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Please find attached the comments of the Big Bear Group of the Sierra Club.
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                                                        Big Bear Group


 San Gorgonio Chapter


PO Box 3048 Big Bear Lake CA. 92315 


San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors

385 N. Arrowhead Ave., #2

San Bernardino, CA 92415

 

Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, Robert.Lovingood@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Janice Rutherford, Janice.Rutherford@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Dawn Rowe, Dawn.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Curt Hagman, Curt.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Josie Gonzales, Supervisorgonzales@sbcounty.gov

County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal Terri.Rahhal@lus.sbcounty.gov

County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov

RE: Moon Camp 50-lot Residential Subdivision October 6 Supervisor Meeting

  The Big Bear Group of the Sierra Club with over 200 members in the Big Bear Valley believe that the county board of supervisors should reject the proposed Moon Camp 50-lot residual development with a marina on the North Shore of Big Bear Lake. This development, along with the proposed Marina Point project to the west, will alter the present character of the north shore forever! In addition, critical bald eagle shallow water foraging habitat will be destroyed by the dredging activities necessary for a marina. The remaining shoreline and perch trees will be compromised by the inevitable increase in human activity caused by the development. In addition, the site contains federally listed ashy-gray paint brush plant species of which at least 12% of the 5567 plants found on the site would be destroyed as a result of the development along with 27% of the existing habitat. As if the above was not enough to deny the required zone change the increased population needing to be evacuated during a wildfire must be considered along with the 50 homes that would need fire protection resources should such an event happen. Approval of this project by the county board of supervisors would include approval of a zoning change from the present BV/RL-40 designation to allow this 50-unit single home project to proceed. Approval of this change by the supervisors would mean that they have concluded that this development had significant community benefit that was in the public’s best interests. We reject this conclusion and believe that after reviewing the concerns of the general public and organizations such as ours the supervisors will reach the same conclusion.  

Wildfire Considerations 

   In 2003, the Old Fire caused the evacuation of the Big Bear Valley. At times both Rt. 38 and Rt. 18 to Running Springs were closed to traffic. Fortunately, the fire never reached Big Bear. We were also fortunate that because the fire had been burning to the west of Big Bear for some time the usual tourist population was virtually non-existent, and many residents left prior to the eventual mandatory evacuation. Even with this reduced population the strain on our evacuation routes was painfully evident. It took hours for those that waited for the mandatory evacuation order to get down the hill via Rt 18 to Lucerne.

  Consider the real possibility of a fast-moving fire coming up from the dry chaparral covered slopes from the south. This fire would most likely cause the closure of Rt. 18 to Running Springs and Rt. 38 to Redlands leaving Rt.18 to Lucerne the only way in and out. The question for authorities is do you evacuate the population or bring fire fighters and equipment up the hill? There are not adequate firefighting resources in the Big Bear Valley to handle this very real scenario. Within the last year according to the Big Bear Fire Authority there were 74 instances where there were no units available to take even 911 calls. 


  The Big Bear Valley has a resident population of around 25,000 and can expand to over eight times that in the busy summer months. Any project that has the potential to expand this population base which effects our highway systems ability to evacuate that population needs to be looked at as a cumulative effect under CEQA. We, and perhaps others, asked for this during the lengthy environmental review process for this project. We were either ignored or told that it was not in the project scope. This may be true; however, it is the counties responsibility to get this accomplished prior to any rezoning that results in expansion of the population. Our reading of CEQA is as follows: CEQA Guidelines require the consideration of cumulative impacts within an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) when a project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.  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.  In identifying projects that may contribute to cumulative impacts, the CEQA Guidelines requires the use of a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects, producing related or cumulative impacts, including those that are outside of the control of the lead agency. Thus, cumulative impacts must be covered in an EIR, backed up by a current traffic study that explores the consequences of various route closure scenarios. Until such studies are done and the cumulative effects are taken into account it is irresponsible, to say the least, for the  board of supervisors to continue approving large housing tracts on land designated RL It is in our view that by ignoring these cumulative effects the county is potentially putting its self in legal jeopardy should lives be lost in a disaster like the one that occurred in Paradise. 

  Attached, are two articles from the Los Angles Times and the Tahoe Daily Tribune which give some insight into the Paradise fire and the experiences of some of the people that lived through it. Some of the lesson we can take from these articles are:

· Paradise had an evacuation plan that was mailed out to the residents every year. They even went so far as to hold evacuation practice. The Big Bear Valley according to a traffic study done 7 years ago has an evacuation plan that has never been made public and thus in our opinion is useless.

· The Paradise evacuation plan was considered one of the strongest plans in California, yet 85 people died, some in their cars. Only 22% of communities at high risk from wildfires in the state have robust, publicly available evacuations plans. The Big Bear Valley has a plan that is 7 years old, not publicly available and does not reflect the population growth due to increased tourism.

· The Paradise plan had an evacuation plan that broke the city into 14 evacuation zones. However, because of wind conditions the fire spread everywhere and the whole town had to be evacuated at one time. The 7-year-old nonpublic evacuation plan uses the zone system but does not contemplate a large part of the area needing to be evacuated at once.  

· The City of Paradise sits at an elevation of 1700 ft. and has a 4-lane highway in and out of the city. Big Bear has only two-lane mountain roads in and out of a valley at 6500 ft.

· The population of Paradise is similar to the resident population of Big Bear Lake. However, it does not have the tourist population of Big Bear which substantially increases the population. The overnight population in the Big Bear Valley has increased as a result of substantial numbers of homes be used as VRBO’s (vacation rental by owner). We have no doubt that this will be the case for many of the homes in the Moon Camp development should it be approved. The number resident is then substantially increased over what would be expected in a single-family home thus increasing the load of residents that would need to be evacuated in a wildfire,

Bald Eagle Considerations


  This last winter two bald eagle chicks were hatched in a nest in the forest near Fawnskin. This event was fully covered and seen in country’s around the world by an on-line video camera placed above the nest a few years ago by the Friends of the Big Bear Valley. The primary perch trees and foraging area used by the chick’s parents is on the lake front area where the proposed marina and parking lot for this project is to be constructed. They feed there all year long. If completed as planned this area will most likely no longer used by the mating pair and they may potential abandon the nest and move out of the area. Because of these considerations the EIR concluded that this cannot be mitigated! This is a new development and its potential impact must be addressed in an addition to the EIR before this project can go forward. To do otherwise would be a violation of CEQA.

Destruction of Pebble Plain Habitat

   Because of ongoing development, less than 10 percent of the rare pebble plain habit that once existed in the Big Bear Valley remains. It is critically important to preserve all remaining habitat and species to maintain the genetic flow between the small islands of existing pebble plains plant species.

   The EIR vastly understates the amount of pebble plain habitat contained on the project site because it ignores the definition of pebble plain habitat as defined in the U.S Forest Service Pebble Plain Habitat Management Guide,2002 Instead it uses an outdated definition developed by one individual that fits the developers desires rather than the definition arrived at by combined expertise of the botanists of the Forest Service. This must be rectified so proper mitigation measures can be developed as required under CEQA.

Long Term Management Plan


Our comments on the proposed Long-Term Management Plan (LTMP) are as follows:


· No management entity was identified to implement and monitor the LTMP. In our experience organizations that do this type of work are hard to find and disappear over time. The Castle Glen development in Big Bear is an example where the Nature Conservancy has move on to protect larger ecosystems and all but lost interest in these smaller tracts.

· There is no estimate provided of the costs associated with the implementation of the LTMP thus there is no basis for funding the non- wasting endowment fund,


· The botanist and developer failed to mention that the 10-acre offsite land proposed to mitigate the loss of pebble plain habitat only contains 5 acres of suitable habitat for ashy-gray paint brush. The same botanist and developer representative failed to register this same 10-acre plot as mitigation for the construction of Big Bear High School.

· The LTMP states that the project site is only used for occasional perching habitat for the resident bald eagles. This is counter to observations made by residents and members of our group. There is no long-term study presented by the author of the LTMP that supports this statement.

In summary the Big Bear Group of the Sierra Club asks the Board of the Supervisors to deny the zoning change required for this project to move forward for the following reasons:


· Destruction of bald eagle habitat that cannot be mitigated.

· Destruction of 12% of the federally listed ashy-gray paint brush plants that exist on site along with 27%of its existing habitat.

· Changes the rural character of the north shore of Big Bear Lake forever.


· Adding more housing that will need fire protection during a wildfire.


· Adding to the load of people needing to be evacuated in a wildfire on a mountain road system that in the past could not handle the 2003 resident population. Since then tourism has greatly increased and over-night stays have swelled because of the conversion of home like those that will be built on this project to VRBO’s.

· Lack of cumulative effect studies and planning by the county as required by CEQA.

· It is not in the best interests of the resident population but rather in the interest of an out of state developer.

Respectively submitted,


Ed Wallace


Conservation Chair


Big Bear Group Sierra Club 

Please acknowledge receipt of these comments for our record.
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Chad Hanson, executive director and research

ecologist at John Muir Project of Earth Island
Institute, points to extreme fire danger because

One in 4 Californians
live in a ‘high risk’ _ ,
wildfire area. Is the i tron ooty
state ready for another n Big Bear Lake, officials worry about an explosive

wildfire roaring through the resort city, trapping

fl re season? tens of thousands of people.
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of overgrown grasses and trees very close to and

hanging over structures in the residential
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In the Santa Monica Mountains, authorities stage a mock
evacuation in Mandeville Canyon, where police discover
they are too slow to rescue residents from a wildfire
disaster.

And in the thick forest of the San Jacinto Mountains, an
Idyllwild resident laments that his town “resembles an

- arsonist’s dream.”

On the heels of the deadliest and most destructive wildfire
season in state history, officials across California are
growing increasingly anxious over what many fear will be
another one.

Fire experts and climatologists warn that the heavy rains
of recent months produced an excess of vegetation, which
over the hot summer will become dry fuel. At the same
time, the death toll from last fall’s Camp and Woolsey fires
— and the Tubbs fire the year before that — has
highlighted the vulnerability of communities throughout
the state.

In a meeting with emergency managers recently, Gov.
Gavin Newsom urged officials to “prepare for the worst”
and then gave voice to a growing sense of dread.
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“We just can’t take this anymore,” Newsom told the

gathering. “The state can’t take 2018 again. Can’t do 2017.

... We can’t take it anymore”

After the Camp fire killed 85 people in and around the
town of Paradise — and revealed glaring shortcomings in
municipal evacuation plans — the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection conducted a risk
assessment that found an estimated 11 million residents,
or 1 in 4 Californians, live in areas considered to be at
“high risk” of a wildfire.

“I anticipate there’s a whole lot of people in suburban
Southern California, and frankly in the Bay Area, that
would never consider themselves a part of that 4 out of 4
Californians that live in a fire risk area,’ but they actually
doy” said Wade Crowfoot, head of the California Natural

Resources Agency.

readhttps://www.atimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-california- braces-for-new-wildfires-20190614-story.html

Wooden roof shingles and pine trees near homes
increase the fire danger in the community of
Sugarloaf, near Big Bear Lake.

(Irfan Khan / Los Angeles Times)

Sleeping giants

When it comes to the risk of forest fire in Southern
California, Richard Minnich, a fire ecologist at UC
Riverside, said he is most concerned about communities
that haven’t burned since the 19th century: Big Bear Lake
and Lake Arrowhead in the eastern San Bernardino
Mountains, and the isolated, mile-high community of
Idyllwild.

o *

These areas, he said, have hundreds of trees per acre with
trunks more than 4 inches in diameter and an under-story
of young conifers and brush. By way of comparison, he
said, a healthy, safer forest has about 13 such trees per

acre.

In the event of a fire, the heavy under-story would create
what foresters call a “fuel ladder” that would send flames

up into the canopy, triggering a massive blaze.

In Idyllwild, authorities have been sounding the alarm for
years about the buildup of tinder-dry trees and brush.

“My town still resembles an arsonist’s dream,” resident
Mark Yardas said.

11:18AM
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Amanda Mayer is aware of the fire danger
presented by overhanging branches over her
two-story home in the residential community of
Sugarloaf near Big Bear City.

(Irfan Khan / Los Angeles Times)

Risk management

For all the urgency local and state officials are bringing
into fire preparations this year, their methods for
reducing the risks are nothing new.

“Near highways, we’ll probably do a combination of
handwork and machine work: bulldozers, masticators,
things like that,” said John Melvin, Cal Fire’s chief for
resource protection and improvement. “It’s tried-and-true
methods. What we’re doing is greatly increasing the pace
and scale, and we have more resources to do that.”

Indeed, the National Guard troops that President Trump
requested for border duty, and that Newsom recalled, are
now working on fire breaks, Melvin said.

But a growing chorus of environmental advocates and
some former fire officials are urging the state to shift its
wildfire strategy to one that “starts from the home
outward.” That means using fire-safe roofing materials
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and vent screens in homes and pruning vegetation within

a 100-foot radius of residences, among other things.

The state’s current strategy — which relies primarily on
altering forestland — is costly financially and
environmentally, they argue. It also has failed to prevent
deaths and massive property loss in extreme, wind-driven
fire events such as the Camp and Tubbs fires — which
together killed more than 100 people.

“Studies show that the principal cause of residential
destruction is not the result of high-intensity wildfire
engulfing homes,” said Big Bear Lake resident and
ecologist Chad Hanson. “Instead, home ignitions are due
to showers of firebrands landing on flammable materials
or on nearby vegetation. After that, one burning home sets
fire to another and another”

During a recent walk down a shady lane in Sugarloaf — a
densely populated neighborhood whose streets are
arranged in a grid pattern — Hanson gestured toward a

clutch of homes.

“Everywhere you look, there are piles of dry pine needles
on deteriorating shake shingle roofs and thick brush
growing against walls made of wooden planks,” Hanson

said.

o *

“I understand the comfort in people’s voices when they
say: ‘The Forest Service plans to thin the forests around
here. So, we'll be OK, ” he said. “But they are wrong”

Less than a block away, Amanda Mayer, 38, was striding
beneath the branches of a 30-foot-tall oak tree draped
over the veranda and roof of a wood-sided Victorian-style

home she shares with her family.

“Everybody knows this tree is too close to the house,” she
said. “But this is a pretty poor community. Many of us
have to work two jobs to get by. So, the idea of paying
someone tons of money to trim this tree is not high on my

priority list right now”

11:18AM
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Mandeville Canyon homeowner association
members Flo Chapgier, left, and Yolanda
Bergman count the number of people evacuating
while advising resident Laurie La Shelle during a
recent wildfire drill.

(Allen J. Schaben / Los Angeles Times)

Little response time

On a recent rainy Sunday in Mandeville Canyon, Los
Angeles police officers moved from house to house as part
of an elaborate evacuation drill.

As part of a scripted scenario, officers told residents that a
fire had broken out nearby, amid 25- to 35-mph winds
with gusts up to 40 mph. Residents had two hours to clear

out before a shower of embers, and then flames, arrived.

But as officers made their way up the canyon, the fire
prevented them from reaching residents to the north. As a
result, first-responders scrambled to transform their
simulated evacuation drill into a simulated rescue

mission.

Among those residents who attended the drill was

Maureen Levinson.

readhttps://www.atimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-california- braces-for-new-wildfires-20190614-story.html

Although she lives in Bel-Air, she said she felt compelled
to attend the event after watching images of the Woolsey
fire, which ripped through Ventura and Los Angeles
counties and devastated Malibu. She and her neighbors
were heartbroken when they watched video of homes

burning but saw no firetrucks nearby.
The lesson was clear, she said.

“If we’re in a fire, at some point they’re going to give up

on us;” Levinson said.

Sugarloaf, an unincorporated community near
Big Bear City, faces some of the highest wildfire

risk in Southern California.

o * =

(Irfan Khan / Los Angeles Times)
Evacuation plans

In the heart of the San Bernardino Mountains, where the
suburbs meet the wilderness, many have built homes amid

forest and brush, despite the wildfire risk.

Big Bear Lake Fire Chief Jeffrey Willis knows the danger
that comes with the high-velocity, dry Santa Ana winds
that blow out of the desert each fall and transform the

city’s 100-foot-tall Jeffrey pines into fuel.

“You can plan all you want, but a plan is only good until
something doesn’t fit,” Willis said. “Then you have to plan
on the fly”

Lake Arrowhead, which is home to 12,000 permanent
residents, has not burned since 1879. Yet each time
firefighters put out a small blaze, that means unburned
brush and timber is left to fuel future fires.

Jason Brooks, a San Bernardino County Fire Department
engineer, was only half-kidding when he said, “If every
property owner in Lake Arrowhead created defensible
space around their homes, there’d be no trees left to look
at”

11:18AM
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In this high-altitude, high-fire risk area, a revised
evacuation plan funded by the county calls for releasing
vehicles in a series of periodic segments, or tiers, with
only people in the most threatened areas leaving first at “a

desired speed of 25 mph”

That’s because, according to the Mountain Region
Emergency Road Capacity Study, if the entire community
of Big Bear Lake, for example, “were to be evacuated in
one instance, the roads would be overloaded and traffic

would not process.”

“There is potential for catastrophic losses,” the study
warns, “as thousands of people move into the
mountaintop communities.”

1119 AM
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Fleeing fire common in
California; evacuation
plans aren’t
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FILE - This Nov. 9, 2018, file photo the
burned out hulks of cars abandoned by
their drivers sit along a road in Paradise,
Calif. The scale of disaster in the Camp
Fire was unprecedented, but the scene of
people fleeing wildfire was familiar,
repeated numerous times over the past
three years up and down California from
Redding and Paradise to Santa Rosa,
Ventura and Malibu. (AP Photo/Rich
Pedroncelli, File)

AP | AP

ARADISE, California — Wildfire surrounded Darrel
Wilken and the three hospital patients in his car.

H O Type here to search

But instead of evacuating Paradise, they were stuck in
traffic along with thousands of others.

Cars burned in front of them. Trees, homes and buildings
exploded into flames as the gusting firestorm destroyed

nearly everything around them.

Wilken, a nurse, knew about Paradise’s evacuation plan,
which includes route maps and zones. But the speed and

intensity of the fire forced him to improvise, he said.

Despite the tragic outcome of that day in November 2018
and the confusion faced by people like Wilken, the city’s

careful planning made a difference, Paradise Mayor Jody
Jones insists.

“I don’t know that you could ever prepare for something
like what happened here. It was just so fast,” Jones said.
“But we were not caught flat-footed. We did know what to
do. Our people knew what to do, and it did save lives.”

Counter-intuitive as it may sound, Paradise has some of
the strongest evacuation planning in California. In fact, a
USA TODAY Network-California survey of communities at
high risk from wildfire found only 22% (including
Paradise) have a robust, publicly available evacuation

plan.

o * x L.

The scale of disaster in the Camp Fire was unprecedented,
but the scene of people fleeing wildfire was familiar,

repeated numerous times over the past three years up and
down California from Redding and Paradise to Santa Rosa,

Ventura and Malibu.

In many of those communities, motorists became stuck in
traffic as officials tried to evacuate thousands onto a few

roads leading away from the flames.
NO REQUIREMENT TO PLAN

The 85 deaths and nearly 19,000 buildings destroyed in
Paradise’s Camp Fire made it the deadliest and most

destructive blaze in California history. Eight of those who

perished were found in their vehicles, with two others

found outside near vehicles.

In some spots, burned-out and abandoned vehicles lined

roads leading out of town.

But none of that has created a detectable sense of urgency

for more evacuation planning.

Using Cal Fire’s designation of wildfire risks across the
state, the USA TODAY Network-California requested
evacuation plans from 27 communities at greatest risk of
fire.
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One group consisted of the 15 most populous communities
where 95% or more of residents live in very high hazard
areas for wildfires; the other group included the 15 places
with the highest sheer number of residents living in that

riskiest zone. Three communities appeared on both lists.

Reporters contacted officials in each of those 27
communities, and filed document requests under the
California Public Records Act with those that refused to

release plans.

They found that fewer than one in four, just 22%, have a
robust evacuation plan that is available to the public.

California does not require communities to plan for
wildfire evacuations. And while experts recommend cities
and counties develop evacuation plans, there is

disagreement over what should be included in those plans.

Tom Cova is a University of Utah geography professor who
has done extensive research on environmental hazards,
emergency management, transportation, and geographic
information science.

Cova said he doesn’t understand why communities
wouldn’t do more evacuation planning.

-fire-common-in-calif

“To me, it says, one, communities are complacent or
ignorant of the risks, and two, it’s a failure on the part of
local and state governments to not require them (certainly
for the highest hazard communities),” Cova said in an

email.

Jones, the Paradise mayor, said other communities around
the state in high fire hazard areas should learn a lesson

from what happened in her town.

“Have a plan, an evacuation plan,” she said. “You're going
to have tragedy if you don’t have a plan.”

But some emergency officials say fires are too

unpredictable for that.

Evacuation areas depend on the fire itself and what areas
or neighborhoods it is threatening, said Paul Lowenthal,
assistant fire marshal and public information officer for
Santa Rosa.

He acknowledged the difficulty of evacuating tens of
thousands of residents during the Tubbs Fire in October
2017, when between 80,000 and 100,000 residents were
evacuated and Highway 101 was clogged.

Lowenthal said evacuation plans may be helpful in

communities with few roads in and out. But in

communities like Santa Rosa, where there are more

options, he believes they aren’t needed.

“Conditions dictate the extent and need for evacuations,”

Lowenthal said.
FIRE EVERYWHERE

Paradise had detailed evacuation plans that had worked in
the past, including in 2017, Jones said. The evacuation
plan breaks the town into 14 zones. Residents living in

each zone evacuate depending on where the fire is located.

The plan is mailed to every home in Paradise each year.

The community even practiced evacuating, she said.

But the Camp Fire, which broke out the morning of Nov. 8,
2018, was different. It was “everywhere” by the time it
got to Paradise, Jones said.

“The plan was never for the whole town to evacuate at
once, so I'm not sure I would say it went according to plan
because the evacuation plan we had was predicated on

evacuation by zones in a very orderly manner,” Jones said.

“And the entire town, because of the wind, the embers
were coming in everywhere all at once, so we had fires all

over town and the entire town was evacuating at one
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time, which is going to overrun your transportation

system.

“I don’t care what town you are, where you live or how big
your streets are. They’re not sized to take the entire
population at one time,” she said.

City and county officials had planned on having motorists
evacuate via the five two-lane roads and one four-lane
road leading out of town. But fire forced officials to close
three of those routes, further clogging the remaining
roads, Jones said.

Still, Jones is convinced the evacuation plan and residents’

familiarity with it saved lives.

“People were aware. In Paradise, you had fire every year.
You had evacuations every year, usually by zone. People
knew what to do, so that was helpful,” she said.

‘Without that, she said, the situation would have been even
more chaotic.

Wilken, the nurse, said he had been through two previous
evacuations in Paradise. Both went more smoothly, but the
Camp Fire was different.

“It just happened too quicKly. It was a blitzkrieg of fire,
and no one was prepared for that,” Wilken said.

SECRET PLANS

‘When USA TODAY Network-California reporters contacted
community leaders and emergency managers around the
state, some claimed they do have plans but refused to
make them available.

Reporters submitted requests for copies of evacuation
plans in March to Los Angeles, E1 Dorado and San
Bernardino counties through the California Public Records
Act.

Emily Montanez, a senior program manager with the Los
Angeles County Office of Emergency Management, said
the evacuation report is not available to the public
because it contains sensitive information about the
sheriff’s office main station and substations.

Los Angeles County later released a copy of the evacuation
plan after it received a public records request for the

document.

In San Bernardino County, the sheriff’s and fire
departments have developed evacuation plans, but “the
information is not public record because of the possibility
of someone using that information to hamper evacuations
during an emergency,” said Scott Vanhorne, a spokesman
for a county supervisor.

However, in response to a USA TODAY Network public
records request, county officials two days later provided
851 pages of documents.

While the documents referred to the roles and
responsibilities of various agencies during emergency
evacuations, they did not include a separate appendix on

evacuations.

The county also did not provide the evacuation plan for
the communities of Lake Arrowhead, Crestline and
Running Springs — three communities where at least 95%
of residents live in very high hazard areas for wildfires.

El Dorado County officials also initially refused to release
information about evacuation plans that would cover
Pollock Pines, one of the 15 largest communities in the
state where more than 95% of residents live in a very high
hazard zone for wildfire.

“I confirmed with the (lieutenant) for our (emergency
services) division that we do not release our emergency
plan, for obvious security reasons,” wrote EI Dorado
County Sheriff’s Sgt. Anthony Prencipe, in an email
response. He did not elaborate on those reasons.

Then, in response to a Public Records Act request, the

county provided one page from its emergency operations
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plan that refers to evacuations. Three paragraphs on that

page were blacked out.

El Dorado County officials also provided several pages of
what it called evacuation plans for the area of Mosquito
and Swansboro roads near Placerville, but those consisted
mostly of general instructions to residents on how to

prepare themselves.

‘WHAT IS AN EVACUATION PLAN?

The detail and quality of evacuation plans vary from
community to community across the state.

“One of the more impressive” evacuation plans, according
to researcher Cova, was developed by San Diego County
and is included as a 76-page appendix to its emergency

operations plan.

The evacuation plan is a “regional, 50,000-foot view of
evacuation planning” not intended to replace on-the-spot
decision making in specific emergencies, said Alex Bell, a
spokeswoman for San Diego County.

The county’s evacuation plan was born out of the lessons
learned from evacuating New Orleans residents during
Hurricane Katrina in 2005, as well as hurricanes Irma and
Harvey in 2017.

-fire-common-in-calif

San Diego’s evacuation plan also contains estimates on the
number of residents within communities in the county
who may require evacuation assistance, sheltering,
transportation and help with pet evacuation.

It provides general evacuation routes and road capacities,
county-wide shelter capacities, resources available locally
and through mutual aid and access considerations for

people with disabilities.

There is “all sort of disagreement out there” about what
makes a viable evacuation plan, said Tim Haney, professor
of sociology and director of the Centre for Community
Disaster Research at Mount Royal University in Calgary,
Alberta.

He looks for:

— Distinctions between what’s needed for slow- vs. fast-

onset disaster.

— Plans for the vulnerable: low-income, elderly, disabled,
those without a vehicle, etc. The plan should note where
those populations are concentrated relative to the hazard
and what kind of transportation they’ll need.

— A plan for what to do when people don’t hear the

evacuation order, don’t trust it or choose not to evacuate.

Will uniformed officers knock on doors, and if so how will

that be staffed and organized?

— An estimate of the number of people who will need
shelter while they are evacuated and where those shelters
will be set up. A plan also should identify sources of food,
toiletries, etc. Shelter plans should be set up in a way to
minimize risk of gendered violence. Shelter plans should
also accommodate pets.

— Assurance that emergency social services such as
mental health services will be available and evacuees will

know how to get those services.

“A successful evacuation is basically a chain of events that
must happen smoothly and if any one link in the chain
breaks, the plan fails,” Cova said.

A PATCHWORK APPROACH

State law doesn’t require evacuation plans. City and
county authorities can decide whether to have one, said
Mark Pazin, chief of law enforcement for the California

Office of Emergency Services.

“Nothing is mandated, but it’s highly advisable, given the

drama we’ve seen up and down the state,” Pazin said.
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Nine of the 27 communities surveyed for this story are in
Los Angeles County, which has an evacuation plan within
its overall emergency operations plan, but those plans
aren’t readily available to the public.

Los Angeles County released a copy of its evacuation plan
in response to a public records request from the USA

Today Network.

The 73-page evacuation plan is part of the county’s

Operational Area Emergency Response Plan.

While the plan was not available without a public records
request, it begins by addressing the “officials, employees

and residents of Los Angeles County.”

Two Los Angeles County communities, Malibu and
Topanga Canyon, have individual evacuation plans that are
posted on the internet.

Three communities in San Bernardino County — Lake
Arrowhead, Crestline and Running Springs — are covered
under the agency’s evacuation plan for the mountain
communities in an area stretching from Crestline to Big
Bear, said Glenn Barley, San Bernardino County unit chief
for the California Department of Forestry and Fire

Protection.
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While evacuation routes are posted online, the complete
evacuation plan for Crestline, Running Springs and Lake
Arrowhead is not publicly available, Barley said.

Two other communities on the list — Magalia and Paradise
— have posted evacuation plans online.

The city of Glendale’s 2008 emergency plan identifies nine
brush fire zones in neighborhoods near the mountains.

Each of the zones includes a population figure and notes
about narrow roads or remote neighborhoods with
restricted access. The plan cautions that such road
conditions could lead to problems for emergency

responders as well as people evacuating.

“Ilooked at that and I don’t know if there is a problem. I
wouldn’t call that a problem, maybe a concern,” said Dan
Bell, a spokesman for the city.

Bell said the city has updated the plans but declined to
release those newer documents. He said the plans do not
list solutions or steps the city is taking to address road

obstacles in the brush fire zones.

While officials in Sonoma, Shasta and Ventura counties

evacuated tens of thousands of residents from wildfires

o * x L.

over the past three years, those counties also do not have

evacuation plans.
‘CONCERN WITH THAT PRE-PLANNED STUFF’

Kevin McGowan, assistant director of emergency services
for Ventura County, said fires are too unpredictable to
plan for evacuations: You don’t know where they will start
and you don’t know where they’ll go.

“Our concern with that pre-planned stuff is that it doesn’t
lend itself to that dynamic decision-making process,”
McGowan said.

He said when fires break out firefighters and law

enforcement personnel are authorized to make decisions
about evacuations quickly based on current conditions.

“We built a culture in Ventura County to evaluate
evacuation needs right away,” he said.

Planning out evacuations ahead of time would be very
hard to do, he said.

“It’s not something you can just have written and on the
shelf and then just pull it out. It doesn’t work that way
with wildfires,” McGowan said.
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Ventura County officials do evacuation planning for
tsunamis, but emergency planners know where a tsunami
will come from. Those evacuation plans are available
online, McGowan said.

As far as traffic congestion during evacuations, McGowan
said evacuation plans aren’t likely to solve that problem.

“Every single one of these really large fires had traffic
congestion,” McGowan said. However, it wasn’t gridlock,
he said.

“There’s absolutely no evacuation in the history of the
world that is going to go absolutely seamless,” McGowan
said.

Evacuation plans are helpful for “well-defined hazards
such as a tsunami or dam failure,” said Briana Khan, a
spokeswoman for Sonoma County.

Wildfire evacuation plans also may help smaller
communities but not larger ones, she said. Plus, there’s
the cost.

“Most communities in California do not have wildfire
evacuation plans due to the need to expend resources in
addressing other hazards such as flooding or
earthquakes,” Khan said.

-fire-common-in-calif

However, she said, Sonoma County is interested in
developing evacuation planning for its most at-risk
communities.

“Although we do not have a definite timeline in place for
delivering and exercising these plans, the county is very
aware of — and is counting on — the significant

community interest in this subject,” Khan said.

Since the 2017 fires, officials also have started sending out
emergency warnings and calling for evacuations earlier,
she said.

Haney, the Mt. Royal University researcher, said the
success of an evacuation plan rests on several things:
effective communication, whether a community trusts its
local government, resources available to residents and

geography.

The trend among emergency managers is to develop
evacuation plans for many different types of disasters —
hurricanes, floods, earthquakes, fires, etc. — rather than a
single evacuation plan for each, Haney said.

“It’s really about imagining the different scenarios —
making plans flexible enough to fit many different

disaster types,” Haney said.

“Things that never happened before happen all the time,”
he said.

What happened during the Camp Fire in 2018 had
happened before, although on a smaller scale, said Jones,
the Paradise mayor.

Because of evacuation problems during a 2008 wildfire,
Paradise and county officials drew up evacuation plans
that include evacuation zones and routes, she said.

“We had terrible traffic jams (in 2008) and from that we
developed an evacuation plan,” Jones said.

But Jones takes away a different lesson than emergency
leaders in other parts of California. She doesn’t see the
Camp Fire deaths as a sign that planning is futile. Quite

the opposite.

“(Eighty-five) deaths is a lot and it’s terrible, but our
residents knew what to do,” she said.

USA Today Network-California reporter Megan Diskin

contributed to this report.






From: Jill Borden
To: janice.ritherford@bos.sbcounty.gov; Rowe, Dawn; curt.hagman@bossbcounty.gov; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal,

Terri; Nievez, Tom
Cc: Lovingood, Robert
Subject: DENY : Moon Camp Development project at Big Bear Lake in Fawnskin
Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 4:23:32 PM
Attachments: image2.jpeg
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Dear Supervisors:

| am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon Camp
development in Fawnskin. Increasing housing density in this area would cause major irreversible
harm to the bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the site.

The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be significant
adverse impacts to bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles only wintering in the valley
for a few months a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagles began nesting within V2 mile of the
project site. The much more significant impacts this project would cause based on this key change
has never been evaluated. Project proponents have attempted to conceal the true impacts to bald
eagles by creating what they call a ‘Long Term Management Plan. Without proper analysis, any
management plan is invalid.

Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald eagles.
This area is in the heart of a National Forest, in a unique, rural area on the north side of the lake. The
project site itself contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that do not exist anywhere else in the
world! Less than 1/3 of this special habitat is planned to be conserved. With over 600 homes
currently for sale in this small valley (150 more than a year ago), there is no justification to declare
that a need for housing overrides significant harmful impacts to bald eagles.

Any zone change, as this project requires, must be in the public interest. This area is already rated
such a high fire risk that many local homeowners have had their insurance cancelled. A housing
density increase along the National Forest boundary would escalate the fire risk. The area is already
ranked in the top 1% as having the most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency evacuation
routes in the state. This zoning change would further aggravate that potentially dire evacuation
deficiency.

To approve this project, County decision-makers would be saying they care more about adding
luxury houses and a private marina than they care about preventing harmful impacts to the bald
eagles, to our National Forest, to our residents and to our visitors. Please DENY the detrimental zone
change and project proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.

Most sincerely,
JﬂLBQLdeny_ 8 VanBuren Ave, Centereach, NY (1720

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, Robert.Lovingood@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Janice Rutherford, Janice.Rutherford@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Dawn Rowe, Dawn.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Curt Hagman, Curt.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov

Supervisor Josie Gonzalez, jgonzales@sbcounty.gov

County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal Terri.Rahhal@Ilus.sbcounty.gov

County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov












From: hanke rempel
To: COB - Internet E-Mail
Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Eagles....don"t do it....
Date: Thursday, October 3, 2019 8:31:48 PM
Importance: High

San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors
385 N. Arrowhead Ave., #2
San Bernardino, CA 92415

Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov
Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing

Dear Supervisors:

I am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon Camp
development in Fawnskin. Increasing housing density in this area would cause major irreversible harm to the
bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the site.

The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be significant adverse
impacts to bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles only wintering in the valley for a few months
a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagles began nesting within ½ mile of the project site. The much
more significant impacts this project would cause based on this key change has never been evaluated.
Project proponents have attempted to conceal the true impacts to bald eagles by creating what they call a
‘Long Term Management Plan.’ Without proper analysis, any management plan is invalid.

Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald eagles. This area is
in the heart of a National Forest, in a unique, rural area on the north side of the lake. The project site itself
contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that do not exist anywhere else in the world! Less than 1/3 of
this special habitat is planned to be conserved. With over 600 homes currently for sale in this small valley
(150 more than a year ago), there is no justification to declare that a need for housing overrides significant
harmful impacts to bald eagles.

Any zone change, as this project requires, must be in the public interest. This area is already rated such a
high fire risk that many local homeowners have had their insurance cancelled. A housing density increase
along the National Forest boundary would escalate the fire risk. The area is already ranked in the top 1% as
having the most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency evacuation routes in the state. This zoning
change would further aggravate that potentially dire evacuation deficiency.

To approve this project, County decision-makers would be saying they care more about adding luxury
houses and a private marina than they care about preventing harmful impacts to the bald eagles, to our
National Forest, to our residents and to our visitors. Please DENY the detrimental zone change and project
proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.

Most sincerely,

__Barbara Kate Hanke

Rodney James Rempel_______________

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, Robert.Lovingood@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Janice Rutherford, Janice.Rutherford@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Dawn Rowe, Dawn.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Curt Hagman, Curt.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Josie Gonzalez, jgonzales@sbcounty.gov
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County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal Terri.Rahhal@lus.sbcounty.gov
County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov
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From: Geri Leysack
To: COB - Internet E-Mail
Subject: Fawnskin Moon Camp Project
Date: Thursday, October 3, 2019 7:57:30 PM

San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 385 N. Arrowhead Ave., #2 San Bernardino, CA 92415
 
Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8
Supervisors’ hearing
 
Dear Supervisors:
 
I am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon Camp
development in Fawnskin. Increasing housing density in this area would cause major irreversible
harm to the bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the site.
 
The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be significant
adverse impacts to bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles only wintering in the valley
for a few months a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagles began nesting within ½ mile of the
project site. The much more significant impacts this project would cause based on this key change
has never been evaluated. Project proponents have attempted to conceal the true impacts to bald
eagles by creating what they call a ‘Long Term Management Plan.’ Without proper analysis, any
management plan is invalid.
 
Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald eagles.
This area is in the heart of a National Forest, in a unique, rural area on the north side of the lake. The
project site itself contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that does not exist anywhere else in
the world! Less than 1/3 of this special habitat is planned to be conserved. With over 600 homes
currently for sale in this small valley (150 more than a year ago), there is no justification to declare
that a need for housing overrides significant harmful impacts to bald eagles.
 
Any zone change, as this project requires, must be in the public interest. This area is already rated
such a high fire risk that many local homeowners have had their insurance cancelled. A housing
density increase along the National Forest boundary would increase the fire risk. The area is already
ranked in the top 1% as having the most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency evacuation
routes in the state. This zoning change would further aggravate that potentially dire evacuation
deficiency.
 
To approve this project, County decision-makers would be saying they care more about adding
luxury houses and a private marina than they care about preventing harmful impacts to the bald
eagles, to our National Forest, to our residents and to our visitors. Please DENY the detrimental zone
change and project proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.
 
Most sincerely,
Geraldine A. Leysack
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Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: COB - Internet E-Mail
To: BOS District Secretaries
Cc: McBride, Gary; Blakemore, Michelle; Hernandez, Leonard - CAO; Alexander-Kelley, Penny; Rahhal, Terri; Brizzee,

Bart; Michl, Susan (CAO); Andrade, Eva; King, Stephanie; Duron, Heidi - LUS; Nievez, Tom; Sonick, Chrystale;
Monell, Lynna; Mellinger, Jessica

Subject: FW: Moon Camp Development Correspondence- Frank Toriello
Date: Monday, October 21, 2019 2:49:18 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon:
 
Below please find email correspondence received by the Clerk of the Board on 10/21/19 from Frank
Toriello regarding the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.
 
Donna A. Young
Executive Secretary III
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Phone: 909-387-3848
Fax: 909-387-4554
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 2nd Floor
San Bernardino, CA  92415-0130

SBCounty Logo

 

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 to use it in any manner, except to
immediately destroy it and notify the sender.
 

From: Frank Toriello <mondofrankstar@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 2:30 PM
To: COB - Internet E-Mail <COB@sbcounty.gov>
Subject: Moon Camp Development
 
San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 385 N. Arrowhead Ave., #2
San Bernardino, CA 92415
Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov
Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
Dear Supervisors:
I am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the
Moon Camp development in Fawnskin. Increasing housing density in this area would
cause major irreversible harm to the bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the
site.
The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be
significant adverse impacts to bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles
only wintering in the valley for a few months a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald
eagles began nesting within 1⁄2 mile of the project site. The much more significant
impacts this project would cause based on this key change has never been
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evaluated. Project proponents have attempted to conceal the true impacts to bald
eagles by creating what they call a ‘Long Term Management Plan.’ Without proper
analysis, any management plan is invalid.
Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to
bald eagles. This area is in the heart of a National Forest, in a unique, rural area on
the north side of the lake. The project site itself contains 3 species of plants and rare
habitat that does not exist anywhere else in the world! Less than 1/3 of this special
habitat is planned to be conserved. With over 600 homes currently for sale in this
small valley (150 more than a year ago), there is no justification to declare that a need
for housing overrides significant harmful impacts to bald eagles.
Any zone change, as this project requires, must be in the public interest. This area is
already rated such a high fire risk that many local homeowners have had their
insurance cancelled. A housing density increase along the National Forest boundary
would increase the fire risk. The area is already ranked in the top 1% as having the
most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency evacuation routes in the state.
This zoning change would further aggravate that potentially dire evacuation
deficiency.
To approve this project, County decision-makers would be saying they care more
about adding luxury houses and a private marina than they care about preventing
harmful impacts to the bald eagles, to our National Forest, to our residents and to our
visitors. Please DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon
Camp development in Fawnskin.
Most sincerely,
Frank Toriello



From: COB - Internet E-Mail
To: BOS District Secretaries
Cc: McBride, Gary; Blakemore, Michelle; Hernandez, Leonard - CAO; Alexander-Kelley, Penny; Rahhal, Terri; Brizzee,

Bart; Michl, Susan (CAO); Andrade, Eva; King, Stephanie; Sonick, Chrystale; Duron, Heidi - LUS; Monell, Lynna;
Mellinger, Jessica; Nievez, Tom

Subject: FW: Proposed Moon Camp development - Evan Coss
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:08:22 AM
Attachments: Moon Camp Denial.pdf
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Good morning:
 
Below please find email correspondence received by the Clerk of the Board on 10/23/19 from Evan Coss
regarding the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.
 
Donna A. Young
Executive Secretary III
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Phone: 909-387-3848
Fax: 909-387-4554
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 2nd Floor
San Bernardino, CA  92415-0130

SBCounty Logo

 

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 to use it in any manner, except to
immediately destroy it and notify the sender.
 

From: Evan Coss <ecoss@mitsubishicement.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 2:19 PM
To: COB - Internet E-Mail <COB@sbcounty.gov>
Cc: Lovingood, Robert <Robert.Lovingood@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Rutherford, Janice
<Janice.Rutherford@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Rowe, Dawn <Dawn.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov>; Hagman,
Curt <Curt.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov>; jgonzalez@sbcounty.gov; Rahhal, Terri
<Terri.Rahhal@lus.sbcounty.gov>; Nievez, Tom <Tom.Nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov>
Subject: RE: Proposed Moon Camp development
 
Dear Supervisors,
 
Please heed our concerns! The last thing we need is Chicago money coming in and trampling on the
very thing that people from all around come up here to enjoy, our natural mountain landscape. The
attached letter goes into more detail. Thanks!
 
Evan Coss
47200 Skyview Drive
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Big Bear City, CA 92314
 
Best regards,
 
Evan Coss
Quality Control Superintendent
Mitsubishi Cement Corporation
5808 State Hwy 18
Lucerne Valley, CA 92345
 
Desk: 760-248-5172
Mobile: 760-953-2307



From: COB - Internet E-Mail
To: BOS District Secretaries
Cc: McBride, Gary; Blakemore, Michelle; Hernandez, Leonard - CAO; Alexander-Kelley, Penny; Rahhal, Terri; Brizzee,

Bart; Michl, Susan (CAO); Andrade, Eva; King, Stephanie; Sonick, Chrystale; Duron, Heidi - LUS; Nievez, Tom;
Monell, Lynna; Mellinger, Jessica

Subject: FW: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
Date: Thursday, October 24, 2019 4:46:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon:
 
Attached below please find email correspondence received by the Clerk of the Board on 10/24/19 from
Lindsay Jaki regarding the Moon Camp development.
 
Donna A. Young
Executive Secretary III
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Phone: 909-387-3848
Fax: 909-387-4554
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 2nd Floor
San Bernardino, CA  92415-0130

SBCounty Logo

 

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 to use it in any manner, except to
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From: Lindsay Jakl <nbjcrazyrose23@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 4:19 PM
To: COB - Internet E-Mail <COB@sbcounty.gov>
Subject: Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
 
San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors
385 N. Arrowhead Ave., #2
San Bernardino, CA 92415
Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov
Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
Dear Supervisors:
I am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon
Camp 
development in Fawnskin. Increasing housing density in this area would cause major
irreversible
harm to the bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the site.
The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be
significant
adverse impacts to bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles only wintering in the
valley 
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for a few months a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagles began nesting within ½ mile
of the 
project site. The much more significant impacts this project would cause based on this key
change 
has never been evaluated. Project proponents have attempted to conceal the true impacts to
bald 
eagles by creating what they call a ‘Long Term Management Plan.’ Without proper analysis,
any 
management plan is invalid.
Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald
eagles. 
This area is in the heart of a National Forest, in a unique, rural area on the north side of the
lake. 
The project site itself contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that does not exist anywhere
else 
in the world! Less than 1/3 of this special habitat is planned to be conserved. With over 600
homes
currently for sale in this small valley (150 more than a year ago), there is no justification to
declare 
that a need for housing overrides significant harmful impacts to bald eagles.
Any zone change, as this project requires, must be in the public interest. This area is already
rated 
such a high fire risk that many local homeowners have had their insurance cancelled. A
housing 
density increase along the National Forest boundary would increase the fire risk. The area is
already 
ranked in the top 1% as having the most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency
evacuation 
routes in the state. This zoning change would further aggravate that potentially dire
evacuation 
deficiency.
To approve this project, County decision-makers would be saying they care more about
adding 
luxury houses and a private marina than they care about preventing harmful impacts to the
bald 
eagles, to our National Forest, to our residents and to our visitors. Please DENY the
detrimental 
zone change and project proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.
Most sincerely,
_________________
cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, Robert.Lovingood@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Janice Rutherford, Janice.Rutherford@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Dawn Rowe, Dawn.Rowe@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Curt Hagman, Curt.Hagman@bos.sbcounty.gov
Supervisor Josie Gonzalez, jgonzales@sbcounty.gov
County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal Terri.Rahhal@lus.sbcounty.gov
County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov
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