supported by the analysis in this document. The IS/MND does 
not address what happens to our community's evacuation corridor when heavy mining trucks are 
operating on it. It does not analyze the fire ignition risk posed by diesel equipment, fuel storage, and 
industrial operations in a fire-prone mountain environment. It does not examine what the 2024 
Bridge Fire actually revealed about evacuation dynamics on Lone Pine Canyon Road. And it does not 
address the post-fire slope instability and debris flow risk that would exist if a wildfire burned 
through a site where up to 285 acres have been excavated and disturbed. 
 
The Wrightwood community has only two ways in and out, Highway 2 and Lone Pine Canyon Road. 
That is not an abstraction — it is a life-safety issue that deserves a rigorous, site-specific analysis, not 
a general statement that equipment will be parked off the road. 
 
C. Blasting noise and vibration impacts on Wrightwood are not analyzed at all 
The project description describes active mining that will include drilling and blasting. Blasting in 
hard-rock quarry operations generates noise and ground vibration at a different scale than standard 
construction equipment. Neither of these impacts appears in the noise and vibration analysis. 
More concerning, the IS/MND identifies only a single sensitive receptor — one residence 600 feet 
from the site — and appears to conduct its entire noise analysis around that one property. The 
community of Wrightwood, four miles away, is not mentioned in the noise section at all. Given that 
blasting can be felt and heard at significant distances, particularly in mountainous terrain, this is a 
meaningful gap. 
 
D. The proximity to the San Andreas Fault deserves more than a passing reference 
The IS/MND acknowledges that the San Andreas Fault runs directly across Lone Pine Canyon Road 
from the project site — essentially on the property's southern boundary — and that the site is 
bounded by two fault systems. It also notes that severe seismic shaking should be expected during 
the life of the project and that the area has a high susceptibility to landslides. 
 
The document then concludes there is less than significant impact from seismic hazards because no 
permanent structures are proposed. But the question isn't just about structures — it's about 
whether 150 years of blasting operations next to the San Andreas Fault, and the long-term stability 
of pit excavations 1,600 feet deep in geologically complex terrain, have been adequately studied. We 
don't think this analysis meets that bar. 
 
E. The groundwater analysis relies on a well seven miles away 
For a project that will excavate 285 acres to depths of up to 1,600 feet over 150 years, the 
groundwater analysis references historical data from a single monitoring well located approximately 
seven miles from the site. No site-specific hydrogeological study is included or referenced. The 
potential for deep, long-term excavation to affect groundwater recharge, subsurface drainage, or the 
Cajon Sub-basin is not examined. Given the scale and duration of this project, that is not sufficient. 
 
F. The cumulative impacts section does not actually analyze cumulative impacts 
CEQA requires that a project's impacts be evaluated not just in isolation, but in combination with the 
effects of other past, present, and foreseeable projects. The cumulative impacts section of this 


  







 
 


 
IS/MND consists of a single paragraph that essentially restates that each individual category came 
out "less than significant" and therefore concludes there are no cumulative concerns. That is not a 
cumulative analysis — it is a restatement of other conclusions. A real cumulative analysis would look 
at the combined effect of 150 years of quarry operations alongside other activities in the area, 
including on traffic, air quality, noise, fire risk, and community character. 
 
III. What We Are Asking For 
The District respectfully requests the following: 


● That the Planning Commission hearing be scheduled no fewer than 60 days after the county's 
written responses to comments are made available to the public, so that the District, 
community members, and technical advisors have a genuine opportunity to review and 
respond to those responses before testifying. 


● Preparation of a full Environmental Impact Report that covers the complete project — 
including all mining and processing operations — rather than the reclamation plan alone. 


● That the EIR include, at minimum: a thorough wildfire and evacuation route analysis specific 
to Lone Pine Canyon Road and the Wrightwood community; a blasting noise and vibration 
study that includes analysis of impacts on Wrightwood; a site-specific hydrogeological 
assessment; a complete seismic risk analysis that accounts for proximity to the San Andreas 
Fault and the scale of excavation planned; and a meaningful cumulative impacts analysis. 


● That this letter be included in the administrative record for Project No. MRP-2025-00002. 


We are glad to discuss these concerns directly with County staff and welcome the opportunity for 
further dialogue. Please direct all correspondence to the address above as well as 
gm@wrightwoodcsd.org and office@wrightwoodcsd.org. 


 


Respectfully, 


 


 


Erin DeGroot 


Vice-President 


On behalf of the Board of Directors 


Wrightwood Community Services District 


cc: District Counsel; Thomas Bustamante, Assistant Director, Land Use Services; Paul Gonzalez, 
Planning Chief; Dan Walsh, Chief Engineering Geologist; San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors; 
California Office of Planning and Research (State Clearinghouse); California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation 


 


This letter is being transmitted via certified mail and electronic mail. Electronic copies are being 
transmitted simultaneously to all parties listed above. 


  








State of California – Natural Resources Agency  GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE     MEGHAN HERTEL, Director       
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May 5, 2026  
 
  
Derek Newland 
Planner II 
San Bernardino County 
Land Use Services Department 
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue 1st Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
Dear Derek Newland: 
 
LONE PINE CANYON ROAD QUARRY – RECLAMATION PLAN (PROJECT) 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (MND) 
SCH# 2026030881 
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Intent to 
Adopt an MND from San Bernardino County, Land Use Service Department (County) for 
the Project pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA 
Guidelines.1  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.  
 
CDFW ROLE  
 
CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).) 
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (Id., § 1802.)  Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.   
 
CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need 
to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code.  As proposed, for 
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory 
authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.)  Likewise, to the extent implementation of the 
Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), 
the project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and 
Game Code. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY  
 
Proponent: Grand Lone Pine Canyon Enterprises, LLC 
 
Objective: The Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry (previously known as El Cajon Property) 
proposes to resume surface mining operations on approximately 285 acres of the total 
420-acre property for the commercial production of calcium carbonate. Previous mining 
operations were conducted intermittently from approximately 1924 to 1966. On March 7, 
2019, San Bernardino County Planning Commission officially recognized vested mining 


 
1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.  The “CEQA Guidelines” 
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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rights to the site and on August 1, 2023, ownership of the property was transferred to 
Grand Lone Pine Canyon Enterprises, LLC. Because mining rights are vested, the State of 
California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA), Public Resources Code 
§2770 et seq, as amended and County Ordinance 4011, Chapters 82.17 and 88.03 of the 
County Development Code require a Reclamation Plan be reviewed in compliance with 
CEQA and approved by the County.  
 
The objective of the Reclamation Plan (Project) is to stabilize all graded areas to ensure 
public safety and long-term erosion control after mining operations are completed at the 
Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry. Primary Project activities include grading to final slope 
configurations, topsoil replacement where feasible, and revegetation using native species. 
Mining operations will follow conventional hard rock quarrying methods which may include 
drilling and blasting followed by excavation, transport, and processing of raw material. The 
mining operations are expected to produce approximately 148 million cubic yards of 
material over the life of the quarry. 
 
Location: The Project Site is located along the north side of Lone Pine Canyon Road, 
approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the unincorporated community of Wrightwood and 20 
miles southwest of the City of Hesperia in San Bernardino County, California. The Project 
site consists of three non-contiguous parcels: APN 0356-231-02, 0356-241-02, and 0356-
241-03. The approximate center of the project site is located at 34.30971° Latitude and -
117.52998° Longitude.  
 
Timeframe: Approximately 148 years. The estimated start date for mining operations was 
January 1, 2026. The anticipated end date for operations is January 1, 2175, or until 
resource depletion. Reclamation Plan Activities will be implemented progressively as 
mining operations advance across the site. 
 
 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, 
native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those 
species (i.e., biological resources). CDFW is concerned the IS/MND has not adequately 
identified and disclosed the Project’s impacts (i.e., direct, indirect, and cumulative) to 
biological resources, with sufficient supporting documentation, and has not determined 
whether those impacts are less than significant. CDFW offers the comments and 
recommendations below to assist San Bernardino County in adequately identifying and/or 
mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on 
fish and wildlife (biological resources). 
 
 
COMMENT #1: Baseline Assessment 
 


Entire Draft IS/MND 
 
Issue: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment completed by ELMT Consulting, Inc 
in June 2025 (Appendix B of the Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry Reclamation Plan) 
provides a baseline assessment of the project site. However, the IS/MND evaluation of 
potentially affected environmental factors presumes baseline conditions will change 
due to habitat removal from anticipated mining operations at the Project site prior to the 
Reclamation Plan Project Activities.  
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND CEQA analysis does not reference the baseline 
conditions provided by ELMT Consulting, Inc.’s Habitat and Jurisdiction Assessment. 
Instead, the IS/MND evaluation presumes that Project Site environment will be 
significantly impacted and depleted by anticipated mining operations and therefore the 
actual Reclamation Plan activities will not have significant impacts to the environment 
at the Project Site.   
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Why impact would occur: The IS/MND fails to provide substantial evidence and 
sufficient detail to deviate from the normal existing baseline conditions at the time the 
Notice of Preparation was filed. By using presumed future baseline conditions, the 
County has not analyzed and disclosed the direct and reasonably foreseeable 
potentially significant environmental effect that may be caused by the proposed project.  
 
The anticipated timeframe for the proposed project is approximately 148 years. Due to 
the extensive length of time, the IS/MND analyses, if deviating from current baseline 
conditions, should include potential impacts from climate change such as shifts in 
species abundance and distributions, wildfire activity and intensity, weather activity and 
intensity, and streamflow patterns.  Additionally, several native species that may occur 
on the Project Site, such as Crotch’s bumble bee, are known to be well adapted to 
human disturbance. Crotch’s bumble bee are generalist foragers and have been 
observed foraging and utilizing areas with high levels of disturbance and nonnative 
plant species as discussed further in Comment #3. Furthermore, the IS/MND does not 
provide an analysis nor minimization and mitigation measures to prevent impacts to 
state jurisdictional waters that have been identified as being present on site according 
to the Reclamation Plan’s Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment. The IS/MND 
jurisdictional water analysis begins with, “the reclamation activities would occur on 
lands that have been completely disturbed by mining operations.” The analysis then 
concludes by defaulting to potential future separate permitting processes if jurisdictional 
waters are found at the time Reclamation activities begin. The analysis does not 
provide sufficient information for CDFW or the public to generally understand what 
physical changes to the existing environment the lead agency believes will occur if the 
proposed project is approved. These examples are based on CDFW’s expertise and 
experience as California’s trustee agency for fish and wildlife and not the lead agency’s 
existing analysis.  
 
The presumption that anticipated disturbance to habitat signifies no presence of 
sensitive species, sensitive natural communities, or jurisdictional waters is misleading 
and neglects a full analysis backed by substantial evidence. Because potentially 
significant effects were not analyzed from current conditions, and sufficient justification 
for the deviation from current conditions was not provided, the assessment that the 
Project does not significantly impact environmental factors is misleading and provides 
unreliable information for assessing potentially significant effects that may be caused 
by the project, if approved.    
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the baseline assessment of the 
environmental setting at the prospective time of project initiation lacks substantial 
evidence and does not include sufficient detail and information to facilitate meaningful 
public and agency review of the expected incremental physical changes and potentially 
significant effects to the existing environment that may be caused by the proposed 
project. Per CEQA Guidelines section 15125, subdivision (a)(1) requires a description 
of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at the 
time the Notice of Preparation is published, absent substantial evidence that an existing 
conditions analysis would be misleading or without informational value. In addition, 
Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 
Cal. App. 3rd 350, 354 determined that CEQA is focused on the “effects of projects on 
the actual environment upon which the proposed project will operate”. This disclosure 
of an accurate analysis is necessary to allow CDFW to comment on the expected 
incremental physical changes and potentially significant effects to the existing 
environment that may be caused by the proposed project.  


 
Recommendations  
 
Recommendation #1: Current baseline conditions. CDFW recommends the County 
revise and recirculate the MND to include an analysis of environmental impacts based 
on baseline conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation was published 
per CEQA Guidelines section 15125, subdivision (a)(1). The MND should refer to the 
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baseline conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was published in determining 
and analyzing significant impacts. 
 
OR 
 
Recommendation #2: Anticipated baseline conditions. CDFW recommends the 
County revise and recirculate the MND to include substantial evidence and sufficient 
detail and information justifying deviation from current baseline conditions.  


 
COMMENT #2: Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment 
 


IS/MND Section IV, Biological Resources and Reclamation Plan, Appendix B 
 
Issue: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment (Assessment) prepared for the 
project does not adequately identify the Project’s significant, or potentially significant 
impacts to biological resources. The MND does not identify resource-specific 
avoidance and minimization measures to reduce potential impacts to a level that is less 
than significant. 
 
Specific impact: The Assessment’s analysis and conclusion rely on one general 
reconnaissance level survey of the Project site to identify special status species, 
vegetation communities, and habitats that could support special status species. CDFW 
is concerned that potentially occurring special-status species may have been 
overlooked during the singular field investigation.  
   
Per the Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW, March 2018)2, botanical field survey 
visits should be spaced throughout the growing season and multiple visits to the project 
area are usually required to capture the floristic diversity at a level necessary to 
determine the presence of special-status plant species. The 2025 April general field 
investigation of the Project site boundary was outside the bloom period for several 
potential occurring special-status plant species - Parish’s oxytheca (Acanthoscyphus 
parishii var. parishii), Rock creek broomrape (Aphyllon validum ssp. Validum), Mojave 
milkweed (Asclepias nyctaginifolia), crested milk-vetch (Astragalus bicristatus), 
Plummer’s mariposa-lily (Calochortus plummerae), Johnston’s monkeyflower (Diplacus 
johnstonii), Alpine sulphur-flowered buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum var. minus), 
Pine green-gentian (Frasera neglecta), Pine fritillary (Fritillaria pinetorum), Johnston’s 
bedstraw (Galium johnstonii), Los Angeles sunflower (Helianthus nuttallii ssp. parishii), 
Urn-flowered alumroot (Heuchera caespitosa), Parish’s alumroot (Heuchera parishii), 
Duran's rush (Juncus duranii), Lemon lily (Lilium parryi), Jokerst's monardella 
(Monardella australis ssp. jokerstii), California muhly (Muhlenbergia californica), Woolly 
mountain-parsley (Oreonana vestita), Black bog-rush (Schoenus nigricans), Bluish 
spike-moss (Selaginella asprella), Laguna mountains jewelflower (Streptanthus 
bernardinus), San Bernardino aster (Symphyotrichum defoliatum), and Greatas aster 
(Symphyotrichum greatae).  
 
CDFW is concerned that the singular field investigation on April 22, 2025, is insufficient 
and thus inadequate to rely upon to properly identify special status species, vegetation 
communities, and habitats that support special status wildlife and may not reflect 
current occupancy of sensitive or listed species. The Assessment does not include any 
supporting documentation regarding the field investigation, such as the surveyors’ 
qualifications, timing of the survey, results of the survey, constraints of the survey, etc. 
 
CDFW recommends that surveys should be conducted by a qualified biologist at the 
appropriate time of year and day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise 
identifiable. In addition to rare plants and sensitive vegetation communities, species-
specific surveys should be conducted for special-status species that may occur within 
the Project site, Crotch’s bumblebee, Desert bighorn sheep, and Golden Eagle.  


 
2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. March 20, 2018. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts 
to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities. Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (ca.gov) 
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Recent surveys during the appropriate times of the year are needed to identify potential 
impacts to biological resources; inform appropriate avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures; and determine whether impacts to biological resources have been 
mitigated to a level that is less than significant. Additionally, the MND should 
acknowledge that if any areas within the Project site are left vacant or disturbed and 
inactive in the interim period between construction phases, environmental conditions 
may change. Grading and leaving a site inactive may result in the area becoming 
occupied by wildlife and plants that utilize disturbed areas. 
 
Why impact would occur: The lack of focused surveys does not provide the MND a 
complete biological baseline due to the inadequacy of its plant and wildlife inventory, 
limited observation of migratory birds that utilize the site, and limited observation of 
nesting or breeding species that utilize the site. Additionally, the lack of focused 
surveys hinders the analysis of impacts to special-status species and may result in take 
of special status species and/or loss of habitat. Reconnaissance surveys can be used 
to gather general information about habitat, but it should not be used to determine the 
presence or absence of candidate, sensitive, or special status species. The failure to 
locate a known special status species occurrence during one field season does not 
constitute evidence that the species’ occurrence no longer exists at a location, 
particularly if adverse conditions are present. The draft MND should include a detailed 
Project impact analysis to biological resources with supporting documentation and 
include specific avoidance and minimization and mitigation measures to reduce the 
Project impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to biological resources has not been adequately 
analyzed in the IS/MND and the Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment of the 
Reclamation Plan. Impacts to special status species should be considered significant 
under CEQA unless they are clearly mitigated below a level of significance. Without an 
accurate biological baseline of present candidate, sensitive, or special status species 
and the lack of species avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, it is unclear 
if the Project will avoid all biological resource impacts to a level below significant 
adverse effect. 
 
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) to reduce impacts to 
less than significant: CDFW recommends the inclusion of the following new 
mitigation measure, BIO-1 in the MND. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-1 (New): 
 
Prior to commencing activities within the Reclamation Plan, including staging and 
storage, a complete and recent inventory will be completed, including rare, threatened, 
endangered, and candidate species, Species of Special Concern (SSC) and California 
Fully Protected Species (Fish and Game Code § 3511), and any other species not 
included in a specific listing but that can be shown to meet the criteria of a rare or 
endangered species (CEQA Guidelines § 15380), for which suitable habitat is present 
within or adjacent to the Project. The inventory should address seasonal variations in 
use of the Project area and should not be limited to resident species. Focused species-
specific surveys, completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the appropriate 
time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise 
identifiable are required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be 
developed in consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where 
necessary. Note that CDFW generally considers biological field assessments for 
wildlife to be valid for a one-year period, and assessments for rare plants may be 
considered valid for a period of up to three years. Some aspects of the proposed 
Project may warrant periodic updated surveys for certain sensitive taxa, particularly if 
the Project is proposed to occur over a protracted time frame, or in phases, or if 
surveys are completed during periods of drought. 
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COMMENT #3: Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part A, Page #23 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 12, 16, 23, 
Table B-1. 
 
Issue: The IS/MND does not adequately identify the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee, a candidate species under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA). 
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND makes no mention of Crotch’s bumble bee and 
determines there would be no impact to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive 
or special status species due to the anticipated habitat disturbance by mining 
operations that will occur before Reclamation Activities. Additionally, a Crotch’s bumble 
bee focused survey was not completed prior to the analysis and distribution of the 
IS/MND. CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND does not sufficiently identify potential 
Project impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee and does not provide appropriate mitigation 
measures to fully reduce impacts to less than significant. The Project has the potential 
to result in take of Crotch’s bumble bee and has the potential to cause permanent or 
temporary loss of Crotch’s bumble bee habitat.   
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 states that “Crotch’s bumble bee was observed in the vicinity of 
the site. Additionally, it was determined that mixed chaparral on the south side of Lone 
Pine Canyon Road has a moderate potential to provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s 
bumble bee. However, this area lies outside the proposed limits of disturbance for the 
project”. The report concluded that no impacts are expected to occur and recommends 
that focused surveys for the species will not be required. Furthermore, the IS/MND 
concludes that the anticipated disturbance to habitat by mining operations signifies no 
substantial adverse effects to sensitive species.   
 
CDFW is concerned that the lack of a comprehensive impact analysis and associated 
mitigation measures may lead to significant impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee under 
CEQA. Although the ideal habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee lies outside the proposed 
project disturbance, the occurrence of the species within the vicinity of the site should 
prompt focused surveys on the site to confidently rule out occurrence. Otherwise, 
project activities may result in take of Crotch’s bumble bee through collapsing burrows, 
entombment, displacement, dust from Project operations, and vegetation removal that 
reduces foraging and nesting habitat.  
 
Crotch’s bumble bee occurs primarily in California, including the Mediterranean region, 
Pacific Coast, Western Desert, Great Valley and adjacent to foothills through most of 
southwestern California3. Crotch’s bumble bee are generalist foragers and have been 
reported visiting a wide variety of flower plants. The plant families most commonly 
associated with Crotch’s bumble bee observations or collections from California include 
Fabaceae, Apocynaceae, Asteraceae, Lamiaceae, Boraginaceae and Asclepiadaceae. 
This is not a comprehensive list, and the species has been observed foraging and 
utilizing areas with high levels of disturbance and nonnative plant species. A queen’s 
dispersal distance averages around 10 km (6.2 miles)4,5,6 and the foraging range for 
bumble bees is averaged at roughly 1-2 km (0.62-1.24 miles) from the nest in a single 


 
3 Williams, P. H., et al. 2014. The Bumble Bees of North America: An Identification Guide. Princeton 
University Press, Princeton. 
4 Jha, S., and C. Kremen. 2013. Urban land use limits regional bumble bee gene flow. Molecular 
Ecology 22:2483–2495. 
5 Kraus, F. B., S. Wolf, and R. F. A. Moritz. 2009. Male flight distance and population substructure in the 
bumblebee Bombus terrestris. Journal of Animal Ecology 78:247–252. 
6 Williams, P. H., R. W. Thorp, L. L. Richardson, and S. R. Colla. 2014. Bumble Bees of North America: An 
Identification Guide. Princeton University Press. 
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trip7,8,9. Ground disturbance (e.g., trenching, grading, soil compaction, and earth-
moving activities) and vegetation removal have the potential to destroy Crotch’s bumble 
bee burrows. Additionally, these activities create elevated levels of noise, human 
activity, dust, ground vibrations, and vegetation disturbance which may also impact the 
species if found within the Project site. 
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to Crotch’s bumble bee has not been adequately 
analyzed in the IS/MND. Crotch’s bumble bee is a candidate species for listing under 
CESA; therefore, it receives the same legal protection afforded to endangered or 
threatened species under CESA pursuant to Fish & G. Code §§ 2074.2 & 2085. If 
found on-site, the Project could result in crushing or killing Crotch’s bumble bees, 
reduction in sufficient food resources such as nectar and pollen, and/or removal of 
nesting and overwintering sites. Many bumble bee species, once common in the 
western United States, have undergone a dramatic decline in both distribution and 
abundance and are now extirpated from much of their historic ranges10. Many bumble 
bees are threatened with extinction due primarily to reductions in habitat from 
urbanization, intensive agriculture, and invasive species introductions11. If Crotch’s 
bumble bee occurs at the Project site and Project activities impact Crotch’s bumble 
bee, this may result in a substantial reduction in the species’ population, which could be 
a significant impact.  
 
Take of any endangered, threatened, or candidate species that results from the Project 
is prohibited, except as authorized by State law (Fish & G. Code, §§ 86, 2062, 2067, 
2068, 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 786.9). “Take” as defined by Fish and 
Game Code section 86 means hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, 
pursue, catch, capture, or kill. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures for impacts to sensitive or special status species could result in the Project 
having 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. 


 
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure to reduce impacts to less 
than significant: CDFW recommends the inclusion of the following new mitigation 
measure, BIO-2 in the IS/MND to ensure an adequate assessment is completed and 
CESA authorization is obtained, if needed. 
 
Recommendation #3: CESA for Mining Operations. As noted in Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 below, if Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and if impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee 
cannot be feasibly and fully avoided during Project construction and activities, the 
Project proponent should coordinate with CDFW to obtain appropriate permits for 
incidental take of Crotch’s bumble bee.  
 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-2 (New): 
 
(MM-BIO 2.1) A qualified entomologist familiar with the species behavior and life 
history shall conduct surveys to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s 
bumble bee. Surveys should follow CDFW’s Survey Considerations for California 


 
7 Dramstad, W. E., G. L. A. Fry, and M. J. Schaffer. 2003. Bumblebee foraging—is closer really better? 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 95:349–357. 
8 Walther-Hellwig, K., and R. Frankl. 2000. Foraging habitats and foraging distances of bumblebees, Bombus 
spp. (Hym., Apidae), in an agricultural landscape. Journal of Applied Entomology 124:299–306. 
9 Williams, P. H., R. W. Thorp, L. L. Richardson, and S. R. Colla. 2014. Bumble Bees of North America: An 
Identification Guide. Princeton University Press. 
10 Hatfield, R., Jepsen, S., Foltz Jordan, S., Blackburn, M., Code, Aimee. 2018. A Petition to the State of 
California Fish and Game Commission to List Four Species of Bumblebees as Endangered Species. 
11 Ibid. 
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Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species12. If no CESA-
protected bumble bees are found during the surveys, but the habitat assessment 
identified suitable nesting, foraging, or overwintering habitat within the project 
site, it is recommended that a biological monitor be onsite during vegetation or 
ground disturbing activities that take place during any of the Queen and Gyne 
flight Period and Colony Active Period to ensure continued avoidance of this 
highly mobile species. Survey results, including negative findings, should be 
submitted to CDFW prior to implementing Project-related ground disturbing 
activities. At minimum, a survey report should provide the following: 
 


a) A description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas that could 
provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. CDFW recommends the map 
show surveyor(s) track lines to document that the entire site was covered 
during field surveys. 
 
b) Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of qualified 
entomologist(s) and brief qualifications; date and time of survey; survey 
duration; general weather conditions; survey goals, and species searched. 
 
c) Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies. 
 
d) A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and biological (e.g., 
plant composition) conditions where each nest/colony is found. A sufficient 
description of biological conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should 
include native plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within 
impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation class; density, 
cover, and abundance of each species). 
 


(MM-BIO- 2.2) If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and if impacts to Crotch’s 
bumble bee cannot be feasibly and fully avoided during Project construction and 
activities, the Project proponent shall coordinate with CDFW to obtain 
appropriate permits for incidental take of Crotch’s bumble bee and provide 
appropriate mitigation for impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat. 


 
COMMENT #4: Fully Protected Desert Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part A, Page #23 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 12, 16, 23, 
Table B-1. 
 
Issue: The IS/MND does not adequately identify the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to Desert bighorn sheep (bighorn sheep), a fully protected species 
in California. 
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND determines there would be no impact to any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species due to the anticipated 
habitat disturbance by mining operations that will occur before Reclamation Activities. 
CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND does not sufficiently identify potential Project 
impacts to the Fully Protected Species, bighorn sheep, and does not provide 
appropriate mitigation measures to fully mitigate impacts to less than significant. The 
Project has the potential to result in take of bighorn sheep and has the potential to 
cause permanent or temporary loss of bighorn sheep habitat.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 states that the Project site has a high potential to support desert 
bighorn sheep based on the species’ habitat requirements. Table B-1: Potentially 
Occurring Special Status Biological Resources in Appendix B of ELMT’s Assessment 
also notes that bighorn sheep have been observed in the vicinity of the project. The 
project area is just north of the known range of the Cucamonga Peak subgroup, which 


 
12 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2023. Survey Considerations for California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species. 
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is one of the four subgroups for the San Gabriel Mountains bighorn sheep population. 
Bighorn sheep are highly specialized in navigating steep cliffs and will move up or 
down elevation based on food availability. Both rams (males) and ewes (females) have 
horns they use for defense, fighting, and scraping spines off cacti. They graze on 
grasses in the summer and browse on shrubs in the fall and winter.  
 
Although the ELMT’s assessment was that the Project site has high potential to support 
desert bighorn sheep, the IS/MND fails to acknowledge this assessment and fails to 
propose avoidance measures to avoid take.   
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Fully protected species, such as Nelson’s 
bighorn sheep, are those animals that are rare or faced with possible extinction. 
Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515. Fully 
protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or 
permits may be issued for their take, except in limited circumstances specified in 
statutes. These circumstances include: 
 


 Take that is for necessary scientific research; 
 Efforts to recover a fully protected, endangered, or threatened species; 
 Live capture and relocation of a bird species for the protection of livestock; or 
 Take of a covered species whose conservation and management is provided for 


in a Natural Community Conservation Plan (Fish and Game Code, §§ 3511, 
4700, 5050, & 5515). 
 


Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a) requires a finding of significance if a 
project “has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment.” In 
practice, this is the same standard as a significant effect on the environment, which is 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 as “a substantial or potentially substantial 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic 
or aesthetic significance.” The Project has the potential to do the following: 
 


 substantially reduce the habitat of a wildlife species; 
 cause a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; 
 threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or 
 substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or 


threatened species. For purposes of CEQA, “endangered, rare, or threatened 
species” are defined to include not only species that are listed under the 
California Endangered Species Act or Federal Endangered Species Act, but also 
species that meet the criteria for listing. 
 


The IS/MND does not provide sufficient information and analysis for CDFW to 
determine whether the project may have substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on a species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS. In addition, the IS/MND does not provide minimization and mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to less than significant. 


 
Recommendations and potentially feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to less than significant: 
 
Recommendation #4: Additional information needed. The IS/MND does not provide 
the appropriate information nor analysis. Based on information currently available, 
CDFW is unable to determine whether the Project may impact fully protected bighorn 
sheep. CDFW recommends that prior to the adoption of the IS/MND, focused surveys 
for bighorn sheep be conducted on the Project site by a qualified biologist to establish 
the environmental baseline for the species. Additionally, the Project proponent should 
meet with CDFW at the earliest opportunity to discuss the Project and Project's 
adverse impacts on Nelson's bighorn sheep. CDFW recommends the IS/MND be 
revised and recirculated following completion of focused surveys so that results and 
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appropriate specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures can be included, 
to ensure that impacts to bighorn sheep are reduced to less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-3 (New): Monitoring. Daily onsite biological monitoring 
shall occur during the Project to ensure that wildlife, including sensitive animal species, 
are not significantly, adversely impacted. The Biological Monitor(s) shall be approved 
by CDFW and shall have the authority to immediately halt any activity that significantly 
impacts wildlife and directly contact CDFW for any reason. If the Biological Monitor(s) 
determines that the project may have an adverse effect on any special-status species 
(threatened, endangered, candidate, species of special concern, etc.), they shall halt 
construction and notify the appropriate agencies immediately. Unless authorized by 
CDFW, the Biological Monitor(s) shall not have the authority to handle any special-
status species (threatened, endangered, candidate, species of special concern, etc.). 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-4 (New): Dogs. Dogs shall not be permitted in the Project 
area.   
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-5 (New): Domestic sheep and goats. Domestic sheep 
and goats shall be prohibited in the Project area to reduce the potential for disease 
transmission to bighorn sheep. Prior to entering any Project Area, the Project 
Proponent shall ensure workers disinfect all personal gear, vehicles, and equipment if it 
may have had contact with domestic livestock. The Project Proponent shall install and 
maintain a boot disinfection station at each staging area and any workers who have 
had potential contact with grounds occupied by sheep or goats (for example, at home, 
visiting a farm, attending a County fair, going to a petting zoo, etc.), shall disinfect their 
boots before going to the work site. Workers will also ensure that their 
vehicles/equipment are washed at either a project wash station or a commercial wash if 
there is a chance that the tires or interior may be contaminated. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-6 (New): Worker education. Educational materials shall 
be created and incorporated into an environmental training, to be conducted for all 
Project personnel entering the Project area where sensitive habitats and/or species 
may be present. Educational materials may be brief and concise but should illustrate 
sensitive species and their habitat, discuss any specific measures to protect the 
species, what to do if the species is observed, and so forth. Interpretation shall be 
provided for non-English speaking workers, and the same instruction shall be provided 
for any new workers prior to their performing work on-site. The Biological Monitor(s) 
shall prepare and post a fact sheet for workers that contains this information and 
pertinent Project contacts. Upon completion of the education program, employees shall 
sign a form stating they attended the program and understand all protection measures. 
These forms shall be filed at the worksite offices and be available to CDFW upon 
request. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-7 (New): Bighorn sheep buffer distance. Workers shall 
maintain a distance of at least 75 feet from bighorn sheep. If bighorn sheep behavior is 
influenced, e.g., the animal moves away or gets up from a recumbent position, then the 
onsite Biological Monitor shall increase the buffer to reduce the stress on the animal. 
 
 


COMMENT #5: Coast Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part A, Page #23 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 12, 16, 23, 
Table B-1. 
 
Issue: The IS/MND does not adequately identify the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to coast horned lizard, a California Species of Special Concern 
(SSC). 
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND determines there would be no impact to any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species due to the anticipated 
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habitat disturbance by mining operations that will occur before Reclamation Activities. 
Because of this determination, the IS/MND does not mention the coast horned lizard’s 
presence on site and does not provide mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less 
than significant. CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND does not sufficiently identify 
potential Project impacts to coast horned lizard and does not provide avoidance and 
minimization measures to fully mitigate impacts to less than significant.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 noted that coast horned lizard was observed foraging on site 
during the April 22, 2025 general field investigation. Although the species was 
confirmed present, no additional analysis nor avoidance and minimization measures 
were provided to reduce adverse impacts to the species. Furthermore, the IS/MND 
concludes, without substantial evidence, that the anticipated disturbance to habitat by 
mining operations signifies no substantial adverse effects to sensitive species.   
 
CDFW is concerned that the lack of a comprehensive impact analysis and associated 
mitigation measures may lead to significant impacts to coast horned lizard under 
CEQA. The occurrence of the species within the Project site should prompt focused 
surveys on the site to provide additional information to determine appropriate 
avoidance and minimization measures. Otherwise, project activities such as grading 
and topsoil replacement may result in adverse impacts to the species.  


 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to coast horned lizard (SSC) has not been 
adequately analyzed in the IS/MND.  
 
Impacts on SSC could require a mandatory finding of significance under CEQA (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15065). A SSC is a species, subspecies, or distinct population of an 
animal native to California that currently satisfies one or more of the following (not 
necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria: 
 


 is extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, is extirpated in its primary 
season or breeding role; 


 is listed as ESA-, but not CESA-, threatened, or endangered; meets the State 
definition of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed; is 
experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines 
or range retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it 
for State threatened or endangered status; and/or  


 has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any 
factor(s), that if realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for CESA 
threatened or endangered status. 


 
Recommended potentially feasible mitigation measure to reduce impacts to less 
than significant: CDFW recommends adding the following pre-construction survey for 
coast-horned lizard to the Biological Resources Mitigation Measures proposed in 
Section 4 of the IS/MND: 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-8 (New): Pre-construction Survey for Coast Horned 
Lizard. To minimize significant impacts, the Project proponent should retain a qualified 
biologist with survey experience with native reptile species, such as coast horned 
lizard. Within 14 days prior to commencing any Project-related ground-disturbing 
activities, the qualified biologist should conduct focused surveys for SSC and suitable 
habitat. In addition, the qualified biologist should conduct daily biological monitoring 
during any activities involving vegetation clearing or modification of natural habitat. 
Positive detections of coast horned lizard and suitable habitat at the detection location 
should be mapped and photographed. The qualified biologist should provide a 
summary report of coast horned lizard surveys to the Project proponent prior to 
implementing any Project-related ground-disturbing activities and vegetation removal. 
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Wildlife should be allowed to move away on their own (non-invasive, passive 
relocation) to adjacent appropriate habitat. Special status wildlife should be captured 
only by a qualified biologist with proper handling permits. 
 
If any coast horned lizards are harmed during relocation or a dead or injured animal is 
found during Project activities, the qualified biologist should be notified, dead or injured 
wildlife should be documented, and additional mitigation measures should be identified 
to prevent additional injury or death. 
 
 


COMMENT #6: American Badger (Taxidea taxus) 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part A, Page #23 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 13, 16, 23, 
Table B-1. 
 
Issue: The Project may potentially impact suitable habitat for American badger, a 
California Species of Special Concern. 
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND determines there would be no impact to any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species due to the anticipated 
habitat disturbance by mining operations that will occur before Reclamation Activities.  
 
The Project area is within the range of occurrence of American badger and is known to 
support suitable habitat for American Badger. Badgers provide many ecosystem 
benefits by controlling rodent populations, including ground squirrels and pocket 
gophers. They are carnivores and typically eat live lizards, birds, worms, grubs, and 
dead animals. The IS/MND fails to address potential impacts to American badger.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 states that the Project site has no potential to support American 
badger based on the species habitat requirements. However, Table B-1: Potentially 
Occurring Special Status Biological Resources in Appendix B of ELMT’s Assessment 
notes that the habitat description for American badger includes, “shrub-steppe 
communities and other treeless areas with sandy loam soils where it can dig more 
easily for its prey. Occasionally found in open chaparral (with less than 
50% plant cover) and riparian zones.” There have also been documented sightings of 
American badger within the canyon in years past13 - one being from a CDFW biologist. 
As noted in Comment #8 below, the Project Site also lies within a designated wildlife 
corridor that may be used by American badgers. Furthermore, because the IS/MND 
assumes no impact will occur, it provides no appropriate avoidance and minimization 
measures to reduce Project impacts to less than significant. 


 
CDFW is concerned that the lack of a comprehensive impact analysis and associated 
mitigation measures may lead to significant impacts to American badger under CEQA. 
The Project would eliminate potential habitat for American badger through Reclamation 
activities, such as grading, excavation and the use of heavy equipment. 


 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to American badger (SSC) has not been adequately 
analyzed in the IS/MND.  
 
Impacts on SSC could require a mandatory finding of significance under CEQA (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15065). A SSC is a species, subspecies, or distinct population of an 
animal native to California that currently satisfies one or more of the following (not 
necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria: 
 


 
13 Animal Data From CNDDB Online Field Survey Form [ds1354],[Accessed May 2026]. 
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 is extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, is extirpated in its primary 
season or breeding role; 


 is listed as ESA-, but not CESA-, threatened, or endangered; meets the State 
definition of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed; is 
experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines 
or range retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it 
for State threatened or endangered status; and/or  


 has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any 
factor(s), that if realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for CESA 
threatened or endangered status. 


 
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures: CDFW recommends that 
the pre-construction surveys, follow CDFW-approved survey methods, including 
procedures used to classify identified dens as inactive dens, active and potentially 
active dens, and active natal dens, and methods utilized to quantify and locate single or 
paired animals that would need to be avoided or passively relocated, and the burrows 
or burrow complexes that would need to be collapsed to prevent re-occupancy. The 
measures should also include detailed monitoring requirements, methods of 
exclusion/passive relocations, and methods and timing of den excavation. CDFW 
recommends the Mitigation Measures for American Badger (below) be added to the 
IS/MND: 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-9 (New): American Badger Plan. Prior to initiation of 
Project Activities, an American badger Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Plan) shall be 
developed and implemented. The objective of the plan shall be to avoid direct impacts 
to the American badger as a result of Project activities. The final plan is subject to 
review, comment, and revision by CDFW. The final plan shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following procedures and impact avoidance measures: Describe pre-
construction survey and clearance field protocol, to determine the number and 
locations of single badgers on the Project site that would need to be avoided or 
passively relocated and the number and locations of desert kit fox/badger burrows or 
burrow complexes that would need to be collapsed to prevent re-occupancy by the 
animals. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-10 (New): American Badger Pre-Construction Survey. 
Biological Monitors shall conduct pre-construction surveys for American badger no 
more than 30 days prior to initiation of construction activities, including preconstruction 
site mobilization. Surveys shall also address the potential presence of active dens 
within 100 feet of the Project boundary (including access roads). If dens are detected, 
each den shall be classified as inactive, potentially active, or active den.  
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-11 (New): American Badger Monitoring and Protection 
Measures, Passive Hazing, and Den Excavation. The Plan will include details on 
monitoring requirements, types and methods of passive hazing, and methods and 
timing of den excavation, including, but not limited to the following: 
 


 Inactive dens. Inactive dens (e.g., inactive dens are dens that are mostly or 
entirely silted in and ones in which the back of the den can clearly be seen (e.g., 
the den is shallow and straight) that would be directly impacted by construction 
activities shall be excavated by hand and backfilled to prevent reuse by 
American badger. 


 
 Potentially and confirmed active dens. Potentially and confirmed active dens that 


would be directly impacted by construction activities shall be monitored by the 
Biological Monitor for three consecutive nights using a tracking medium (such as 
diatomaceous earth or fire clay) and/or infrared camera stations at the entrance. 
If no tracks are observed in the tracking medium or no photos of the target 
species are captured after three nights, the den shall be excavated and 
backfilled by hand. If tracks are observed, the den shall be progressively blocked 
with natural materials (rocks, dirt, sticks, and vegetation piled in front of the 
entrance) for the next three to five nights to discourage the badger from 
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continued use. After verification that the den is unoccupied it shall then be 
excavated and backfilled by hand to ensure that no badgers are trapped in the 
den. If the den is proven inactive then den may be excavated during whelping 
season. 


 
 Active natal/pupping dens. If an active natal den (a den with pups) is detected on 


the site during construction, CDFW shall be contacted within 24 hours to 
determine the appropriate course of action to minimize the potential for animal 
harm or mortality. The course of action would depend on the age of the pups, 
location of the den on the site (e.g., is the den in a central area or in a perimeter 
location), status of the perimeter site fence (completed or not), and the pending 
construction activities proposed near the den. A 500-foot no-disturbance buffer 
shall be maintained around all active dens. If the den is active during whelping 
season, even if pups are not seen, disturbance is not allowed. Active 
natal/pupping dens will not be excavated or passively relocated. 


 
 Relocation factors. Address other factors and procedures that may affect the 


success of relocation offsite, such as: estimates of the distances badgers would 
need to travel across the Project site and across adjacent lands to safely access 
suitable habitat (including burrows) off-site; proposed scheduling of the passive 
relocation effort; and methods to minimize likelihood that the animals will return 
to the Project site during construction. 


 
 


COMMENT #7: Nesting Birds 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part A, Page #23 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 13, 23, 24 
 
Issue: The Project may impact nesting birds, including Species of Special Concern, 
and common birds that are subject to Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 
3513, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918. The MND does not directly address 
potential impacts to nesting birds, nor does it include any mitigation measures to 
reduce potential impacts. 
 
Specific impact: Project activities may result in degradation and permanent loss of 
nesting bird habitat and may also result in direct mortality and/or injury to nesting birds 
onsite. The IS/MND determines there would be no impact to any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive or special status species due to the anticipated habitat disturbance 
by mining operations that will occur before Reclamation Activities.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 states that the Project site’s plant communities “provide suitable 
forage and nesting habitat for year-around and seasonal avian residents as well as 
migrating songbirds that have adapted to conditions in the Cajon Pass and surrounding 
areas”. The Assessment then recommends construction activities comply with the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 3503, 3511 and 3513. However, because the IS/MND determines no impact 
to nesting birds, the IS/MND fails to take recommendations from the Assessment and 
does not propose appropriate avoidance and minimization measures to reduce Project 
impacts to less than significant. CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND does not 
sufficiently identify potential Project impacts to nesting birds and does not provide 
appropriate mitigation measures to fully mitigate impacts to less than significant.  
 
Without avoidance and minimization measures, the Project may cause direct take by 
crushing or destroying active nests, and vehicle or equipment. Indirect take may result 
from displacement; attracting predators to the Project site; reduction of habitat and 
habitat quality associated with road infrastructure, light and noise; and from impacted 
foraging and nesting habitat. Additionally, construction during the breeding season of 
nesting birds could potentially result in the incidental loss of breeding success or 
otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Noise from road use, generators, and heavy 
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equipment may disrupt nesting bird mating calls or songs, which could impact 
reproductive success.14 
 
Additionally, the Assessment’s recommendation limits nesting bird surveys to only 
occur if construction activities fall within the general nesting bird season, February 1st to 
August 31st. CDFW would like to note that regardless of the time of year, a pre-
construction clearance survey should always be conducted to avoid potential impacts 
to nesting birds. The timing of the nesting season varies greatly depending on several 
factors, such as bird species, weather conditions in any given year, and long-term 
climate changes (e.g., drought, warming, etc.). In response to warming, birds have 
been reported to breed earlier, thereby reducing temperatures that nests are exposed 
to during breeding and tracking shifts in availability of resources.15 CDFW staff have 
observed that climate change conditions may result in nesting bird season occurring 
earlier and later in the year than historical nesting season dates. CDFW recommends 
that disturbance of occupied nests of migratory birds and raptors within the Project site 
and surrounding area be avoided any time birds are nesting onsite. CDFW therefore 
recommends the completion of nesting bird surveys regardless of the time of year to 
ensure compliance with all applicable laws pertaining to nesting and migratory birds. 
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to nesting birds has not been adequately analyzed 
in the IS/MND. 
 
The Project proponent is responsible for complying with all applicable laws related to 
nesting birds and birds of prey. Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 
afford protective measures as follows: section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, 
possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise 
provided by Fish and Game Code or any regulation made pursuant thereto. Fish and 
Game Code section 3503.5 makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in 
the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take, possess, or destroy 
the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by Fish and Game 
Code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto. Fish and Game Code section 3513 
makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird except as provided 
by rules and regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 703 et seq.). 


 
Recommended potentially feasible mitigation measure to reduce impacts to less 
than significant: CDFW recommends adding the following pre-construction survey for 
nesting birds to the Biological Resources Mitigation Measures proposed in Section 4 of 
the IS/MND to ensure impacts to birds are mitigated to a level less than significant: 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-12 (New): Regardless of the time of year, nesting bird 
surveys shall be performed by a qualified avian biologist no more than 3 days prior to 
vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities for all phases of Project construction. 
Preconstruction surveys shall focus on both direct and indirect evidence of nesting, 
including nest locations and nesting behavior. The qualified avian biologist will make 
every effort to avoid potential nest predation as a result of survey and monitoring 
efforts. If nesting birds are not detected, no further action is necessary. If active nests 
are found during the pre-construction nesting bird surveys, a qualified biologist shall 
establish an appropriate nest buffer to be marked on the ground. Nest buffers are 
species specific and shall be at least 300 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptors. A 
smaller or larger buffer may be determined by the qualified biologist familiar with the 
nesting phenology of the nesting species and based on nest and buffer monitoring 
results. Construction activities may not occur inside the established buffers, which shall 
remain on site until a qualified biologist determines whether the young have fledged or 


 
14 Halfwerk, W., L.J.M. Holleman, C. M Lessells, H. Slabbekoorn. 2011. Negative Impact of Traffic Noise 
on Avian Reproductive Success. Journal of Applied Ecology 48:210–219. 
15 Socolar JB, Epanchin PN, Beissinger SR and Tingley MW. 2017. Phenological shifts conserve thermal 
niches. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 114(49): 12976-12981. 
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the nest is no longer active. Active nests and adequacy of the established buffer 
distance shall be monitored daily by the qualified biologist until the qualified biologist 
has determined the young have fledged or the Project has been completed. The 
qualified biologist has the authority to stop work if nesting pairs exhibit signs of 
disturbance. The Project site shall be re-surveyed if there is a lapse in 
construction for more than 3 days. 
 
 


COMMENT #8: Wildlife Connectivity 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part D, Page #24 and the Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the Reclamation Plan, Page 13, 25 
 
Issue: Decreased wildlife connectivity within the Transverse Ranges may occur as a 
result of Project implementation. 
 
Specific impact: The Project site is located within the Lone Pine Canyon Major Open 
Space Area, a designated wildlife corridor identified in the San Bernardino County 
General Plan. This area also lies within CDFW’s Areas of Conservation Emphasis 
(ACE) for terrestrial conservation. In particular, the project area falls both within ACE 
hexagons Rank 5: Irreplaceable and Essential Corridors and Rank 4: Conservation 
Planning Linkages.16 The area where the project lies was also identified as a critical 
linkage In the South Coast Missing Linkages Project connecting the San Gabriel and 
San Bernardino Mountain Ranges.17 The Project activities may adversely impact 
wildlife dispersal, gene flow, climate adaptability, breeding, and foraging. It may also 
increase edge effects such as noise, light, dust, human activity, human-wildlife conflict, 
introduction of invasive plants, and fires in the area.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment for the Project 
in June 2025 states that the Project site and surrounding area occur within the Lone 
Pine Canyon Major Open Space Area. However, the IS/MND concludes that the 
anticipated disturbance to habitat by mining operations, and temporary construction 
activities by the Reclamation Plan, will not substantially interfere with the movement of 
any native or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The 
IS/MND fails to provide substantial evidence to support this determination. The IS/MND 
also claims that the revegetation activities in the Reclamation Plan will restore the land. 
However, the revegetation efforts, as described in the Reclamation Plan, will focus 
primarily on stabilizing final reclamation slopes, benches, and accessible pad areas. 
The Reclamation Plan’s revegetation standards do not meet CDFW restoration 
standards and therefore CDFW disagrees with the IS/MND in that the land will be 
restored to its original habitat.   
 
The Project site and surrounding area lie within a wildlife corridor that provides “live-in 
and move-through habitat for numerous native species that need extensive wildlands to 
thrive, such as American badger (Taxidea taxus), Nelson’s bighorn sheep (Ovis 
candensis nelsoni), Mountain lion (Puma concolor) and California spotted owl (Strix 
occidentalis occidentalis),"18 Black bear (Ursus americanus) and mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus). According to a Center for Biological Diversity Report on 
California wildlife connectivity, development with disregard to wildlife connectivity 
planning “has led to documented declines in native species richness, abundance, 
reproductive success and survival rates, as well as shifts in ecological 


 
16 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Areas of Conservation Emphasis (ACE) Terrestrial Connectivity 
- ACE [ds2734], [Accessed April 2025]. 
17 South Coast Wildlands. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South Coast 
Ecoregion. Produced in cooperation with partners in the South Coast Missing Linkages Initiative. Available 
online at http://www.scwildlands.org 16-17. (2008) 
18 Penrod, K., C. Cabañero, P. Beier, C. Luke, W. Spencer, and E. Rubin. 2006. South Coast Missing 
Linkages Project: A Linkage Design for the San Gabriel-San Bernardino Connection. South Coast Wildlands, 
Idyllwild, CA. 5, http://www.scwildlands.org/reports/SCML_SanGabriel_SanBernardino.pdf (2004) 
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communities"19,20,21,22. Without proper assessment and mitigation measures within the 
IS/MND, the Project may further degrade the function of this critical corridor. 
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to wildlife connectivity has not been adequately 
analyzed in the IS/MND.  
 
The California Legislature in Section 1955 of Chapter 13.5, Wildlife Connectivity 
Actions, of Fish and Game Code declares all of the following:  
 


A. California’s climate is changing. Rising temperatures, increases in the 
frequency and severity of extreme events like drought and wildfire, changing 
ocean conditions, and shifts in precipitation patterns all pose threats to 
California’s wildlife. These changes are shifting the habitat ranges of many 
California species, requiring these species to migrate to different latitudes or 
altitudes to locate suitable habitat necessary to survive. 


B. Land use is also changing as the state’s population continues to grow. Habitat 
conversion and fragmentation forces many California species to migrate in 
search of replacement habitat, and it also risks continued survival of species by 
compromising genetic diversity, among other things. 


C. California wildlife is losing the ability to move and migrate as habitat conversion 
and built infrastructure disrupt species habitat and cut off migration corridors. 


D. Habitat connectivity and wildlife migratory corridors are essential to the 
continued survival of many California species. Their importance will only grow 
as California wildlife increasingly migrates in response to climate change and 
resulting shifts in habitat suitability. 


E. Habitat connectivity is also necessary to reduce wildlife-vehicle collisions, which 
put people and wildlife at risk of injury or death. 


F. The department has several existing programs that can be used to promote 
habitat connectivity. It is the intent of the Legislature to expand, or clarify, two of 
these programs, Chapter 7.9 (commencing with Section 1797) and Chapter 9 
(commencing with Section 1850), to facilitate creation and issuance of 
mitigation credits for actions that improve wildlife connectivity. 


 
Pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1930.5(c)(1), it is the policy of the state 
to promote and encourage voluntary protection of wildlife corridors and habitat 
strongholds in order to enhance the resiliency of wildlife and their habitats to climate 
change, protect biodiversity, and allow for the migration and movement of species by 
providing connectivity between habitat lands. In order to further these goals, it is the 
policy of the state to encourage, wherever feasible and practicable, voluntary steps to 
protect the functioning of wildlife corridors through various means, as applicable and to 
the extent feasible and practicable, those means may include, but are not limited to: 
 
A. Acquisition or protection of wildlife corridors as open space through conservation 


easements. 
B. Installing of wildlife-friendly or directional fencing. 
C. Siting of mitigation and conservation banks in areas that provide habitat 


connectivity for affected fish and wildlife resources. 
D. Provision of roadway undercrossings, overpasses, oversized culverts, or bridges to 


allow for fish passage and the movement of wildlife between habitat areas. 
 


 
19 Tiffany Yap, D. et al. California Connections: How Wildlife Connectivity Can Fight Extinction and Protect 
Public Safety. Center for Biological Diversity Report. 3 (2021). 
20 Amburgey, S. M. et al. The influence of species life history and distribution characteristics on species 
responses to habitat fragmentation in an urban landscape. J Anim Ecol 90, 685–697 (2021). 
21 Trombulak, S. C. & Frissell, C. A. Review of ecological effects of roads on terrestrial and aquatic 
communities. Conserv. Biol. 14, 18–30 (2000). 
22 Barber, J. R., Crooks, K. R. & Fristrup, K. M. The costs of chronic noise exposure for terrestrial organisms. 
Trends Ecol. Evol. 25, 180–189 (2010) 
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As noted in the IS/MND, San Bernardino County General Plan identified the Project 
area as falling within the Lone Pine Canyon Major Open Space Area, a designated 
wildlife corridor, and states that, “This area should be maintained both for its habitat 
values and as part of a large dispersion corridor system for wildlife to and from the 
national forest and other open space areas”23. The San Bernardino Countywide Plan24 
includes policies that would avoid or minimize impacts to wildlife movement. These 
policies include: 
 


 NR-3.1 Open space preservation. We regulate land use and coordinate with 
public and nongovernmental agencies to preserve open space areas that protect 
natural resources, function as a buffer against natural hazards or between land 
uses, serve as a recreation or tourist destination, or are central to the identity of 
an unincorporated community. 


 NR-5.1 Coordinated habitat planning. We participate in landscape-scale habitat 
conservation planning and coordinate with existing or proposed habitat 
conservation and natural resource management plans for private and public 
lands to increase certainty for both the conservation of species, habitats, wildlife 
corridors, and other important biological resources and functions; and for land 
development and infrastructure permitting. 


 NR-5.2 Capacity for resource protection and management. We coordinate with 
public and non-governmental agencies to seek funding and other resources to 
protect, restore, and maintain open space, habitat, and wildlife corridors for 
threatened, endangered, and other sensitive species. 


 
Recommendations and Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce 
Impacts to Less Than Significant 
 
Recommendation #5: Additional information needed. The IS/MND does not provide 
the appropriate information nor analysis on impacts to wildlife corridors. Based on 
information currently available, CDFW is unable to determine the Project’s impact to all 
native species utilizing the area as a corridor. The Project proponent should conduct 
additional focused surveys on potential corridor dependent wildlife species to determine 
species-specific impacts, presence and usage. Additionally, CDFW recommends that 
prior to the adoption of the IS/MND, the Project proponent conduct an additional noise 
study to determine noise impacts on all potential species utilizing the corridor.  CDFW 
recommends the IS/MND be revised and recirculated following completion of focused 
surveys so that results and appropriate specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures can be included, to ensure that impacts to the wildlife corridor are reduced to 
less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-13 (New): The Project shall restrict use of equipment and 
lighting to hours least likely to disrupt wildlife (e.g., not at dusk or in early morning 
before 9 am). Power to sites can be provided by solar PV (photovoltaic) systems, 
cogeneration systems (natural gas generator), small micro-hydroelectric systems, or 
small wind turbine systems. The Project proponent shall ensure the use of noise 
suppression devices such as mufflers or enclosures for generators. Sounds generated 
from any means must be below the 55-60 dB range within 50 feet from the source. If 
readings do exceed these thresholds further measures should be implemented to 
reduce impacts from noise such as sound barriers. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-14 (New): Revegetation Plan. The Revegetation Plan in 
the Reclamation Plan should be revised to meet full restoration standards of the land in 
order to reduce impacts to less than significant.  
 
Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons with expertise in 
the regional ecosystems and native plant restoration techniques. Plans should identify 
the assumptions used to develop the proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should 


 
23 San Bernardino County Land Use Plan, General Plan, Open Space Element, Valley and Mountain Area. 
https://lus.sbcounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/48/GeneralPlan/OpenSpaceText.pdf 
24 County of San Bernardino, Countywide Plan. Adopted July 2020. 
https://countywideplan.sbcounty.gov/policy-plan/natural-resources/ 
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include, at a minimum: (a) the location of restoration sites and assessment of 
appropriate reference sites; (b) the plant species to be used, sources of local 
propagules, container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation 
area; (d) a local seed and cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the 
irrigation methodology; (f) measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific 
success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should 
the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of the party responsible for 
meeting the success criteria and providing for conservation of the mitigation site in 
perpetuity. Monitoring of restoration areas should extend across a sufficient time frame 
to ensure that the new habitat is established, self-sustaining, and capable of surviving 
drought.  
 
CDFW recommends that local onsite propagules from the Project area and nearby 
vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. Onsite seed collection should 
be appropriately timed to ensure the viability of the seeds when planted. Onsite 
vegetation mapping at the alliance and/or association level should be used to develop 
appropriate restoration goals and local plant palettes. Reference areas should be 
identified to help guide restoration efforts. Specific restoration plans should be 
developed for various Project components as appropriate. Restoration objectives 
should include protecting special habitat elements or re-creating them in areas affected 
by the Project. Examples may include retention of woody material, logs, snags, rocks, 
and brush piles. Fish and Game Code sections 1002, 1002.5 and 1003 authorize 
CDFW to issue permits for the take or possession of plants and wildlife for scientific, 
educational, and propagation purposes.  
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-15 (New): CDFW recommends first avoiding any potential 
impacts to habitat utilized by wildlife corridor species. If avoidance is not possible the 
Project Proponent should replace habitat at a ratio appropriate to maintain a no net loss 
of habitat values, acreage, and function. CDFW recommends setting aside 
replacement habitat to be protected in perpetuity under a conservation easement. 
CDFW highly recommends permanently protecting the adjacent land parcels held 
under ownership of the Project proponent. By protecting the adjacent parcels in-
perpetuity, similar habitat lost due to project implementation would be preserved and 
the San Gabriel – San Bernardino corridor would not be further truncated. Conservation 
easements should be dedicated to a local land conservancy or other appropriate entity 
that has been approved to hold and manage mitigation lands pursuant to Assembly Bill 
1094 (2012), which amended Government Code sections 65965-65968. Under 
Government Code section 65967(c), the lead agency must exercise due diligence in 
reviewing the qualifications of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit 
organization to effectively manage and steward land, water, or natural resources on 
mitigation lands it approves. An appropriate non-wasting endowment should be 
provided for the long-term management of mitigation lands. A mitigation land should 
include measures to protect the targeted habitat values in perpetuity from direct and 
indirect negative impacts. Issues that should be addressed include, but are not limited 
to, restrictions on access; proposed land dedications; control of illegal dumping; water 
pollution; and increased human intrusion. A conservation easement and endowment 
funds should be fully acquired, established, transferred, or otherwise executed prior to 
implementing Project related ground disturbing activities. 
 


COMMENT #9: Lake and Streambed Alterations 
 


IS/MND Section IV: Biological Resources, Part C, Page #23, and Part X, Page #38-
41, and the Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment, Appendix B of the 
Reclamation Plan, Page 14, 25 
 
Issue: The project may impact ephemeral stream channels. 
 
Specific impact: The IS/MND does not address or evaluate Project impacts to Fish 
and Game Code section 1600 resources in the form of ephemeral streams within the 
Project area. The IS/MND states that Reclamation activities would occur on lands that 
have been completely disturbed by mining operations and if jurisdictional waters are 
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identified during the final reclamation design or implementation, then applicable 
regulatory requirements would be addressed through separate permitting processes. 
The IS/MND concludes that impacts to State protected waters will not occur as a result 
of this Project and no mitigation will be required. However, CDFW has assessed that 
the Project may result in temporary or permanent modifications to streams.  
 
Why impact would occur: The Habitat and Jurisdictional Assessment prepared for the 
Project in June 2025 states that the Project site contains several unnamed blueline 
streams that are historically mapped and that the onsite ephemeral drainage features 
will qualify as waters of the State and fall under the regulatory authority of CDFW and 
the Regional Board. The Assessment further claims that “the proposed limits of 
disturbance for the project are expected to avoid jurisdictional habitat entirely”. 
However, the Assessment, Project description, nor the IS/MND analysis, do not detail 
how the Project will avoid the drainage features depicted in Exhibit 6 of the 
Assessment. Despite the provided Assessment, the IS/MND fails to acknowledge the 
features due to anticipated habitat decimation prior to the initiation of Project Activities 
and does not provide substantial evidence to support its claim. Furthermore, the 
IS/MND fails to provide a formal delineation to quantify acreage of impacts to streams 
and associated habitat as noted in the baseline assessment by ELMT Consulting. The 
IS/MND does not include a plan to mitigate for loss of streambed and associated 
riparian habitats as a result of the Project. 
 
The Project may substantially adversely affect the existing stream pattern and 
geomorphologic processes of the Project site through the deposition of debris, waste or 
other materials that could pass into any river, stream or lake. Furthermore, project-
related activities could potentially alter drainage patterns and water quality within, 
upstream, and downstream of the Project site, including volume, velocity, and 
frequency of existing and post-Project surface flows.   
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to alteration of stream channels has not been 
adequately analyzed in the IS/MND. 
 
Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires any person, state or local governmental 
agency, or public utility to notify CDFW prior to beginning any activity that may do one 
or more of the following: 
 


 Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; 
 Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake; 
 Use material from any river, stream, or lake; or, 
 Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake. 


 
The construction of diversion devices such as deployable barriers and inflatable dams, 
and conveyance of water structures within a stream is subject to notification under Fish 
and Game Code section 1602. The ongoing operations and maintenance of instream 
storm flow diversion devices and conveyance of water structures is also subject to 
notification under Fish and Game Code section 1602 once the devices are constructed. 
Also, the diversion of stormwater and/or dry weather runoff that flows within streams or 
that have overflown the banks of streams, is subject to notification under Fish and 
Game Code section 1602. 
 
CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement is a “project” subject to CEQA (see Pub. 
Resources Code § 21065). To facilitate issuance of a potential LSA Agreement, the 
MND should fully identify the potential impacts to the lake, stream, or riparian 
resources, and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, and monitoring and reporting 
commitments. Early consultation with CDFW is recommended, since modification of the 
proposed Project may be required to avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources. To obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration notification package, please go to 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/LSA/Forms. 
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Recommendations and Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce 
Impacts to Less Than Significant 
 
Recommendation #6: CEQA and LSAA. As a Responsible Agency, CDFW may 
consider the CEQA document from a Lead Agency for a Project. To minimize additional 
requirements by CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. and/or 
under CEQA, the CEQA document should fully identify the potential impacts to the 
stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, 
and reporting commitments for issuance of the Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 
 
Furthermore, the ephemeral drainages identified in the Habitat and Jurisdictional 
Assessment are anticipated to be impacted by mining operations. Fish and Game Code 
section 1602 requires any entity to notify CDFW prior to commencing any activity that 
may do one or more of the following: substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of 
any river, stream, or lake; substantially change or use any material from the bed, 
channel or bank of any river, stream, or lake; or deposit debris, waste or other materials 
that could pass into any river, stream, or lake. Please note that "any river, stream or 
lake" includes those that are episodic (i.e., those that are dry for periods of time) as 
well as those that are perennial (i.e., those that flow year-round). This includes 
ephemeral streams, desert washes, and watercourses with a subsurface flow similar to 
those referenced above.  
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-16 (New): Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
The Project applicant (or “entity”) should provide written notification to CDFW pursuant 
to Fish and Game Code, section 1600 et seq prior to any Project construction or 
activities through CDFW’s permitting portal (EPIMS). Based on this notification and 
other information, CDFW determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration 
Agreement  is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. Please visit the Lake 
and Streambed Alteration Program webpage to obtain a notification package for an 
LSA (CDFW 2021b).  
 
 


COMMENT #10: Employee Awareness of Wildlife Resources 
 


Issue: The Project site is surrounded by open space habitat.  
 
Specific impact: The Project Site is surrounded by habitat for multiple species and as 
described in Comment #8 above, also falls within a connectivity corridor. Potential 
species in the surrounding area include American badger (Taxidea taxus), Nelson’s 
bighorn sheep (Ovis candensis nelsoni), Mountain lion (Puma concolor), black bear 
(Ursus americanus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and coyote (Canis latrans). 
 
Project activities may bring biological hazards common to urban-wildland interface 
areas. Additionally, waste, if not properly managed, may become an attractant to 
opportunistic species such as bears, rats, ravens, and coyotes in the area. This would 
cause these species to become more prevalent, and may attract other predatory 
species to the area, such as mountain lions. Waste management plans should include 
waste receptacles with closing, lockable lids and a waste removal schedule that does 
not allow for excess waste to accrue. Increased traffic may also pose a hazard to 
species in the form of vehicle-animal collisions which often lead to injury or death of the 
animal. 
 
Why impact would occur: As species become habituated from access to human 
resources, they may become a cause for concern due to property damage, public 
safety, and wildlife welfare as they search for food and lose their fear of humans. 
Without education and proper management, local wildlife species may be adversely 
impacted by Project implementation. 
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Evidence impact would be significant:. Section 251.1, Harassment of Animals, in 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14 states that, “Except as otherwise authorized in 
these regulations or in the Fish and Game Code, no person shall harass, herd or drive 
any game or nongame bird or mammal or furbearing mammal. For the purposes of this 
section, harass is defined as an intentional act which disrupts an animal's normal 
behavior patterns, which includes, but is not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering.” 
CDFW’s “Keep Me Wild” program is a public campaign to help California’s wild animals 
from becoming habituated and falling victim to unnecessary conflict and even death 
resulting from access to human food and garbage. Additionally, CDFW’s black bear 
policy (2022)25 and Black Bear Conservation and Management Plan for California 
(2025)26 outlines specific responses, methods, and decision-making processes in 
managing human-bear conflicts in California.   


 
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measures to reduce impacts to 
less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-17 (New): Employee Awareness of Wildlife Resources 
A qualified biologist shall conduct an education program for all persons employed or 
otherwise working on the Project site prior to performing any work on-site (Workers 
Environmental Awareness Program; WEAP). The WEAP shall consist of a presentation 
that includes a discussion of the biology of the habitats and species that may be 
present at the site. As part of the WEAP, the qualified biologist shall create and 
distribute educational materials to all Project personnel entering and Project site. 
Educational materials may be brief and concise but should illustrate sensitive species 
and their habitat, discuss any specific measures to protect the species, legal 
protections for those species, penalties for violations, what to do if the species is 
observed, and so forth. The WEAP should include, but not be limited to: (1) best 
practices for managing waste and reducing activities that can lead to increased 
occurrences of opportunistic species and the impacts these species can have on 
wildlife in the area and (2) protected species that have the potential to occur on the 
Project site including species of special concern, listed species, rare and sensitive 
plants, and nesting birds. Interpretation shall be provided for any non-English speaking 
workers, and the same instruction shall be provided for any new workers prior to their 
performing any work on-site. The Project proponent shall prepare and post a fact sheet 
for workers that contains this information and pertinent Project contacts. Upon 
completion of the education program, employees shall sign a form stating they 
attended the program and understand all protection measures. These forms shall be 
filed at the worksite offices and be available to CDFW upon request. 
 
Mitigation Measure # BIO-18 (New): Trash Abatement. The Project proponent shall 
initiate a trash abatement program before starting Project activities and shall continue 
the program for the duration of the Project. Permittee shall ensure that trash and food 
items are contained in animal-proof containers and removed, ideally at daily intervals 
but at least once a week, to avoid attracting opportunistic predators such as black 
bears, ravens, coyotes, and feral dogs. 


 
 


COMMENT #12: Cumulative Impacts  
 


IS/MND Section XXI: Mandatory Findings of Significance, Part B, Page #62-63 
 
Issue: The IS/MND determines that the Project will have less than a significant impact 
in analysis of, “Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 


 
25 CDFW. 2024a. Black Bear Policy in California: Public Safety, Depredation, Conflict, and Animal Welfare. 
Departmental Bulletin 2022-01. 
26 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2025. Black Bear Conservation and Management Plan 
for California. Sacramento, California, USA. 
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projects)?”. Furthermore, the IS/MND claims that Project will have beneficial impacts by 
stabilizing the slope and implementing a revegetation plan.  


 
Specific impact: The project has impacts that are cumulatively considerable. There 
will be substantially incremental effects when viewed in connection with the project 
occurring before reclamation activities - The Lone Pine Canyon Road Quarry mining 
operation. Due to the vested right for mineral resource development, the County has 
determined that the mining operation is currently not subject to CEQA and by 
extension, does not have avoidance and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to 
biological resources. The mining operation will lead to significant adverse impacts to 
the environment prior to the initiation of the Reclamation Plan. Additionally, the 
IS/MND’s overall assessment of impacts to resources heavily relies on, and 
acknowledges, the mining operation’s anticipated decimation of habitat on the Project 
site. 


 
Furthermore, CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND recommended reanalysis of impacts 
to biological resources may lead to potentially significant impacts under CEQA 
guidelines and require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project. In 
accordance to CEQA Guidelines, §15130, cumulative impacts expected to adversely 
affect biological resources as a result of the Project, including surrounding projects that 
have been completed, in process, or forthcoming must be discussed in an EIR.   
 
Why impact would occur: The IS/MND and associated 2025 Habitat and 
Jurisdictional Assessment lack sufficient information to fully evaluate the scope of 
cumulative impacts. The IS/MND’s position that anticipated disturbance to habitat 
signifies no presence of sensitive species, sensitive natural communities, or 
jurisdictional waters will lead to substantial incremental effects when viewed in 
connection with the mining operations. Because of this presumption, the Project’s 
CEQA analysis determined no avoidance, or mitigation measures are needed for 
biological resources and waters of the state. The absence of mitigation strategies that 
address collective impacts of the Project, and preceding project, increases risk to 
sensitive species and their habitats, making cumulative effects likely more significant. 
 
Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to cumulative impacts has not been adequately 
analyzed in the IS/MND. 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 states that a lead agency shall find that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment where there is substantial evidence that 
the project has potential environmental effects that are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(3), 
cumulatively considerable means “that the incremental effects of an individual project 
are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”  
 
If an EIR is required, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 states that an EIR shall discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable, as defined in section 15065(a)(3). Where a lead agency is examining a 
project with an incremental effect that is not "cumulatively considerable," a lead agency 
need not consider that effect significant but shall briefly describe its basis for 
concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. 
 
Recommendation #7: CDFW recommends that a cumulative impact analysis be 
conducted for all biological resources that will either be significantly or potentially 
significantly impacted by the construction of and long-term implementation of the 
proposed Project, including those whose impacts are determined to be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated or for those resources that are rare or in poor or 
declining health and will be impacted by the project, even if those impacts are relatively 
small (i.e. less than significant). CDFW recommends that habitat fragmentation and 
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wildlife connectivity be considered as biological resources necessary to include in the 
cumulative impacts analysis. Cumulative impacts should be analyzed using an 
acceptable methodology to evaluate the impacts of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects on resources and should be focused specifically on the 
resource, not the project. An appropriate resource study area should be identified and 
utilized for this analysis. CDFW staff are available for consultation in support of 
cumulative impacts analyses as a trustee and responsible agency under CEQA.  


 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 
 
CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected 
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB 
field survey form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link: 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The types of information reported to 
CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-
and-Animals. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 
 
The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of 
environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the 
Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of 
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is 
required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. 
Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.) 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Due to the issues presented in this letter, CDFW is concerned that the IS/MND does not 
adequately identify or mitigate the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, impacts on 
biological resources. Deficiencies in the Lead Agency CEQA document can affect later 
project approvals by CDFW in its role as a Responsible Agency. In addition, because of 
these issues, CDFW has concerns that Lead Agency may not have the basis to approve 
the project or make “findings” as required by CEQA unless the environmental document is 
modified to eliminate and/or mitigate significant impacts, as reasonably feasible (CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15074, 15091 & 15092). 
 
Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Amelia Viera, 
Environmental Scientist at Amelia.Viera@wildlife.ca.gov or (909) 544-2428.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kim Freeburn 
Environmental Program Manager  
 
 
Attachment A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
   
  
cc: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
  
  
ec: Eric Kawamura-Chan 


Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor 
Eric.Chan@wildlife.ca.gov 
 







Derek Newland, Planner II 
San Bernardino County – Land Use Service Department 
May 5, 2026 
Page 25 
 
 
 Office of Planning and Research  
 State Clearing House, Sacramento  
 state.clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov 
 
 
 







Attachment A


Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program


Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
CDFW provides the following language to be incorporated into the MMRP for the Project.


Biological Resources (BIO)


Mitigation Measure (MM) Description Implementation 
Schedule


Responsible
Party


MM-BIO-1: Inventory. Prior to commencing activities within the 
Reclamation Plan, including staging and storage, a complete and 
recent inventory will be completed, including rare, threatened, 
endangered, and candidate species, Species of Special Concern (SSC) 
and California Fully Protected Species (Fish and Game Code § 3511), 
and any other species not included in a specific listing but that can be 
shown to meet the criteria of a rare or endangered species (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15380), for which suitable habitat is present within or 
adjacent to the Project. The inventory should address seasonal 
variations in use of the Project area and should not be limited to 
resident species. Focused species-specific surveys, completed by a 
qualified biologist and conducted at the appropriate time of year and 
time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise 
identifiable are required. Acceptable species-specific survey 
procedures should be developed in consultation with CDFW and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where necessary. Note that CDFW 
generally considers biological field assessments for wildlife to be valid 
for a one-year period, and assessments for rare plants may be 
considered valid for a period of up to three years. Some aspects of 
the proposed Project may warrant periodic updated surveys for 
certain sensitive taxa, particularly if the Project is proposed to occur 
over a protracted time frame, or in phases, or if surveys are 
completed during periods of drought.


Prior to 
commencing 


ground or 
vegetation 


disturbing activities


Project 
Proponent


MM-BIO-2.1: Crotch’s bumble bee focused surveys. A qualified 
entomologist familiar with the species behavior and life history shall 
conduct surveys to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s 
bumble bee. Surveys should follow CDFW’s Survey Considerations for 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee 
Species1. If no CESA-protected bumble bees are found during the 
surveys, but the habitat assessment identified suitable nesting, 
foraging, or overwintering habitat within the project site, it is 
recommended that a biological monitor be onsite during vegetation 
or ground disturbing activities that take place during any of the 


Prior to 
commencing 


ground or 
vegetation 


disturbing activities


Project 
Proponent


1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2023. Survey Considerations for California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species.







Derek Newland, Planner II 
San Bernardino County – Land Use Service Department 
May 5, 2026 
Page 2 of 9 
 
Queen and Gyne flight Period and Colony Active Period to ensure 
continued avoidance of this highly mobile species. Survey results, 
including negative findings, should be submitted to CDFW prior to 
implementing Project-related ground disturbing activities. At 
minimum, a survey report should provide the following: 


a) A description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas 
that could provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. 
CDFW recommends the map show surveyor(s) track lines to 
document that the entire site was covered during field 
surveys. 
 
b) Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of 
qualified entomologist(s) and brief qualifications; date and 
time of survey; survey duration; general weather conditions; 
survey goals, and species searched. 
 
c) Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies. 
 
d) A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and 
biological (e.g., plant composition) conditions where each 
nest/colony is found. A sufficient description of biological 
conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should include native 
plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within 
impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation 
class; density, cover, and abundance of each species). 


 
MM-BIO-2.2: Incidental Take Permit. If Crotch’s bumble bee is 
detected and if impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee cannot be feasibly 
and fully avoided during Project construction and activities, the 
Project proponent shall coordinate with CDFW to obtain appropriate 
permits for incidental take of Crotch’s bumble bee and provide 
appropriate mitigation for impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat. 
 


Prior to 
commencing 


ground or 
vegetation 


disturbing activities 
 


Project 
Proponent 


 


MM-BIO-3: Monitoring. Daily onsite biological monitoring shall occur 
during the Project to ensure that wildlife, including sensitive animal 
species, are not significantly, adversely impacted. The Biological 
Monitor(s) shall be approved by CDFW and shall have the authority to 
immediately halt any activity that significantly impacts wildlife and 
directly contact CDFW for any reason. If the Biological Monitor(s) 
determines that the project may have an adverse effect on any 
special-status species (threatened, endangered, candidate, species of 
special concern, etc.), they shall halt construction and notify the 
appropriate agencies immediately. Unless authorized by CDFW, the 
Biological Monitor(s) shall not have the authority to handle any 


During Project 
activities 


Project Propo
nent 







Derek Newland, Planner II 
San Bernardino County – Land Use Service Department 
May 5, 2026 
Page 3 of 9 
 
special-status species (threatened, endangered, candidate, species of 
special concern, etc.). 


MM-BIO-4: Dogs. Dogs shall not be permitted in the Project area During Project 
Activities 


Project 
Proponent 


MM-BIO-5: Domestic sheep and goats. Domestic sheep and goats 
shall be prohibited in the Project area to reduce the potential for 
disease transmission to bighorn sheep. Prior to entering any Project 
Area, the Project Proponent shall ensure workers disinfect all 
personal gear, vehicles, and equipment if it may have had contact 
with domestic livestock. The Project Proponent shall install and 
maintain a boot disinfection station at each staging area and any 
workers who have had potential contact with grounds occupied by 
sheep or goats (for example, at home, visiting a farm, attending a 
County fair, going to a petting zoo, etc.), shall disinfect their boots 
before going to the work site. Workers will also ensure that their 
vehicles/equipment are washed at either a project wash station or a 
commercial wash if there is a chance that the tires or interior may be 
contaminated. 


During Project 
Activities 


Project 
Proponent 


MM-BIO-6: Worker education. Educational materials shall be created 
and incorporated into an environmental training, to be conducted for 
all Project personnel entering the Project area where sensitive 
habitats and/or species may be present. Educational materials may 
be brief and concise but should illustrate sensitive species and their 
habitat, discuss any specific measures to protect the species, what to 
do if the species is observed, and so forth. Interpretation shall be 
provided for non-English speaking workers, and the same instruction 
shall be provided for any new workers prior to their performing work 
on-site. The Biological Monitor shall prepare and post a fact sheet for 
workers that contains this information and pertinent Project contacts. 
Upon completion of the education program, employees shall sign a 
form stating they attended the program and understand all 
protection measures. These forms shall be filed at the worksite offices 
and be available to CDFW upon request. 


Prior to 
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ground or 
vegetation 


disturbing activities 
and  


During Project 
Activities As Needed 
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MM-BIO-7: Bighorn sheep buffer distance. Workers shall maintain a 
distance of at least 75 feet from bighorn sheep. If bighorn sheep 
behavior is influenced, e.g., the animal moves away or gets up from a 
recumbent position, then the onsite Biological Monitor shall increase 
the buffer to reduce the stress on the animal. 


During Project 
Activities 


Project 
Proponent 


MM-BIO-8: Pre-construction Survey for Coast Horned Lizard. To 
minimize significant impacts, the Project proponent should retain a 
qualified biologist with survey experience with native reptile species, 
such as coast horned lizard. Within 14 days prior to commencing any 
Project-related ground-disturbing activities, the qualified biologist 
should conduct focused surveys for SSC and suitable habitat. In 
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addition, the qualified biologist should conduct daily biological 
monitoring during any activities involving vegetation clearing or 
modification of natural habitat. Positive detections of coast horned 
lizard and suitable habitat at the detection location should be 
mapped and photographed. The qualified biologist should provide a 
summary report of coast horned lizard surveys to the Project 
proponent prior to implementing any Project-related ground-
disturbing activities and vegetation removal. 
 
Wildlife should be allowed to move away on their own (non-invasive, 
passive relocation) to adjacent appropriate habitat. Special status 
wildlife should be captured only by a qualified biologist with proper 
handling permits. 
 
If any coast horned lizards are harmed during relocation or a dead or 
injured animal is found during Project activities, the qualified biologist 
should be notified, dead or injured wildlife should be documented, 
and additional mitigation measures should be identified to prevent 
additional injury or death. 


During Project 
Activities 


 


MM-BIO-9: American Badger Plan. Prior to initiation of Project 
Activities, an American badger Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Plan) 
shall be developed and implemented. The objective of the plan shall 
be to avoid direct impacts to the American badger as a result of 
Project activities. The final plan is subject to review, comment, and 
revision by CDFW. The final plan shall include, but is not limited to, 
the following procedures and impact avoidance measures: Describe 
pre-construction survey and clearance field protocol, to determine 
the number and locations of single badgers on the Project site that 
would need to be avoided or passively relocated and the number and 
locations of desert kit fox/badger burrows or burrow complexes that 
would need to be collapsed to prevent re-occupancy by the animals. 
 


Prior to 
commencing 


ground or 
vegetation 


disturbing activities 
 


Project 
Proponent 


 


MM-BIO-10: American Badger Pre-Construction Survey. Biological 
Monitors shall conduct pre-construction surveys for American badger 
no more than 30 days prior to initiation of construction activities, 
including preconstruction site mobilization. Surveys shall also address 
the potential presence of active dens within 100 feet of the Project 
boundary (including access roads). If dens are detected, each den 
shall be classified as inactive, potentially active, or active den.  
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disturbing activities 
 


Project 
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MM-BIO-11: American Badger Monitoring and Protection Measures, 
Passive Hazing, and Den Excavation. The Plan will include details on 
monitoring requirements, types and methods of passive hazing, and 
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methods and timing of den excavation, including, but not limited to 
the following:  


 Inactive dens. Inactive dens (e.g., inactive dens are dens 
that are mostly or entirely silted in and ones in which the 
back of the den can clearly be seen (e.g., the den is 
shallow and straight) that would be directly impacted by 
construction activities shall be excavated by hand and 
backfilled to prevent reuse by American badger. 


 Potentially and confirmed active dens. Potentially and 
confirmed active dens that would be directly impacted by 
construction activities shall be monitored by the Biological 
Monitor for three consecutive nights using a tracking 
medium (such as diatomaceous earth or fire clay) and/or 
infrared camera stations at the entrance. If no tracks are 
observed in the tracking medium or no photos of the 
target species are captured after three nights, the den 
shall be excavated and backfilled by hand. If tracks are 
observed, the den shall be progressively blocked with 
natural materials (rocks, dirt, sticks, and vegetation piled 
in front of the entrance) for the next three to five nights to 
discourage the badger from continued use. After 
verification that the den is unoccupied it shall then be 
excavated and backfilled by hand to ensure that no 
badgers are trapped in the den. If the den is proven 
inactive then den may be excavated during whelping 
season. 


 Active natal/pupping dens. If an active natal den (a den 
with pups) is detected on the site during construction, 
CDFW shall be contacted within 24 hours to determine the 
appropriate course of action to minimize the potential for 
animal harm or mortality. The course of action would 
depend on the age of the pups, location of the den on the 
site (e.g., is the den in a central area or in a perimeter 
location), status of the perimeter site fence (completed or 
not), and the pending construction activities proposed 
near the den. A 500-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be 
maintained around all active dens. If the den is active 
during whelping season, even if pups are not seen, 
disturbance is not allowed. Active natal/pupping dens will 
not be excavated or passively relocated. 


 Relocation factors. Address other factors and procedures 
that may affect the success of relocation offsite, such as: 
estimates of the distances badgers would need to travel 
across the Project site and across adjacent lands to safely 


vegetation 
disturbing activities 


And 
During Project 
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access suitable habitat (including burrows) off-site; 
proposed scheduling of the passive relocation effort; and 
methods to minimize likelihood that the animals will 
return to the Project site during construction. 


 
MM-BIO-12: Nesting Bird Surveys. Regardless of the time of year, 
nesting bird surveys shall be performed by a qualified avian biologist 
no more than 3 days prior to vegetation removal or ground-disturbing 
activities for all phases of Project construction. Preconstruction 
surveys shall focus on both direct and indirect evidence of nesting, 
including nest locations and nesting behavior. The qualified avian 
biologist will make every effort to avoid potential nest predation as a 
result of survey and monitoring efforts. If nesting birds are not 
detected, no further action is necessary. If active nests are found 
during the pre-construction nesting bird surveys, a qualified biologist 
shall establish an appropriate nest buffer to be marked on the 
ground. Nest buffers are species specific and shall be at least 300 feet 
for passerines and 500 feet for raptors. A smaller or larger buffer may 
be determined by the qualified biologist familiar with the nesting 
phenology of the nesting species and based on nest and buffer 
monitoring results. Construction activities may not occur inside the 
established buffers, which shall remain on site until a qualified 
biologist determines whether the young have fledged or the nest is 
no longer active. Active nests and adequacy of the established buffer 
distance shall be monitored daily by the qualified biologist until the 
qualified biologist has determined the young have fledged or the 
Project has been completed. The qualified biologist has the authority 
to stop work if nesting pairs exhibit signs of disturbance. The Project 
site shall be re-surveyed if there is a lapse in construction for more 
than 3 days. 
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MM-BIO-13: Noise and Light Minimization. The Project shall restrict 
use of equipment and lighting to hours least likely to disrupt wildlife 
(e.g., not at dusk or in early morning before 9 am). Power to sites can 
be provided by solar PV (photovoltaic) systems, cogeneration systems 
(natural gas generator), small micro-hydroelectric systems, or small 
wind turbine systems. The Project proponent shall ensure the use of 
noise suppression devices such as mufflers or enclosures for 
generators. Sounds generated from any means must be below the 55-
60 dB range within 50 feet from the source. If readings do exceed 
these thresholds further measures should be implemented to reduce 
impacts from noise such as sound barriers. 
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MM-BIO-14: Revegetation Plan. The Revegetation Plan in the 
Reclamation Plan should be revised to meet full restoration standards 
of the land in order to reduce impacts to less than significant. 
 
Plans for restoration and revegetation should be prepared by persons 
with expertise in the regional ecosystems and native plant restoration 
techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used to develop 
the proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should include, at a 
minimum: (a) the location of restoration sites and assessment of 
appropriate reference sites; (b) the plant species to be used, sources 
of local propagules, container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic 
depicting the mitigation area; (d) a local seed and cuttings and 
planting schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation methodology; (f) 
measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific success 
criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures 
should the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of the 
party responsible for meeting the success criteria and providing for 
conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring of 
restoration areas should extend across a sufficient time frame to 
ensure that the new habitat is established, self-sustaining, and 
capable of surviving drought.  
 
CDFW recommends that local onsite propagules from the Project area 
and nearby vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. 
Onsite seed collection should be appropriately timed to ensure the 
viability of the seeds when planted. Onsite vegetation mapping at the 
alliance and/or association level should be used to develop 
appropriate restoration goals and local plant palettes. Reference 
areas should be identified to help guide restoration efforts. Specific 
restoration plans should be developed for various Project 
components as appropriate. Restoration objectives should include 
protecting special habitat elements or re-creating them in areas 
affected by the Project. Examples may include retention of woody 
material, logs, snags, rocks, and brush piles. Fish and Game Code 
sections 1002, 1002.5 and 1003 authorize CDFW to issue permits for 
the take or possession of plants and wildlife for scientific, 
educational, and propagation purposes.  
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disturbing activities 
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MM-BIO-15: Mitigation. CDFW recommends first avoiding any potential 
impacts to habitat utilized by wildlife corridor species. If avoidance is not 
possible the Project Proponent should replace habitat at a ratio appropriate 
to maintain a no net loss of habitat values, acreage, and function. CDFW 
recommends setting aside replacement habitat to be protected in 
perpetuity under a conservation easement. CDFW highly recommends 
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permanently protecting the adjacent land parcels held under ownership of 
the Project proponent. By protecting the adjacent parcels in-perpetuity, 
similar habitat lost due to project implementation would be preserved and 
the San Gabriel – San Bernardino corridor would not be further truncated. 
Conservation easements should be dedicated to a local land conservancy or 
other appropriate entity that has been approved to hold and manage 
mitigation lands pursuant to Assembly Bill 1094 (2012), which amended 
Government Code sections 65965-65968. Under Government Code section 
65967(c), the lead agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the 
qualifications of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit 
organization to effectively manage and steward land, water, or natural 
resources on mitigation lands it approves. An appropriate non-wasting 
endowment should be provided for the long-term management of 
mitigation lands. A mitigation land should include measures to protect the 
targeted habitat values in perpetuity from direct and indirect negative 
impacts. Issues that should be addressed include, but are not limited to, 
restrictions on access; proposed land dedications; control of illegal 
dumping; water pollution; and increased human intrusion. A conservation 
easement and endowment funds should be fully acquired, established, 
transferred, or otherwise executed prior to implementing Project related 
ground disturbing activities. 
MM-BIO-16: Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. The Project 
applicant (or “entity”) should provide written notification to CDFW 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code, section 1600 et seq. prior to any 
Project construction or activities through CDFW’s permitting portal 
(EPIMS). Based on this notification and other information, CDFW 
determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement is 
required prior to conducting the proposed activities. Please visit the 
Lake and Streambed Alteration Program webpage to obtain a 
notification package for an LSA (CDFW 2021b).  
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MM-BIO-17: Employee Awareness of Wildlife Resources. 
A qualified biologist shall conduct an education program for all 
persons employed or otherwise working on the Project site prior to 
performing any work on-site (Workers Environmental Awareness 
Program; WEAP). The WEAP shall consist of a presentation that 
includes a discussion of the biology of the habitats and species that 
may be present at the site. As part of the WEAP, the qualified 
biologist shall create and distribute educational materials to all 
Project personnel entering and Project site. Educational materials 
may be brief and concise but should illustrate sensitive species and 
their habitat, discuss any specific measures to protect the species, 
legal protections for those species, penalties for violations, what to 
do if the species is observed, and so forth. The WEAP should include, 
but not be limited to: (1) best practices for managing waste and 
reducing activities that can lead to increased occurrences of 
opportunistic species and the impacts these species can have on 


Prior to persons 
initiating work on-


site 


Project 
Proponent 







Derek Newland, Planner II 
San Bernardino County – Land Use Service Department 
May 5, 2026 
Page 9 of 9 
 
wildlife in the area and (2) protected species that have the potential 
to occur on the Project site including species of special concern, listed 
species, rare and sensitive plants, and nesting birds. Interpretation 
shall be provided for any non-English speaking workers, and the same 
instruction shall be provided for any new workers prior to their 
performing any work on-site. The Project proponent shall prepare 
and post a fact sheet for workers that contains this information and 
pertinent Project contacts. Upon completion of the education 
program, employees shall sign a form stating they attended the 
program and understand all protection measures. These forms shall 
be filed at the worksite offices and be available to CDFW upon 
request. 
MM-BIO-18: Trash Abatement. The Project proponent shall initiate a 
trash abatement program before starting Project activities and shall 
continue the program for the duration of the Project. Permittee shall 
ensure that trash and food items are contained in animal-proof 
containers and removed, ideally at daily intervals but at least once a 
week, to avoid attracting opportunistic predators such as black bears, 
ravens, coyotes, and feral dogs. 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE letter to Derek Newland, Planner II, San Bernardino
County Land Use Services Department.) I attach my prior communications
on this issue, each of which deals with issues apparently not considered in
Project No.: PMISC-2026-00029.

The proposed revisions to the current ordinance, are understated as an
"administrative" change, but actually effect a profound change--deciding
without any known evidence that mining will not create any adverse
environmental changes.

This proposed action violates the very exception cited in the
recommendation to approve this change. Title 14 Cal.Code. Regs § 15061
reads in relevant part:  
(b)  A project is exempt from CEQA if:  
(3)  The activity is covered by the common sense exemption that CEQA
applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a significant
effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with certainty that there
is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect
on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.

(14 Cal.Code. Regs § 15061(b)(3) (italics added).)

I am unaware of any "common sense" that mines present, "with certainty
that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a
significant effect on the environment. . . ." While the Agenda report makes
some mention of significant environmental effects, nowhere does the
report detail how the change in ordinance arrived as the bare conclusion of
lack of such effects. Please see attachments.

Similarly, the California Supreme Court outlines the purposes for close
concern about exemptions from CEQA:

“In order to “[e]nsure that the long-term protection of the environment,
consistent with the provision of a decent home and suitable living
environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in public
decisions” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21001, subd. (d)), CEQA and its
implementing  administrative regulations (CEQA Guidelines) 2 establish a
three-tier process to ensure that public agencies inform their decisions
with environmental considerations. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles
(1974) 13 Cal.3d 68, 74.) The first tier is jurisdictional, requiring that an
agency conduct a preliminary review to determine whether an activity is
subject to CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15060; see Pub. Resources Code, §
21065.) An activity that is not a “project” as defined in the Public
Resources Code (see § 21065) and the CEQA Guidelines (see § 15378) is
not subject to CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15060, subd. (c)(3).)

“The second tier concerns exemptions from CEQA review. The Legislature
has provided that certain projects, such as ministerial projects and repairs



to public service facilities of an emergency nature, are exempt. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (b)(1), (2); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15061,
subd. (b)(1), 15260.) In addition, pursuant to the Legislature's command
(see Pub. Resources Code, § 21084, subd. (a)), the CEQA Guidelines list
categorical exemptions or “classes of projects” that the resources agency
has determined to be exempt per se because they do not have a
significant effect on the environment. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15300 et seq.;
see § 15061, subd. (b)(2).)”
(Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Com. (2007) 41 Cal.
4th 372, 379-380)

Central to the issue of whether the County’s adoption of the Ordinance as
set out in PMISC-2026-00029 constitutes a project subject to CEQA, both
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines contain express definitions of the term
“project.”

As set forth in CEQA:
“‘Project’ means an activity which may cause either a direct physical
change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical
change in the environment, and which is any of the following:
“(a) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency.
“(b) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported, in whole or in
part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other forms of
assistance from one or more public agencies.
“(c) An activity that involves the issuance to a person of a lease, permit,
license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public
agencies.” (§ 21065.)

The CEQA Guidelines provide in relevant part:
“(a) ‘Project’ means the whole of an action, which has a potential for
resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and
that is any of the following:
“(1) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency including but not
limited to public works construction and related activities clearing or
grading of land, improvements to existing public structures, enactment
and amendment of zoning ordinances, and the adoption and amendment
of local General Plans or elements thereof pursuant to Government Code
Sections 65100–65700.
“(2) An activity undertaken by a person which is supported in whole or in
part through public agency contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, or other
forms of assistance from one or more public agencies.
“(3) An activity involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit,
license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public
agencies.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15378.)

Our Supreme Court has stressed that “[w]hether an activity constitutes a
project subject to CEQA is a categorical question respecting whether the



activity is of a general kind with which CEQA is concerned, without regard
to whether the activity will actually have environmental impact.” (Muzzy
Ranch, supra, 41 Cal. 4th at p. 381.) The question is whether the public
agency's activity is “the sort of activity that may cause a direct physical
change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment … so as to constitute a project.” (Id. at p. 382, citation
omitted.)

Indeed, “‘Ordinances passed by cities are clearly activities undertaken by a
public agency and thus potential “projects” under CEQA’” (Union of Medical
Marijuana Patients, Inc. v. City of Upland (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 1265,
1272) Based on this well-established principle, the proposed Ordinance
meets part of the definition of project as set forth in CEQA in that it
constitutes “[a]n activity directly undertaken by any public agency.”
(Cal.Pub. Resources Code § 21065.)

Our Supreme Court has had occasion to emphasize that “If the lead
agency concludes a project is exempt from review, it must issue a notice
of exemption citing the evidence on which it relied in reaching that
conclusion. (Union of Medical Marijuana Patients, Inc. v. City of San Diego
(2019) 7 Cal. 5th 1171, 1186 (citing Muzzy Ranch, supra, 41 Cal. 4th at
pp. 380, 386–387.) I see no evidence cited in the Agenda for Project No.:
PMISC-2026-00029 upon which any decision to exempt the change in
ordinance from CEQA. Rather, abundant evidence supports the likely
adverse collateral effects of at least one proposed mining operation, but
that is equally applicable to many mines in unincorporated San Bernardino
County.

I also see no statutory notice to any Native American Tribe or Band. (See
Cal.Pub.Resources Code § 21080.3.1(d).) Section 21080.1.1(d)'s notice
requirement is triggered by grant of a "project." (See Cal.Pub.Resources
Code § 21065.) Ordinances concerning exempting mining rights from
CEQA is such a project. (See ibid; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15378(a) [CEQA
Guidelines define a project as "the whole of an action, which has a
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment[.]");  McQueen v. Board of Directors of the Mid-Peninsula
Regional Open Space District (1988) 202 Cal.App. 3rd 1136, 1143 [the
term "project" is given a broad interpretation in order to maximize the
protection of the environment].)  Project No.: PMISC-2026-00029 is just
the sort of project that triggers such notice.

Our Supreme Court has instructed that if "‘an agency fails to proceed [as
CEQA requires], harmless error analysis is inapplicable. The failure to
comply with the law subverts the purposes of CEQA if it omits material
necessary to informed decisionmaking and informed public participation.
Case law is clear that, in such cases, the error is prejudicial.'" (Sierra Club
v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502, 515; see also § 21005(a)



[noncompliance with CEQA "may constitute a prejudicial abuse of
discretion … regardless of whether a different outcome would have
resulted if the public agency had complied with those provisions"].) As the
Court of Appeal recently summarized: "In other words, if failure to comply
with the law results in an environmental document that omits information,
and the omission ‘precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public
participation,' the goals of CEQA have been thwarted and there has been a
prejudicial abuse of discretion." (Koi Nation of Northern California v. City
of Clearlake 2025)109 Cal.App. 5th 815, 836 (citation omitted).) 

In addition, I am greatly concerned that considering the changes to the
County Ordinance has occurred while leaving out other important
stakeholders interested in deleterious effects of mining–residents and
homeowners within the predictable range of adverse effects. Page 2 of the
Agenda admits such an omission:

"An initial stakeholder meeting occurred on November 13, 2023, where
County staff provided a presentation informing stakeholders of proposed
updates to Chapter 88.03. Stakeholders included local mining operators
and the California Construction and Industrial Materials Association
(CalCIMA). County staff received comments from the mining operators
requesting that CalCIMA coordinate with the County throughout the
process to ensure the updates are comprehensive and incorporate all
applicable changes to SMARA. Stakeholders expressed support for the
update during the stakeholder meeting. County staff then collaborated
with CalCIMA to prepare an update to Chapter 88.03 and develop an initial
draft of the ordinance. The initial draft of the proposed ordinance was then
submitted to SMGB for comments during the board’s November 20, 2025,
regular business meeting. Following discussion, the SMGB had no
comments for the County’s consideration."

As with the closely allied procedures required by grants of vested mining
rights, persons with concerns about adverse effects of mining, demand
due process notice to all persons likely to be adversely affected. (See
Calvert v. County of Yuba (2006) 145 Cal.App. 4th 613.)

The process--as described in the Agenda--is, therefore improperly one-
sided, suffers from improper notice, and fails to comply with the CEQA
exemption process or its substantive requirements for an exemption.

I urge a rejection of the proposed Ordinance.

Respectfully submitted,

Henry J. Josefsberg, Esq.
Post Office Box 546
Wrightwood, California 92397-0546
(562) 342-9401 (voice)





From: Barry Bernhard
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Monday, July 6, 2026 12:25:57 PM

You don't often get email from wyshbrynger@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

Dear Planning Commissioners, Land Use Services Staff, and County Officials,

I am writing to ask that the Planning Commission continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption of the proposed surface mining ordinance as currently written.

I understand that the County is presenting this as an administrative update intended to bring
Chapter 88.03 into alignment with SMARA, the State Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. I
also understand that this ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry by
name.

However, in light of the ongoing Lone Pine Canyon quarry controversy, this ordinance raises
serious public trust concerns.

The County's own agenda packet describes this as a comprehensive repeal and reenactment
of the County's surface mining and land reclamation ordinance. It addresses vested rights,
reclamation plans, amendments, financial assurances, inspections, enforcement, idle mines,
annual reports, and post-approval procedures. Those are not minor administrative details.
They are the exact procedural categories that matter in controversial mining operations like
Lone Pine Canyon.

The concern is not simply that the County is updating its mining ordinance. The concern is that
the County is asking the public to accept a major rewrite of the mining rulebook as though it
were neutral housekeeping, while communities affected by mining are being asked to trust that
none of this will matter later.

The process also raises concern. The staff report says County staff coordinated with mining
operators and CalCIMA, the mining industry association, while preparing this update. It does
not describe comparable outreach to affected communities, residents living near mines, fire
safety agencies, watershed groups, tribal representatives, environmental organizations, or
local groups currently dealing with the impacts of proposed or revived mining operations.

Even if no improper intent existed, the process appears tilted toward the regulated industry
rather than the people who will live with the consequences of these rules. That appearance
alone should be enough to slow this process down.

The vested-rights provisions are especially important. The ordinance says mining operations
with recognized vested rights may not need a regular County mining permit, although they still
require a reclamation plan and financial assurance. It also says the County will recognize prior
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administrative vested-rights determinations or confirmations, if consistent with applicable law.

In the context of Lone Pine Canyon, that language matters.

The County should answer clearly and, on the record, whether this ordinance preserves,
validates, reinforces, expands, or otherwise affects the County's prior handling of the Lone
Pine Canyon vested-rights issue.

Any claimed vested right must be precisely proven and limited. It should not be treated as a
blank check. The County should identify the exact property boundaries, depth, material,
extraction method, processing activity, blasting or crushing activity, haul routes, and
operational intensity covered by any claimed vested right.

The public hearing issue is also significant. The ordinance allows the Director to decide
whether certain reclamation plan changes are substantial or non-substantial. If deemed non-
substantial, some changes may be approved through Staff Review without Notice. The
examples include changes to final contours, roads, revegetation plans, reclamation methods,
safety measures, phasing, and other modifications.

For a project like Lone Pine Canyon, those details are not minor. A change to a road, slope,
drainage feature, revegetation plan, phase boundary, access point, or safety measure can
affect traffic, erosion, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, and public safety. Calling
something non-substantial in an office does not make it harmless on the ground.

The same concern applies to idle mine management plans. The ordinance allows certain
Interim Management Plan decisions and renewals to proceed without a public hearing. It also
states that those plans are not subject to CEQA. Again, that may be allowed under SMARA, but
the question is whether San Bernardino County should accept the lowest level of public
process for mining sites that may directly affect nearby communities.

The staff report also states that the County is not proposing rules more stringent than SMARA.
That is a policy choice. San Bernardino County includes mountain communities, canyon roads,
wildfire-prone areas, sensitive watersheds, rural neighborhoods, evacuation routes, and
environmentally significant landscapes. The County could choose stronger local safeguards.
This ordinance does not appear to do that.

At minimum, before this ordinance is recommended for adoption, the County should answer
the following questions clearly and publicly:

1. Does this ordinance affect pending or controversial mining operations, including Lone Pine
Canyon?

2. Does this ordinance preserve, validate, reinforce, expand, or otherwise affect the County's
prior handling of the Lone Pine Canyon vested-rights issue?

3. Which decisions under this ordinance can be made without public notice or a public
hearing?

4. Who decides whether a reclamation plan change is substantial or non-substantial?
5. Will the public be notified when staff approves a mining-related change through Staff Review

without Notice?
6. Will changes involving roads, grading, drainage, slopes, revegetation, phasing, traffic,



blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety require
public notice and public review?

7. Which mining operators participated in the development of this ordinance?
8. What specific role did CalCIMA play in shaping the ordinance?
9. Were any operators with pending, vested, idle, reclamation-only, or controversial projects

involved in the drafting or review process?
10. Why was there not comparable outreach to affected communities before this item came

forward?
11. What documents, redlines, comments, meeting notes, and communications shaped the

final ordinance language?
12. What safeguards will the County add to ensure that administrative review is not used to

bypass public participation on meaningful mining decisions?

The appropriate action is not to move this forward as-is.

Please continue this item. Please direct staff to conduct broader public outreach, disclose the
stakeholder process, publish a complete response-to-comments matrix, and return with
amendments that guarantee public notice and public review for mining-related decisions that
could affect surrounding communities.

The County may view this ordinance as an internal update. The public does not experience it
that way. To residents, this looks like the County rewriting the mining rulebook in the middle of
a live and highly controversial mining fight, after consulting the mining industry, while asking
affected communities to trust that the changes are merely administrative.

That is exactly the kind of process that undermines confidence in local government.

If the County wants public trust, it should not ask the public to discover the consequences
later. It should explain them now.

Respectfully,

Barry Bernhard

Wrightwood, CA



From: Emily Jacobson
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe;

Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 12:44:48 PM

You don't often get email from emilyjacobson27@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Emily Jacobson 
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From: Craig Kupka
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Proposal: Repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the County Development Code (Surface Mining and Land

Reclamation Ordinance).
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 4:54:27 PM

You don't often get email from ckupka@glendale.edu. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Agenda Item #3 – PMISC-2026-00029

Why is the ordinance itself considered exempt from CEQA when it substantially
restructures how mining is regulated? 
Which future permit amendments or reclamation plan changes will require public
notice and hearings, and which can be handled administratively?
How will nearby communities be notified of significant amendments to mining
operations?
Will inspection reports, enforcement actions, and financial assurance reviews be
publicly available?
How will the County ensure transparency while implementing this expanded
administrative framework?

We respectfully ask the Planning Commission to:

Slow this process down.
Fully evaluate the environmental consequences of these proposed changes.
Reject the use of a CEQA "Common Sense Exemption" for a
comprehensive rewrite of the mining ordinance.
Require public notice and public hearings for any mining permit or
reclamation plan amendment that could affect nearby communities.

Specifically, NO amendment affecting:

mining intensity,
blasting,
crushing,
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truck traffic,
haul roads,
wildfire risk,
evacuation routes,
groundwater,
air quality,
mitigation measures,
or public safety

should ever be approved through Staff Review Without PUBLIC Notice.



From: Debra Bernhard
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 5:05:50 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from debrab@lexillc.com. Learn why this is
important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I respectfully request the to Planning Commission to please include this comment in the
official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-
00029.

Please Continue Agenda Item 3 and do not recommend adoption as-is.

Before moving this ordinance forward, I respectfully ask the county to:

Explain how this ordinance affects pending, controversial, vested-rights, idle, and
reclamation-only mining operations, including Lone Pine Canyon.
Disclose who helped shape the ordinance, including mining operators and CalCIMA, the
mining industry association.
Conduct broader public outreach to affected communities before adoption.
Add public notice and public review protections for mining-related decisions that could
affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, phasing, revegetation, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.
Clearly identify which decisions under the ordinance can be made without public notice
or a public hearing.

Please, I am begging you to do the right thing for the people you represent, for all of our health
and safety!

Warm Regards,
Debra Bernhard
Lexi Interpretation, Inc
772-828-1436
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From: Deb Bernhard
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe;

Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 5:08:22 PM

You don't often get email from dbernhard96@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning
Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon
quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an
active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects
pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA
input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice
and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading,
drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts,
habitat, or public safety.
Respectfully,
D. Bernhard
Wrightwood Resident
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From: JENNIFER MIESCHER-VANDEVRUGT
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Rowe
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 5:36:19 PM

[You don't often get email from joysclind@aol.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Planning commission :

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,

Jennifer Miescher-Vandevrugt
Wrightwood resident
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From: Corinne Corte
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 9:19:57 PM

You don't often get email from corinnec242@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Evening:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Dr. Corinne Corte
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From: Jennifer Unibe
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Baca; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Cook; LUS -

Customer Service; COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 9:31:04 PM

You don't often get email from jennzlens@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Evening,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial
issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining
operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related
decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water
quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Jennifer Unibe
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From: Raechel Thacker
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Baca; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Cook; LUS -

Customer Service; Board Meeting Comments; COB - Internet E-Mail
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 9:36:26 PM

You don't often get email from raechelthacker@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, air quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Raechel Thacker
Wrightwood stakeholder 
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From: Joseph Salcido
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Baca; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Cook; LUS -

Customer Service; Board Meeting Comments; COB - Internet E-Mail
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 9:39:42 PM

You don't often get email from pheallox@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, air quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Joseph Salcido
Operating Engineer, Wrightwood Resident
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From: Sydney Nelson
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Board Meeting Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 9:49:46 PM

[You don't often get email from sydneypnelson@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,
Sydney Nelson
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From: Gabriel Unibe
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Baca; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Cook; LUS -

Customer Service; COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:04:45 PM

You don't often get email from gabriel.unibe@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Evening,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial
issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining
operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related
decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water
quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Gabriel Unibe
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From: Laura
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:19:18 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from mllg@earthlink.net. Learn why this is important
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,

Laura Gallagher
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From: Adriana Martin
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB@sbcounty.gov.com; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:55:40 PM

You don't often get email from imdredre@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Evening:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Adriana Martin
Wrightwood Resident
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From: Brainheart Co.
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Board Meeting Comments; COB@sbcounty.gov.com
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 10:59:57 PM

You don't often get email from brainheartco@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Anthony Martin
Wrightwood resident
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From: Janet Chang
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 11:02:19 PM

[You don't often get email from janetkchang@icloud.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety
Respectfully,

Janet Chang
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From: Julia Reineman
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 11:23:22 PM

You don't often get email from hola2julia@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission 
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am requesting the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and NOT recommend 
adoption as-is. 

This ordinance unfairly rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is 
an active and controversial issue. 

I understand the challenging balance between increasing potential income for the county, 
while protecting the valuable natural resources the county has, as well as the residents 
therein.

However, the residents of the county have the right to public notice and public review for 
any and all major mining-related decisions. 

As you consider your decision, please remember that you have a fiduciary responsibility to 
the voters in your district to make ethical decisions.

Respectfully,

Julia Reineman, Ph. D.
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Concerned Wrightwood resident



From: Paula Ames-Axt
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Tuesday, July 7, 2026 11:44:26 PM

[You don't often get email from lovingwrightwood@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,
Paula Ames-Axt
Wrightwood CA
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From: Dennis Nadalin
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Re: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 12:07:49 AM

[You don't often get email from dncameraman@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,

Dennis Nadalin
Wrightwood Homeowner
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From: Julie Whited
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:03:03 AM

[You don't often get email from juliemikey@me.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,

Julie Whited
Michael Yurina
5570 Juniper Dr.
Wrightwood CA 92397-2726
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From: Anna Cook
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:13:20 AM

You don't often get email from annaleecook99@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good morning:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities,
and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat,
or public safety.

Respectfully,

Anna Cook
546 Mountain View
Wrightwood, CA 92397
760 694-4068
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From: Betsy Bryant
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:27:57 AM

[You don't often get email from skyslug@netscape.net. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.
Please take the time and effort to continue Agenda Item 3, and do not rewrite this procedure as it will negatively
impact our area, habitat, wildlife, health, infrastructure, property values, and income.

Respectfully,
Betsy Bryant
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From: Annette Bliudzius
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 8:35:32 AM

You don't often get email from bliudzius1116@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good morning:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities,
and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat,
or public safety.

Respectfully,

Annette A. Bliudzius

5733 Acorn Dr.
Wrightwood, CA  92397
760-713-2458
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From: Candy Slaick
To: Planning Commission Comments; COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service;

Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:01:48 AM

You don't often get email from luvmeachevy@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Candice Slaick
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From: Bonnie Hanson
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:03:32 AM

You don't often get email from bhanson526@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To Whom It May Concern:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but
it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct
broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for
any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic,
blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.
Respectfully,

Bonnie L Hanson
Wrightwood Resident
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From: Dr. Rhonda K. Rodgers
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:10:09 AM

You don't often get email from rhondakay.rodgers@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good morning:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities,
and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat,
or public safety.

Respectfully,

Dr. Rhonda Rodgers
Wrightwood Resident
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From: Lesliee
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:20:25 AM

You don't often get email from lesliee6179@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities,
and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat,
or public safety.

Respectfully,

Dr. Lesliee Antonette
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From: jessica cerutti
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:45:18 AM

You don't often get email from jessicawareheim@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission 
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend 
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but 
it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and 
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or 
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct 
broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for 
any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, 
blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Jessica Cerutti
323-973-0222
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From: bob@fly-ul.com
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:54:43 AM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from bob@fly-ul.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026
Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not
recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the
Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures
while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County
should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights
mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input,
conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public
notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could
affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.
Respectfully,

Robert Comperini
PO Box 3484
Wrightwood, CA 92397
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Jay Gammill 

5509 Sheep Creek Drive / PO Box 355 

Wrightwood, CA 92397 

jay.gammill@gmail.com 

(323) 337-4156 

July 8, 2026 

San Bernardino County Planning Commission 

c/o PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov 

385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor 

San Bernardino, CA 92415 

cc: Derek Newland, Planner II, Land Use Services (Derek.Newland@lus.sbcounty.gov); Jonathan Hagman, 

Land Use Coordinator; Supervisor Paul Cook (First District); California Department of Conservation, 

Division of Mine Reclamation 

Re: Public Comment in Opposition to Approval as Presented — Agenda Item #3, PMISC-2026-00029, 

Repeal and Reenactment of Chapter 88.03 (Surface Mining and Land Reclamation Ordinance), July 9, 

2026 Planning Commission Meeting 

Honorable Commissioners: 

I am a Wrightwood resident whose community is currently the site of the Lone Pine Canyon Road 

Quarry proposal (Project No. MRP-2025-00002), which the Commission will hear on July 23, 2026. I 

submitted detailed comments on that project to Land Use Services on May 7, 2026 and a supplemental 

letter to the Board of Supervisors on May 15, 2026, both of which are in the administrative record. I 

write on the mining-ordinance item now before the Commission because the two matters are directly 

connected: this Commission is being asked to approve, on July 9, a new regulatory framework that 

would govern how the Lone Pine Reclamation Plan — which the Commission itself will vote on two 

weeks later — may be amended over its 150-year operational life. I respectfully urge the Commission to 

continue Agenda Item #3, evaluate the ordinance under standard CEQA review rather than the Common 

Sense Exemption, and narrow proposed Section 88.03.080 before approving the ordinance. 

1. The Item Is Being Presented as an Administrative Update, but Staff's Own 
Description Says Otherwise 

Staff is recommending approval under a CEQA “Common Sense Exemption” (CEQA Guidelines § 

15061(b)(3)) on the basis that the ordinance will not result in significant environmental impacts. But the 

staff report itself describes the proposal as a “comprehensive repeal and reenactment” that 

“substantially expands, reorganizes, and clarifies” the County’s mining regulations. That description does 



not match the exemption. A comprehensive rewrite of the regulatory framework governing surface 

mining across San Bernardino County — including new administrative-only procedures for amending 

permits and reclamation plans — is a regulatory action with foreseeable environmental consequences, 

and it should be evaluated as such. 

2. Section 88.03.080 Would Allow Substantial Changes to the Lone Pine Reclamation 
Plan Without Public Notice 

The most significant new provision in the proposed ordinance is Section 88.03.080, which creates a two-

track process for modifying mining permits and reclamation plans. Changes designated as “substantial 

deviations” receive public notice and a hearing. Changes designated as “non-substantial deviations” are 

handled by the Planning Director through “Staff Review Without Notice” — which by definition means 

no public notice, no public hearing, and no opportunity for the affected community to comment before 

the change is approved. 

Section 88.03.080(f) provides examples of changes that would be treated as non-substantial deviations. 

Among the examples relevant to the Lone Pine project: 

• “Minor changes to existing on-site roads and encroachments directly from the surface mining 

operation to a public road” — which describes precisely the haul-truck access points between 

the quarry and Lone Pine Canyon Road, the only currently-passable evacuation route out of 

Wrightwood. 

• “Modifications that allow compliance with requirements imposed by other public agencies” — 

which would allow the operator to make changes imposed by the state Department of 

Conservation, the air district, or CDFW without any local-government public process. 

The Lone Pine Reclamation Plan, if approved on July 23, will govern a 150-year operation. Over that 

timespan there will be many amendments. Under the proposed ordinance, whether the community 

learns about any given amendment will depend entirely on the Director's substantial-versus-non-

substantial determination. That is too much authority to place in a single administrative decision 

without stronger procedural safeguards. 

3. Requested Action 

I respectfully ask the Commission to: 

• Continue Agenda Item #3 to allow additional stakeholder input from tribal nations, CDFW, 

NAHC, and affected communities; 

• Direct staff to evaluate the ordinance under standard CEQA review rather than the Common 

Sense Exemption, given the substantial-restructure nature of the proposal by staff’s own 

description; and 



• Narrow Section 88.03.080 to require public notice and hearing for any proposed amendment 

that could affect blasting operations, haul-truck routes or road encroachments, air quality, 

groundwater, wildfire risk, evacuation routes, or public safety — regardless of whether the 

Director classifies the change as substantial or non-substantial. 

Wrightwood is currently living the consequences of a mining approval that moved too fast and too 

quietly. The March 7, 2019 vested-rights determination that authorized the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry 

was decided on a 3–2 split vote of this Commission, with the Chair and Vice Chair both dissenting, on a 

staff CEQA recommendation of “Not a project,” in roughly twenty minutes of hearing time. That 

determination was carried by the vote of a commissioner who has since pled guilty in federal court to 

bribery for selling land-use approvals. My community will be living with the results until the year 2175. 

Please do not adopt a new ordinance that makes it easier to approve mining-related changes without 

public notice. Continue this item and get it right. 

Thank you for your service and for your consideration of this comment. Please confirm receipt and add 

this letter to the administrative record for Agenda Item #3, PMISC-2026-00029. 

Respectfully, 

 
Jay Gammill 

Resident, Wrightwood, California (First District) 



From: Steven Coombs
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 11:44:48 AM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from coombzeez@hotmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,
Shannon Coombs

mailto:coombzeez@hotmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
mailto:COB@sbcounty.gov
mailto:BoardMeetingComments@cob.sbcounty.gov
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mailto:Supervisor.Cook@bos.sbcounty.gov
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mailto:Supervisor.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov
mailto:Supervisor.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov
mailto:Supervisor.Baca@bos.sbcounty.gov
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From: Linda Shores
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 11:46:16 AM

You don't often get email from shoresrealestate@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

____Linda Shores______________________ 
(insert your name)

Linda Shores
909-214-8167

mailto:shoresrealestate@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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Via email PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov 

 
San Bernardino Planning Commission      July 8, 2026  
c/o Land Use Services Department 
Planning Commission Secretary  
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, 1st Floor  
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
Re: July 9, 2026 Agenda, Item 3: An ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the 
San Bernardino County Development Code related to local surface mining and land 
reclamation regulations. 
 
Planning Commissioners,  
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity, Earthworks, Sierra Club, 
and National Parks Conservation Association regarding Agenda Item 3 on the July 9, 2026 
Planning Commission agenda: “An ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San 
Bernardino County Development Code related to local surface mining and land reclamation 
regulations” (the “proposed development code” or “Project”).  
 
We respectfully urge the Planning Commission to deny the recommendations to the Board of 
Supervisors at this time. Several provisions of the proposed development code are contradictory, 
inaccurate, and appear to impermissibly limit or abrogate the County’s obligations under both the 
State Mining and Reclamation Act (“SMARA”) and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”). In addition, the Project does not qualify for the CEQA exemption asserted because it 
may result in significant impacts to the environment.  We also request that the item be 
continued to allow more time for public review and comment on the proposed development 
code changes.  
 
Most of the proposed development code appears to be a straight-forward update of the County’s 
ordinances implementing SMARA and state regulations to incorporate changes in the law since 
2007. As it stands, the interplay between local, state, and federal permitting for surface mining 
projects in California is complicated to navigate. The County, state and federal agencies, and the 
public will benefit from more clarity in how mining projects are permitted. We hope to work 
cooperatively with the County to recommend revisions to the code that will help clarify the 

mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
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process and ensure that mine permitting includes adequate safeguards to protect the County’s 
resources, such as groundwater, air quality, public lands, and endangered species habitat.  
 
However, the current draft of the updated code includes a major carve out to the County’s 
responsibility for SMARA permitting and CEQA review for projects on federal lands in the 
section entitled “applicability.”  Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) should be removed from the 
recommendation to the San Bernardino Board of Supervisors for several reasons as detailed 
below.   
 

1. Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) is contradictory, inaccurate, and fails to provide clear 
guidance 
 

The Project includes a major carveout to the County’s permitting and review obligations under 
SMARA and CEQA for projects located on federal lands by attempting to limit the 
“applicability” of the development code requirements on federal lands. Proposed Section 
88.03.040(b) states: 
 

(b) Federal Lands. Where surface mining operations occur, or are proposed, 
partially or entirely on federally managed public lands, the County may accept 
documents and environmental studies prepared by federal agencies as functionally 
equivalent to meet the County’s requirements under this Chapter, consistent with 
the 1992 Memorandum of Understanding between the State of California and 
such federal agencies, and any subsequent amendments or successor agreements 
entered into by the parties. A Permit shall not be required for those portions of 
surface mining operations that require and obtain a federally approved plan of 
operation, or other federal authorization, to conduct surface mining operation. 

 
(Emphases added.)  

  
a. Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) Is Internally Contradictory and Inconsistent with 

SMARA 
 
The text of proposed Section 88.03.040(b) is internally contradictory because the first sentence 
says the County “may accept” the federal documentation and environmental review, which 
clearly calls call for a case-by-case consideration, while the second sentence provides a blanket 
carve out from the applicability of County SMARA permitting for projects that have obtained 
federal plan of operations or other authorizations.  
 
With the blanket carveout in the second sentence, the County would unlawfully limit the 
applicability of the County’s permitting and other SMARA obligations on Federal Lands 
contrary to the intent of SMARA and case law. As explained in Nelson v. Cty. of Kern (2010), 
190 Cal. App. 4th 252, 267-68:  

 
The Legislature declared that its intent in enacting SMARA was “to create and 
maintain an effective and comprehensive surface mining and reclamation policy  
with regulation of surface mining operations so as to assure that: [¶] (a) Adverse 
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environmental effects are prevented or minimized and that mined lands are 
reclaimed to a usable condition which is readily adaptable for alternative land 
uses[; and ¶] (b) The production and conservation of minerals are encouraged, 
while giving consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, 
range and forage, and aesthetic enjoyment.” (§ 2712, subds. (a) & (b).) “To 
achieve those goals, SMARA requires that persons conducting surface mining 
operations obtain a permit and obtain approval of a reclamation plan from a 
designated lead agency for areas subjected to post-January 1, 1976, mining. (§§ 
2770, 2776.)” (Hansen Brothers Enterprises, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1996) 
12 Cal.4th 533, 547 [48 Cal. Rptr. 2d 778, 907 P.2d 1324], fn. omitted.) In 
particular, SMARA provides: “[N]o person shall conduct surface mining 
operations unless a permit is obtained from, a reclamation plan has been 
submitted to and approved by, and financial assurances for reclamation have been 
approved by, the lead agency for the operation pursuant to this article.” (§ 2770, 
subd. (a).) This section, including the requirement that a surface mining permit be 
obtained from the lead agency, has been described as “ ‘[a]t the heart of SMARA.’ 
” (People ex rel. Dept. of Conservation v. El Dorado County (2005) 36 Cal.4th 
971, 984 [32 Cal. Rptr. 3d 109, 116 P.3d 567].) 

 
County permitting and review is needed to ensure that “adverse environmental effects are 
prevented or minimized,” “that mined lands are reclaimed to a usable condition which is readily 
adaptable for alternative land uses,” and that “the production and conservation of minerals are 
encouraged, while giving consideration to values relating to recreation, watershed, wildlife, 
range and forage, and aesthetic enjoyment.” (Public Resources Code § 2712 (a) & (b).) Because 
the second sentence of Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) would undermine the purposes of 
SMARA, it should be deleted. 
 
Recommendation 1:  
 
Delete the second sentence of Proposed Section 88.03.040(b):  
 

A Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface mining 
operations that require and obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or 
other federal authorization, to conduct surface mining operation. 

 
b. Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) Misstates and Improperly Relies on the 1992 MOU 

 
The first sentence of the proposed Section 88.03.040(b) also leaves out key terms of the 1992 
Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) on which it relies. The MOU does not assume that 
federal documents and environmental studies are functionally equivalent to County’s 
requirements or that such equivalence alone is sufficient. Rather, the MOU requires that in order 
to be accepted by the lead agency, the Federal plans and studies must meet or exceed the state 
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and local requirements and other applicable state and local laws and regulations.1  The MOU 
provides:  
 

(2) Lead agencies may accept as functionally equivalent documents to meet their 
requirements under SMARA, operating plans, reclamation plans and 
environmental studies that meet the requirements of Forest service and BLM 
regulations [submitted pursuant to federal regulation provided such plans and 
studies meet or exceed lead agency requirements as included in the lead 
agency's State-certified surface mining and reclamation ordinance and any other 
applicable laws and regulations]; and alternatively, Forest Service and BLM may 
accept as functionally equivalent documents to meet their requirements, operating 
plans, reclamation plans and environmental studies [submitted to the lead agency 
when such plans and studies meet or exceed requirements set by the BLM] that 
meet SMARA requirements. 
(3) Lead agencies may accept as functionally equivalent, documents prepared 
under NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508) that meet the requirements of CEQA. 

 
MOU at 4 (emphases added). Notably, the MOU is outdated in several respects (as explained in 
more detail below).   
 
Moreover, the first sentence of proposed Section 88.03.040(b) fails to provide any process for the 
County to determine whether or not the federal documents are “functionally equivalent to the 
County’s requirements,” or “meet or exceed lead agency requirements as included in the lead 
Agency’s State-certified surface mining and reclamation ordinance and any other applicable laws 
and regulations,” and fails to provide any public notice and input or record keeping of that 
decision making.2   
 
Recommendation 2:  
 
Delete the first sentence of proposed Section 88.03.040(b):  
 

Where surface mining operations occur, or are proposed, partially or entirely 
on federally managed public lands, the County may accept documents and 
environmental studies prepared by federal agencies as functionally 
equivalent to meet the County’s requirements under this Chapter, consistent 
with the 1992 Memorandum of Understanding between the State of 
California and such federal agencies, and any subsequent amendments or 
successor agreements entered into by the parties. 

 
1 These include CEQA as well as California Endangered Species Act, Western Joshua Tree 
Conservation Act, California Water Code, etc. 
2 We have been informed and believe that the County has informally relied on the MOU in the 
past to not require permits for some mining exploration projects, however, in response to a 
Public Records Act request from the Center for Biological Diversity, the County on March 31, 
2026, in an email entitled “San Bernardino County public records request #26-8723” provided no 
records at all about such projects.  
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Alternate Recommendation 2:  
 
If the County retains the first sentence, it should be revised to include a requirement that 
the documents or environmental studies “meet or exceed lead agency requirements as 
included in the lead Agency’s State-certified surface mining and reclamation ordinance and 
any other applicable laws and regulations,” and a process for public notice when County 
determination is pending, the basis for any proposed determination that the federal plans 
and permits or environmental studies are meet or exceed requirements for surface mining 
and reclamation under this ordinance and any other applicable laws and regulations, and 
record keeping requirements for all such determinations.  
 

2. Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) could result in violations of SMARA by allowing mining 
operations to evade needed reclamation, financial assurances, monitoring and 
reporting obligations 

 
The County cannot lawfully make a blanket exemption from its SMARA obligations on Federal 
Lands as proposed under the second sentence of Proposed Section 88.03.040(b). SMARA applies 
on all lands in California, including Federal Lands. Nothing in SMARA authorizes a county to 
relinquish its responsibilities as a lead agency simply because a federal agency has approved a 
plan of operations or issued another federal authorization. 
 
Moreover, SMARA’s reclamation requirements are not identical to the Federal requirements, nor 
are they fully satisfied through federal permitting process. SMARA provides broader protections 
to the environment than Federal reclamation requirements including backfill requirements, 
financial assurances requirements, as well as more rigorous monitoring and reporting.   
 
Reliance on Federal permitting and federal environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) is not a substitute for the County’s separate obligations 
under SMARA or CEQA. Federal agencies do not administer SMARA and federal 
environmental review does not eliminate the County’s duty to ensure compliance with 
California’s reclamation and environmental review requirements. 

 
3. CEQA Review of the Project as a Whole is Required for SMARA compliance  

 
Reliance on Federal environmental review under NEPA that would be authorized in the first 
sentence of proposed Section 88.03.040(b), is not a substitute for the County’s required CEQA 
review for SMARA approvals because NEPA and CEQA are not largely equivalent and are 
moving further apart. As discussed in more detail below, the assumptions in the MOU that NEPA 
compliance would be sufficient in many cases to ensure CEQA compliance are not accurate. 
Therefore, the proposed development code could result in violations of CEQA.   
 
For example, under CEQA, the lead agency must address the whole of the action in determining 
whether a proposal has the “potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment,” and thus 
is a project requiring CEQA review. (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15378 (a),(c); see Nelson v. Cty. of 
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Kern (2010), 190 Cal. App. 4th 252, 278 [BLM’s review of proposed surface mining operations 
under NEPA does not preclude county from undertaking environmental review of entire mining 
proposal under CEQA].)  CEQA prevents piecemeal review by defining the “project” broadly to 
include any “reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” (San Joaquin 
Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 654.)  CEQA forbids 
“piecemeal” review of the significant environmental impacts of a project, and therefore, a public 
agency may not divide a single project into smaller individual projects in order to avoid its 
responsibility to consider the environmental impacts of the project as a whole. (Orinda Assn. v. 
Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal. App. 3d 1145, 1171.)  This rule derives, in part, from 
Public Resources Code section 21002.1, subdivision (d), which requires the lead agency to 
“consider[] the effects, both individual and collective, of all activities involved in [the] project.”  
(Emphasis added.)  CEQA prohibits piecemeal review because—absent such a prohibition—a 
series of sub-projects could be separately considered by an agency, such that a large project with 
cumulatively “disastrous consequences” could avoid review under CEQA. (Bozung v. Local 
Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283–284.)  
 
In contrast, under recent caselaw and the new DOI and USDA regulations, NEPA review is 
increasingly fragmented into small approvals that are undertaken based on categorical exclusions 
and agencies are encouraged to take a narrow view of the impacts of any “project” that is being 
permitted. CEQA also includes mandatory elements that are different from those required in 
NEPA review and requires a broader look at alternatives than is provided under NEPA review. 
Some impacts that must be considered under CEQA that are not required to be included in 
Federal environmental review include, but not limited to, GHG impacts, growth inducing 
impacts, cumulative impacts, avoidance through alternatives, and mandatory mitigation and 
minimization measures. (See Nelson v. Cty. of Kern (2010), 190 Cal. App. 4th 252, 278-79; 14 
C.C.R. § 15221(b).) 
 
Further, under CEQA, as set forth in AB 52, a lead agency must engage in a “good faith” effort 
to consult with all affected tribes to develop mitigation measures that are reasonable and 
mutually agreed upon. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21082.3(a).) Agencies are required to provide notice to 
all “California Native American tribe(s) traditionally and culturally affiliated with a geographic 
area of the proposed project.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21080.3.1(a)-(b).) This requirement that the 
County engage in “good faith” effort and consult with all affected tribes, under AB 52 (Pub. Res. 
Code § 21082.3(a)), is different from Federal consultation requirements and would not happen 
under the proposed development code changes.  On this basis as well, the first sentence of 
proposed Section 88.03.040(b) should be deleted.  
 

4. The 1992 MOU is outdated and inaccurate.  
  
The MOU assumed that NEPA and CEQA were “largely equivalent.” 
 

WHEREAS, the statutory requirements of the National Environmental Protection 
Act. of 1969 (NEPA) for the Forest Service and BLM, and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for State and local agencies are largely 
equivalent. 
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MOU at 3; see also MOU at 4 (citing the now withdrawn CEQ regulations 40 CFR 1500-1508). 
Even if some equivalence in these environmental reviews had been true in 1992, it is not true 
today.  NEPA, particularly under the new USDA and DOI regulations (see 91 Fed. Reg. 17062  
(April 3, 2026); 91 Fed. Reg. 8738 (Feb. 24, 2026)) does not provide the same depth or breath of 
environmental review as CEQA.  As just one example, CEQA requires public notice and an 
opportunity for participation whereas NEPA implementation no longer requires public notice or 
an opportunity to comment when the agency proposes to rely on a categorical exclusion or 
environmental assessment, and even for environmental impact statements (EIS), federal agencies 
may only be providing for public notice and comment at the scoping stage—not for the draft or 
final EIS.3 
 
Even under the MOU’s own terms, the County’s reliance on it is problematic. Under the MOU’s 
terms the County should only rely on Federal documents and environmental studies that are 
determined to meet or exceed the requirements of SMARA and other applicable laws and 
regulations on a case-by-case basis – plans and authorizations “that meet SMARA requirements” 
or NEPA documents “that meet CEQA requirements.” As discussed above, the first sentence of 
proposed Section 88.03.040(b) should be deleted, or if not, it should be revised to include a 
requirement that the documents or environmental studies “meet or exceed lead agency 
requirements as included in the lead Agency’s State-certified surface mining and 
reclamation ordinance and any other applicable laws and regulations,” and a process for 
public notice when County determination is pending, the basis for any proposed 
determination that the federal plans and permits or environmental studies are meet or 
exceed requirements for surface mining and reclamation under this ordinance and any 
other applicable laws and regulations, and record keeping requirements for all such 
determinations.  
 
The MOU also does not provide for a blanket carve out of Federal lands from County SMARA 
regulation where a federal permit or other authorization provided—on this basis as well, the 
second sentence of Proposed Section 88.03.040(b) should be deleted. 
 
Notably, reliance on the MOU is also problematic because of the inaccurate statements regarding 
SMARA’s applicability.  SMARA provides under Public Resources Code Section 2714, that it 
does not apply in some instances, including as relevant here, to small projects where “where the 
removal of overburden or mineral product totals less than 1,000 cubic yards in any one location 
and the total surface area disturbed is less than one acre.” (Pub. Res. Code § 2714(d) (emphasis 
added).) However, the MOU states it as the following: “Prospecting for, or the extraction of, 
minerals for commercial purposes and the removal of overburden in total amounts of less than 
1,000 cubic yards in any one location of one acre or less.” MOU at 2 (emphasis added).  This 
implies that it is the size of the “location” of each disturbance that matters, and ignores that total 
surface disturbance from the project at a whole is what must be considered.  Our organizations 
are concerned that this inaccuracy in the MOU has already led to confusion about the 

 
3 Two recent examples of mining projects where BLM is not taking comments on the draft EIS 
are the South Railroad (Nevada) https://eplanning.blm.gov/Project-Home/?id=81dbebec-a7f2-
f011-8407-001dd80db62a , and DeLamar Mine Project (Idaho) 
https://eplanning.blm.gov/Project-Home/?id=3D00EE85-E859-F111-BEC6-001DD804183B  

https://eplanning.blm.gov/Project-Home/?id=81dbebec-a7f2-f011-8407-001dd80db62a
https://eplanning.blm.gov/Project-Home/?id=81dbebec-a7f2-f011-8407-001dd80db62a
https://eplanning.blm.gov/Project-Home/?id=3D00EE85-E859-F111-BEC6-001DD804183B
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applicability of SMARA for projects that disturb more than one acre in total, but less than one 
acre at any one “location”.4  
 

5. The County cannot rely on the listed CEQA exemption to adopt the Project 
 
Because the proposed development code changes may have a significant impact on the 
environment, they do not fit within the proffered exemption. The use of the so-called “common 
sense” exemption applies only “where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility 
that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment.” (14 Cal. Code 
Regs § 15061(b)(3).)  The burden is on the County to show that there is no possibility of an 
effect, it has failed to meet that burden here. (See Davidon Homes v. City of San Jose (1997) 54 
Cal. App. 4th 106, 116-120 [to rely on the common sense exemption, the burden is on the agency 
to show based on substantial evidence that there is no possibility of environmental effect].) 
 
Under the proposed Section 88.03.040(b) as written the County will have no way to ensure that 
future projects on Federal Land comply with SMARA or other state and local laws and 
regulations, therefore the County cannot find that there is no possibility the change in the 
development code will not result in a significant effect on the environment. By not requiring any 
SMARA permit for projects on Federal Lands which obtain federal permits or authorizations, the 
County is not ensuring compliance with SMARA or other state and local laws and regulations 
including compliance with CEQA for the impacts of such projects on state resources, including 
wildlife, water and air, which may not be addressed in Federal authorizations, permits, or 
environmental review.  There is a strong possibility that the proposed development code will lead 
to development of mining projects where many significant impacts have not been adequately 
identified and analyzed, and alternatives, minimization and mitigation measures considered 
under CEQA to reduce significant impacts. Some of the resources of the State that may be 
harmed and are not adequately protected under Federal laws alone include state listed species 
under CESA, Joshua trees and rare plants, waters of the State protected under state law, water 
resources and availability, and groundwater quality.   
 
Therefore, the County cannot rely on the CEQA exemption under 14 Cal. Code Regs § 
15061(b)(3) to approve the proposed development code changes, and instead must undertake 
CEQA review of how these changes could result in different outcomes for the environment in the 
future.  
 
 

 
4 We have raised concerns with this ambiguity in the MOU and reliance on this MOU with the 
SMGB in a proceeding where a mining applicant represented to the SMGB that San Bernardino 
County had previously informed them that the County would only look at each “location” or 
“claim” and therefore their project (in that case approximately 10 acres of surface disturbance in 
San Bernardino County and another 5 acres of surface disturbance in Kern County) did not need 
any SMARA review. See, e.g., Gold Discovery Group presentation to SMGB dated June 20, 
2024 at 7; Applicant’s February 22, 2023 Application to the Board for Exemption regarding Kern 
County areas at 2 available at https://doc.app.box.com/s/afrsfrc20m8mp4y2bfp1dehxdjxp8az7   

https://doc.app.box.com/s/afrsfrc20m8mp4y2bfp1dehxdjxp8az7
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6. Conclusion 
 

Given the possibility that our organizations will be required to pursue appropriate legal remedies 
in order to ensure enforcement of CEQA and other laws, we would like to remind the County of 
its duty to maintain and preserve all documents and communications that may constitute part of 
the “administrative record.” As you may know, the administrative record encompasses any and 
all documents and communications which relate to any and all actions taken by the County with 
respect to the Project, and includes “pretty much everything that ever came near a proposed 
[project] or [] the agency’s compliance with CEQA . . . .” (County of Orange v. Superior Court 
(2003) 113 Cal.App.4th 1, 8.) The administrative record further contains all correspondence, 
emails, and text messages sent to or received by the County’s representatives or employees, 
which relate to the Project, including any correspondence, emails, and text messages sent 
between the Couty’s representatives or employees and the project proponent’s representatives or 
employees. Maintenance and preservation of the administrative record requires that, inter alia, 
the City (1) suspend all data destruction policies; and (2) preserve all relevant hardware unless an 
exact replica of each file is made. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed changes to Chapter 88.03 of 
Division 8 of Title 8 of the San Bernardino County Code.  As explained above, the draft 
ordinance as written does not comply with the requirements of SMARA or ensure that future 
mining projects will be properly permitted along with needed environmental review under 
CEQA.  Further, the County cannot rely on a CEQA exemption for adoption of the proposed 
changes to the development code because the proposal could result in significant impacts to the 
environment that have not been adequately disclosed and analyzed including impacts to 
biological resources, groundwater resources, energy use, and air quality.  At minimum, the 
County must prepare and circulate an initial study regarding the potential impacts of the 
proposed changes in the development code prior to taking any further action and before the 
Planning Commission makes any recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Please ensure that the Center for Biological Diversity, Earthworks, Sierra Club, and National 
Parks Conservation Association are on the notice list for all future updates and notices associated 
with this Project and its environmental review, and include us as stakeholders in any meetings or 
processes regarding mining in the County. Please do not hesitate to contact the us with any 
questions at the emails listed below. 
 
  Sincerely,

Lisa Belenky, Senior Counsel 
Center for Biological Diversity  
lbelenky@biologicaldiversity.org   
 
 
Jared Naimark, Western Mining Senior 
Manager 
Earthworks 
jnaimark@earthworksaction.org  

Joan Taylor, Chair 
California/Nevada Desert Committee 
Sierra Club 
palmcanyon@mac.com  
 
Chance Wilcox  
California Desert Associate Director  
National Parks Conservation Association  
cwilcox@npca.org 

mailto:lbelenky@biologicaldiversity.org
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cc:  

Jeffrey Schmidt, Executive Officer, State Mining and Geology Board, 
Jeffrey.Schmidt@conservation.ca.gov  

Heidi Calvert, Regional Manager, Region 6 CDFW, Heidi.Calvert@wildlife.ca.gov  

Heather Brashear, Senior Environmental Scientist Supervisor, CDFW, 
heather.brashear@wildlife.ca.gov  

Brandy Wood, Region 6, CDFW, Brandy.Wood@wildlife.ca.gov 

Ben Letton, Executive Officer, Lahontan RWQCB, Ben.Letton@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

mailto:Jeffrey.Schmidt@conservation.ca.gov
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From: Sonck, Alexa
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: FW: PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 12:20:10 PM

From: Annette Bliudzius <bliudzius1116@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 8:41 AM
To: Supervisor Rowe <Supervisor.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: PMISC-2026-00029

 
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the

content is safe.
   
Good morning:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities,
and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads,
grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat,
or public safety.

Respectfully,

Annette A. Bliudzius

5733 Acorn Dr.
Wrightwood, CA  92397
760-713-2458

mailto:Alexa.Sonck@bos.sbcounty.gov
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov


From: johanna Perez
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 12:22:05 PM

You don't often get email from johannaperez15@outlook.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Atternoon:
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
As a new member of this community , I am sad to hear this is even a possibility. How is it I
spend so much time getting away from noise to have it close by? This town has been thru so
much fires , floods , snow storms and tourist. How is creating traffic on a locals roads helpful.
How would we feel safe knowing an extra route is closed off now. My exit is off lone pine. The
noise is going to be so much. I feel for all thoses houses on lone pine as well. 
I wanted to try for a baby and now it feels jeopardized with this. I don’t want to have a baby
knowing an extra route is going to be filled up with mining  
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption
as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the
County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The
County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations,
disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected
communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that
could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk,
visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.
Respectfully, Johanna Perez 

Get Outlook for iOS

mailto:johannaperez15@outlook.com
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From: Wendy Perla Kurtz
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment for July 9, 2026 Planning Commission Hearing, Agenda Item 3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 12:39:24 PM

You don't often get email from kurtz.wendy@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good afternoon,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption of the ordinance as currently written.

While this ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, it would revise
the County’s mining procedures at a time when the quarry remains an active and highly
contested issue. Before moving forward, the County should clearly explain how the ordinance
would affect pending applications or vested-rights mining operations.

The County should also disclose all input received from mining operators and CalCIMA,
conduct broader outreach to communities likely to be affected, and require meaningful public
notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading,
drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or
public safety.

Respectfully,

Wendy Kurtz, PhD 
Wrightwood Resident, 
PO Box 1174, 
Wrightwood CA 92397

mailto:kurtz.wendy@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
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From: Sheri Ely
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 12:49:06 PM

You don't often get email from sheriely365@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

 Sheri Frizzle 

BoardMeetingComments@cob.sbcounty.gov

luscustomerservice@lus.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor.Cook@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor.Armendarez@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor.Baca@bos.sbcounty.gov

Photo credit by Dennis Nadalin
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From: Nicole Elliott
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 1:51:54 PM

You don't often get email from elliottnicolea@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Nicole Elliott, teacher
Torrance, CA

mailto:elliottnicolea@gmail.com
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From: Sarah Kariya
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment Opposing Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 2:44:33 PM

You don't often get email from sarah.kariya@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
My name is Sarah Kariya. I live in unincorporated San Bernardino county. 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the “administrative update” in 
Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029). It is ludicrous for the county to give up
authority and hand it over to federal discretion. This puts decisions in the hands of people
who live thousands of miles away and will not be personally impacted by the
consequences. 

The proposed update is no small change to the rules, it’s throwing the door wide open for
unscrupulous corporations to do as they please without considering the needs of the
American citizens who live in the ecosystem they are seeking to pillage. 

The Australian-run Music Valley Mining Project plans to break ground barely 100 feet away
from JTNP, and it is only one of many projects on the horizon. Our local economy relies on
tourism, and the unique and unspoiled desert lands are what bring people to the Morongo
Basin. 

There is a concentrated effort to plunder our public lands. Desert dwellers understand the
value of our wild spaces, but money-hungry foreign corporations only see dollar signs. 

Why in the world would a significant rewrite like this be exempt from California
Environmental Quality Act review? That is not common sense at all. 

What benefit to citizens comes from removing our right to be notified and comment on
these large-scale landscape-shifting projects? 

The proposed “administrative update” is misleading, short-sighted, and damaging to the
rural community of San Bernardino County. 

I urge my representatives to prioritize the needs of the people over the profits of
corporations. Please vote no, and stand up against this update. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Kariya

mailto:sarah.kariya@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
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From: Dana Longuevan
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Item 3 Comment PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 2:45:44 PM

You don't often get email from dana.longuevan@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Commissioners-
My name is Dana Longuevan and I am a resident of Twentynine Palms, CA. I am voicing my
opposition to giving up local permitting on federally approved mines. I believe this will be
absolutely detrimental to local communities, who are mostly poor, rural towns like
Twentynine Palms. Eliminating the CEQA requirements will demolish our aquifers, harm the
environment and encroach on our endangered species. The air quality, traffic and pollution
will rise. The largest industry in our part of the high desert is tourism. Taking away local
permitting and rules would absolutely affect tourism and the desperately needed revenue it
generates. Thoughtfully planned mining has a space and a place in our county. We must
ensure that it is done responsibly so as to not diminish what makes our county special and
noteworthy! I ask of you- please do not give the Supervisors a recommendation without first
spending further time to review this change. 
I appreciate your time and energy on this matter.
Best
Dana Longuevan 

mailto:dana.longuevan@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
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From: Colin Donohue
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Opposed: “Administrative Update” - Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 2:53:53 PM

You don't often get email from colindonohue@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
My name is Colin Donohue,

I was born and raised in southern California, like several generations of my family before me.  I live in
the unincorporated San Bernardino county. I am writing to express my strong opposition to the
“administrative update” in Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029).

This puts decisions in the hands of people who live thousands of miles away and will not be
personally impacted by the consequences. The proposed update leaves the door wide open for
unscrupulous corporations to do as they please without considering the needs of the American
citizens who live in the ecosystem they are seeking to pillage.

The Australian-run Music Valley Mining Project plans to break ground barely 100 feet away from
JTNP, and it is only one of many projects on the horizon. Our local economy relies on tourism, and
the unique and unspoiled desert lands are what bring people to the Morongo Basin.

There is a concentrated effort to plunder our public lands. Californians understand the value of our
wild spaces, but money-hungry foreign corporations only see dollar signs.

Why would a significant re-write like this be exempt from California Environmental Quality Act
review?

What benefit to citizens comes from removing our right to be notified and comment on these large-
scale landscape-shifting projects?

The proposed “administrative update” is damaging to the rural community of San Bernardino
County. I urge my representatives to prioritize the needs of the people over the profits of
corporations.

Please vote no, and stand up against this update.

mailto:colindonohue@hotmail.com
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From: Pam Wiseman
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Reference Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 2:54:32 PM

You don't often get email from pam.wiseman@protonmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Sirs and Madams,
Writing to you today, Wed, July 8, 2026 about concerns regarding
getting informed citizens consent to further mining procedures in the
near Twentrynine Palms, Ca. desert.

If the County stops requiring permits for mining on federally
approved public land, and federal environmental review is less
rigorous than California’s, how will impacts to local air, water, and
wildlife be studied and mitigated?

Will nearby residents still learn about and get a chance to
comment on new mining projects on public land, or could those
projects advance without local notice?

Why did the County stakeholder outreach engage the mining
industry’s trade association but, per the staff report, no local
residents, tribes, or conservation groups?

Given that the ordinance’s own language allows the County to
adopt rules stronger than the state minimum, why does the
proposal decline to do so anywhere?

Should the Commission recommend this to the Board of
Supervisors now or continue the item to give the public more time
to review a countywide change of this scope?

A mine like Music Valley sits largely on federal BLM land. Under the
County’s proposed federal-lands carve-out, much of a project like that

mailto:pam.wiseman@protonmail.com
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could move forward without a County permit and without the local
environmental review that a permit triggers — the exact scenario NPCA is
warning about.

I don't want to see that happening.  People need to be informed and it
needs assurance of following safetly and health for the people, and
creatures who live here,
and especially needs permits for each proposed mining operation in
question. Environmental and safety must be followed and given permission
per each proposal.  

Thanks
Ms Wiseman
Twentynine Palms, Ca.
July 8, 2026

Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
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From: Russ K
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item #3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:07:41 PM

You don't often get email from russkohn101@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please do NOT give any of our San Bernardino County jurisdictional authority and decisions
to the Federal Government. All of you, along with the residents of this big, beautiful county
deserve the right to have a say in what should be developed in and on our land.

Without a voice we will all pay the ultimate price without even having a say in this
development or any other development, whether it is beneficial or not. 

Democracy is about giving a voice to the people and its representatives, and if you exclude the
County from any decision making you will be doing harm to your voice and vote as a
Planning Commission, the Supervisors, and to the representatives of your constituency.

I beg you please, DO NOT remove your voice and our voice from the basic discussion of
approvals or denials that will have a major impact on the land we all reside in. The County and
its residences deserve to have a say as to what can and cannot be developed within our
jurisdiction.

Thank you, sincerely,
Russ Kohn 
Wonder Valley 
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From: cheryl rhoden
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Planning Commission, July 9, 2026, Item 3 - Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:11:54 PM

You don't often get email from rhodenccc@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Please include the below as comments for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission meeting,
Item 3 , PMISC - 2026 - 00029, Draft Mining Ordinance

PLEASE REDACT MY EMAIL ADDRESS FROM THE PUBLIC RECORD.

Dear Commissioners,

I write these comments to request that the Commission continue consideration of the draft
ordinance prior to forwarding it to the Board of Supervisors for adoption.

The drafting of the proposed ordinance evidently occurred over a period of several years and
included county staff, outside consultants, mining interests, and mining organizations. Yet, it
was not released for public comment until one week prior to the hearing - a week that included
a federal holiday and the closure of county offices.

In particular, I draw your attention to the following sections that, as now drafted, are not in the
county's interest or the interests of communities adjacent to active mining operations. 

 
1)  Vested Rights - 

This is additional language on page 7 of the ordinance/page 14 of the document:

The language in this proposed section could enshrine the 2019 Vested Rights Determination
for El Cajon Associates, LLC in county law as a standard for future mining vested rights
decisions. The use of "shall" requires the county to consider that decision as a precedent.  That
decision ignored the "objective manifestation" and "not subjective intent" language found later
in the proposed ordinance and in state law. This section should be struck from the ordinance.
County staff would not be precluded from referring to prior decisions when appropriate

In addition, further language in the Vested Rights section of the proposed ordinance
recognizes the concept of "diminishing assets" without incorporating any of the objective
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standards for doing so.  

2) Reclamation Plan - I'm hoping the following is a typo or an oversight. Pages 10 & 11 of the
ordinance/pages 18 & 19 of the document, last line:

The current ordinance (2007) has the word "after" in the last line -as does the governing
section of the PRC. I also note there are two sections (i) in this section.  The Reclamation Plan
should encompass all mining operations and degradation of the land - particularly operations
like the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry (now Grand Lone Pine) that had deminimus operations
followed by decades of non-operation.

This section must be rewritten to ensure the county is financially protected and the community
where the mine is located ensured the entire scope of reclamation will occur.  Particularly, in
light of the proposed ordinance now including "diminishing assets" as a consideration to
expand mining operations.

Further, the ordinance does not address the CEQA  "baseline" evaluation established by
California Supreme Court decisions that set the precedent for the scope of Reclamation
Projects that must include the "actual" conditions of an active mining operation that will exist
at the time of reclamation - regardless of the absence of those conditions at the time of
approval. 

Respectfully, I hope you will review the ordinance in light of these comments and others and
direct staff to return the ordinance to the Planning Commission after addressing these issues.
And, specifically, review the financial surety and fiscal soundness of applicants utilizing the
full scope of standards in PRC 2773 1.5.

Sincerely,
Cheryl D. Rhoden
Resident Pinon Hills

 





From: Tyler Sabbag
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Mining Projects Permitting Process
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:19:22 PM

You don't often get email from tylersabbag@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello, I'm Tyler Sabbag, a resident of Joshua Tree. I'm writing to express opposition to the
proposal to allow mining projects to skip the county-level permitting process. That process
allows community members such as myself to voice opposition or support for such projects,
and I do not consent to the limitation of such rights. 

Kindly,
Tyler Sabbag

mailto:tylersabbag@gmail.com
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From: Brad Hudson
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:24:25 PM

You don't often get email from brad@hudsonthomas.net. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

To the County Supervisors,

I respectfully urge the County to maintain its current land use authority and continue its
longstanding commitment to protecting the Mojave Desert and the federally threatened
Mojave desert tortoise.

The desert is one of San Bernardino County's greatest natural assets. Once intact habitat is
fragmented by incompatible development, it cannot be restored to its original condition.
Responsible land use planning helps balance economic opportunity with the preservation of
the unique landscapes, wildlife, and open spaces that make our region special.

The desert tortoise and other sensitive species depend on large, connected areas of habitat
to survive. Weakening local land use protections could lead to increased habitat
fragmentation, greater pressure on wildlife, and the loss of irreplaceable conservation
values.

I encourage the County to continue making decisions based on sound science, long-term
stewardship, and careful planning. Protecting our desert today ensures that future
generations can enjoy its ecological, recreational, and cultural value.

Thank you for your consideration and for your service to San Bernardino County.

Sincerely,
Brad Hudson
7078 Manzanita Ave
29 Palms, CA 92277
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San Bernardino County 
Land Use Services Department 
Planning Commission Secretary  
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, 1st Floor 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
Re: An ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County 
Development Code related to local surface mining and land reclamation regulations 
 
San Bernardino County Planning Commission, 
 

I am a resident of San Bernardino County, residing in Joshua Tree. I am writing in 
regards to the July 9th Planning Commission agenda item 3: a public hearing on a proposed 
ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County Development 
Code related to local surface mining and land reclamation regulations.  
 

I’m concerned that the proposed changes to San Bernardino County’s mining 
regulations will allow mining on federally managed public lands without important County 
permitting. In my experience, strong regulations for mining are vitally important to ensuring 
proper bonding, reclamation, and community input to ensure reduction of environmental 
impacts. Locally, there are more than 20,000 acres of mining claims staked just outside of 
Joshua Tree National Park on Bureau of Land Management land. The company behind 
these claims seeks to build out a full production mine—a development that would have 
devastating impacts on the tourism economy of the city of Twentynine Palms, and the 
greater Morongo Basin community that depends on the integrity of Joshua Tree National 
Park and the surrounding public lands. I’m concerned that the proposed ordinance would 
lead to mining projects like the one outside of Twentynine Palms to be approved without 
the public’s knowledge and opportunity to study and reduce environmental impacts. I ask 
that further stakeholder engagement take place, as it seems the County only spoke with 
the mining industry and not residents and businesses.  
 
 I ask that you please deny the recommendation of this ordinance to the Board of 
Supervisors. Rather, continue to allow more time for the public to review and comment on 
these changes. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mason Osgood 
 



From: Matthew Reader
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Item 3 Local Permitting of Mines
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:32:02 PM

You don't often get email from matthew@shopmarketmarket.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I am a San Bernardino County Property Owner and  Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-
2026-00029) would repeal and rewrite Chapter 88.03 of the County Development Code,
the County’s local rules for surface mining and land reclamation. County staff describe it as
a routine “administrative update” to bring the 2007-era rules in line with California’s
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). But tucked inside is a change with real
teeth: the County would give up its own permitting authority over mining projects that
receive federal approval.

Please DO NOT GIVE THIS LOCAL PERMITTING UP UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES.

The desert is a jewel and it must be taken care of.

Sincerely,

Matthew Reader
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From: Hannah
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029 - Joshua Tree Resident Statement
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:47:16 PM

You don't often get email from hannatron@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello, 

My name is Hannah Moore and I am a full time resident of Joshua Tree, CA. I was recently
informed that there will be a hearing tomorrow at the Joshua Tree Community Center.
Unfortunately, I will be at work and unable to join the meeting but I would like for my
comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029 to be heard and considered. 

I understand that there is a vibrant history and mining community in the high desert, and I do
not want to ignore that. However, I believe that San Bernardino County review and approval
of mining projects is imperative. My understanding is that federal requirements are weaker
than California's and will not require public knowledge or an opportunity to comment. 

I consider our delicate ecosystem and national park a vital component of our desert
communities. It is the reason why I bought my home and live here full time. Anything moving
forward without allowing for community awareness, environmental review, and protection of
our public lands, air, water, and wildlife is unacceptable. As residents of the high desert, we
and our elected officials should have a say in the decisions made on our lands and not
relinquish this power to a distant entity. Aside from the intangibles our desert environment
provides, it also generates tourism dollars, tax income, and jobs for residents. I would have
been so much less likely to visit and fall in love with this place if it weren't for the national
park and the vast landscape surrounding it. 

I am not against all mining permits, growth, or progress, but I am against relinquishing the
county's control and ability to review and grant permits on an individual basis, considering the
environment and community.  We can build for a future that isn't at the expense of what we
have now. I truly hope this hearing results in the county maintaining its power to grant mining
permits instead of relinquishing that authority to the federal process. 

Thank you for your time.  

Hannah Moore
61620 Fountain Blvd
Joshua Tree 92252
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From: Alexandra Altschuler
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029) — Oppose the Federal Lands Permit Exemption in the Proposed

Rewrite of Development Code Chapter 88.03
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 3:55:17 PM

You don't often get email from energyofwords@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Chair Stoffel and Members of the Planning Commission!

I am writing to oppose Section 88.03.040(b) of the proposed ordinance repealing and
reenacting Chapter 88.03, on the agenda for your July 9, 2026 hearing. As drafted,
that provision states that “a Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface
mining operations that require and obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or
other federal authorization.” In practice, this exempts mining on federally managed
public land within the County from the County’s own Conditional Use Permit,
reclamation, financial-assurance, and inspection requirements whenever a federal
Plan of Operations exists — reversing the County’s own longstanding position, stated
in its Mining FAQ, that the absence of County authorization on public land for a non-
exempt surface mining operation is itself a violation of SMARA. I ask the Commission
to decline to recommend this section to the Board of Supervisors, or to amend it to
preserve independent County permit review of all surface mining within County
boundaries, regardless of land ownership.

Federal-only oversight has a documented record of failure

Waiving County review wherever a federal agency has signed off is not a hypothetical
risk — it is the same regulatory structure that produced the worst radioactive
contamination event in U.S. history. On July 16, 1979, a tailings dam at United
Nuclear Corporation’s federally permitted uranium mill in Church Rock, New Mexico,
failed, releasing roughly 94 million gallons of acidic radioactive tailings solution and
over 1,100 tons of solid radioactive waste into the Puerco River (1). Cracks in the
dam had been reported nearly two years earlier and were not acted on. The spill
released more radioactivity than the Three Mile Island accident four months prior, and
contaminated water relied on by roughly 1,700 nearby residents; hot-spot
contamination remains today. This happened under a permitting structure that treated
federal sign-off as sufficient — precisely the model Section 88.03.040(b) would import
here.

The same pattern shows up at scale. From 1944 to 1986, nearly 30 million tons of
uranium ore were extracted from tribal land in the Southwest under federally
authorized leases, most of it on the Navajo Nation. More than 500 abandoned
uranium mines remain today, along with homes and water sources carrying elevated
radiation; over 30% of unregulated wells in the affected communities are still unsafe
to drink (2). The EPA has committed more than $1.7 billion since 1994 just to begin
assessing and cleaning up a fraction of these sites — a cost borne by the public,

mailto:energyofwords@gmail.com
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decades after the mining companies that caused the contamination were gone. Local
permitting authority, with its own reclamation and financial-assurance requirements, is
the mechanism that is supposed to prevent this outcome; it does not work if it can be
waived.

This is not only history. Utah’s White Mesa Mill — the last conventional uranium mill
still operating in the United States — sits near the Ute Mountain Ute reservation and
other tribal lands in San Juan County, Utah’s poorest county. It is currently the subject
of an EPA- and CDC-funded study into possible links between the facility’s
documented emissions of radon, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen oxide and community
health outcomes, with tribal officials and environmental groups warning it threatens
the region’s primary drinking-water aquifer (3). This is what a mining operation built
primarily around federal authorization looks like in practice, more than forty years
after Church Rock.

Property values decline near mining sites and contamination risk — even
before harm is proven

Peer-reviewed research on Superfund and contaminated sites consistently finds
measurable, lasting effects on nearby property values. One study found nearby home
values fell by as much as $3,310 for every mile closer to a site once it was placed on
the EPA’s National Priorities List — before any cleanup even began (4). Another,
tracking sites over three decades, found property values continued declining for five
to ten years after cleanup was complete (5). A study of homes near a Los Angeles-
area landfill found an aggregate value loss exceeding $40 million during the period
the site was active (6). The County’s high desert communities — Joshua Tree, Yucca
Valley, Landers, Lucerne Valley, and Wonder Valley — are currently attracting new
residents and investment. Stripping County oversight from mining on adjacent public
land introduces exactly the kind of proximity and reputational risk this research shows
homebuyers price in, regardless of whether contamination ever actually occurs.

Requested action

I respectfully ask the Planning Commission to recommend that the Board of
Supervisors strike or substantially revise Section 88.03.040(b) so that County permit,
reclamation, and financial-assurance review continues to apply to surface mining
operations on federally managed public land within County boundaries, in addition to
any federal review — not in place of it. The County’s own layered oversight is not
redundant; it is the backstop that federal-only review has repeatedly failed to provide.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

Alexandra Altshuler,

Resident of the Morongo Basin

Address: 5394 Morongo Rd, Twentynine Palms, CA 92277



Email: energyofwords@gmail.com
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From: Petra Freyer
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: The Australian run music valley mining project
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:05:50 PM

[You don't often get email from petrafrey22@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

My name is Petra Freyer I live in unincorporated San Bernardino County.

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the “ administrative update” ( in Agenda item3 Project No PMISC -
2026-00029

I urge my Representatives to prioritize the needs of the people over the profits of corporations

Please vote NO and stand up against this update.

Kind regards,
Petra Freyer
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Natalie Raymond
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Comment: opposition to Item 3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:10:27 PM

You don't often get email from nataliemraymond@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To whom it may concern,

I am a San Bernardino County resident & homeowner. I am writing to voice my vehement
opposition to item 3 on the Planning Commission's agenda for July 9th. Mining projects
should absolutely NOT be given special unregulated access to further erode our beautiful &
delicate desert ecosystem. At a time when we should be doing more to protect our public lands
from extractive development, it is absolutely unconscionable to be considering allowing these
types of projects to fast track through permitting & review. 

Much of our local economy relies on the unique beauty of this landscape, destroying this for
extractive mining projects that benefit only their shareholders is bad for business, bad for the
desert, & bad for the community. This proposal should be laughed out of committee.

Sincerely,
Natalie Raymond
-- 
natalie raymond, mfa, cdmp
poet | photographer | filmmaker
natalieraymond.com

instagram/threads: @natalie_raymond 

youtube: @natalie_raymond

n@natalieraymond.com

she/her
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From: Sarah Renner
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3 - Mining Projects - Music Valley Mine Project No. PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:19:40 PM

You don't often get email from ferris.americus@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To Whom It May Concern-

My name is Sarah Renner and I am an 18 year citizen of the Morongo Basin. I strong
encourage the San Bernardino Planning Commission to vote no on repealing and rewriting
Chapter 88.03 of the County Development Code. The county cannot give up its own
permitting authority over mining projects and must maintain its autonomy from the Federal
Government. There is no telling the catastrophic recourse that will take place if the County
stops requiring permits for mining on public lands with detriment being wide spread - local
air, water, wildlife all being drastically affected. 

No local residents, tribes or conservation groups were never reached out to by the County
stakeholder group but the mining industry's trade association was contacted. This is a vile
indication of intentions that does not take into consideration what is best for the people or the
land of the Morongo Basin, JTNP or surrounding areas.

Best,
Sarah Renner 
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From: Angella d"Avignon
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:19:49 PM

You don't often get email from angellachristine@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
As a Yucca Valley resident and journalist concerned with the future of the Morongo Basin we are all
privileged to share and enjoy, I strongly oppose allowing Dateline Resources to resume mining at
Colosseum Mine. This project threatens a unique desert ecosystem, putting native wildlife, including
sensitive species like desert tortoises and bighorn sheep, at greater risk through habitat destruction,
increased traffic, noise, and pollution.

The impacts extend beyond wildlife. Local communities depend on clean air, clean water, and protected
public lands for recreation, tourism, and their quality of life. Industrial mining jeopardizes these shared
resources while offering short-term benefits that do not outweigh the long-term environmental costs.

Most importantly, this is public preserved land that belongs to all of us—not a place to sacrifice for private
mining interests. These lands were set aside to protect irreplaceable natural and cultural resources for
current and future generations. Once these landscapes are disturbed, they cannot truly be restored.

Please protect our public lands, wildlife, and local communities by rejecting any proposal that would allow
Dateline Resources to expand or resume mining at Colosseum Mine.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Angella d'Avignon

-- 

Angella d'Avignon
heyangella.com
@heyangella
she/her
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From: Hannah Harding
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: URGENT COMMENTS ON AGENDA 3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:20:30 PM

You don't often get email from hannahhardinglongbeach@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello,

My name is Hannah Harding. I am a full time resident in Joshua Tree and go to Wonder
Valley often to enjoy the serene nature and beauty of the open desert. I’m so incredibly
saddened and scared to hear that this conversation is up in the air on skipping permitting for
mining on federal land to any company, let alone foreign ones.

I am referring to the decision being made tomorrow for this agenda: Section 88.03.040(b),
Federal Lands: “A Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface mining operations
that require and obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or other federal authorization,
to conduct surface mining operation.”

To me, no matter how anyone feels about right or left, or for or against ai, is deeply and truly
un-American at its core. The land they are mining on is a tortoise habitat, and the desert flora
and fauna are already seeing struggles with the changing climate. Allowing this would open
up a Pandora’s box in the future for corporations to take over this wild open space we call
home. As we have seen with the colosseum mine expansion, these corporations do not care
about how much they take and how little they give back.

I do not trust federal review with these decisions based on how the government has favored
profit over conservation in the recent past. These decisions should go through our county
where professionals who represent it know the land, live here, and respect it.  

 Please don’t give up on the small desert communities for a check, we are begging for
consideration and care in this process. Please make the right decision and don’t allow them to
do anything without going through proper procedures so we can protect and conserve the land
we live on.

Thank you for listening,
 - Hannah Harding
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From: Aidan Koch
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: July 9 meeting line item #3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:35:59 PM

You don't often get email from aidanalexiskoch@mailbox.org. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear San Bernardino County Planning Commission,
 
I am writing with concerns about Project No. PMISC-2026-00029, which would bypass local
authority over Federally approved mining projects. This feels dismissive of the possible
impacts local mining projects would have on SB county residents. I believe it is essential that
local residents are considered stakeholders and given ample resources to examine, approve or
deny these proposals. 
 
I recommend that Project No. PMISC-2026-00029 be scrutinized for it's potential negative
impact on local resident's involvement with projects. While federal land is everyone's, local
federal land is most important to those in it's vicinity and who value it as a local resource. We
need to maintain a voice in this process and it's the county's job to make that happen.
 
Thank you,
Aidan Koch
58929 Lutz Ave
Landers CA
92285
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From: audrey philpot
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Reference Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:42:56 PM

You don't often get email from audreyphilpot8@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Please provide answers to these questions:

If the County stops requiring permits for mining on federally approved
public land, and federal environmental review is less rigorous than
California’s, how will impacts to local air, water, and wildlife be studied
and mitigated?

Will nearby residents still learn about and get a chance to comment on
new mining projects on public land, or could those projects advance
without local notice?

Why did the County stakeholder outreach engage the mining industry’s
trade association but, per the staff report, no local residents, tribes, or
conservation groups?

Given that the ordinance’s own language allows the County to adopt
rules stronger than the state minimum, why does the proposal decline
to do so anywhere?

Should the Commission recommend this to the Board of Supervisors
now or continue the item to give the public more time to review a
countywide change of this scope?

I  hope the public's interest be taken into consideration before moving forward
with this proposal.

Sincerely,

Audrey Philpot
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Resident and Homeowner- City of Twentynine Palms,  CA



From: Violet Hill
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Section 88.03.040(b), Federal Lands
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:48:31 PM

You don't often get email from violetmaehill@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello San Bernadino County Planning Commission,

My name is Violet Hill. I am a full time resident in 29 Palms and go to Wonder Valley often
to enjoy the serene nature and beauty of the open desert. I’m so incredibly saddened and
scared to hear that this conversation is up in the air on skipping permitting for mining on
federal land to any company, let alone foreign ones.

I am referring to the decision being made tomorrow for this agenda: Section 88.03.040(b),
Federal Lands: “A Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface mining
operations that require and obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or other federal
authorization, to conduct surface mining operation.”

To me, no matter how anyone feels about right or left, or for or against ai, is deeply and
truly un-American at its core. The land they are mining on is a tortoise habitat, and the
desert flora and fauna are already seeing struggles with the changing climate. Allowing this
would open up a Pandora’s box in the future for corporations to take over this wild open
space we call home. As we have seen with the colosseum mine expansion, these
corporations do not care about how much they take and how little they give back.

I do not trust federal review with these decisions based on how the government has favored
profit over conservation in the recent past. These decisions should go through our county
where professionals who represent it know the land, live here, and respect it.  

 Please don’t give up on the small desert communities for a check, we are begging for
consideration and care in this process. Please make the right decision and don’t allow them
to do anything without going through proper procedures so we can protect and conserve
the land we live on.

Thank you for listening,
 Violet Hill
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From: Xárene Eskandar
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:52:58 PM

You don't often get email from xarene@proton.me. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Hello,
 

I am Dr Xárene Eskandar. I am a member of the Public Arts Advisory Committee for the city
of 29 Palms but I’m writing as a resident of Wonder Valley, California and no in my capacity
as an appointed city official.

I ask the commission to recommend that the county supervisors do not remove or loosen any
review of mining applications. I’m proud to be a Californian because California values our
environment which includes our public lands, and California’s regulations and requirements
for the environment often are more rigorous than the federal government’s. By reducing or
removing the county’s involvement in the review and permitting process, the public risk being
uninformed or misinformed, or not informed in a timely manner of the impacts to our
community, local environment and wildlife, and our public lands. 

Engagement at all levels is crucial to a healthy democracy and removing local oversight severs
the connection between local and federal.

So I ask you to please recommend maintaining the county’s oversight and involvement in the
permitting of mining projects, which will allow the residents of the county to voice their
opinions whether it is in support or in opposition of a project.

Thank you.

Xárene

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.
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From: Suzanna Choi
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:10:26 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from suzanna@tashirochoi.com. Learn why this is
important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

We only heard about this a month and a half ago. I own multiple homes in Wrightwood and
am very worried about the noise pollution, air pollution, and how this will affect our property
values. Wrightwood has been devastated by fires for the last several years and this is one of
our only evacuation routes. Additionally, we have a number of seniors and retired community
members who are disabled and have serious health issues and asthma, and this would cause
them to have to leave their homes or it would damage their health. Something very wrong has
happened that none of us were notified until very recently. It has been proven that even one of
the councilmembers that had approved this prior, has been convicted of fraud or bribery.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Suzanna Choi
(949) 254-8080
suzanna@tashirochoi.com
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From: Diane Bemboom
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor.armendarez@bos.sbcounty;

supervisor.baca@bossbcounty.go
Subject: Public comment on agenda item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:17:51 PM

You don't often get email from dianeccrn10@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Line Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County’s mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining
-related decisions that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impact, habitat, or public safety. 

Respectfully, 

Diane Bemboom
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From: Kathy Walsh
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe;

Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:19:35 PM

You don't often get email from kathy@bwmsuccess.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click

links or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the
content is safe.

   
Good afternoon,
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning
Commission hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
 
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry,
but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue.
 
The County needs to explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining
operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach
to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect public safety, roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic,
blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, or habitat.
Shown below are issues that need to be considered before this new ordinance is
implemented.

The ordinance greatly expands vested rights procedures with detailed
applications, evidence requirements, hearings, and Board Determinations.

This appears to be something you are putting into place to avoid the problems that
came to light regarding the Lone Pine Canyon quarry vested rights. But how does it
affect the current Lone Pine Canyon Quarry project?
The 2019 Vested Rights decision must be re-visited. You can’t just cover it up and
continue with new rules for projects coming afterward. This is why:

The 2019 Vested Rights determination on the Lone Pine Canyon quarry project
was recommended for Denial by Planning Commission Staff, mainly for
inactivity/idol mine reasons. Yet the Planning Commission voted to approve
Vested Mining Rights 3-2.
Even by the County’s own record, this was indeed an idol/inactive mine. The
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County was required to do annual inspections and reporting; they did not. The
landowner/project manager was required to file multiple reports including IMP,
MRRC-2, FACE, etc; they did not. I did a public records request; there were
ZERO reporting documents done by the County or the owner/operator. If the
County and the owner/operator were not (and are still not!) in compliance with
these requirements, why were they allowed to gain Vested Rights based on
being an active mine?
The vote was initiated by Gabriel Chavez, a SBC Planning Commissioner that
resigned six months after the Vested Rights vote due to criminal activity on
another city planning commission case. Mr. Chavez pled guilty to bribery. Has
the County ever done any investigation or review of possible bribery in the Lone
Pine Canyon Vested Rights decision? Or any other cases he voted on, for that
matter.

The ordinance creates a new process for Permit and Reclamation Plan
amendments, distinguishing substantial vs. non-substantial changes.

This directly impacts the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry Project. There is an open
Reclamation Plan being reviewed, and the ordinance doesn’t specify what
happens during the transition.
The County should not allow a consultant paid by the owner/operator to declare
something in the Reclamation Plan is non-Substantial without an independent
review, public notice, hearings, etc. The new ordinance allows these declared non-
substantial items to just pass through with no further oversight except by the
Planning Commission.

The ordinance strengthens financial assurance requirements.
Wonderful. But no one, the County included, was in compliant on these
requirements for the Lone Pine Canyon Quarry.
Since the County and the owner/operator of the quarry were not compliant, the
vested rights decision must be revisited.

The ordinance expands idle min/interim management requirements with renewal
timelines and abandonment standards.

Again, this is trying to correct the errors in the 2019 vested rights decision. Which
means the Planning Commission and the County KNOW that it should have been
handled this way previously. You blew it. Revisit the 2019 Vested Rights decision.

The ordinance adds new provisions allowing renewable energy facilities on
reclaimed mine sites.

What kind of renewable energy?
Who determines if it’s an eye sore, if it harms the environment or wildlife, what are
the provisions to protect our land, community, and neighbors?

The ordinance reduces ambiguity and provides comprehensive definitions for



consistent interpretation.
Again, you are trying to fix what was in place when the Vested Rights were given in
2019.
What’s the transition and how does this work with projects that are currently trying
to be approved?

The ordinance provides much more predictable and legally defensible standards
for Vested Rights determination.

Again, you are trying to fix what was in place when the Vested Rights were voted on
in 2019.
By changing this, you are admitting the process was poor, incomplete,
unpredictable, and not legally defensible.

The ordinance (to repeal and reenact) all the mining details was written by the
County and CalCIMA, the mining industry association.

Who didn’t get to be involved? Affected communities, nearby residents, watershed
groups, tribal representatives, environmental organizations, and more! Why were
we not invited to the table? The PEOPLE in the county need to be considered, not
just big industry.

The ordinance “administrative” changes:
Who gets to decide what has a substantial impact and what is considered non-
substantial? These are not minor details:

Roads, access, evacuation routes
Drainage, slopes, water quality
Fire risk, public safety

And speaking of roads:
Again the 2019 Vested Rights decision needs to be re-visited. I don’t know how it
can get to the Reclamation Plan approval process without addressing the actual
mining situation that comes before any Reclamation, and the road changes
required to run this mine.
Lone Pine Canyon road is a narrow county-maintained road that is used regularly
by commuters, tourists, seasonal visitors to the snow, and evacuees! Large heavy
trucks are not allowed on that road. It’s my understanding that if the Reclamation
Plan is approved, the mine moves forward based on the 2019 Vested Rights
determination.

Is the County making so much money off of this project that it’s worth it to
disrupt the lives and safety of residents and tourists on Lone Pine Rd as well as
Highway 138, where the trucks will be travelling to Palmdale?
Who will pay for the changes to the road, to handle the extra truck traffic and
increased weight limits? It better not be County residents who don’t want this
project; it better be the owner/operator.



Who has addressed the evacuation routes? Do you realize how many trucks per
day the owner/operator expects to put on the road/highway? 50-70 or more! Will
the County be taking responsibility for the accidents, injuries, and deaths that
will occur because they approved this mining project?

 
If this is truly a harmless housekeeping ordinance, then the County should have no
problem slowing down, showing its work, disclosing who helped write it, and
guaranteeing public review for decisions that affect our roads, water, fire safety, and
canyon.
 
Because nothing says “public trust” like rewriting mining rules with industry in the room
and the public reading about it afterward. Do better, County Board of Supervisors – this
is on all of you.
 
Respectfully,
Kathy and Dan Walsh, Voters and
Concerned Wrightwood Residents
 
 



From: Gary and Rhonda Young
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:22:36 PM

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from gnr.young@hotmail.com. Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing, Agenda Item
3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is. This ordinance
does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone
Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or
vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to
affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect
roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public
safety.

Respectfully,

Gary and Rhonda Young
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From: Steve Brown
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: Supervisor Rowe; Harris, Glen
Subject: Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:23:51 PM

You don't often get email from sunrunnermedia@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I am asking the Planning Commission to reject proposed changes to Chapter 88.03 of the
County Development Code that would abdicate San Bernardino County's role in permitting
surface mining and land reclamation.  The staff report purposefully misleads by describing the
changes as an "administrative update," and its intent to deny county citizens input on projects
occurring in and around their communities is borderline criminal.  It's unthinkable and
irresponsible that the county would willfully abdicate its role - as well as that of its citizens -
in the approval of massive, highly destructive projects within the county.

I am a longtime resident of the hi-desert.  I live in the unincorporated county near both Yucca
Valley and Joshua Tree.  There has been no outreach or public discussion regarding this
immensely important proposed policy change.  This is gross negligence on the part of the
County.  It can't be entirely coincidence, can it, that this is happening as Dateline Resources,
an Australian company, has announced a planned rare-earth mining project on nearly 20,000
acres of land near the City of Twentynine Palms and the border of Joshua Tree National Park? 
It doesn't seem that it's a coincidence.  What it does seem, is potentially corrupt and worthy of
investigation.

There are no good reasons why the County should abdicate its role in approving highly
impactful projects within its borders.  It raises the question of why county government
suddenly wishes to do so?  Why deny the County's ability to have a greater say?  Why deny
the County's citizens the ability to have more of a say about what transpires in and around
their communities?  I don't see what was so broken with the existing process that the County
needs to throw away its right to participate in the approval processes for projects as obviously
impactful as open pit mining or mining across 20,000 acres of rural land next to our main
economic engine for the Morongo Basin, and a national treasure in its own right, Joshua Tree
National Park.

Does County government wish to be known for its disenfranchisement of it citizenry?  For its
disregard for our national treasures?  For its disregard for existing local economies,
infrastructure, and quality of life for its residents?  What about this proposal makes sense on
any level other than streamlining a process for mining companies to do whatever they want
with no regard for communities within San Bernardino County?

As a journalist based here over the past 26 years, I have witnessed County staff entirely
disregard community input on projects that have impacted the community.  I have watched
County staff purposefully misrepresent community input, claiming black is white and white is
black, thus deeming a project appropriate for a community that voiced its clear disapproval.  I
have watched residents plead that a project would likely ruin their properties and even their
health, only to be ignored.  I have seen the County ignore its own regulations while reviewing
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projects.  None of this is acceptable.

Neither is the fact that the County outreach engaged the mining industry's trade association,
but failed to engage tribal governments, NGOs, or we taxpaying local residents, who appear to
be wholly and utterly taken for granted.  

The County must remain involved in the permitting and approval process for mining projects. 
It cannot abdicate its role, and the ability for its citizens to have a say in the process.  The
County can, and should, retain its ability to adopt and enforce rules stronger than the minimum
required by the state.  The County needs to ensure that residents learn about and have the
opportunity to be involved in the approval process for mining projects.  We must ensure that
projects located on federal lands within San Bernardino County continue to have strong
environmental protections to protect not only our natural resources, but the health and well
being of our residents.  The County must safeguard its ability to have a role in approval of
these projects, and the ability of us - your constituents - to have a say in them as well.  Any
other outcome is unacceptable.

Sincerely,
Steve Brown

-- 
Steve Brown
Journalist/Historian/Media Producer
Sun Runner Media
Joshua Tree, California
(760)820-1222 (voice/text)
Watch:
https://southweststories.us
Listen to the Area 62 podcast:
https://www.area62podcast.com
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My additional comment below:

As a Yucca Valley resident and journalist concerned with the future of the Morongo Basin we are all
privileged to share and enjoy,I urge the Commission to ensure that any updates to the County's surface
mining ordinance maintain strong environmental review, meaningful public participation, and local
oversight for mining projects on federal lands and throughout unincorporated San Bernardino County.

Our desert ecosystems are unique and fragile. Mining can permanently affect wildlife habitat, water
resources, air quality, scenic landscapes, and cultural resources. Species such as the desert tortoise and
bighorn sheep depend on these public lands, and once these landscapes are disturbed, they cannot truly
be restored.

While this ordinance is presented as an update to align the County Code with the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act, I ask that the County not treat this as merely an administrative exercise. Any changes
affecting permitting, vested rights, federal lands, or reclamation should preserve rigorous environmental
review, transparency, and opportunities for public input. Residents deserve confidence that mining
proposals will continue to receive careful scrutiny before approval.
These public lands belong to all of us. Their long-term ecological, recreational, and cultural value should
not be outweighed by short-term private interests. I respectfully ask you to ensure that this ordinance
maintains the strongest possible protections for our public lands, wildlife, and communities and does not
weaken environmental safeguards or public oversight in any way.

Thank you for your consideration,
Angella d'Avignon

On Wed, Jul 8, 2026 at 6:15 PM Macias, Ivonne <Ivonne.Macias@lus.sbcounty.gov> wrote:

Yes, you may submit an additional comment.

 

 

Kind Regards,

 

Ivonne Macias

Junior Planner
Land Use Services  

Planning Division
Phone: 909-387-3020
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From: Angella d'Avignon <angellachristine@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:59 PM
To: Macias, Ivonne <Ivonne.Macias@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Cc: DeNinno, Amy <Amy.DeNinno@lus.sbcounty.gov>; Walsh, Dan
<Dan.Walsh@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: Re: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029

 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content

is safe.

   

Is it possible to rescind this comment in order to make another? I have a more
specific comment I'd like to make. Thank you for your consideration.

 

On Wed, Jul 8, 2026 at 5:44 PM Macias, Ivonne <Ivonne.Macias@lus.sbcounty.gov> wrote:

Hello,

 

Thank you, the comment has been received and will be provided to the commissioners for their
consideration.
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You don't often get email from angellachristine@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 

 

Kind Regards,

Land Use Services  

Planning Division
385 N. Arrowhead Ave, 1st Floor

San Bernardino, CA, 92415

 

Our job is to create a county in which those who reside and invest can prosper and achieve well-
being.

www.SBCounty.gov  County of San Bernardino Confidentiality Notice: This communication contains confidential information
sent solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this communication, you are not authorized
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From: Angella d'Avignon <angellachristine@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 4:18 PM
To: Planning Commission Comments <PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029

 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the

content is safe.

   

As a Yucca Valley resident and journalist concerned with the future of the
Morongo Basin we are all privileged to share and enjoy, I strongly oppose
allowing Dateline Resources to resume mining at Colosseum Mine. This project
threatens a unique desert ecosystem, putting native wildlife, including sensitive
species like desert tortoises and bighorn sheep, at greater risk through habitat
destruction, increased traffic, noise, and pollution.
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The impacts extend beyond wildlife. Local communities depend on clean air,
clean water, and protected public lands for recreation, tourism, and their quality of
life. Industrial mining jeopardizes these shared resources while offering short-term
benefits that do not outweigh the long-term environmental costs.

Most importantly, this is public preserved land that belongs to all of us—not a
place to sacrifice for private mining interests. These lands were set aside to
protect irreplaceable natural and cultural resources for current and future
generations. Once these landscapes are disturbed, they cannot truly be restored.

Please protect our public lands, wildlife, and local communities by rejecting any
proposal that would allow Dateline Resources to expand or resume mining at
Colosseum Mine.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Angella d'Avignon

--

 

Angella d'Avignon

heyangella.com
@heyangella

she/her

--

 

Angella d'Avignon

heyangella.com
@heyangella

she/her

-- 
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Angella d'Avignon
heyangella.com
@heyangella
she/her
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From: Melissa Stratton
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:52:29 PM

You don't often get email from mstratton855@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:
Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.
Respectfully,Melissa Stratton
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From: Kathleen Volner
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: The Music Valley rare earth mine
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 5:59:18 PM

You don't often get email from kathleenvr1960@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

This email is to let you know that you must not give up your right to permits.. 

“County Moves to Give Up Local
Permitting for Mines on Federal Land”
 if a mining company gets a green light from a federal agency like the Bureau of Land
Management, it would no longer need a County permit for the work on that federal
land. This gives area residents much less recourse to challenge mining operations
that directly affect them.
   PLEASE DO NOT GIVE UP THOSE RIGHTS. They want to destroy the land next to
Joshua tree national Park. This cannot happen. That destruction of the land is permanent
and it’s the only thing that’s good about the Morongo basin how it is. It’s just the land.
So much of it has already been destroyed. The ecological damage makes living here
much more difficult than it was even 10 years ago because of higher particulates in the
air.
   Donald Trump will only be in office a few more years. The damage done to this land is
permanent. We know he wants to give a foreign nation right to come and dig and destroy
and mine on our delicate desert land. Please don’t let this happen. Do not allow this to go
through.

Thank You! 

Kathleen Rutherford 
Morongo Basin

mailto:kathleenvr1960@yahoo.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


From: Nicholas Brown
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 6:25:09 PM

You don't often get email from brown.nicholasd@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I'm writing to request clarification on why the planning commision plans to relinquish local
authority over our public lands to the federal government.

For obvious reasons, this is a big problem for me as a resident of the rural high desert. The
federal government should not have veto power over the voices of local residents, nor should
the county roll over for the feds (and a foreign mining company) in this pitiful and obsequious
way. 

I would also like to know why it's tucked last minute into tomorrow's agenda, so the public has
next to no time to discuss the reasoning behind this significant change. 

Yours,
Nicholas Brown

mailto:brown.nicholasd@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
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From: Jeanette Henry Brown
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Item 3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 6:39:50 PM

You don't often get email from pilatesforallbodies@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I oppose any approval of mining projects that skip the county permitting process. There are
imperative reasons to secure permits. All mining projects must go through the proper process
for approval from the county. 
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From: Dana Balicki
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 6:49:37 PM

You don't often get email from dana@danabalicki.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
I'm a full-time resident of Yucca Valley for the past 11 years. It's concerning enough that a
private Australia-based company now has mining claims totaling roughly 19,380 acres —
some within 100 feet of Joshua Tree National Park — a project that could deplete scarce
water, generate toxic waste, add heavy truck traffic, and threaten the desert tortoise.

That would be scary enough, but the additional county's proposed change to county law
around mining projects is outrageous!

This supposed administrative-only change gives us area residents much less recourse to
challenge mining operations that directly affect us. California law generally requires mining
projects, including those on federal public land, to go through county permitting, a process
meant to study and minimize impacts on air, water, wildlife, and neighbors. That would
effectively be eliminated. Also, there is no mention in the county staff report detailing this
change of outreach to local residents, tribes, or conservation groups. It sure looks like in the
stakeholder engagement for this proposal, the county only talked to the mining industry, and
not us local residents. Because federal requirements are weaker than California’s this means
new mining projects will be approved without the public’s knowledge, and with serious
impacts to our treasured public lands, air, and water.

All of this as a U.S. Senate budget-reconciliation proposal has floated auctioning off tens of
thousands of acres of BLM public land across the Morongo Basin including Wonder Valley,
Desert Heights, and parcels near Joshua Tree’s Section 6. This raises the prospect of far more
private development and extraction on land that is public today! 

We need you to stand for public engagement and public lands but giving this more time for
public review and input on a countywide change at this scale and scope.

There are also important questions you all should be answering (without us having to ask!):

If the County stops requiring permits for mining on federally approved public land, and
federal environmental review is less rigorous than California’s, how will impacts to
local air, water, and wildlife be studied and mitigated?
Will nearby residents still learn about and get a chance to comment on new mining
projects on public land, or could those projects advance without local notice?
Why did the County stakeholder outreach engage the mining industry’s trade
association but, per the staff report, no local residents, tribes, or conservation groups?
Given that the ordinance’s own language allows the County to adopt rules stronger than
the state minimum, why does the proposal decline to do so anywhere?

Give this issue more time and more transparency and more public engagement!

mailto:dana@danabalicki.com
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Thank you,
Dana Balicki
Yucca Valley resident
92284

 d a n a   b a l i c k i {she/her}
transformational coach, community-care worker, slowdown medicine guide, podcast host
crying in my jacuzzi podcast
aliveness is calling
free grounding meditation

we belong to each other
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From: Aubree Wells
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:21:49 PM

You don't often get email from aubreedwells@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,

Aubree Wells

mailto:aubreedwells@gmail.com
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https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


From: David DeMeglio
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Open pit mining
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:29:59 PM

[You don't often get email from davidd528@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

Definitely not
This should never be approved

Sent from my iPhone
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From: evertdebbie@yahoo.com
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:37:47 PM

You don't often get email from evertdebbie@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's
mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should
explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining
operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice
and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes,
traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Debra Evert
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From: Tex Evert
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:39:15 PM

You don't often get email from texevert@yahoo.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission hearing,
Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend adoption as-is.
This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it rewrites the County's
mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and controversial issue. The County should
explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-rights mining operations, disclose all mining
operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader outreach to affected communities, and require public notice
and public review for any mining-related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes,
traffic, blasting, crushing, water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Tex Evert
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From: Emilee Mae
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Urgent Community Member Comments On Agenda 3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 7:48:30 PM

You don't often get email from emileemae.bb@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Hello San Bernadino County Planning Commission,

My name is Emily Klump. I am a full time resident in Twentynine Palmals and go to Wonder
Valley often to enjoy the serene nature and beauty of the open desert. I’m so incredibly
angry, saddened, and scared to hear that this conversation is up in the air on skipping
permitting for mining on federal land to any company, let alone foreign ones. 

I am referring to the decision being made tomorrow for this agenda: Section 88.03.040(b),
Federal Lands: “A Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface mining
operations that require and obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or other federal
authorization, to conduct surface mining operation.”

To me this decision, no matter how anyone feels about right or left, or for or against ai, is
deeply and truly un-American at its core. The land they are mining on is an ENDANGERED
tortoise habitat, and the desert flora and fauna are already seeing struggles with the
changing climate. The lack of environmental awareness in a national park and protected
area is frankly alarming and appalling. Allowing this would open up a Pandora’s box in the
future for corporations to take over this wild open space we call home. Any environmentalist
would agree. Have you even considered consulting professionals? No, of course not,
because corporate greed is your main goal, as you’ve made so clear with previous
decisions and complete disregard for public opinion. We have seen with the colosseum
mine expansion, these corporations do not care about how much they take and how little
they give back.

I do not trust federal review with these decisions based on how the government has favored
profit over conservation in the recent past. These decisions should go through our county
where professionals who represent it know the land, live here, and respect it.  

 Please don’t give up on the small desert communities for a check, we are begging for
consideration and care in this process. Frankly I’m disappointed you’ve been ignoring us for
this long already. Please make the right decision and don’t allow them to do anything
without going through proper procedures so we can protect and conserve the land we live
on. Do better and be a better representative of local government that cares about the
communities real priorities.

Thank you for listening,
Emily a community member that cares about the environment and for the health and
stability of our sacred land. 
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From: Nicholas McElroy
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: July 9th meeting line item #3
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 8:31:16 PM

You don't often get email from nhmcelroy@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear San Bernardino County Planning Commission,
 
I am writing with concerns about Project No. PMISC-2026-00029, which would bypass local
authority over Federally approved mining projects. This action is dismissive of the very real
impacts local mining projects would have on SB county residents. I believe it is essential that
local residents are considered stakeholders and given ample resources to examine, approve, or
deny these proposals. 
 
I recommend that Project No. PMISC-2026-00029 be scrutinized for it's potential negative
impact on local resident's involvement with projects. While federal land is everyone's, local
federal land is most important to those in it's vicinity and who value it as a local resource. We
need to maintain a voice in this process and it's the county's job to make that happen.
 
Thank you,
Nicholas McElroy, MA, MSW
58929 Lutz Ave
Landers CA
92285
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From: Friends of Morongo Valley
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Public Comment – Agenda Item #3 (PMISC-2026-00029) – Friends of Morongo Valley
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 8:33:19 PM

You don't often get email from friendsofmorongovalley@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Friends of Morongo Valley, we respectfully submit these comments regarding
Agenda Item #3, the proposed amendments to Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County
Development Code regarding surface mining and land reclamation.

We recognize the importance of coordination between County, State, and federal agencies,
and we understand that the intent of the proposed amendment may be to improve efficiency
and avoid unnecessary duplication where another agency provides equivalent review and
oversight. However, projects located partly on federally managed lands and partly within
County jurisdiction do not necessarily involve duplicative permitting. Separate approvals may
reflect separate agency responsibilities. The County should ensure that streamlining does not
unintentionally create regulatory loopholes or reduce local participation.

San Bernardino County is unique. Many rural communities are surrounded by federal public
lands, and projects involving those lands can directly affect nearby residents, infrastructure,
emergency services, scenic resources, cultural resources, recreation, wildlife habitat, and
quality of life. Federal agencies operate under different statutory mandates, while Planning
Commissioners and elected representatives understand and represent their communities. Without
clarifying language, the proposed amendment could unintentionally create a regulatory gap for mining
operations spanning multiple jurisdictions. Federal authorization of activities on public lands should not
eliminate County permitting authority for private lands. Such an outcome could remove local review,
public hearings, locally enforceable conditions, appeal rights, and opportunities for residents to raise
concerns before decision-makers accountable to affected communities. 

We respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue this item for additional public
review or direct staff to revise the ordinance language to clearly preserve County authority and
public participation opportunities before forwarding a recommendation to the Board of
Supervisors.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

Sara Fernandez
President
Friends of Morongo Valley
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From: Karen McKendrick
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: AGAINST the ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San Bernardino County Development Code
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 8:42:11 PM

You don't often get email from kmckendrick@mac.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission:

I have great concerns regarding Agenda Item #3, the proposed amendments to Chapter 88.03
of the San Bernardino County Development Code regarding surface mining and land
reclamation. I worry that the proposed amendment could allow mining operations to operate
without clear regulations and oversight. The proposed amendment also might disenfranchise
local communities and create a situation where there is no accountability. 

I respectfully request that the Planning Commission clarify the ordinance language to preserve
County authority and public review and participation opportunities before forwarding a
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,

Karen McKendrick

Morongo Valley CA 92256

mailto:kmckendrick@mac.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


From: CRR
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029-Public Comment
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:24:45 PM

You don't often get email from tnbctnla@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To Whom It May Concern,

We are full-time residents of Joshua Tree and our family has been living here for almost 20 years. We are writing to
voice our opposition to the repealing and rewriting of Chapter 88.03 of the County Development Code. Bypassing
community input and removing county permitting authority over federally approved mining projects in a time when
the federal government is gutting environmental regulations and fast-tracking development is totally unacceptable.
You would be effectively eliminating our right to have a say about the impact of development projects on our air
and water quality, the local wildlife, and our neighborhoods. 

There are tens of thousands of acres in the Morongo Basin area (Wonder Valley,
Desert Heights, Section 6 in Joshua Tree) all under potential threat of sale and development
through the BLM. This decision you are considering would effectively end any community
say about what happens in the place we live and the place that almost 3,000,000 people visit
annually because of its pristine, beloved landscape. 

Please stand with your constituents. 

Thank you,
Kelly & Christopher Cole
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From: Shannon Downey
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Re: Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:35:01 PM

You don't often get email from shankathleen92549@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Dear Planning Commission,
 
 I'm writing to provide public comment regarding the proposed rule change which will allow waiving
of State regulations in order to allow for unregulated mining in sensitive desert areas, even within
100 feet of Joshua Tree National Park. Below is a summary of the issues, concerns and questions for
the planning commission pertaining to this highly unethical "administrative" change which will allow
for unmitigated mining projects in our desert with minimum public input. While the rule change was
proposed in 2023, the public was not notified or considered in the decision making process which is
highly unethical. At a time when our public lands are under attack in an unprecedented manner, this
move is unacceptable. These are out public lands and they should not be sold off to be destroyed by
foreign or domestic mining companies!!
 
Summary of Issues:
Agenda Item 3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029) is proposing repeal and rewrite of Chapter 88.03 of
the County Development Code, the County’s local rules for surface mining and land reclamation.
County staff  have the audacity to describe this change as a routine “administrative update” to bring
the 2007-era rules in line with California’s Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). 
 
Under the proposed new Section 88.03.040(b):
 
"A Permit shall not be required for those portions of surface mining operations that require and
obtain a federally approved plan of operation, or other federal authorization."
 
Under this proposed rule change, if a mining company gets a green light from a federal agency like
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), it would no longer need a County permit for the work on
that federal land. This gives area residents much less recourse to challenge mining operations that
directly affect them.
 
California law generally requires mining projects, including those on federal public land, to go
through county permitting, a process meant to study and minimize impacts on air, water, wildlife,
and neighbors. The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) warns that the county’s
proposed change would surrender that local check precisely where it matters most:
 
Because federal requirements are weaker than California’s this means new mining projects will be
approved without the public’s knowledge, and with serious impacts to our treasured public lands,
air, and water.
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No public input when planning to adopt rewrite of state regulations pertaining to mining:
 
Repeal and Rewrite of Chapter 88.03 of the County Development Code was done without public
comment and in coordination with stakeholders who stand to benefit from waiving of more
stringent state laws:
 
"An initial stakeholder meeting occurred on November 13, 2023, where County staff provided a
presentation informing stakeholders of proposed updates to Chapter 88.03. Stakeholders included
local mining operators and the California Construction and Industrial Materials Association
(CalCIMA). County staff received comments from the mining operators requesting that CalCIMA
coordinate with the County throughout the process to ensure the updates are comprehensive and
incorporate all applicable changes to SMARA."
 
There is no evidence in the staff report of outreach to local residents, tribes, or conservation groups.
NPCA’s concern is blunt: “in its stakeholder engagement for this proposal, the county only talked to
the mining industry, and not local residents.”
 
Opening Pandora's Box with Public Lands:
 

In February 2026, the Australian company Dateline Resources announced its “Music Valley”
rare-earth project in the Pinto Mountains south of Twentynine Palms. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) confirmed the company filed 969 mining claims totaling roughly 19,380
acres — some within 100 feet of Joshua Tree National Park. Environmental advocates warn
the project could deplete scarce water, generate toxic waste, add heavy truck traffic, and
threaten the desert tortoise.

 
Meanwhile, a U.S. Senate budget-reconciliation proposal has floated auctioning off tens of
thousands of acres of BLM public land across the Morongo Basin including Wonder Valley,
Desert Heights, and parcels near Joshua Tree’s Section 6. This raises the prospect of far more
private development and extraction on land that is public today.

 
Outstanding questions for the Planning Commission:

Mining by a foreign entity in sensitive desert areas without environmental reviews should not
even be a consideration! Who benefits if a foreign entity mines on Public lands? 
Who stands to benefit from the proposed regulation changes?
Who is receiving monetary compensation for destruction of precious natural resources?
Will the planning commission provide an explanation as to why the public was not consulted
when the planning commission met with "stakeholders" on November 13, 2023?
The public was given a very limited window to provide comment or protest and this deal was
crafted in secret. A moratorium must be entered in order to allow for public comment.

 
Thank you for your consideration,
Shannon Erskin, M.Sp.Ed. 



From: Brandon Sward
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:36:17 PM

You don't often get email from brandonssward@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
As a resident of Los Angeles County, I urge the Commission to ensure that any updates to the
County's surface mining ordinance maintain strong environmental review, meaningful public
participation, and local oversight for mining projects on federal lands and throughout
unincorporated San Bernardino County.

Our desert ecosystems are unique and fragile. Mining can permanently affect wildlife habitat,
water resources, air quality, scenic landscapes, and cultural resources. Species such as the
desert tortoise and bighorn sheep depend on these public lands, and once these landscapes are
disturbed, they cannot truly be restored.

While this ordinance is presented as an update to align the County Code with the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act, I ask that the County not treat this as merely an administrative
exercise. Any changes affecting permitting, vested rights, federal lands, or reclamation should
preserve rigorous environmental review, transparency, and opportunities for public input.
Residents deserve confidence that mining proposals will continue to receive careful scrutiny
before approval.

These public lands belong to all of us. Their long-term ecological, recreational, and cultural
value should not be outweighed by short-term private interests. I respectfully ask you to
ensure that this ordinance maintains the strongest possible protections for our public lands,
wildlife, and communities and does not weaken environmental safeguards or public oversight
in any way.

Brandon Sward

-- 

Brandon Sward
Writer

+1 719 433 3948

brandonssward@gmail.com

www.brandonsward.com
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From: Zoe Koke
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Surface Mining Ordinance
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:42:11 PM

You don't often get email from zoekoke@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

To whom this may concern, 

As a resident of Wonder Valley in San Bernardino County, I encourage the Commission to ensure
that any revisions to the County's surface mining ordinance continue to uphold robust
environmental review, meaningful opportunities for public participation, and strong local
oversight of mining activities on federal lands and across unincorporated San Bernardino County.

The desert is an irreplaceable and sensitive environment. Mining operations can cause lasting
impacts to wildlife habitat, water supplies, air quality, scenic vistas, and cultural resources. Species
including the desert tortoise and bighorn sheep rely on these public lands, and once these natural
landscapes are altered, their ecological integrity cannot be fully recovered.

Although this ordinance is described as an effort to bring the County Code into alignment with
the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, I urge the County to view this process as more than a
technical update. Any revisions related to permitting, vested rights, mining on federal lands, or
reclamation standards should retain thorough environmental review, open decision-making, and
meaningful opportunities for community involvement. Residents should be assured that mining
proposals will continue to undergo careful evaluation before any approvals are granted.

Our public lands are a shared resource that should be managed for the benefit of current and
future generations. Their ecological, recreational, and cultural importance should not be
compromised by short-term private gain. I respectfully ask the Commission to adopt an
ordinance that preserves the strongest possible protections for our public lands, wildlife, and local
communities while maintaining rigorous environmental safeguards and meaningful public
oversight.

-Zoe Koke

Z.K
323.573.3507
zoekoke.com
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From: Kimberly Brower Keilbach
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Agenda Item #3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-00029)
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 9:52:36 PM

You don't often get email from kbkeilbach@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To Whom It May Concern: 

I have recently learned that the County is proposing a new Section 88.03.040(b) of
the San Bernardino County Development Code related to surface mining and land
reclamation, which would essentially eliminate our community's ability to provide local
oversight and involvement in the permitting process of surface mining operations.   

While I applaud the attempt to streamline bureaucratic processes to make them more
effective and efficient, I worry that this effort could create loopholes in the permitting
process that would create serious unintended environmental and economic problems
for local communities.

San Bernardino County is unique in that many of our communities are surrounded by
federal public lands. Projects on those lands can have significant impacts on nearby
residents, roads, emergency services, scenic and cultural resources, recreation,
wildlife habitat, and overall quality of life. 

Federal agencies have a different focus with different responsibilities than the County.
BLM employees, for example, are responsible for balancing the overall health,
diversity, and productivity of public lands on a broad level, covering vastly different
geographic and biological ecosystems. County officials, on the other hand,
are responsible for balancing the day-to-day needs of our local communities by
managing regional infrastructure, public health, and enforcement issues including
zoning laws, building codes, and safety ordinances that take our specific ecosystems
into account.

As currently written, the  proposed changes to the County Development Code have
the potential to create a gap in oversight for mining projects. If that happens, local
review, public hearings, enforceable County conditions, appeal rights, and
opportunities for residents to share their concerns with local decision-makers could be
lost.

I urge the Planning Commission to reject Agenda Item #3 (Project No. PMISC-2026-
00029) completely or at least to revise the verbiage so it clearly preserves the
County's permitting authority and protects opportunities for public participation before
sending it to the Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,
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Kimberly Keilbach

Morongo Valley, CA



From: Abigail Stewart
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Regarding Local Permitting for Mines on Federal Land
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 10:16:04 PM

You don't often get email from hello.abigail.stewart@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good evening, 

I am a resident of Twentynine Palms, California and I am writing in prior to tomorrow's
Planning Commission meeting to voice my concern for and opposition to Agenda Item 3,
PMISC-2026-00029. 

Please consider the effects of mining on local communities. The current federal free-for-all
should not give leeway to foreign mining investors who will not provide the care and
stewardship our BLM land deserves. 

Thank you for your time, 
Abigail Stewart
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From: Kathleen Mitchell
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 10:18:32 PM

You don't often get email from kathleenmitchell99@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
Good Afternoon:

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

I would like to see a side-by-side comparison of what is the current practice and how this new
ordinance would change procedures and results.

I would also like to know exactly how this would change the process with the Lone Pine
Canyon proposed mine.

I ask that SB County prioritizes keeping the citizens fully informed about mining and give
them a voice in Agenda item 3 

Respectfully,

Kathleen Mitchell
Wrightwood Resident
__________________________
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From: Crystal Wysong
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Regarding Item 3 on the agenda for 7/9/2026 meeting
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 10:34:06 PM

[You don't often get email from crystalwysong@gmail.com. Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern:

No change should be made and this item should be continued to give the public more time to review and comment.

I only heard about this today, the day before the meeting. Could a better way be developed to inform the public
about items coming up for a vote?

Thank you!

Crystal Wysong
Joshua Tree

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Janice
To: Planning Commission Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 11:09:08 PM

You don't often get email from packjan56@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
This is in regarss to agenda #3.An ordinance to repeal and reenact Chapter 88.03 of the San 
Bernardino County Development Code related to local surface mining.

As a resident of the desert that you are making this huge decision to allow mining adjacent to
Joshua National Park and basically in my back yard, I totally object!
I do not believe you are giving enough time to let local people absorb what this means for our
community!

You sit in San Bernardino and have no regard to our small communities and the impact that
this kind of mining will have on our environment or health. 

I wonder who is this going to benefit , not us,we will be left with the destruction and pollution.

Please reconsider. At least fully educate the local communities and have a fair process.

This issue should be a local one, with local town halls,  with time to address this fully and
honestly!

It makes me sad to think that someone is probably being bought off by big business. Is this
even an American company.  We need more facts and discussion.

Give us more information instead of voting for something that will for ever change this
beautiful desert and environment.

This is so short sited, and makes me wonder what is next??? Data Center? I do not see the
people with the power in San Bernardino caring about the communities of 29 Palms, Joshua
Tree, or Yucca Valley. 

Please reconsider allowing this to pass!

Sincerely.

Janice Morrow 
Yucca Valley, Ca
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From: babyjean@protonmail.com
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: Vehemently oppose item 3, PMISC-2026-00029
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 11:43:23 PM

You don't often get email from babyjean@protonmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

I am very opposed to changing our law to allow mining in California specifically item this
provides no environmental reviews and no  public say. We live here and should have a say in
what goes on in  our county. It is undemocratic and corrupt to bypass the people that live here
and subject us us to much weaker protections and no input. 
Please reject  the rewriting of our laws that take away our right  to make decisions about our
land , health and environment.  
Please do not  sell us out.

Respectfully,

Ronnie Perry-Tiner
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From: Katie Rock
To: Planning Commission Comments
Cc: COB - Internet E-Mail; Board Meeting Comments; LUS - Customer Service; Supervisor Cook; Supervisor

Armendarez; Supervisor Rowe; Supervisor Hagman; Supervisor Baca
Subject: Comment on Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029.
Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 11:53:43 PM

You don't often get email from rockkatie70@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   
To Whom It May Concern,

Please include this comment in the official record for the July 9, 2026 Planning Commission
hearing, Agenda Item 3, PMISC-2026-00029:

I am asking the Planning Commission to continue Agenda Item 3 and not recommend
adoption as-is. This ordinance does not directly approve the Lone Pine Canyon quarry, but it
rewrites the County's mining procedures while Lone Pine Canyon is an active and
controversial issue. The County should explain how this ordinance affects pending or vested-
rights mining operations, disclose all mining operator and CalCIMA input, conduct broader
outreach to affected communities, and require public notice and public review for any mining-
related decision that could affect roads, grading, drainage, slopes, traffic, blasting, crushing,
water quality, fire risk, visual impacts, habitat, or public safety.

Respectfully,
Katie Rock
Wrightwood Resident
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From: David Rubinstein
To: Planning Commission Comments
Subject: July 9, 2026 - Agenda Item 3
Date: Thursday, July 9, 2026 5:44:50 AM

You don't often get email from drub98@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you can confirm the sender and know the content is safe.

   

I strongly ask that you recommend rejecting the rewrite of Chapter 88.03 of the
County Development Code. 

Those of us that live near the currently proposed mining operations, and inevitable
future mining proposals, count on our representatives to look out for the interests of
your constituents. By giving up the ability to approve projects - mining or otherwise
- that happen in our community you are giving up the ability to represent and
protect your constituents, and your communities.

Just because a federal agency has approved a project, does not mean that it is
actually in the best interest of the citizens who live here. 

If this rewrite were to be accepted the people who would be directly impacted by
these mining operations would have less of a voice in how these businesses operate
in our communities. 

Without requiring planning commission approval, projects can be approved without
the public's knowledge, and without having any say over the impact these projects
might have to our local businesses, public lands, air and water. 

I have very little confidence that the federal government really cares that the Joshua
Tree area remains a beautiful tourist destination, or that the local businesses that
count on tourism thrive, or that those of us on wells have clean drinking water, or
any other other impacts that these projects might have. 

Just because these are on federal lands doesn't mean that they don't impact those of
us that live nearby. And honestly, the fact that, as I understand it, this was drafted
with lots of input from the mining industry, and little or no input from the
community makes it feel like we're being sold to the highest bidder. 

We are counting on you to protect the voices of the citizens of San Bernardino
County so that we can continue to have a voice in the ways in which our
communities change and grow. 

mailto:drub98@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningCommissionComments@lus.sbcounty.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


Thank you, 

David Rubinstein
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