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DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

MINUTES OF A REGULAR BOARD MEETING
MARCH 15, 2011

A Regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the Department of Water & Power, City of
Big Bear Lake, was called to order at 9 a.m., by Chair Foulkes, at the DWP Board Room, at
41972 Garstin Drive, Big Bear Lake, California.
FLAG SALUTE: Joel Dickson, General Manager
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Steve Foulkes, Chair
Bob Tarras, Treasurer
Fred Miller, Board Commissioner
Don Smith, Board Commissioner
BOARD MEMBERS EXCUSED: Bill Giamarino, Vice Chair
ITEM NO. 3 — Public Forum
No one from the public wished to speak.

ITEM NO. 4 — Consent Calendar

4.1 Approve Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting Dated January 18, 2011
4.2 Adopt Resolution No. DWP 2011-01 for MOU/Policy for Unrepresented
Employees

Motion made by Treasurer Tarras, seconded by Commissioner Smith, and carried 4-0 to
approve Minutes from the Regular Board meeting dated January 18, 2011.

ITEM NO. 5 - Items Removed from the Consent Calendar

Consent Item #4.2 was removed for discussion. Chair Foulkes stated that Resolution No. DWP
2011-01 would be approved. However, in light of the Council’s approval of the Administrative
Services transition, the MOU and Policy will have to be revised at a later date.

Motion made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Treasurer Tarras, and carried 4-0 to
adopt Resolution No. DWP 2011-01, establishing Policy #2011-01 Regarding Benefits and
Working Conditions for Unrepresented Employees Effective January 1, 2011, and its
addenda.

ITEM NO. 6 - DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS

ITEM NO. 6.1 — Financial Report Month Ended 1/31/11

Administrative Manager McGee discussed the January Financial Report with the Board






Minutes — 3/15/11

ITEMS 6.1.3 through 6.1.6 — Check Registers

Motion made by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Commissioner Miller, and carried 4-0
to authenticate the Check Registers as presented.

ITEM NO. 6.2 - USDA Projects Update

Water Resource Manager La Haye reported that Pyramid Building and Engineering will resume
construction on pipeline and well equipping in early April.

ITEM NO. 6.3 — Mitigated Negative Declaration for Eastside Test Well Project

Water Resource Manage La Haye reported that environmental work has been completed and
DWP can move forward with the approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Motion made by Commissioner Smith, seconded by Treasurer Tarras, and carried 4-0 to:
(1) approve the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), (2) adopt the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), and (3) authorize the General Manager to file a
Notice of Determination.

ITEM NO. 6.4 — MOU with the Moon Camp Development Interconnection with the
Fawnskin Water System

Chair Foulkes recused himself from this agenda item as it conflicts with his association with
RCK Properties. He turned the meeting over to Treasurer Tarras and left the room at 9:30 a.m.

General Manager Dickson reviewed the history of the Moon Camp project and brought the
Board up-to-date on the current status of Moon Camp.

Michael Perry thanked General Manager Dickson for his help on the Moon Camp project.
Mr. Perry addressed the Board and stated that the next step for the project is the Interconnection
and Water Storage Memorandum of Understanding for the Moon Camp Development.

Motion made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Smith, and carried 3-0
to instruct staff to sign the MOU and work with Moon Camp Development and CSA 53C to
develop all necessary agreements to begin the planning for construction of an
interconnection, infrastructure upgrades for fire flow, and the exchange of water between
the two water systems.

Chair Foulkes returned to the meeting at 9:48 a.m. and Treasurer Tarras turned the meeting back
over to Chair Foulkes.
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ITEM NO. 6.5 — Monthly Management Staff Reports

Administrative Manager McGee discussed the new utility billing with the Board. She circulated
samples of several different billing formats for the Board’s review and input. Chair Foulkes
stated that he liked the Southwest Gas billing format, which was not included in the samples.

Commissioner Smith asked Water Resource Manager La Haye about a time frame for the
Community Garden. Water Resource Manager La Haye stated there currently is no known time
frame.

ITEM NO. 6.6 — General Manager’s Report

General Manager Dickson reported on his and Commissioner Smith’s visit to Washington, D.C.
He reiterated that these annual trips are very necessary and the DWP needs to continue to be
visible in its quest to secure grant monies. If the DWP backed out, even for one year, from

The Furman Group, we would have to start the process all over again.

While meeting with representatives in Senator Feinstein’s office, General Manager Dickson
learned of a “Technical Correction Bill” which relates to projects that have already been
authorized but some corrections are needed, already included in budgeted numbers, and gone
through all the WRDA requirements. Only four of these projects were selected in California, one
project being the DWP that could qualify for this Technical Correction Bill.

ITEM NO. 6.7
— Presentation to Joel Dickson

On behalf of the Board and staff, Chair Foulkes presented General Manager Dickson with a
Proclamation commending and thanking him for all of his accomplishments in the last 2-1/2
years of his service to the DWP.

ITEM NO. 6.8 — Board Member Reports

Commissioner Smith reported on his attendance at the Special Districts Governance Conference.
He felt it was very worthwhile, not only for Board Members and management staff, but for
general employees as well.

Treasurer Tarras reported that he successfully completed his Sexual Harassment training online
and has obtained a Certificate of Completion.

7. ADJOURNMENT

No additional business came before the Board. Chair Foulkes adjourned the meeting at
10:33 a.m.

Robyn Bratton
Robyn Bratton, Secretary to the Board
Approved at meeting dated: 4/19/11
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DATE: March 15, 2011

TO: Board of Commissioners

FROM: Joel Dickson, General Managergg"’/g’_’_
PREPARED BY: Bill La Haye, Water Resource Manager m .

RE: Moon Camp MOU for Interconnection and Water Storage
Background:

The proposed Moon Camp Development (MCD) is on the north shore of Big Bear Lake adjacent to
the eastern edge of the DWP’s Fawnskin Service Area. A very small portion of MCD lies within
the service area, but the majority is within San Bernardino County’s CSA 53C. Because of this, the
DWP cannot provide water service to MCD. However, we could share facilities to the benefit of
both parties.

MCD would like to take advantage of the DWP’s storage reservoirs, fire flow capability, and
emergency water supply, in exchange for significantly upgrading portions of the Fawnskin water
system (see attached feasibility studies). MCD will also provide two wells as emergency water
supply for the Fawnskin water system.

To accomplish the above, the DWP and CSA 53C will have to enter into a system operations
agreement. MCD would like to begin this process by entering into a memorandum of
understanding. This will lay the groundwork for the three entities to cooperate and begin the
process.

Recommendations:

1) Review the two water feasibility studies,

2) Review the draft MOU,

3) Discuss the above with staff and fellow Board Members, and

4) Instruct staff to sign the MOU and work with MCD and CSA 53C to develop all necessary
agreements to begin the planning for construction of an interconnection, infrastructure upgrades
for fire flow and the exchange of water between the two water systems.

G:\BOARD:Staff Reports 2011103-11\Moon Camp MOU Interconnection Water Storage.doex
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L Engineering Inc.
9996 Orange Street

Alta Loma, CA 91737

Tel:  909-297-3741

Fax: 909-498-0423

March 2, 2007

Mr. Scott Heule, C.E.G./C.H.G., Assistant General Manager
City of Big Bear Lake

Department of Water & Power

41972 Garstin Drive

Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Subject: Final Draft - Feasibility Study to Serve the Proposed Moon Camp
Residential Development (Tentative Tract No. 16136)

Dear Mr. Heule:

Pursuant to your request, ALDA Engineering Inc. (ALDA) has conducted a feasibility study to
determine the necessary system facilities to serve the above referenced development. This
report summarizes the results of our investigation and recommendations. This report presents
the project background, an assessment of demand and supply issues, the results of the
system analysis, and the recommended improvements.

Project Background

The proposed Moon Camp development consists of 50 residential lots to be developed over
approximately 62 acres of land. The proposed development is located along Norht Shore
Drive, in the community of Fawnskin on the north side of Big Bear Lake, and ranges in
elevation from approximately 6,750 ft. near the lake to approximately 6,950 ft. in the
northeasterly quadrant. Individual lots range in size from approximately half an acre to well
over two acres depending on location and are anticipated to be developed as single family
residential units; average lot size is approximately one and a quarter acres. Because of its
location and lot size, some of the residential units are anticipated to be fairly large and
potentially exceed 4,000 square feet in size.

Water service to the proposed development will be provided off the Upper Fawnskin pressure
zone as the Lower Fawnskin zone would not provide enough static head to provide the
development adequate fire flow. DWP's closest pipeline off the Upper Fawnskin system is a
single 6-inch diameter pipeline located near the intersection of Flicker Road and Chinook
Road, approximately 2,000 ft away from the westerly boundary of the proposed development.
Significant transmission improvements in the Fawnskin system are needed to provide fire flow
to the proposed tract.





Mr. Scott Heule, C.E.G./C.H.G., Assistant General Manager
March 2, 2007
Page 2 of 9

Currently, there are two groundwater production wells within the proposed residential tract.
These wells are located in subarea A of the North Shore hydrologic subunit. It is our
understanding that these wells will be deeded to the DWP at the time the tract map is
recorded. The developer plans to equip the FP-2 well initially to meet the development
projected water demands. The DWP will use excess capacity from this well to help reduce
reliance on the leased North Shore Well No. 1. Groundwater production capacity from this
well is estimated at approximately 100 gallons per minute. The second well (FP-3), located to
the east of the FP-2 well, will not be initially equipped by DWP.

Pressure Zone Service Area

Based on the elevation range of the proposed development, 6,750 ft. to 6,950 ft., the
development can be served off the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone. This pressure zone has
an operating hydraulic grade of 7,113 ft. set by the high water level of the existing 0.25-million
gallon Racoon Reservoir, Based on this hydraulic elevation, static pressures would range
from a low of 71 psi at the highest point in Lot 18 to 157 psi near the lake. Individual pressure
regulators would be required for all lots with static pressures exceeding 80 psi.

Water supply in the Fawnskin area is provided by two groundwater wells in the Lower
Fawnskin pressure zone and by slant wells in the vicinity of the Racoon Reservoir. Excess
groundwater production from the Lower Fawnskin pressure zone is conveyed to the Upper
Fawnskin pressure zone through a booster station located at the Cline Miller Reservoir.

Water Demand

Projected water demand for the proposed development is based on the average consumption
rate of 250 gallons per day per connection. Maximum day demand is estimated based on
information provided in the recently completed water master plan and it is equivalent to 1.76
times the average day demand. Therefore, the average and maximum day demands for the
proposed 50-lot subdivision are estimated as follows:

m  Average Day Demand (ADD) = 12,500 gpd or 8.68 gpm
m  Maximum Day Demand (MDD) = 16.27 gpm

Based on an estimated average day demand of 12,500 gallons, the annual water demand for
the development is estimated at 4.56 million gallons or 14.00 ac-ft per year.
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Water Supply

Water supply sources for this development must meet projected maximum day demands
during the summer as well as annual demands. The existing on-site FP-2 well, when
equipped by the developer, would be capable of meeting the projected maximum day demand
for the proposed Tract 16136.

To meet the projected annual demand, the developer would have to participate in the Water
Demand Offset Plan currently being implemented by DWP. This plan requires that any
development that creates new lots must pay for the necessary facilities to reduce water
demand somewhere else in the service area. The demand to be reduced is equivalent to one
half of the average water demand for residential parcels in the service area, estimated at 250
gallons per day, for each new lot developed. Therefore, in the case of the proposed tract, a
demand equivalent to 6,250 gallons per day (50 EDUs times 250 gallons per day per EDU
times 50 percent) would need to be offset.

Fire Flow Requirements

Fire flow protection in the Fawnskin area is provided by the County of San Bernardino Fire
Department. Information obtained from the Office of the Fire Marshall for the county indicates
the following fire flow requirements for residential structures in the Fawnskin area:

m  Structures less than 3,600 ft* - 1,000 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration
m  Structures between 3,601 to 4,800 ft?- 1,750 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration
m  Structures between 4,801 to 6,200 ft? - 2,000 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration

Additional information provided by the Office of the Fire Marshall indicates that fire flow
requirements could be lowered if fire sprinklers are installed; however, actual requirements
are determined individually based on the construction plans for individual residences.

For the purpose of this analysis and based on discussions held with DWP staff, a fire flow of
1,750 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration was used to size transmission, pumping, and
storage facilities that would be needed to serve the proposed development.

Storage Requirements

Storage capacity for this development was sized to meet the operational, emergency and fire
flow storage requirements. Operational storage is used to meet the hourly fluctuations in
demand during maximum day conditions and has been established as 30 percent of
maximum day. Emergency storage is used to meet demands during a power outage or other
emergency situation when supply sources and boosting pumps may not be available; DWP
requirements for emergency storage are equivalent to one day of maximum day demand.
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Fire flow storage is equal to the fire flow capacity (1,750 gpm) times its duration (two-hours).
Storage requirements for the proposed development are as follows:

m Operational Storage = 30% of MDD (15.27 gpm): 6,600 gallons
m Emergency Storage = 100% of MDD (15.27 gpm): 22,000 gallons
m Fire Flow Storage for 1,750 gpm (based on 120 min): 210,000 gallons

Total storage requirement for indoor use: 238,600 gallons

According to the recently completed water master plan, DWP has sized its storage facilities to
provide a maximum fire flow of 1,500 gpm with a two-hour duration for residential
development. Additional storage to provide incremental fire flow requirements would be the
responsibility of individual developers in each of the pressure zones impacted. In the case of
Tract 16136, the incremental fire flow of 250 gpm (1,750 gpm — 1,500 gpm) results in an
additional storage requirement of 30,000 gallons. Storage requirements for operational and
emergency storage are provided by the DWP as part of the meter connection charges.

Existing storage facilities in the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone consist of a single 0.25 million
gallon reservoir that is fed by a combination of slant wells, located in the vicinity of the
reservoir site, and the Cline Miller booster station that supplies water from the Lower
Fawsnkin pressure zone. The existing reservoir capacity is adequately sized to meet current
storage requirements of existing users while providing fire flow protection for a flow rate of
1,500 gpm over a two-hour duration. Current storage requirements in this zone are estimated
at approximately 225,000 gallons; this value is approximately 10 percent below existing
storage capacity.

An additional storage of 30,000 gallons would be required in the Upper Fawnskin pressure
zone to supply the recommended 1,750 gpm fire flow over a two-hour duration. This
additional storage could be provided by either constructing a second reservoir adjacent to the
existing Racoon Reservoir or conveying surplus storage capacity in the Lower Fawnskin
pressure zone through the existing Cline Miller booster station. This booster station consists
of two booster units with a combined capacity of approximately 190 gpm. To make surplus
storage from the Lower Fawnskin pressure zone available during power outages, a backup
generator at the Cline Miller booster station would be needed. In addition, the capacity of the
existing booster station would need to be increased to pump 303 gpm. This flow rate
represents a combination of a) estimated maximum day demand at full development in the
Upper Fawnskin pressure zone of 38 gpm, b) estimated maximum day demand of 15 gpm
from tract 16136, and c) 250 gpm of incremental fire flow into the Upper pressure zone.
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Alternatives to Serve Proposed Tract 16136

Under average and peak summer demands, the proposed development could be served by
simply extending existing facilities in the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone. The closest facility
in this pressure zone that the development can be connected to consist of a 6-inch pipeline in
the vicinity of Flicker Road and Chinook Road. However, existing distribution facilities would
not be able to provide the required fire flow capacity needed to protect future residential
development in the area. Existing system facilities consist of pipelines ranging in size from 2
to 8 inches in diameter with limited fire flow carrying capacity.

To provide the fire flow requirements indicated by the Office of the Fire Marshall, transmission
improvements will be required in the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone. Two alternatives were
evaluated to serve the proposed development; a brief description of these alternatives and the
required facilities is presented below. Figure 1 illustrates the alignment of proposed
transmission facilities for each alternative and the recommended pipelines within the
proposed residential tract.

Facilities Common to Both Alternatives. Transmission facilities south of the intersection of
Flicker Road and Mesquite Drive to the westerly boundary of the proposed tract are common
to both alternatives and consist of approximately 700 ft of 12-inch diameter pipeline. The
alignment of this pipeline is shown in Figure 1.

Alternative A. This alternative consists of serving the proposed tract by constructing a
dedicated 12-inch transmission pipeline from the vicinity of the Cline Miller Reservoir to the
proposed development site. This alternative would also require the construction of a fire
booster station at the Cline Miller Reservoir site to augment the capacity of the existing
booster units as they are not adequate to provide the recommended fire flow capacity into the
Upper Fawnskin pressure zone. To assure that the fire booster unit is operational during
power outages, the installation of a 200 kilowatt on-site electric generator is recommended.

The alignment of the recommended transmission pipeline between the Cline Miller Reservoir
and the intersection of Flicker Road and Mesquite Drive is depicted in Figure 1. The
estimated length of this pipeline is approximately 2,450 ft.

Alternative B. This alternative consists of serving the proposed development by gravity off
the existing Racoon Reservoir. Transmission improvements in the Upper Fawnskin pressure
zone would be required as existing distribution facilities have limited fire flow carrying
capacity; they consist primarily of small pipelines ranging in size from 2 to 8 inches in
diameter. Recommended improvements consist of a series of 12-inch segments between the
reservoir site and the intersection of Flicker Road and Mesquite Drive as illustrated in Figure
1. The estimated combined length of proposed facilities is approximately 2,800 ft.
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Racoon Reservoir
Cedar Dall Reservolr t 0.25 MG - HWL: 7,113 ft
1.00 MG - HWL: 6,954 ft

Cline Miller Reservoir
0.11 MG - HWL: 6,954 ft

Proposed Fire Pump
(AlL“A” Only)

Legend

Alternative "A" “
e Alternative "B” L S~ -~ \
o 4 Street "'B”
== Common o Both Alt /?
On-Site Pipelines Tentative Tract 16136

Approximate Location

0 500 1,000 2,000
Feet

Figure 1
Tentative Tract 16136 - Recommended Facilities Both Alternatives

Alternative “B” would not require the construction of a fire pump at the Cline Miller Reservoir
to pump from the Lower to the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone as the majority of the fire flow
would be provided by gravity off the existing Racoon Reservoir. However, the existing Cline
Miller booster station would have to be refurbished to increase its capacity to convey surplus
storage from the Lower Fawnskin pressure zone during a fire flow event. The capacity of this
booster station would be increased from its current capacity of 190 gpm to 303 gpm. In
addition, an on-site generator would be required to operate the station during power outages.
The enhancement of this booster station would eliminate the need to construct additional
storage facilities in USFS lands, which are difficult to obtain approval for.

On-Site Facilities. The sizing of pipelines within the proposed tract is the same for both

alternatives. Recommended pipeline diameters for the various street segments shown in
Figure 1 are described as follows:
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m North Shore Dr. from tract boundary to Street “A”: 150 ft of 12-inch pipeline
m North Shore Dr. from Street “A” to Street “B": 1,600 ft of 12-inch pipeline
m Street “B” from North Shore Dr. to Street “A™: 700 ft of 12-inch pipeline
m Street “A” from North Shore Dr. to Street “B": 2,000 ft of 8-inch pipeline
m Street "A” from Street “B” to end of Cul-de-sac: 1,500 ft of 8-inch pipeline

Estimated Cost of Improvements

The capital cost of proposed improvements was based on construction information provided
by DWP and from other construction cost information available. The estimated cost of
construction for pipelines is estimated at $15 per diameter inch; the cost for pump stations is
estimated at $2,500 per horsepower. Construction contingencies are estimated at 20 percent
while engineering cost is estimated at 15 percent.

It should be noted that estimated capital cost of proposed improvements shown here is for
planning purposes only; actual cost of improvements may vary significantly depending on
materials and labor cost at the time of construction.

Alternative “A” — Dedicated line from the Cline Miller Reservoir

m 2,450 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site pipeline $ 440,000
m 700 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site — Common to both Alt. $ 130,000
m 175 Hp Cline Miller booster fire pump $ 440,000
m 200 KW on-site emergency generator " $ 65,000
Sub-total: $ 1,075,000

Contingency during construction — 20 percent $ 215,000
Engineering, administration, inspection — 15 percent $ 165,000
Overall construction cost for off-site improvements $ 1,455,000

(1) Capital cost estimate includes cost of generator and transfer switch.
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Alternative “B"” — Gravity flow from the Racoon Reservoir

m 2,800 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site pipeline $ 505,000
m 700 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site — Common to both Alt. $ 130,000
m  Refurbishing of existing Cline Miller booster station $ 100,000
m 50 KW on-site emergency generator $ 35,000
Sub-total: $ 770,000

Contingency during construction — 20 percent $ 155,000
Engineering, administration, inspection — 15 percent $ 115,000
Overall construction cost for off-site improvements $ 1,030,000

(2) Capital cost estimate includes cost of generator and transfer switch.

Recommendations

The implementation of either alternative should provide the proposed development with the
necessary facilities to meet the recommended fire flow protection of 1,750 gpm during
maximum day demand conditions. However, Alternative “B” is preferred because it also
enhances the distribution and fire flow capacity of the existing system in the Upper Fawskin
pressure zone. In addition, the implementation of this alternative is approximately 29 percent
less expensive than Alternative “A”".

Disclaimer

This feasibility study is based on current system conditions and it is valid for a period of 12
months from the date of this letter. The feasibility of developing the Tract 16136 subdivision
may need to be revised and/or reassessed if the project is delayed for a significant period of
time. Revisions may result from changes in future water demands, system conditions, and
construction cost of recommended facilities.
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Closing

ALDA welcomes your review and comments of this draft feasibility study report and is
prepared to meet with you to discuss our findings and recommendations and to address any
comments you may have. Should you have any questions, please contact us at 909-587-
9916 during normal business hours.

Very truly yours

F. Anibal Blandon, P.E.
Principal





DRAFT

Conditional Water Availability/Feasibility Study
Moon Camp Development Project / RCK Properties Inc.
County Service Area 53, Zone C (District)

The District has completed the Feasibility Study (Study) for the Moon Camp Development
Project (Project), Tentative Tract No. 16136, for water service by the CSA 53 C water
system. The Study summarizes the results of the District's research and presents
recommendations for improvements necessary for the District to provide water service.
Please be advised that although the District is the water purveyor for the area, the District
does not currently maintain a water system capable of providing service. The District will
conditionally provide water service to the Project based upon the Developer's completion of
the recommended water system improvements included herein.

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project includes the development of 50 residential lots on approximately 62
acres of property along North Shore Drive in the community of Fawnskin, California. The
proposed Project is bound by Big Bear Lake to the south, Canyon Road to the west, Flicker
Road to the north and Polique Canyon Road to the east. Lot sizes within the Project area
range from one half acre to well over two acres and it is anticipated that large residential
units will be constructed in the future. The current Project is being performed for lot sales
only.

B. WATER REQUIREMENT AND WATER SYSTEM ANALYSIS

Based on an analysis and comparison of average water consumption numbers provided by
water agencies in the Big Bear area, an average day water demand of 250 gallons per day
(gpd) per EDU was used to determine water supply requirements for the Project. To
assess the impact of the project and the required water improvements, the daily water
requirements are estimated as shown below and the maximum-day demand takes into
consideration that water usage occurs over an 8 to 10 hour period each day.

’ /
50 EDU x 250 gpd/EDU e palll P Pun
12,500 gpd il
8.7 gpm (gallons per minute)

Average day demand (ADD)

2.5 x ADD/1,440 minutes per day — D’ 5 [+ 76
31,250 gpd ——— S0 20,988
21.7 gpm (gallons per minute) — w7

Maximum day demand (MDD)

Based on the estimated average day demand of 12,500 gpd, the project will use an
estimated 4.56 million gallons or 14.00 ac-ft of water per year,

The District does not currently have any water supply and the Developer is therefore
required to provide the District with a water supply in the form of new domestic water wells

1





and an interconnection with the DWP’s Fawnskin Water System to provide the Project’s
maximum day demand with the Project'’s largest supply source (well) out of service. The
necessary water supply to meet the San Bernardino County Environmental Health Services
Department's criteria is therefore estimated to be 29 gpm. :

Developer, at his own expense, will provide the District with water production wells capable
of pumping at a combined rate of 29 gpm. The wells must be designed to District
Standards, drilled in accordance with District specifications, and equipped with equipment
meeting AWWA, District and all industry standards and water quality objectives. Upon
completion and successful testing, the wells shall be deeded to the District for the use and
benefit of the Project and the District.

Developer, at his own expense and with the approval of the District, will negotiate an
interconnection and water wheeling agreement with the City of Big Bear Lake Department
of Water & Power (DWP) to provide a backup water supply from its Fawnskin water system
to assure the 29 gpm with the Project’s largest source of supply out of service. The
agreement must be satisfactory to both agencies and must result in an assured supply of
water to the project.

Fire Flow Requirements: The current fire flow requirement is 1,750 gpm for a 2-hour
duration for a 3,600 sf house or smaller per the updated Uniform Fire Code. The water
system must be able to support this fire flow as a minimum. Houses in excess of 3,600 sf
must mitigate for fire flow deficiency as approved by the San Bernardino County Fire
Department.

Water Supply and Storage Requirements: Required supply/storage for the proposed
development is as shown bhelow.

21.7 gpm
9,375 gallons
31,250 gallons
40,625 gallons

Domestic Water Supply Requirement (MDD)
Operational Storage-(0.3 x MDD)
Emergency Storage-(1.0 x MDD)

Storage Requirement Subtotal (without fire)

nogpt

210,000 gallons
0 gallons

Fire Storage (1,750 gpm x 2 hours)
Existing Storage

nn

The District does not currently have any water storage facilities and the Developer is
therefore required to provide the District with approximately 250,000 gallons of storage
from a domestic water storage tank. The tank shall be sited so as to provide a minimum
pressure of 43 psi at the meters, 25 psi at the structure and 20 psi residual during a fire
flow. If the minimum pressures cannot be achieved by locating the tank in the project area,
then a pump station and a hydro pneumatic tank need to be included. These facilities will
be designed to District standards and constructed in accordance with the District
specifications, AWWA, and all industry standards. The following options for water storage
are provided for consideration:

Option 1 - Developer, at his own expense, will provide the District with 250,000 gallons of
water storage, including the property and access. The tank must be designed to District
Standards, erected in accordance with District standards and specifications, AWWA, and
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all industry standards. Upon completion and successful testing, the tank shall be deeded
to the District for the use and benefit of the Project and the District.

Option 2 — Developer, at his own expense and with the approval of the District, will
negotiate an interconnection and water storage agreement with the City of Big Bear Lake
Department of Water & Power to use existing water storage from its Fawnskin water
system to serve the Project's needs. The agreement must be satisfactory to both
agencies.

Option 3 — Developer may satisfy the projects water storage needs through a combination
of Options 1 and 2 above, as approved by the District.

On-site Water Improvement: The Developer will be entirely responsible for all costs of
internal plumbing facilities. On site public distribution pipelines must be 8-inches minimum
diameter and sized appropriately to deliver the required fire flow.

Off-site Water Improvement: The Developer will be entirely responsible for all costs of off-
site pipelines to either interconnect to the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water &
Power (DWP) or, extend pipelines to off-site storage and supply, or for upgrades to the
DWP water system to facilitate the interconnection and provide fire flow to the Project.

C. COST OF REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS AND CONNECTION FEES

Water Connection Fees:

Connection fees are assessed to make improvements to the water supply source, storage
facilities and transmission piping system. Based on the Developer constructing the
infrastructure to serve the project, there will be no connection fee for water service.

D. SUMMARY

The District will be capable of providing water service to the proposed Project subject to
completion of the on-site and off-site improvements required in this Study. Following is a
summary of the facilities necessary to provide water service. These costs could vary
depending on options identified in the Study or mitigation requirements from the County:

Water:

(1)  On-site piping / plumbing = Developer
(Ownership to be conveyed to CSA 63 C after installation)

(2)  Off-site piping = Developer
(Ownership to be conveyed to CSA 53 C or DWP after installation)

(3) Domestic Water Well(s) = Developer

(Ownership to be conveyed to CSA 53 C after testing and permitting)

(4) Water Storage Tank/Pump Station = Developer
(Ownership to be conveyed to CSA 63 C after testing and permitting)
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The monthly water user fee is based on the size of the water meter installed (fixed service
charge) and the actual water usage. There Is currently no fee structure in place for this
District; however, the fees will be established based on the actual costs to provide water
service and approval by the County Board of Supervisors., Water meter installation,
permits and other related plan check and inspection (for water system improvements) fees
will also be determined and collected at the time of service application.

Information provided in this letter report is valid for a period of one year from the date of the
Final Report. The above water requirements and costs (if indicated) will be subject to
updates as well as inflationary adjustments by the County Special Districts Department,
Water and Sanitation Division, depending on commencement and completion of the
Project. Ifthe Project scope changes, then this Study is no longer valid and this Feasibility
Study will have to be revised based on the new land use status and any changes to the
project.






INTERCONNECTION AND WATER STORAGE

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
FOR THE
MOON CAMP DEVELOPMENT

This Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") is made and entered into on the __ day
of March, 2011, by and between the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power, a
municipal corporation and public agency of the State of California ("DWP"), and North Shore
Estates, LLC, a California limited liability company ("Developer"). Hereafter, DWP and
Developer are sometimes referred to individually as "Party" and collectively as "Parties".

RECITALS

A DWP owns and operates the domestic water system serving, among other areas,
the unincorporated community of Fawnskin on the north shore of Big Bear Lake, County of San
Bernardino, State of California;

B. Developer owns approximately 62 acres located on the north shore of Big Bear
Lake, just east of Fawnskin, more particularly described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and
incorporated herein by reference ("Property");

C. Developer proposes to construct a 50-lot subdivision on its Property ("Moon
Camp Development"). Proposed lot sizes will range from a minimum of 2 acre up to nearly 3
acres, with an average lot size 0f 0.9 acres.

D. The Moon Camp Development will be located directly adjacent to the DWP's
existing Fawnskin water system. A portion of the Moon Camp Development is within the
DWP's service area (as authorized by LAFCO), but the majority of the Property is outside of the
DWP service area.

E. A March 2, 2007 Water Feasibility Study commissioned by DWP, attached hereto
as Exhibit "B", analyzed two alternative approaches to providing water service to the Moon
Camp Development (Alternatives "A" and "B"). The Water Feasibility Study concluded that
although implementation of either alternative should provide the Moon Camp Development with
the necessary facilities to meet the recommended fire flow protection of 1,750 gpm during
maximum day demand conditions, Alternative "B" is the preferred alternative because it also
enhances the distribution and fire flow capacity of the existing system in the Upper Fawnskin
pressure zone.

F. A February 7, 2011 letter from the DWP's Engineer, ALDA Engineering, attached
hereto as Exhibit "C", recommends a revision to the pipeline alignment identified in Alternative
||B|| ,
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G. Because the Moon Camp Development is not entirely within the DWP's
authorized service area, water service to the Moon Camp Development will be provided by
County Service Area (CSA) 53C.

H. As a condition of providing water service to the Moon Camp Development, CSA
53C will own, operate and maintain the water production and transmission facilities constructed
by Developer within the Property.

L A CSA 53C Water Feasibility Study, dated January 13, 2011, attached hereto as
Exhibit "D", concluded CSA 53C will be capable of providing water service to the Moon Camp
Development subject to completion of the on-site and off-site improvements required in the CSA
53C Water Feasibility Study.

I. On January 18, 2011, the DWP Board of Commissioners approved an
interconnection between the Fawnskin and Moon Camp water systems and instructed staff to
negotiate all necessary agreements needed to provide fire flow and emergency water supply to
the Moon Camp Development.

K. The purpose of this MOU is to provide a framework guiding the Parties'
cooperation and coordination of the necessary water infrastructure for providing adequate
potable water storage and fire flow to the Moon Camp Development through an interconnection
between the Moon Camp Development water system and DWP's Fawnskin water system.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing Recitals, which Recitals are incorporated
herein by this reference, the Parties hereby agree as follows:

1. Purpose of MOU; Provisions Not Legally Binding on the Parties. The Parties
agree that the purpose of this MOU is to allow the Parties to begin to identify the

key subjects of that will be negotiated as part of the contemplated Water
Interconnection and Storage Agreement (“WISA”™) between the Parties. The
provisions of this MOU are intended only as an expression of intent on behalf of
the Parties, are not intended to be legally binding on the Parties, and are expressly
subject to the execution of a definitive WISA. Moreover, except as expressly
provided in any binding written agreement that the parties may enter into in the
future (including but not limited to the WISA), no past or future action, course of
conduct or failure to act relating to the possible interconnection of the Moon
Camp Development with DWP’s Fawnskin water system will give rise to or serve
as a basis for any obligation or other liability on the part of either Party.

2. Developer's Responsibilities

a. Developer shall be responsible for all design and construction costs related
to (1) All pipelines necessary to interconnect the DWP's Fawnskin water
system with the Moon Camp Development water system; (2) Extending
pipelines from the Moon Camp Development water system to DWP
storage facilities; and (3) All other upgrades to the DWP's Fawnskin water
system that DWP determines, in its reasonable judgment, to facilitate the
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interconnection and to provide storage and fire flow to the Moon Camp
Development.

b. Developer shall construct the necessary pipelines and improvements as
identified and recommended in the DWP's ALDA Water Feasibility
Study, Alternative "B", as modified by ALDA's February 7, 2011 letter.

DWP's Responsibilities.

a. Fire Flow. DWP shall provide a minimum fire flow of 1,750 gpm for a 2-
hour duration, through the interconnection, to the Moon Camp
Development. The fire flow will be provided based upon the
improvements as shown in the DWP's ALDA Water Feasibility Study,
Alternative "B", as modified by ALDA's February 7, 2011 letter.

b. Water Storage. DWP shall provide a minimum of 250,000 gallons of
water storage, through the interconnection, to the Moon Camp
Development, The Water Storage will be provided based upon the
improvements as shown in the DWP's ALDA Water Feasibility Study,
Alternative "B", as modified by ALDA's February 7, 2011 letter.

C. Backup Water Supply. DWP shall provide backup water to the Moon
Camp Development in order to assure a water supply of 29 gpm. The
source for the backup water supply will be FP2 and FP4. Upon
completion of the Moon Camp Development, and once FP2 and FP4 are
ready to produce water, water will be pumped from FP2 and FP4 into the
DWP's Fawnskin water system to establish a 'credit’ of one million gallons
of backup water to be used if and when needed by the Moon Camp
Development. If this credit is ever drawn down, water will be transferred
from FP2 and FP4 into the DWP's Fawnskin water system to restore the
credit to the agreed upon amount.

Reimbursement and Cost Sharing. Developer shall be entitled to Reimbursement
and Cost Sharing, pursuant to the DWP's Policies in effect at the time of
construction, for the cost to construct the improvements within the DWP's ALDA
Water Feasibility Study, Alternative "B", as modified by ALDA's February 7,
2011 letter.

Utilization of Water from Wells FP2 and FP4. Upon completion of the necessary
infrastructure to enable completion of the interconnection between the Moon
Camp Development and the DWP's Fawnskin water system, Developer
acknowledges that water drawn from Wells FP2 and FP4 can also be used to
provide a backup water supply for the DWP's Fawnskin water system.

Interconnection and Water Storage Agreement. As noted in Section 1 above, the
Parties acknowledge and agree that the terms of this MOU are intended to serve
as the basis for the negotiation of a definitive WISA that will facilitate
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construction of the necessary water infrastructure and potable water storage and
fire flow facilities for the Moon Camp Development,

7. Pricing. DWP will have no obligation under the WISA unless CSA 53C enters
into an agreement with DWP to pay $10,350 as reflected in alternative 2 of the
DWP/Moon Camp Pricing Plan attached hereto as Exhibit E.

8. Operating Agreement. This arrangement will require an interconnection between CSA
53 C and DWP with respect to the operation of wells FP2 and FP4, DWP will have no
obligation under the WISA unless CSA 53C enters into a mutually acceptable operating
agreement with DWP with respect to the operations of those wells.

9. Water Balancing Account. This arrangement will require a water balancing account
between the parties to account for and track deliveries of water supply between DWP and
CSA 53C. DWP will have no obligations under the WISA unless CSA 53C enters into
an agreement with DWP to account and track water supply deliveries in a water
balancing account,

10. Negotiation of WISA.

a. DWP and Developer Negotiations. DWP and Developer will diligently
and in good faith negotiate the potential terms, conditions, covenants,
restrictions and agreements of a WISA consistent with this MOU, The
Parties will generally cooperate with each other and supply non-
confidential documents and information as may be reasonably requested
by another Party to facilitate the negotiations. The Parties will exercise
reasonable efforts to promptly complete negotiations relating to the terms
and conditions of the WISA, all as may be mutually acceptable to them in
their respective sole and absolute discretion. The exact terms and
conditions of the WISA will be determined during the course of these
negotiations.

b. Third Parties. The parties acknowledge that any WISA will require
negotiating additional agreements with third parties, including CSA 53C.
The Parties agree to negotiate in good faith with CSA 53C and any other
necessary third parties in the development of definitive agreements for the
purposes described in Sections 1 and 6. Any such agreements with CSA
53C or other third parties shall be consistent with the terms of this MOU
and the terms of the WISA.

C. Termination of Negotiations. Absent written agreement between the
Parties to the contrary or the execution of a definitive WISA, the
provisions of this MOU shall terminate on December 31, 2011,

IN, WITNESS WHEREOF, this MOU is executed by the Parties hereto as of the date first set
forth above,
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"DEVELOPER”" "DWP"

NORTH SHORE ESTATES, LLLC, CITY OF BIG BEAR LAKE
a California limited liability company DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND
POWER,

a municipal corporation and public agency of the
State of California

By: By:
Its: Its:
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From: Joel Dickson < jdickson@CITYBIGBEARLAKE.com>

Subject: RE: a couple more questions

To: Sandy Steers <karsten33@gmail.com>,  Bill La Haye <Lahayeb@CITYBIGBEARLAKE.com>

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Sandy,

Please see my answers to your questions inserted in blue below.

Joel

 

From: Sandy Steers [mailto:karsten33@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 07, 2011 12:37 AM
To: Bill La Haye; Joel Dickson
Subject: a couple more questions

 

Dear Joel and Bill,

 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me the other day. I appreciate the explanations you provided. I’ve made a list of items from our discussion so I can make sure I understood your answers correctly and get clarification on a few details now that I understand the whole process more clearly.

 

-          The reason given for DWP to sign the MOU was because it provides a benefit to the Fawnskin water system in the form of system upgrades and that the developers are paying for those upgrades, which should lower rates. Joel stated that the developers would be paying for all the upgrades that would be done as part of this agreement, while Bill said they would be paying for only the developer portion of those upgrades Bill referred to the developer paying only a share in the event we wanted additional work done over and above what would be needed for Moon Camp.  We haven’t asked for additional work so this wouldn’t apply. Could you please break that down more clearly so I understand exactly what upgrades would be done and what portion of those the developer is paying for? 

 

Here is the list.  

 

 

1)    3500 ft of new 12-inch pipeline. (Total cost of pipeline  = $875,000. The developer pays 100% of those costs.) 

2)    Refurbish existing Cline Miller pump station to augment pumping capacity to approximately 300 gpm ( cost equals $135,000; developer pays for 100%)

3)    Install 50 KW on-site emergency generator at the Cline Miller Reservoir (cost equals $47,000; developer pays 100%)

 

 

-          The MOU is just the beginning part of negotiating a formal agreement and does not mean that an agreement will necessarily be completed. That is correct. 

 

-          Though the MOU does not contain a timeframe for how quickly Moon Camp would have to replace any water used from the Fawnskin system, a timeframe would be specified in any formal agreement and, as per Joel, would not be longer than 30 or 60 days. I stated I would like it to be in the 30 to 60 day time frame based upon your comments.  However I won’t know the final number of days until both parties can agree on flow estimates during the negotiations. The number of days needs to be realistic based upon the flow.  Clearly a year or even six months is too long. 

 

-          If Moon Camp was unable for some reason to return the water in that timeframe, DWP would then no longer provide Moon Camp with water. Does that mean they would not provide them with water until the water previously taken was returned or that the agreement would be terminated and water would not be supplied at all? DWP would no longer provide Moon Camp with water until DWP was made whole. Note this scenario you devised where Moon Camp could not return the water has a very remote probability.  If the agreement was terminated, would the connection between the systems be taken out and if so, at who’s cost? The agreement would not be terminated. Or would the connection be done in such a manner that DWP can stop Moon Camp from receiving water by something such as closing a valve? Yes DWP could close the valve. Again based upon the well production logs of Moon Camps wells FP2 and FP4, this is a very remote possibility.

 

-          The agreement would be with the Moon Camp developers because they would be paying for the system upgrades, but the actual connection would be with CSA 53C. Is that correct? Yes.

 

-          Joel stated that he did not want to sign the MOU now, but the reason for it being signed now was because Steve wanted the MOU signed before Joel leaves so they wouldn’t have to start all over. When asked if Steve was afraid the new manager would not approve the MOU, Joel said no, he was sure a new manager would approve it. Bill said it was not that they would have to start all over, but that it had taken a lot of effort getting everyone to understand all the details and they just didn’t want to have to redo that effort. What are the details that are difficult to understand that they did not want to start over on? Moon Camp and DWP have taken 4 years and conducted three engineering studies to get to this point. It’s not that the details are difficult to understand, but there has been a lot of preliminary negotiation on what upgrades would be needed and how to best accomplish them. 

 

-          The staff will be negotiating the agreement with Moon Camp. I believe you said that the public would have a chance to see the details of that agreement before it was made official. Did I understand that correctly? The Board would have to approve it in open session.  The public would be notified through the Board agenda and would have the opportunity to make comments to the Board in open session prior to its approval.  Do you have any kind of timeframe on having a draft agreement? We will begin working on the agreement in the next couple of months.  However the agreement doesn’t have to be finished until a couple of months prior to construction beginning at Moon Camp.  That gives us two to four years to complete the agreement. Does it go through some kind of public notice? The agreement requires no public notice other than the notice associated with the Board agenda.

 

-          There are additional upgrades that the Fawnskin system needs beyond the ones that would be done in conjunction with this project and at the moment, those have no planned schedule. Fawnskin currently has sufficient fire flow storage capacity, but insufficient fire flow through the system in some areas. DWP will use USDA funds to make significant improvements in Fawnskin long before the Moon Camp development will commence construction.  We are not waiting for Moon Camp to improve the system.  If the improvements to some of those lines cannot be delayed and we fix them before Moon Camp begins construction in several years then we will require Moon Camp to pay for the same level of system impact as identified in the engineering studies as a general system impact/buy-in fee. State law allows us to charge such fees to entities that impact the system.  

 

-          Though having the developer pay for this portion of the upgrades would save money for the Fawnskin system, it would not save Fawnskin residents money on their bill because all of the costs of all DWP systems are spread over all the DWP customers. Not true, Fawnskin gets its prorated share of the savings.  Furthermore, all customers across the entire system are paying for the new wells and treatment plant we are currently constructing in Fawnskin.  It goes both ways. That is a huge  benefit for Fawnskin residents. 

 

Please let me know if there is anything I did not understand correctly. I appreciate your patience with me in getting all my questions answered so I will have sufficient information to answer the questions I get from our membership.

 

Thank you!

Sandy
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Three agencies focused
on one goal: cooperation

Water districts merger is Iik-ély

By JUDI BOWERS
Reporter
It was a virtual love fest in

Hofert Hall April 25. When the
joint meeting of the Big Bear Lake
City Council, Big Bear Lake
Department of Water and Power
and Big Bear Municipal Water
District boards ended, there was
laughter, back slapping and hand
shakes all around. Merging the
DWP and MWD seems to be sup-
ported by all. :

The April 25 morning meeting
was the first time all the power
players sat at the same table to dis-
cuss joining the DWP and MWD as
one water department. Other than
a few questions and encourage-
ment to make sure all the I's are
dotted and T’s crossed, opposition
was missing in action.

On the table is the concept of
the MWD, which manages Big Bear
Lake, acquiring DWP, which is the
domestic water purveyor for the
city of Big Bear Lake, Sugarloaf,
Lake William and portions of Erwin
Lake. The department also serves
Rim Forest.

The water system was purchased
from Southern California Water
Company by the city of Big Bear
Lake in 1989. The DWP operates
under the leadership of an appoint-
ed governing board. The City
Council appoints the board and
approves the DWP budget. But the

city has no authority over opera-

tions or staffing regarding the
DWP.

The MWD has latent powers that
allow the district to provide domes-
tic water service. But no lake water
will be used for domestic service,
assured Scott Heule, MWD general
manager, and Steve Foulkes, presi-

-his opinion.

dent of the
DWP hoard of
commission-
ers.
Foulkes
said he hopes
this is the
dawn of a new
era of cooper-
ation in the
Valley. In his
presentation
as to why a
merger is a
good idea,
Foulkes said
better water
management
by combining
services is the
most impor-
tant reason in

“In looking
at the impacts
to the city that the merger might
have, Foulkes said he had trouble
finding any. He came up with two?
the reduction of the City Council’s
influence on water policy and the
DWP employees not being available
to the city during heavy snow-
storms.

The impact to the MWD would

be more significant, Foulkes said. "

He and several City Council mem-
bers reminded the MWD board
members they had been flying
under the radar in terms of public
scrutiny. They would be elevatedto
a higher altitude, Foulkes said.

The bottom line is that the long-
term positives far outweigh the
negatives, Foulkes said.

Joel Dickson, who recently
resigned as DWP general manager,
returned to Big Bear for the April
25 meeting. He said the merger is a
very good opportunity for the

JUDI BOWERS/Big Bear Grizzly

Steve Foulkes, president of the Big Bear Lake Department of Water'and
Power, supports a merger of his agency with the Big Bear Municipal

Water District.

Valley. Dickson said as Big Bear
comes out of the recession it’s
important “not to limit economic
growth of the community by limit-
ing water connections.” He said the
MWD, if it takes over the DWP,

et comimit. to- looking for and

drilling wells in the east end of the
Valley.. >

Dickson explained that the DWP~

is an appropriator, which allows the
agency to drill wells anywhere

water is available. The only limita--

tion is not drilling too close to
existing wells. Groundwater rights
have not been adjudicated by the

courts like the lake water rights
were in the 1970s, Dickson
explained.

City Councilwoman Liz Harris
said she is very supportive of the
idea, but with caution. “Rushing
isn’t in the gamefor'me, biit doing
it is,” Harris said of combining the
two agencies.

Just how the merger or acquisi-
tion will be accomplished hasn’t
been determined. Wayne LeMieux,
attorney for the MWD, said the
simplest process is through an

See MERGER Page A-8





Merger: Thumbs up

Continued from Page A-1

eminent domain acquisi-
tion, which is quicker. He
- said water systems are
acquired through the emi-
nent domain process regu-

larly. It's a friendly process.
: Eminent = domain still
requires the parties to nego-
tiate terms, but it is a quick-
er process than going
through the Local Agency
Formation = Commission,
LeMieux said. The goal is to.
complete the merger by
October.

One of the benefits of
consolidation is eliminating
- a layer of government,
. Foulkes said, which he sees
as a positive. “This board

goes away,” Foulkes said
pointing at the DWP board
members. “We are negotiat-
ing our own demise and
we’re in support of it.”

The: merger concept
received unanimous
approval and,now the work
begins. Heule said he was
glad he was sitting down the
day he received the initial
phone call from Foulkes
about the idea. “I never

~thought it would happen,”
Heule said. There is a lot of
work to be done and there
will be challenges, he said.
He and DWP interim man-

ager Dani McGee have their

hands full, Heule said.







BIG BEAR VALLEY

P.O. Box 422, Fawnskin, California 92333
www.friendsofbigbearvalley.org info@friendsofbigbearvalley.com

909-878-3091

Board of Supervisors,

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

5 October 2019

Re: Proposed Moon Camp Development, Oct. 8 BOS Hearing — Invalid Water Service
Approval Due to Public Official Impropriety/Conflict of Interest

Dear Supervisors:

We would like to bring your attention to a sequence of events that bring into serious
guestion the validity of the water service approval for this proposed Moon Camp project.
We believe this “will serve” water status was obtained in questionable, unethical and
potentially illegal means. At a minimum, this situation deserves investigation before any
action on this project is taken.

The original Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Moon Camp

subdivision project in Fawnskin was released in March 2004. Five categories resulted in

significant, unavoidable impacts. Regarding water service it concluded:
Due to the inability of water providers to confirm service to the project, project as
well as cumulative impacts are concluded as significant and unavoidable. This
conclusion is further supported by the significant and unavoidable conclusion
cited in Section 5.11, Hydrology and Drainage, due to inconclusive testing of
potential overdraft conditions for the groundwater basin associated with the North
Shore Hydrologic Subunit.

The Final EIR was released in 2006, but never brought before the Board of Supervisors
for a vote. Approval would have required a finding of “overriding circumstances” in those
5 categories, including Public Service/Utilities (the ability to be served water).

Big Bear Lake DWP provides water service in the Fawnskin area. Except for a small
portion of land on the western end of the parcel, the Moon Camp site sits outside of the
allowed service area for the DWP (Attachment #1, DWP-LAFCO map) It is designated
to be served by a currently non-existent County service area, CSA-53C. But the easiest
water service possibility would be to connect with the nearby DWP water service.
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When a seat on the DWP Board of Commissioners became available in 2007, Steve
Foulkes, partner/part owner of the Moon Camp property, applied for a position and was
appointed to the Board in September of that year. Foulkes lists this project, Moon
Camp, as one of his real property investments on his Form 700. In early 2008, he was
elected DWP Board Chairman.

While he was DWP Board Chairman:

In September 2009, a DWP Feasibility Analysis for water and requirements for
the neighboring (approved) project, Marina Point, stated that for solving their
water issues, they can tie into a future 12-inch pipeline that will be constructed to
serve the proposed Moon Camp development, which, it says, will be served off
the Upper Fawnskin zone. (This was stated by DWP as their solution, even
though Moon Camp was still only a proposed project, with no approval from
LAFCO to be served by DWP.)

A new Draft EIR for the Moon Camp project was released in March of 2010.
Regarding water service, it stated that there were 3 ways the project could
possibly obtain water service, each of which would be complex and expensive
(Ref: page: ES-7, 2010 Draft EIR
http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/Mountain/MoonCamp50/00520089 %20DE
IR_Complete.pdf)

Without taking the actions described in the 2010 DEIR, the DWP could not
provide water service for the project because Moon Camp lies outside of the
DWP sphere of influence and the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
would not approve the annexation. Since the DWP was unable to provide this
service, the Moon Camp project was left with the option of having to get approval
for a currently non-active county Community Services Area (CSA) to be activated
and to prove that the 50 homes proposed for the development project could
provide sufficient funds to pay for the support of this CSA.

At the March 2011 DWP Board meeting, the Board adopted a Memorandum of
Understanding for creating an interconnection between DWP and the Moon
Camp project (even though it was still outside of their service area). (Attachment
#2—DWP Board Minutes for meeting 3/15/11; Attachment #3—DWP Agenda
Report 3/15/11) (Note: In early 2011, the DWP General Manager, Joel Dickson,
had announced he was leaving because he was moving to be with family in
Utah).

Following that meeting, outside of the meeting, outside of public view and in
contradiction to his recusal regarding the Moon Camp MOU, Steve Foulkes
directed the then General Manager of the Big Bear Lake Department of Water
(DWP) to sign the Memorandum of Agreement (MOU) with the Moon Camp
development project to connect the project to the DWP’s Fawnskin water system.
Foulkes told him that he wanted him to sign this MOU prior to his departure.

At a later time, the then General Manager, Joel Dickson, stated to me directly
that he did not want to sign the MOU but did so at the direction of Foulkes.
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Dickson invited me to come to a meeting with him and staff member, Bill LaHaye,
to ask questions about the MOU. | did that and followed up the meeting with an
email confirmation of my understandings from the meeting. Dickson responded
by email with answers, confirming that Steve Foulkes had directed him to sign
the MOU because he did not want to have to repeat all the effort to get someone
new to understand it all (Attachment #4 — Joel Dickson email response)

Even with this MOU for connection, the DWP still could not provide water service
to the whole of the Moon Camp proposed development because it was outside of
their service area.

In his role as DWP Board Chairman, Foulkes then actively pursued the Big Bear
Lake Municipal Water District (MWD) to take over control of the DWP. MWD
manages the Big Bear Lake, but has never been in the water service business.
Their charter, however, allows them to provide water service anywhere in the
valley and if they took over DWP, the DWP sphere of influence would expand to
include the Moon Camp site. Foulkes did not tell the MWD Board or the public
the personal gain that would result from his request nor did he recuse himself
from any of the discussions between the agencies even though his personal gain
from this merger would be greater than any other DWP customer.

At the April 11, 2011, DWP Board meeting, in a special closed session, the DWP
Board approved in concept the takeover of DWP by MWD. As reported back to
the open portion of the meeting, the vote was unanimous with all board members
present, therefore Mr. Foulkes did not recuse himself from this vote even though
it would most directly affect his project and provide him with significant personal
gain.

At a publicly held joint agency meeting on April 25, 2011, Foulkes promoted a
method that he said would allow the MWD to take over the DWP very rapidly. He
further stated that this method would allow the takeover to be done completely
outside of any LAFCO oversight. Foulkes made comments that the DWP had
figured out that if the MWD condemned the DWP water system in order to take it
over, that would make the takeover process go must faster and make it so that
LAFCO would have no jurisdiction over whether the merger would be allowed. (I
was in the audience and heard these statements.) The Grizzly newspaper also
reported on Foulkes promoting this merger.

(Attachment #5 -- Grizzly article April 27, 2011)

At the point where Mr. Foulkes believed the merger would happen, he
announced that he would not be reapplying for his DWP Board position when his
term expired in 2011.

The MWD Board, however, at a later meeting voted not to do this merger to take
over the DWP water system.

According to an undisclosed MWD Board member, Mr. Foulkes personally
attended the next LAFCO meeting to request that they require the MWD to take





over the water service in Big Bear Valley. LAFCO did not take this requested
action.

When this merger did not take place Mr. Foulkes did reapply for the DWP Board
position and continued as DWP Chairman.

In January 2013 the DWP, with Foulkes as Chairman, passed a resolution
(#DWP 2013-01) declaring there is no longer a water shortage and removing all
restrictions on new water connections, but maintaining the other conservation
rules. This resolution is based on the 2010 plan (July 2012). Two key
components of the resolution—1) it states that it does not fall under CEQA and 2)
it specifies water conservation measures that everyone must take though those
may only delay need for “water rationing or more restrictive water use
regulations,” while removing all restrictions on new connections.

In November 2013, when | inquired about status, the County Planner for the
Moon Camp project, Matt Slowik, informed me that the Final Environmental
Impact Report (for the 2010 Draft release) was now in the County’s hands for
Administrative review.

On January 27, 2014, Big Bear Lake City Council brought back an ordinance that
eliminates the term limits for DWP appointed commissioners. And Foulkes
remained as DWP Board Chairman. http://www.bigbeargrizzly.net/news/foulkes-
keeps-dwp-chair-in/article _31121f64-8899-11e3-9a94-001a4bcf887a.html

At this point, Moon Camp still needed to establish the County CSA-53C in order
to provide water service because DWP still did not have that area in its sphere of
influence to provide service.

It was reported that Foulkes, as DWP Chairman, worked to negotiate an
agreement with San Bernardino County to provide that service, and this
agreement eventually happened, outside of the oversight of LAFCO.
http://www.bbldwp.com/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/ArchivedAgenda/11162015-46
http://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/LAFCO/AgendaNotices/20151118/Item_6.pdf

It now stands that the DWP will provide water service to the Moon Camp project through
an agreement with the County of San Bernardino. DWP will provide the service required
to be provided by non-existent CSA-53C and Moon Camp will not have to pay for
establishing that Service Area. (In other words, Foulkes finally made it so DWP could
provide water service to his project even though it still remains outside of the DWP
service area.)

Shortly after this water service was announced, | checked the status of the Moon Camp
Final EIR that had been in process for several years. The County Planner said that they
had just received the Administrative draft for review.

It is apparent that Steve Foulkes applied for and then used his position as DWP
Chairman of the Board to obtain the water service that his Moon Camp project lacked. It
is both sad and appalling that this questionable, unethical and possibly illegal behavior
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and actions on the part of a government official has been allowed to proceed and to
stand unquestioned. Please consider this when making your decisions about whether to
approve or Deny this project.

Sincerely,

A o Aty
O/

Sandy Steers

Executive Director

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

Matt Knox Matt.Knox@bos.sbcounty.gov

Erica Willhite, Erica.Willhite@bos.sbcounty.gov

Jeff Sorenson, Jeff.Sorenson@bos.sbcounty.gov

Attachments:

#1--DWP-LAFCO service area map
#2—DWP Board Minutes for meeting 3/15/11
#3—DWP Agenda Report 3/15/11

#4—Joel Dickson email response
#5—Grizzly article April 27, 2011
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January 28, 2014
Grizzly article re: DWP Board meeting: Bayshore Ski and Racquet Club [BSRC]
asked permission of the Board to “relocate” approximately 3,000 square feet of
turf to control flood issues. It is DW’s 10th largest customer. It indicated it was
unaware of the restrictions of DWP Resolution 2013-01. In response, Foulkes
suggests revisiting Resolution 2013-01 to liberalize turf restrictions further
because BSRC is having trouble meeting them. Foulkes indicates he is ready to
deal and suggests that if BSRC could reduce water usage 10% that would be a
positive step. Another board member, Tarras, had a more strict response prior to
Foulkes’ comments.
(Note: this is included to show the difference between Foulkes continually
loosening water restrictions to demonstrate there is plenty of water, compared
with the next item.)

February 9, 2014
Grizzly reports that the Big Bear City Community Services District approved
Stage | water restrictions.
(Big Bear City CSD is responsible for providing about half the valley’s water
services; Big Bear Lake DWP provides the other half. The service areas cross
over several times across the valley, so it is more complex than one agency
serving one end and the other serving the other end. In any case, the two
agencies are heading in distinctly different directions on evaluating the loosening
or tightening of water restrictions in a very small valley. FYl—our rain and
snowfall this year has been practically non-existent, following the previous year
of very little precipitation, as with the rest of California.)

After a 2010 DWP Urban Water Plan was released in 2012 (by Chairman Foulkes?),
stating that the valley has sufficient water for build out, based on conservation measures
(which may include rationing and other restrictions), the DWP Board in January 2013
passed a resolution removing all restrictions on new water connections. That same year,
the Moon Camp Final EIR was delivered to the County for Administrative review. Although
not been released to the public for a few more years, it is apparent that Foulkes believed
that Moon Camp’s water issues were sufficiently resolved for the project to move forward.
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BLOOM RESEARCH, INC.

w

October 6, 2019

County Board of Supervisors
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1st Floor
San Bernardino, California 92415

Via: (email: see bottom of letter)

Subject: RE, RE: Final Environmental Impact Report - Moon Camp 50-lot Residential Subdivision,
TT No. 16136 (Based on the Revised Site Plan) Big Bear Lake, San Bernardino County, California, SCH No.
2002021105

Dear Supervisors,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Moon Camp developer’s “Bald Eagle Long Term
Management Plan” (LTMP). By way of introduction, | hold a PhD in Natural Resources, from the University
of Idaho, and have been actively studying southern California raptors since 1970 (50 years), generally
monitoring their status and publishing on numerous aspects of their ecology. Roughly 55,000 birds have
been banded by me and collaborators on my permits. Approximately 800 are eagles banded in the
western United States, and another 100 or so eagles of 4 species in India, Kazakhstan, Switzerland, and
Sweden. Closer to home, I've also banded some of the Bald Eagle chicks at Fawnskin and in the
surrounding California counties.

Not recognized or stated in the LTMP is the fact that the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a State
endangered species, and in fact is one of the original species on the state endangered species list in 1971.
The Bald Eagle is also federally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and as a small
southern California population is subject to “no net loss” in terms of the local southern California
population. The Bald Eagle was originally listed by both the State and Federal governments because of the
effects of organochlorine pesticides and habitat loss. While persistent organochlorines are still found in
the environment, they do not pose the threat they did from 1950 - ~ 1980, however, habitat loss continues
as a local threat and in some areas remains a serious issue. In this case, | have been asked by Friends of
Big Bear Valley to review the report entitled “Long-Term Management Plan for Bald Eagle and Rare Plant
Habitat”, prepared for RCK Properties, Inc.

While a positive sounding title, the plan lacks any substance, and from a conservation perspective, has
almost no value to this State of California endangered species. The proposed Moon Camp project is all
about the loss of Bald Eagle foraging habitat which include both the perch site and the land and water
that the pair is hunting or scavenging on. When considering habitat loss and degradation of the proposed
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project, one needs to address both the loss of winter migratory Bald Eagle habitat as well as the resident
Bald Eagle foraging and nesting habitat. Reductions in prey deliveries by this pair to their young resulting
from the development of a marina could result in reduced productivity or a nest failure. The authors
provide only cursory observations with no temporal or spatial quantification of the hours, days and
locations of the resident and migratory individuals on or near, and exactly where on and off the Moon
Camp property. Without that information, plans for homes and tree removal can only be damaging to the
long-term persistence of either the resident pair or possibly the migratory eagles. This kind of question
can only be answered by science, using what has recently become standard for assessing space use by
eagles, that is, satellite transmitters on the resident adult pair and perhaps their young. The migratory
population could best be studied by color marking of at least a subset of the wintering eagles and
recording eagle locations on the lake, and surrounding landscape. If this were done, the authors would at
least have the potential for a plan that might provide the basis for the conservation of the one current Big
Bear Lake breeding pair. However, such a study would likely reveal that the marina vicinity is their primary
hunting location, and loss of it could result in the loss of the pair, and or their annual productivity.

| have elected to be succinct as possible for this exercise and provide my commentary below in bullets as
follows:

1. Some of my comments are from an historical context, a resource clearly not consulted by the
authors of the LTMP. The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there
would be significant adverse impacts to Bald Eagles. It is my understanding that this conclusion
has not changed. That analysis was based on Bald Eagles only wintering in the valley for a few
months a year. Since the last time Bald Eagle use of this site was studied (2010) there have been
significant changes that require another study before the true impact to eagles can be
determined. Significant changes include that a pair of Bald Eagles began nesting less than one mile
from the site in 2012 and some eagles, especially juveniles have remained to summer in the valley.
The much more significant impacts this project would cause based on these key changes have
never been evaluated. Any long-term management plan without proper analysis is simply
erroneous speculation. In my opinion, the use of satellite telemetry on the resident pair of adults,
a technique commonly used on both resident and wintering eagles will answer essentially all
questions.

2. Exhibit 4 presents a “shoreline habitat conservation easement” that includes the marina parking
lot, and marina area. A parking lot and a marina is not a viable conservation easement for loss of
Bald Eagle habitat. The parking lot would eliminate the eagle perch trees now there. The business
around the area of loading boats and people would likely preclude eagles from using the site, and
by their presence, the marina docks filling the foraging bay would eliminate foraging in that
portion of the lake front. Essentially, the LTMP does nothing to promote the conservation of Bald
Eagles but does eliminate known occupied Bald Eagle hunting perches and adjacent foraging
habitat. Because of the large number of people that would be coming and going from the location
it would degrade occupied habitat over the vast area where the eagles hunt in Grout Bay and
adjacent shorelines.

3. | found it interesting that the document frequently refers to “occasional perching in the trees
along the lake shore”, but in my experience over about three decades Bald Eagles are regularly
observable along the shoreline in the vicinity of the proposed Moon Camp development. Grout
Bay and the inlets immediately east is the first place | take people at Big Bear Lake when | wish to
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show them a Bald Eagle. Importantly, the eagles inhabiting Grout Bay have not been studied
since 2010, and the conclusions of the authors are contrary to what is stated in the EIR analysis of
2010. In addition, their finding of “occasional perching” on site are contrary to the evidence
provided by viewings and photographs of local residents (some who have the observed the birds
multiple times on the same day) of eagles on the site on a regular basis, with variations from year
to year and differing lake water levels.

The author’s LTMP states that the proposed Moon Camp development will not have a direct or
indirect impact on Bald Eagle pair’s nesting site itself, but documentation shows that nesting sites
are based on proximity to food sources: (see page 140, 2" paragraph of this document
https://sora.unm.edu/sites/default/files/journals/wilson/v104n01/p0136-p0142.pdf) and the
same page, 4" paragraph, which states “Overall, the most consistent differences we found
between random and perch sites were related to foraging opportunities of the site and to distance
to nest.” Thus, as planned, modification of Grout Bay that causes habitat loss, degradation and
fragmentation resulting from Moon Camp could lead to the extirpation of this pair if Grout Bay is
one of their most important foraging areas.

The document states that the marina and lakefront would be closed to the public from 1,
December to 1, April. This is not a mitigation nor a benefit to the eagles as it is already required
that all marinas and lake front open space is closed on Big Bear Lake during those months to
accommodate wintering bald eagles. Most importantly, the proposed “closure” does not
encompass the nesting season for this pair of eagles, which in 2019 was January to August. As a
result, the only known important foraging area of this pair would be impacted most when they
are caring both for themselves as well as their young. Additionally, they make no mention of how
and when the public ban of this section of shoreline would be enforced. Creation of the docks for
the marina would represent a direct and permanent loss of prime, near shore, and on shore
foraging habitat. The plan does not address actual foraging habitat, only perch habitat (and not
well). The foraging habitat includes the two bays east and west of the marina. The bays are
shallow and somewhat sheltered and attract large numbers of ducks during fall, winter, and
spring. The dredging required for the marina docks would ruin the shallow habitat most favored
by fish and waterfowl. Same article as above, paragraph 5 “Because the locations of these fish
were predictable, the most important criteria for perch selection was probably nearness to food
rather than the most comprehensive view offered by a taller, more distant perches.” Section 1.3
states that the project was redesigned to avoid or substantially minimize impacts...in particular
Bald Eagle perch trees used for perching and foraging..., but since they are planning to put a
marina, a parking lot and a new road in exactly the portion of their parcel that is now used the
most by the eagles, this statement is extremely misleading.

Importantly the LTMP does not address how the people from 50 + homes utilizing the marina and
adjacent shoreline would be controlled. No mention is made, but between the direct loss of
foraging habitat (open water, shoreline and hunting perches) resulting from the marina and
homes in the vicinity, coupled with the degradation of the habitat by the predictable presence of
people tending to their boats, it is genuinely plausible that the eagles would discontinue use of
the site. Of interest, the same article previously referenced (link above) also states on page 140,
3™ paragraph: “The nest and foraging locations probably shifted to the undeveloped secondary
inlet when human use of the main inlet increased several decades ago.” (article includes data for
this summary) and at the bottom of the 4" paragraph, “Bald Eagles on the Columbia River avoided
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favored foraging sites when boats were present (McGarigal et al, 1991)”. In section 2.3.1 (Nesting
Habitat), the LTMP states that nests are usually located within one mile of foraging areas, so this
disruption within one mile of the nest, by the author’s own description, would impact the eagles.

The plan’s analysis in the “perching/foraging habitat” section is flawed. Relying on a 1981 study
that is not provided for review is not acceptable. In the almost 40 years since that “study” was
done, the shoreline development and winter visitation of humans and eagles has changed
substantially. This plan does not include any discussion or opinion from the Forest Service Bald
Eagle experts who have been studying the Big Bear population of eagles in the meantime. The
supposition that glare from Big Bear Lake somehow prevents or inhibits successful foraging by
Bald Eagles seems untenable. | am unaware of any published research on the subject. Bald Eagles
regularly change hunting perches throughout the day, and if needed fly out directly over smooth
or slightly choppy water, or ice, to seek their quarry (dead or alive) whether it be fish, waterfowl
or mammal. As any resident of Fawnskin will tell you, the use of Moon Camp is not “only
occasional perching habitat for Bald Eagles.” During some seasons, Bald Eagles are observed
multiple times each day.They often perch near the food supply and that changes
seasonally. During the winter, the eagles appear to forage more on waterfowl; during the rest of
the year, fish. When fish are spawning, they perch near those sites; when the ducks are in the
bays near the proposed Moon Camp marina, they perch there. This “plan” prepared by the
authors relies on 40-year old observations (Krantz and Malcom 1981) and ignores the local
knowledge and daily observations of locals. (re: paragraphs 3, 4 and 1% half of 5 on page 9)

This project also ignores the cumulative losses and effects to perch and foraging habitat over the
past 30-40 years in the Big Bear area. This project would add substantially to those cumulative
effects and the effects are unmitigable for Bald Eagles. Removal from the plan of the marina,
marina parking lot, the access road that would come out at the point with the eagle’s favored
perch trees and the houses above the highway that would be immediately adjacent to or higher
than the perch trees is potentially critical to not losing this breeding pair. (As demonstrated by
the Castle Glen development a few miles southeast, developed by the same developer), the eagles
stopped perching/foraging in this previously popular area after houses were constructed that
were all higher than the perch trees.) (Ref: Friends of Big Bear Valley comment letter)

Surprisingly, the plan provides no estimate of the funding required to perform the monitoring and
maintenance tasks that are listed as a must for the eagles. Nor does it state how much the non-
wasting fund would have, so there is no way to know whether it would be enough to do all that
is listed as necessary to implement and maintain this plan “into perpetuity”.

. The project proponents have designated on a map a number of trees as potential perch trees that
can be managed into being perch trees, but they have not done or referred to any studies showing
why these trees would/could serve as perch trees. Of the trees shown, several on the east end
would be directly over the planned marina (which they fail to point out) and so highly unlikely
that eagles would use those. Several others are over the planned parking area, where again, it is
unlikely that the eagles would consider them for perching, and they would no longer be viable for
foraging because the foraging area they overlook would contain a very active new marina.

. Most importantly, the project proponents have not studied or analyzed this proposed project
based on current conditions, nor have they provided any data or proof that any of this would in
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any way reduce impacts to Bald Eagles. Essentially, currently a very hollow LTMP. This means that
accurate, focused field research of 2 years need to be performed, primarily on the known resident
pair, and potentially, their young that dwell on the property, as well as the migratory population

in the local vicinity.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on Bald Eagles at Big Bear Lake. My position
on this project has not changed. As | stated in my October 3, 2018 comments to the County of San
Bernardino, “Given that we are now aware that Bald Eagles not only hunt, perch and nest, but also
produce young in the vicinity of Grout Bay, Big Bear Lake, California, and that the Moon Camp project

offers essentially no realistic biological mitigation, this project must be denied”.

Sincerely,

Bloom Research, Inc.

Peter H. Bloom

Zoologist/President

Address/email info:

Clerk of the Board, COB@sbcounty.gov

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

‘ \'-3, C an di a W N

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@Ilus.sbcounty.gov

County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@I|us.sbcounty.gov
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From: MINHA HWANG

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman. Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Nievez, Tom; Rahhal, Terri
Subject: Please DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.
Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 5:57:07 PM

Attachments: letter minhahwang.pdf

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 afew months ayear. 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 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 isinvalid.

Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald eagles. Thisareaisin the
heart of a National Forest, in aunique, 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),
thereis 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 areais already rated such ahigh fire
risk that many local homeowners have had their insurance canceled. A housing density increase along the National
Forest boundary would increase the fire risk. The areais 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 marinathan 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,
Minha Hwang
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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:

| 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 %2 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,
Prutindee LG

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: Debbie Pasienski

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri;
tom.nieves@Ius.sbcounty.gov

Subject: Please DENY the proposed zone change and Moon Camp project proposal

Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 9:08:11 PM

Attachments: Mooncamp Development Hearing (1)-sianed.pdf
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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 %2 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,

Deborah J Pasienski

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







10/7/2019

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 to a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagles
began nesting within % 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 sit 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 that 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.

Respectfully,

?‘“é-,&r&a/}w% /«} . Haw «}_4 <

Elizabeth A. Hawkins
412 Cedar Ridge Dr.
Lake Arrowhead, CA 92352



From: Lisa S Shimamura

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Nievez, Tom; Rahhal, Terri
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development

Date: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 10:58:33 AM

Attachments: San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors.pdf

Please see my letter attached. Thank you

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

Clerk of the Board, COB@shcounty.gov
Re: Proposed Moon Camp development

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. | am asking you to choose to PRESERVE THE WILDLIFE AND FORESTRY IN THE
AREA in lieu of development for luxurious unwarranted needs.

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 % 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
and choose to PRESERVE THE WILDLIFE AND FORESTRY IN THE AREA in lieu of development for luxurious
unwarranted needs.

Sincerely and in good faith, Lisa Shimamura

Preserve Wildlife and Your Beautiful Forestry

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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From: Virginia Armbrust

To: Rahhal, Terri
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp Development
Date: Monday, October 07, 2019 3:55:55 PM

Dear County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal:

| am writing to you today to ask that you DENY the detrimental zone change and project
proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin. The Big Bear Eagle Nest project is
followed nationally and internationally. Increasing housing density in this area would cause
major irreversible harm to the bald eagles that nest nearby and forage on the site. People travel
to Big Bear just to be part of this amazing Eagle nest project. It’s hard to imagine that any
elected official would want their legacy tied to harming the Big Bear Eagle’s Nest or the eagle’s
abandonment of the region.

Peter Bloom, a zoologist and chief executive of Bloom Biological Inc., has assisted in
monitoring the Big Bear eagles. Bloom reports that there is not adequate data on the Eagle’s
hunting areas and states: “If, for example, they’ re 100% in the vicinity of the marinathen
development of amarinawill likely exclude the bald eagle from Big Bear Lake.”

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 afew months ayear. 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 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 planisinvalid.

Planning staff cites the need for housing as more important than any harm caused to bald
eagles. Thisareaisin the heart of a National Forest, in aunique, 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 salein this small valley (150 more than ayear ago), thereis
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 areais 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 firerisk. The
areais aready 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.

Please, consider the possible destruction of their habitat before you vote:
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Most sincerely,

Virginia Armbrust & Dr. Steven Y erkes

Cardiff by the Sea, CA 92007



From: Paul Mitchell

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Nievez, Tom; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development in Fawnskin

Date: Friday, October 4, 2019 12:42:38 PM

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

San Bernardino, CA 92415

Clerk of the Board
Re: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing

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 1/2 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
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Fawnskin.
Most sincerely,

Paul Mitchell

39737 Flicker Road
Fawnskin, CA 92333
imixsound@att.net

+1 213 399 5050 Mobile
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From: Jonathan Nourok

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Supervisor Gonzales; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez
Tom

Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development in Fawnskin

Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 11:05:05 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:

| 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 %2 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 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.

Anything other than a decision to DENY the zone change will clearly be seen as another effort by the County to increase its
revenue in opposition to its own regulations which were put in place to protect all the public’s interests.

Most sincerely,
Jonathan Nourok

Big Bear City
909-585-5355

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, Robert.L ovingood@bos.sbcounty.aov
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@Ius.sbcounty.gov
County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@Ius.sbcounty.gov
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Supervisor Josie Gonzalez, supervisorgonzales@sbcounty.gov
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From: Sandy Steers

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Supervisor Gonzales; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez
Tom; Knox, Matt; Erica.Willhite@bos.sbcounty.gov; Sorenson, Jeff

Subject: Proposed Moon Camp Development, Oct. 8 BOS Hearing

Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 11:09:26 AM

Attachments: fobbv MC insufficient infrastructure.pdf

Attachment 1 mtn road emergency capacity study 2012.pdf

Please find the attached comments.

Thank you,

Sandy Steers

Executive Director, Friends of Big Bear Valey

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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\1 FTRIENDS oF

BIG BEAR VALLEY

P.O. Box 422, Fawnskin, California 92333
www.friendsofbigbearvalley.org info@friendsofbigbearvalley.com

909-878-3091

Board of Supervisors,

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

5 October 2019

Re: Proposed Moon Camp Development, Oct. 8 BOS Hearing -- Inadequate Infrastructure
for Zone Change

Dear Supervisors:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. Friends of Big Bear
Valley is a local environmental education nonprofit serving over 1500 members, all of
whom would be detrimentally impacted by this project.

The current proposal requires a zone change to increase the housing density from rural
zoning, 1 house per 40 acres, to residential zoning. The rural zoning designation has been
on this property since before the 1988 Bear Valley Community Plan, which referred to it.
The 2007 Community Plan (Ref. #1) confirmed and carried forward that zone designation
based on still inadequate infrastructure.

The infrastructure for this area has not been improved since that determination.
Water Availibility Issues

Fawnskin still has a stand-alone water system, not connected to anywhere else in the
valley. Based on drought and general water shortages, we are still being regulated by
water conservation measures from the DWP (Ref. #2). According to a USGS study on Big
Bear geohydrology, the well on this Moon Camp parcel draws from the same aquifer (Ref.
#3) as wells for adjacent houses that have, on multiple occasions, run out of water even
with current usage (see comment letters submitted previously regarding this project from
Marleen Thurston, Lori Gardner and Jill Helms).

Per U.S. census data (Ref #4), less than 1/3 of the homes have full time occupants. Most
of the other homes are occupied a few times a year. Water availability for our valley has
been calculated based on this level of usage. But, in the past few years, there has been a



http://www.friendsofbigbearvalley.org/
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drastic jump in the occupancy rate due to the huge increase in popularity of vacation
rentals through AirBNB and VRBO. AirBNB alone currently lists 58 Fawnskin homes, with
an occupancy rate of approximately 51% (based on their numbers of reviews and the
minimum and average length of stay). With VRBO listings and local vacation rental
offices, those numbers are even higher. This rise in occupancy increases water use.

Water studies for this proposed project have not taken into account the cumulative impacts
on water usage based on the already approved but not yet built Marina Point project right
next to the Moon Camp parcel. (The DEIR briefly discussed a long list of projects but did
not specifically address the issues based on this project right next door, which multiplies
the direct issues on Fawnskin’s stand-alone water system and aquifer.) This approved
Marina Point project consists of 133 condominiums, with guest quarters in each plus
community center and 100+ slip boat marina with public access. Again, this requires a
drastic increase in water usage that has not been evaluated.

The (most recent) 2007 Water Feasibility Studies included in Appendix B.2 of the 2011
Draft EIR (Ref. #5) states that the study is only valid for 12 months. This water availability
information is now long out of date and has not been updated since that time.

With out of date water feasibility information, drought that is causing water usage
restrictions, a huge increase in the occupancy rate, nearby wells that continue to run out of
water and an entire huge approved project next door not accounted for in the analysis, on
the basis of water availability alone, there is no justification for increasing the zoning
density on this parcel.

Traffic Issues

This parcel sits along a very narrow, 2-lane, curvy section of Highway 38, North Shore
Drive, a designated Scenic Highway. In spite of the 25 mph speed limit in this section,
traffic zips through the area, creating dangerous situations and a higher than average
number of accidents. Two of the planned new entrances onto the highway from the
proposed side roads and the marina area dump right into the middle of blind curves on this
stretch of highway, which would increase the danger.

Due to the increases in occupancy rates described above, there has been a large increase
in traffic in this area. That increase has not been analyzed, since no traffic analysis has
been done since the 2007 study (released in the 2010 DEIR). Our roads are already
insufficient to handle the approved Marina Point project next door. With existing and
increasing traffic issues, there is no justification for increased zoning density on this parcel.

Fire and Evacuation

It is well documented that increasing zoning along National Forest boundaries is known to
intensify the fire risk for the whole area, due to the added human interface. The fire risk is
already so high that many local homeowners have had their homeowners insurance
cancelled.





Since the 2018 Planning Commission recommendation for approval of this project, much
new information has come to light about the extent of the inadequacy of Big Bear’s fire
evacuation routes. This North Shore area (aka Minnelusa) is included in the list of the
worst 1% in the state when it comes to population to evacuation ratios. (Ref. #6) It also
came to our attention recently that the County had an Emergency Route Capacity study
done in 2012 that has been kept secret from the public. This study came to the same
conclusion regarding the inadequacy of our evacuation routes. (Attachment #1)

With seriously inadequate emergency evacuation routes already shown in multiple studies,
adding in any way to that overburdened situation is irresponsible. There is no justification
for a zoning change to increase density given these dire conditions already facing current
residents and visitors.

For all of the above reasons, it is clear that the infrastructure of this area has not improved
since the original decision to set the original rural zoning. There is no justification for the
requested zone change that would be required for with proposed project. We ask that the
County Board of Supervisors deny the zone change and project approval.

Sincerely,

7
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Sandy Steers
Executive Director

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

References:

#1: 2007 Big Bear Community Plan --
http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/CommunityPlans/BearValleyCP.pdf

#2: DWP Water conservation policy
http://ca-bbldwp.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/276/Policy-2014-02---Water-
Conservation-Program-Policy?bidld=

#3. USGS Geohydrology of Big Bear Valley, CA
https://pubs.usgs.qov/sir/2012/5100/pdf/sir20125100.pdf

#4: U.S. Census data —

https://factfinder.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/ACS/17 5YR/DP04/8600000US92333
#5: Water Feasibility Studies, Appendix B of 2011 DEIR
http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/MoonCamp/BAppendixWaterFeasibilityStudies.pdf
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https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2012/5100/pdf/sir20125100.pdf

https://factfinder.census.gov/bkmk/table/1.0/en/ACS/17_5YR/DP04/8600000US92333

http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/MoonCamp/BAppendixWaterFeasibilityStudies.pdf



#6: USA Today Evacuation Route Analysis
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2019-04-25/how-we-
evaluated-californias-wildfire-evacuation-routes

Attachments:
Attachment 1: Mountain Region Emergency Road Capacity Study
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MOUNTAIN REGION EMERGENCY ROAD CAPACITY STUDY
NOEL CASIL AND NEELAM SHARMA

ABSTRACT

On the waning days of October 2003, disaster struck in San Bernardino County (County), the
infamous moniker “Old Fire” was born. The firestorm riveted the nation when 13 wildfires raged
in Southern California. Beginning on October 25, 2003 firefighters, emergency responders, and
volunteers waged a heroic eight day battle against one of the largest fires in California’s
recorded history. The study funded through grants from the County Fire Department and with
aid from the County Land Use Services Department, will evaluate the nexus of population
growth areas monitoring, demand generation, roadway capacity and routing in emergency
evacuation conditions within the County. The study employs traffic modeling tools to simulate
various emergency evacuation scenarios using current County emergency evacuation routes. It
will provide assessment and recommendations to maintain, improve or optimize utilization of the
County’s designated evacuation routes. The study considers the seasonal draw of visitors to
popular mountain attractions and their unfamiliarity with the area. The project will evaluate
existing road capacities and the effects of emergency loading on the study segments. As it is
difficult to predict the emergency, affected area, and evacuation timeframe, the model will
evaluate various evacuation scenarios including short-notice, phased or with advance
notification time frames. The model will also account for the change in roadway configuration as
incoming travel lanes will be reconfigured to allow for maximum capacity for outgoing traffic. The
project will in turn evaluate the development capacity of the study area and provide the County
with information to implement sustainable growth.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED
This Mountain Region Population Growth Monitoring and Emergency Road Capacity Study has
been prepared in order to implement certain San Bernardino County 2007 General Plan goals,
policies and programs relative to the evacuation of the mountain communities during
emergencies, and to help the County determine appropriate densities for development in the
Mountain Planning Region given the limitations for emergency evacuation.

San Bernardino County is vast, consisting of three distinct geographic regions: the Valley, the
Mountains, and the Desert. The three diverse planning regions of the county vary not only by
terrain, but also in the issues and opportunities they face. This study is focused on the Mountain
Planning Region, as shown in Figure 1.

The Mountain Planning Region consists of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel ranges. Of the
872 square miles within this planning region, approximately 715 square miles are public lands
managed by state and federal agencies—principally, the U.S. Forest Service. The region
contains forests, meadows, and lakes. The San Gabriel Mountains, which extend from Los
Angeles County, form the western end of the Mountain Planning Region. The San Gabriel
Mountains comprise about one-third of the Mountain Planning Region, with the San Bernardino
Mountains making up the remainder. This study will focus on the following seven discrete
mountain community areas:

e Bear Valley
Crest Forest
Hilltop
Lake Arrowhead
Lytle Creek
Oak Glen
Wrightwood

2.0 RoAD CAPACITY AND EVACUATION PROGRAM
2.1  EXISTING ROUTES
During a catastrophic emergency event in the Mountain Region communities, it is anticipated
that the roadway network will be tasked to their full capacities. The roadways will be needed to
evacuate the communities as well as to be used by first responders to reach and respond to the
emergencies/incidents. The ensuing scenario results in mixed flows (inbound and outbound) of
traffic within the affected areas.

The roadway circulation system within the Mountain Region is composed of local roads,
collectors, arterials and state highways. The state highways are maintained and under the
operational jurisdiction of Caltrans District 8 within San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.
They form the backbone of the roadway network providing key linkages throughout the
Mountain, Valley Region, Desert Regions and to the Interstate Highway system. Additionally,
US Forest Service roads provide access to the San Bernardino National Forest.

Based on the review of the Mountain Area Safety Task Force (MAST) Emergency Route
Mapping, the study roadway segments were identified and are summarized in Table 2.1-1.
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Table 2.1-1. Evacuation Routes

Evacuation Routes Segment Lanes | Speed Limit
(mph)

Bear Valley
SR38 SR 18 to Discovery Center 2 30
SR38 Discover to Stanfield Cutoff 2 35
SR38 Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 35
SR38 Division to Greenway 2 35
SR38 Greenway to Greensport 2 40
SR38 Big Bear to Bryant Ave 2 45
SR18 Green Valley to SR38 2 40
SR18 SR38 to Stanfield Cutoff 2 40
SR18 Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 40
SR18 Division to Greenway 2 40
SR18 East of Big Bear 2 45
Rim of the World North of SR38 2 25
Stanfield Cutoff SR18 to SR38 2 35
Division Drive SR18 to SR38 2 35
Greenway Dr (SR18/38) SR18 to SR38 2 35
Shay Road East of SR38 2 35
Crest Forest
SR138 I-15 to SR173 2 45
SR138 Waters to SR173 2 45
SR138 Waters to SR18 2 45
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55
SR18 SR138 to SR189 2 45
SR189 SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35
Waters Drive West of SR138 2 25
Crest Forest Drive North of SR138 2 25
Crest Forest Drive South of SR138 2 35
Knapps Cutoff East of SR138 2 25
Lake Gregory Drive North of SR189 2 35
Arosa Drive North of North Rd 2 25
San Moritz Drive west of Arosa 2 25
North Road North of Lake Gregory 2 25
North Road West of SR189 2 25
Lake Drive SR 138 to Lake Gregory 2 25
Hilltop
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55
SR18 Kuffle to SR330 2 55
SR18 SR330 to Green Valley 2 40
SR18 Green Valley to SR38 2 40
Green Valley Lake Road North of SR18 2 25
Live Oak Drive SR18 to SR330 2 25
Lake Arrowhead
SR189 SR173 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 30
SR189 SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35
SR18 SR138 to SR189 2 45
SR18 SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45
SR18 Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45
SR18 SR173 to Kuffle 2 45






SR18 Kuffle to SR330 2 55
SR173 SR18 to SR189 2 35
SR173 SR189 to Kuffle 2 35
SR173 Kuffle to Hook Creek Rd 2 35
SR173 Hook Creek to N Bay 2 35
Grass Valley Road North of SR189 2 45
Daley Canyon Road SR189 to SR18 2 35
North Bay Road North of SR189 2 35
Peninsula Drive East of Grass Valley Rd 2 25
Lytle Creek

Lytle Creek Road | South of Lytle Creek 2 25
Oak Glen

Oak Glen Rd South of Oak Glen 2 30
Oak Glen Rd North of Oak Glen 2 30
Wrightwood

SR-2 Wrightwood CBD to SR-138 2 40
Lone Pine Rd Wrightwood CBD to SR-138 2 40






2.2  HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

A large portion of Southern California, including the San Bernardino Mountains, is considered a
high fire hazard environment. There are potential for catastrophic losses as thousands of people
move into the mountain top communities. Based on the experiences from the 2003 and 2007
fire events, this area possesses all elements necessary to support intense and uncontrollable
wildfires. Therefore, a rigorous planning and evacuation effort was established by Mountain
Area Safety Task Force (MAST) in coordination with CAL FIRE, San Bernardino National
Forest, and US Forest Service (USFS) to document a process for enhancing, reducing, and
preventing catastrophic wildfires.

Based on the lessons learned from previous fire events, there has been an increasing
realization that our ability to live more safely in this environment depends upon “pre-fire
activities.” Pre-fire activities are steps taken before a wildfire occurs that improve the ability of
people and homes to survive. These steps include proper vegetation management around the
home (known as defensible space), use of fire resistant building materials, appropriate
subdivision design and other preventive measures. Pre-fire activities have been proven to save
lives and property.

MAST conducted an awareness and opinion study regarding the MAST program and fire
prevention measures in the San Bernardino County Mountains (CIC Research, 2008). The Fire
Prevention Awareness Survey includes residents, non-resident property owners, and business
property owners/managers in the area. After the big fire event in 2007, overall majority of
residents, non-residents, as well as business owners had taken steps to protect their home or
business property. There were an increasing number of residents who had thinned and/or
removed live trees from their property. Furthermore, residents reported greater awareness of
wildfire prevention measures, were more prepared for a natural disaster, and had taken more
steps to prevent the spread of wildfires and potential danger to their property.

Planning has occurred for fuel reduction in support of the San Bernardino Sheriff's Evacuation
Guideline for the Mountain Communities and several community fire defense projects in the
Crestline, Lake Arrowhead, and Big Bear areas. Fuel reduction program would be targeted to
forested land owners in heavily riparian corridors or densely forested areas where fire activities
are present historically. The intent is to avail forest homeowners of the opportunity to receive
assistance and at the same time take ownership for reducing the structure ignitability of their
homes on small urbanized forest parcels. On-site property inspections are conducted with
recommendations for reducing hazardous fuels and conditions. A special WinDET program is
used by the San Bernardino Fire Prevention staffs to monitor empirically fuels reduction and
other land treatment projects. Fire reduction helps land owners improve the “fire safeness” of
their property.

Several grants have been secured to support fire reduction and promote public awareness of
the wildland fire risks in their communities. These funds are used to promote establishment of
community fire defense projects in Wrightwood, Crestline, Big Bear, and Oak Glen area. The
funds are also used to create resources for promoting forest health and promoting fire safe
concepts, and to provide a forum for discussion of issues, challenges, and successes. For
example, MAST, in collaboration with the City of Big Bear Lake, has provided a grant to the City
residents to replace shake shingle roofs after recognizing the potential threats of these roofs to
fire safety.





There are over 210 miles of designated emergency routes identified in the evacuation plan by
the MAST. According to the Cal Fire 2009 Unit Fire, 65 miles are outside the boundaries of the
San Bernardino National Forest (SBNF) while the remaining 145 are within the SBNF
boundaries. Emergency evacuation routes are summarized under Table 2.1-1.
The following are currently identified in the California Fire Plan as evacuation clearance
procedures that would be required to be carried out in case of a fire.
o Remove dead and dying trees that are in danger of falling on and closing off evacuation
routes.
¢ Remove fuel from within and surrounding points of refuge areas, road and highways,
and communication/essential service sites within the mountains to ensure reliable fire
and law enforcement radio communication.
o Create fire defense buffers around mountain communities/roads.

Several years of normal or below normal precipitation in the San Bernardino Mountains have left
fuels in a very dry state. This weather pattern includes fuels drying earlier in the season and
reaching significantly lower fuel moisture. This condition has led to a very high rate of dead and
dying trees, primarily at the refuge sites, essential service locations, and major evacuation
routes such as identified under Section 2.1. With increased precipitation from rain during 2011,
the weather trend is gradually returning to normal and above normal moisture, improving the
chance for rebound throughout the Mountain Region.

The high potential of fire in the San Bernardino Mountains area require local communities to
identify potential fire safe areas such as schools, parks, and community centers for refuge. Past
weather data and fire prevention strategies will be used to evaluate best responses for future
fire prevention analysis. From past lessons, we learned that it is important to carry out the work
of removing dead, dying, or diseased trees that threaten major travel routes. Many of these
routes have either transmission or distribution lines so the amount of clearance would have to
be conducted by CAL FIRE and USFS. Temporary evacuation holding areas and designated
shelter in place should be constructed, and education programs be conducted to continue
promoting fire safety and responsibility.

2.3  LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) CONCEPT

In consultation with the project team, including Caltrans District 8 staff, the roadway LOS is
identified through a letter designation and is an indicator of operating conditions on a roadway
or at an intersection. LOS is defined in categories ranging from A to F (i.e., LOS A to LOS F).
These categories can be viewed much like school grades, with A representing the best traffic
flow conditions and F representing poor conditions. LOS A indicates free-flowing traffic and
LOS F indicates substantial congestion with stop-and-go traffic and long delays at intersections.
General Plan Policy M/CI 1.1 states the following relative to the LOS for the Mountain Region:

M/CI 1.1 The County shall ensure that all new development proposals do not degrade Levels
of Service (LOS) on State Routes and Major Arterials below LOS C during non-peak
hours or below LOS D during peak-hours in the Mountain Region.

Table 3.3-1, Segment Level of Service Description, describes the LOS performance
designations for roadway segments.
Table 2.3-1 Segment Level of Service Definitions

Leve! of Definition
Service
A Represents free flow. Individual vehicles are virtually unaffected by the
presence of others in the traffic stream.
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B Is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other vehicles in the
traffic stream begins to be noticeable. Freedom to select desired
speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a slight decline in the
freedom to maneuver.

C Is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of
flow in which the operation of individual vehicles becomes significantly
affected by interactions with other vehicles in the traffic stream.

D Is a crowded segment of roadway with a large number of vehicles
restricting mobility and a stable flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver
are severely restricted, and the driver experiences a generally poor
level of comfort and convenience.

E Represents operating conditions at or near the level capacity. All
speeds are reduced to a low, but relatively uniform value. Small
increases in flow will cause breakdowns in traffic movement.

F Is used to define forced or breakdown flow (stop-and-go gridlock). This
condition exists when the amount of traffic approaches a point that
exceeds the amount that can travel to a destination. Operations within
the queues are characterized by stop and go waves, and they are
extremely unstable.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2000.

2.4  PEAK HOUR ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS

Peak hour directional analysis was performed by the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).
The two-lane and multilane direction methodology within the Highway Capacity Software (HCS)
was utilized to determine the operating speed as each community is evacuated. By accounting
for the distance and travel speed, an evacuation time can be calculated for each roadway
segment. Roadway features such as speed, grade, number of lanes, truck percentages, and
various HCM adjustment factors were entered into the software to produce detailed results.

25 ADT ROADWAY SEGMENT LOS

Roadway segment analysis was based on the Florida Department of Transportation model.
This is a modified HCM-Based LOS table (Florida Table), which is generally accepted for use in
transportation forecasting and analysis. The table considers the capacity of individual roadway
segments based on numerous roadway variables (such as highway design speed, number of
passing lanes, saturation flow, shoulder width, intersection spacing, etc.). Highways are
generally considered uninterrupted flow roadways (two lane or multilane). Uninterrupted flow
highways are roadways with a combination of roadway segments which have average
signalized intersection spacing greater than 2.0 miles and are not freeways. Interrupted flow
roadways are characterized by signals with average signalized intersection spacing less than or
equal to 2.0 miles.

2.6 2008 AND 2030 BASELINE ROADWAY CONDITIONS
This section presents the level of service results for both Existing 2008 and 2030 Baseline
conditions by community area.

2.6.1 Bear Valley

As shown in the table below, all roadway segments along the emergency evacuation route
currently operate at satisfactory LOS D or better with the exception of SR18 from SR38 to
Stanfield Cutoff which operates at LOS E. Under 2030 forecast conditions, two segments of
SR18 operate at unsatisfactory LOS E and F.





Table 2.6-1. Bear Valley Baseline Conditions

Route Existin 2030
. Route | Travel | Average 91 Los by LOS by
Evacuation . . ADT - ADT .
Segment Lanes | Distanc | Time Grade Florida Florida
Routes . 2 Volume Volume
e (mls) (mllns) (%) S Tables S° Tables
SR38 SR 18 to 5.3 11 2.25 1600 B 1780 B
Discovery 2
Center
Discover to
Stanfield 2 2.2 4 3.55 3000 B 3330 B
Cutoff
Stanfield
Cutoff to 2 1.2 2 2.95
Division 5500 B 6110 B
Division to 2 1.2 > 455
Greenway
Greenway
to 2 1.4 3 1.65 14600 D 16210 D
Greensport
Big Bearto |, 392 | 52 425 | 8400 C 9320 c
Bryant Ave
SR18 Green
Valley to 2 9.85 15 6500 B 7220 B
SR38
SR38 to
Stanfield 2 6.93 10 2.75 24600 E 27310 F
Cutoff
Stanfield
Cutoff to 2 1.1 2 2.95 19700 D 21870 E
Division
Division to 2 1.25 2 1.85 | 15200 D 16870 D
Greenway
East of Big 2 12.6 17 3.85 3600 B 4000 B
Bear
Rim of the | North of
World SR38 2 0.5 1 10 750 C 830 C
Stanfield SR18to
SR38 2 0.4 1 2 8134 C 9030 C
Division Dr | SR18 to
SR38 2 0.3 1 2 4087 C 4540 C
Greenway | SR18to
Dr SR38 2 0.6 1 10 15700 D 17430 D
Shay Rd East of
SR38 2 4.5 2 2 2648 C 2940 C

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth
3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)






2.6.2 Crest Forest
As shown in the table below, all roadway segments along the emergency evacuation route
currently operate at satisfactory LOS D or better. Under 2030 forecast conditions, Lake Drive
operates at an unsatisfactory LOS E.

Table 2.6-2. Crest Forest Baseline Conditions

Route Existin 2030
. Route | Travel | Average LOS by LOS by
Evacuation ) . g ADT . ADT .
Segment | Lanes | Distanc | Time Grade Florida Florida
Routes . Volume Volume
e (mls) | (mins) (%)2 S Tables 3 Tables
1
SR138 I-15 to
SR173 2 8.3 11 6.05 4400 B 4880 B
Waters to
SR173 2 111 15 11 1700 B 1890 B
Waters to
SR18 2 2.1 3 9.65 7400 B 8210 C
SR18 SR138 to
49th 4 9.22 10 5.95 17200 D 19090 D
Street
SR138 to
SR189 2 2.94 4 9.2 8800 C 9770 C
SR189 SR18 to
Daley 2 3 5 8.25 4100 B 4550 B
Canyon
Waters Dr West of
SR138 2 0.7 2 2.55 4203 C 4670 C
Crest Forest North of
Dr SR138 2 2.8 7 6.3 1486 C 1650 C
South of
SR138 2 1 2 9.675 1708 C 1900 C
Knapps East of
Cutoff SR138 2 0.4 1 8.1 4024 C 4470 C
Lake North of
Gregory SR189 2 2.3 4 8.95 5749 C 6380 C
Arosa Dr North of
North Rd 2 1.2 3 9.05 1008 C 1120 C
San Moritz | west of 2 15 4 43 402 c 450 c
Dr Arosa
North Rd North of
Lake 2 1.1 3 11.75 718 C 800 C
Gregory
West of
SR189 2 1.1 3 8.4 983 C 1090 C
Lake Dr SR 138 to
Lake 2 1.2 3 4.85 11219 D 12450 E
Gregory

Assumed speeds
1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Average grades determined from Google Earth
3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)






2.6.3 Hilltop
As shown in the table below, all roadway segments along the emergency evacuation route
currently operate at satisfactory LOS D or better. All roadway segments also operate at

satisfactory LOS during the 2030 conditions.
Table 2.6-3. Hilltop Baseline Conditions

Route Existin 2030
Evacuation Route | Travel | Average ADT LOS by ADT LOS by
Segment | Lanes | Distanc | Time Grade | J Florida Florida
Routes . 2 Volume Volume
e (mls) (m|lns) (%) S Tables ! Tables
SR330 SR8 1o 2 143 16 5.6 9700 c 10770 c
Highland
Kuffle to
SR330 2 5.8 6 5.55 7400 B 8210 C
SR330 to
SR18 Green 2 2.9 4 5.55 10300 C 11430 C
Valley
Green
Valley to 2 9.85 15 5.55 6500 B 7220 B
SR38
Green
Valley Lake | 'North of 2 45 11 5.6 849 c 940 C
Rd SR18
. SR18 to
Live Oak Dr SR330 2 1.6 4 10.45 2138 C 2370 C

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth
3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)
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2.6.4 Lake Arrowhead
As shown in the table below, all roadway segments along the emergency evacuation route
currently operate at satisfactory LOS D or better. All roadway segments also operate at
satisfactory LOS during the 2030 conditions.
Table 2.6-4. Lake Arrowhead Baseline Conditions

Route .
. Route | Travel | Average Existin LOS hy 2030 LOS
Evacuatio ) h g ADT . ADT by
Segment Lanes | Distanc | Time Grade Florida d
n Routes . Volume Volume | Florida
e (mls) | (mins) (%)2 Tables
1 S s3 Tables
SR173 to
Daley 2 25 3 5.95 9700 C 10770 C
Canyon
SR189 ™ gR1810
Daley 2 3 4 8.35 4100 B 4550 B
Canyon
SR138 to
SR189 2 2.94 4 9.2 8800 C 9770 C
SR189 to
Daley 2 2.7 4 6.9 7100 B 7880 C
Canyon
Daley
SR18 Canyon to 2 1.3 2 7.1 11000 C 12210 C
SR 173
SR173to 2 1.1 1 8.3 7900 C 8770 C
Kuffle
Kuffle to
SR330 2 5.8 8 5.55 7400 B 8210 C
SR18 to
SR189 2 1.6 2 6.6 5400 B 5990 B
SR1891t0 |, 0.5 1 555 | 9300 C 10320 | C
Kuffle
Kuffle to
SR173 Hook 2 1.2 2 6.95 | 7400 B 8210 C
Creek
Hook
Creek to 2 4.2 6 5.55 2800 B 3110 B
N Bay
Grass North of
Valley Rd SR189 2 4.4 6 7 7330 C 8140 C
Daley
Canyon SR189 to 2 0.5 1 11.35 6174 C 6850 C
Rd SR18
North Bay North of
Rd SR189 2 3.6 5 6.325 6979 C 7750 C
Peninsula East of
Dr Grass 2 0.5 1 9.1 3006 C 3340 C
Valley

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth

3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)
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2.6.5 Lytle Creek
As shown in the table below, Lytle Creek Road operates at satisfactory LOS C for both the
Existing 2008 and 2030 conditions.

Table 2.6-5. Lytle Creek Baseline Conditions

Route - LOS
. Route | Travel Averag | Existin LOS by 2030 by
Evacuatio . . e g ADT - ADT .
Segment Lanes | Distanc | Time Florida Florid
n Routes . Grade | Volume Volume
e (mls) | (mins) (%)? s Tables S a
! 0 Tables
Lvtle South of
y Lytle 2 7.7 18 2.9 1941 C 2150 C
Creek Rd
Creek

assumed speeds

not official evacuation route

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth

3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)

2.6.6 Oak Glen
As shown in the table below, Lytle Creek Road operates at satisfactory LOS C for both the
Existing 2008 and 2030 conditions.

Table 2.6-6. Oak Glen Baseline Conditions

Route -
. Route Travel Averag | Existin LOS 2030 LO_S
Evacuation : ; e g ADT : ADT Florid
Segment | Lanes | Distanc | Time Florida
Routes e (mls) | (mins) Grade | Volume Tables Volume a
1 (%)? s s® Tables
South of
Oak Glen | Oak Glen 2 8.2 16 6.3 661 C 730 C
Rd North of
Oak Glen 2 6.1 12 4.5 1792 C 1990 C

assumed speeds

not official evacuation route

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth

3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)

2.6.7 Wrightwood
As shown in the table below, Lytle Creek Road operates at satisfactory LOS B or C for both the
Existing 2008 and 2030 conditions.

Table 2.6-7. Wrightwood Baseline Conditions

Route Averal Existin LOS
. Route | Travel g 9| Florid 2030 LOS
Evacuatio Lane . : e ADT :
Segment Distanc | Time a ADT Florida
n Routes S . Grade | Volume 3
e (mls) | (mins) 2 Table | Volumes™ | Tables
1 (%) s S
Wrightwoo
SR-2 d to SR- 2 5.1 8 5.8 4700 B 5220 B
138
Lone Pine | Wrightwoo
Rd dto SR- 2 10.5 16 5.7 2209 C 2450 C
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| 138 | | | | |

Assumed speeds

Not official evacuation route

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Average grades determined from Google Earth

3) 2030 ADT volumes project using 0.5% growth per year for 22 years (from 2008)

2.7  EVACUATION SCENARIO ANALYSIS

In consultation with the project team, including Caltrans District 8 staff, the recommended
roadway capacities was based from the traffic flow rates specified in the San Bernardino County
Congestion Management Program (CMP).  According to the CMP Level of Service (LOS)
analysis procedures, the current technical guide for the evaluation of roadway LOS is the 2000
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The 2000 HCM defines the level of service criteria.

Most communities would require a tiered evacuation which entails planned notice to evacuate
the areas that have the most immediate need according to the location of the event. If the entire
community were to be evacuated at one instance, the roads would be overloaded and traffic
would not process. This would cause another hazard as evacuees would likely panic and
become frustrated. In addition, having evacuees confined on roads would not be the safest
scenario as the emergency event progresses. Therefore, a tiered evacuation would necessary
to evacuate the number of vehicles that the roadway network can safely support so that traffic
would at minimum progress at a desired 25 mph speed. This would allow vehicles to descend
from the mountain to safety and without significant delay.

In order to efficiently maximize use of the evacuation roadways, vehicle “tiering” or vehicle
grouping is necessary to minimize roadway gridlock as a result of a sudden massive demand to
evacuate the mountain communities. Vehicular tiering takes into consideration the roadway
capacity demand and the desired minimum vehicular speed through the mountain region
evacuation routes.

2.7.1 Bear Valley

The community of Bear Valley has three major access points that would be used for evacuation.
SR330, SR18, and SR38 were loaded with the full evacuation of the community, thereby
assuming the worst case scenario where only one of these three routes would be available for
evacuation.

SR330 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR330 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR330 to Greenway

e SR330: SR18 to Highland

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more
efficient performance, the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better.
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Table 2.7-1. Bear Valley Evacuation Scenario 1

Bear Valley SR330 Existing 2030 Population Projection Max Population at General Plan Build-out
Speed Route $rc<)31l\1/teel Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation Evacuating Speed Evacuation Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) (mls) (mins)" Vehicles® (mph)® Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR38 SR 18 to Discovery Center 2 35 5.3 11 1276 17.7 18 1219 17.6 18 3239 -1.9 -
Discover to Stanfield Cutoff 2 35 2.2 4 832 229 6 795 23.4 6 2113 95 14
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 35 1.2 2 832 23.6 3 795 24.1 3 2113 9.8 7
Division to Greenway 2 35 1.2 2 832 23.6 3 795 24.1 3 2113 9.8 7
Greenway to Greensport 2 40 14 3 1992 18.7 4 2165 16.5 5 4965 -13.2 -
Big Bear to State In 2 45 15 ° 1723 26.5 3 1872 25.2 4 4294 -1.8 -
SR18 SR330 to Green Valley 2 40 2.9 4 10770 - - 11700 - - 26836 - -
Green Valley to SR38 2 40 9.85 15 10770 - . 11700 - - 26836 - -
SR38 to Stanfield Cutoff 2 40 6.93 10 9531 57.4 . 10355 . . 23750 - -
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 40 11 2 4146 54 } 4505 93 - 10332 - -
Division to Greenway 2 40 1.25 2 4146 5.4 - 4505 92 - 10332 - -
Greenway to Baldwin Lake 2 45 3.9 5 808 351 7 878 34.4 7 2013 225 10
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 10770 _ . 11700 - - 26836 - -
Rim of the World North of SR38 2 25 0.5 1 431 297 1 468 223 1 1073 16.3 2
Stanfield Cutoff SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.4 1 0 } . 0 - - 0 - -
Division Drive SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.3 1 0 _ . 0 - } 0 - -
Greenway Dr (SR18/38) SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.6 1 0 . . 0 - - 0 - -
Shay Road SR38 to SR18 2 35 4.5 2 269 28 10 234 28.4 10 537 25.6 11

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)
3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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SR18 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR18would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR38 to Marble Canyon

e SR38: Stanfield to Greenway

e Division Drive

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-2. Bear Valley Evacuation Scenario 2

Max Population at General Plan

Bear Valley SR18 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection Build-out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation | Evacuation
Evacuation Limit | Distance | Time | Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Time
Routes Segment Lanes | (mph) (mls) (mins)1 | Vehicles2 (mph)3 (mins) Vehicles (mph) (mins) Vehicles (mph) (mins)
SR38 SR 18 to Discovery Center 2 35 53 11 444 26.3 12 424 26.1 12 1127 19.3 16
Discover to Stanfield Cutoff 2 35 2.2 4 444 26.5 5 424 26.8 5 1127 19.9 7
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 35 1.2 2 3218 24 - 3075 0.6 8169 54 -
Division to Greenway 2 35 1.2 2 7656 492 . 7317 45 - 19437 - .
Greenway to Greensport 2 40 14 3 1939 19.2 4 2106 17.3 5 4830 -11.9 -
Big Bear to State In 2 45 1.5 5 1723 26.5 3 1872 24.8 4 4294 -1.8 -
SR18 SR330 to Green Valley 2 40 2.9 4 0 ; } 0 - . 0 . -
Green Valley to SR38 2 40 9.85 15 0 - 0 - - 0 - -
SR38 to Stanfield Cutoff 2 40 6.93 10 5385 17.3 . 5850 218 - 13418 - -
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 40 1.1 2 5385 -18.3 - 5850 23 - 13418 - -
Division to Greenway 2 40 1.25 2 2154 16.8 4 2340 14.5 5 5367 -17.7 -
Greenway to Marble Canyon 2 45 12.6 17 10770 . . 11700 . - 26836 - .
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 0 i, ; 0 ; ; 0 ; ;
Rim of the World North of SR38 2 25 0.5 1 431 227 1 468 223 1 1073 16.3 2
Stanfield Cutoff SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.4 1 2693 35 7 2025 0.9 27 6709 398 -
Division Drive SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.3 1 3770 7.6 - 4095 -11.3 - 9393 -68.8 -
Greenway Dr (SR18/38) SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.6 1 1939 11.9 3 2106 9.9 4 4830 -19.2 .
Shay Road SR38 to SR18 2 35 4.5 2 862 22.3 12 936 21.5 13 2147 9 30

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)
3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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SR38 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR38 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR38 to Greenway

e SR38: Greenway to Bryant

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-3. Bear Valley Evacuation Scenario 3

Max Population at General Plan

Bear Valley SR38 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection Build-out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation | Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance | Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Time
Routes Segment Lanes | (mph) (mls) (mins)1 | Vehicles2 (mph)3 (mins) Vehicles (mph) (mins) Vehicles (mph) (mins)
SR38 SR 18 to Discovery Center 2 35 5.3 11 444 26.3 12 424 26.1 12 1127 19.3 16
Discover to Stanfield Cutoff 2 35 2.2 4 444 26.5 5 424 26.8 5 1127 19.9 7
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 35 1.2 2 444 272 3 424 275 3 1127 19.2 4
Division to Greenway 2 35 1.2 2 555 26.6 3 530 26.9 3 1408 17.4 4
Greenway to Greensport 2 40 1.4 3 8508 -49.6 - 9243 -56.9 - 21200 - -
Big Bear to State In 2 45 15 5 10770 - - 11700 - - 26836 - -
SR18 SR330 to Green Valley 2 40 2.9 4 0 ; } 0 - - 0 - -
Green Valley to SR38 2 40 9.85 15 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -
SR38 to Stanfield Cutoff 2 40 6.93 10 5385 17.3 . 5850 218 - 13418 - -
Stanfield Cutoff to Division 2 40 11 2 5385 -18.3 - 5850 231 - 13418 - -
Division to Greenway 2 40 1.25 2 7970 -44.6 - 8658 .52 - 19859 - -
Greenway to Baldwin Lake 2 45 3.9 5 0 . . 0 . . 0 . .
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 0 ; ; 0 ; ; 0 ; -
Rim of the World North of SR38 2 25 0.5 1 431 227 1 468 223 1 1073 16.3 2
Stanfield Cutoff SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.4 1 0 ; ; 0 ; ; 0 ; -
Division Drive SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.3 1 431 28 468 27.9 1073 18.2
Greenway Dr (SR18/38) SR18 to SR38 2 35 0.6 1 539 27.3 585 26.5 1342 14.2
Shay Road SR38 to SR18 2 35 4.5 2 539 25.6 11 585 25.1 11 1342 17.3 16

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)
3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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2.7.2 Crest Forest

The community of Crest Forest has three major access points that would be used for
evacuation. SR18, SR138, and SR330 were loaded with the full evacuation of the community,
thereby assuming the worst case scenario where only one of these three routes would be
available for evacuation.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR18 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR138 to 49" Street

e SR138: Waters to SR18

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance, the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-4. Crest Forest Evacuation Scenario 1

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Crest Forest SR18 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes | (mph) (mls) (mins)* | Vehicles? (mph)® (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) | Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR138 I-15 to SR173 2 45 8.3 11 0 ; ; 0 i, ; 0 ; ;
Waters to SR173 2 45 111 15 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -
Waters to SR18 2 45 21 3 4,483 -2.3 4,785 5.4 - 9,704 -54.9 -
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 9.22 10 6,897 - - 7,362 - - 14,930 -129.9 -
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 2,414 17.5 10.08 2,577 15.4 11 5,225 -12.4 -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 1 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 8 0 . . 0 - - 0 - .
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 1.1 2 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 ] ]
Kuffle to SR330 2 55 5.8 2 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 ] ]
SR189 SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35 3 5 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 0 - - 0 - - 0 - -
Waters Drive West of SR138 2 25 0.7 2 1035 18.9 2 1104 15.9 3 2239 3.7 11
Crest Forest Drive North of SR138 2 25 2.8 7 690 19.3 9 736 18.7 9 1493 111 15
South of SR138 2 35 1 2 690 27.8 2 736 27.1 2 1493 19.2 3
Knapps Cutoff East of SR138 2 25 0.4 1 1035 16.8 1 1104 16 2 2239 27 9
Lake Gregory Drive North of SR189 2 40 2.3 4 1035 28.5 5 1104 27.8 5 2239 16.1 9
Arosa Drive North of North Rd 2 25 1.2 3 1379 12.7 6 1472 11.7 6 2086 4.3 -
San Moritz Drive west of Arosa 2 25 15 4 690 19.8 5 736 19.1 5 1493 11.4 8
North Road North of Lake Gregory 2 25 11 3 1379 12.8 5 1472 11.7 6 2086 4.3 -
West of SR189 2 25 1.1 3 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 ] ]
Lake Drive SR 138 to Lake Gregory 2 25 1.2 3 1035 16.7 4 1104 15.6 5 2239 36 20

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software

20





SR138 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR138 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR138:1-15 to Waters

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For more efficient

performance the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be achieved in a
safe manner.
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Table 2.7-5. Crest Forest Evacuation Scenario 2

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Crest Forest SR138 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes | (mph) (mls) (mins)* | Vehicles? (mph)® (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) | Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR138 [-15 to SR173 2 45 8.3 11 6,897 -26.3 R 7,362 314 - 14,930 - -
Waters to SR173 2 45 11.1 15 6,897 -26.7 R 7.362 -31.3 - 14,930 R R
Waters to SR18 2 45 2.1 3 1,724 26.7 5 1,840 255 5 3,732 6.6 19
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 9.22 10 - - - - - - - - -
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 1,724 25.3 7 1,840 23.9 7 3,732 2.9 61
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 1 - . . . - . - - .
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 8 - - - - - - - - -
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 1.1 2 ; ; ; ; , ; ; ; ;
Kuffle to SR330 2 55 5.8 2 - - - - - - - - -
SR189 SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35 3 5 - - - - - - - - -
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 - - - - - - - - -
Waters Drive West of SR138 2 25 0.7 2 1,035 18.9 2 1,104 15.9 3 2,239 3.7 11
Crest Forest Drive North of SR138 2 25 2.8 7 690 19.3 9 736 18.6 9 1,493 11.1 15
South of SR138 2 35 1 2 690 27.8 2 736 27.1 2 1,493 19.2 3
Knapps Cutoff East of SR138 2 25 0.4 1 1,379 13 2 1,472 12 2 2,986 4.4 -
Lake Gregory Drive North of SR189 2 40 2.3 4 1,035 285 5 1,104 27.8 5 2.239 16.1 9
Arosa Drive North of North Rd 2 25 1.2 3 690 20 4 736 19.3 4 1,493 115 6
San Moritz Drive west of Arosa 2 25 15 4 1,379 12.6 7 1,472 11.6 8 2,986 43 -
North Road North of Lake Gregory 2 25 11 3 690 20.1 3 736 19.4 3 1,493 11.5 6
West of SR189 2 25 1.1 3 ; ; ; ; , ; ; ; ;
Lake Drive SR 138 to Lake Gregory 2 25 1.2 3 1,379 12.7 6 1,472 11.7 6 2.986 43 -

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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SR330 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR330 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR138 to SR330

e SR138: Waters to SR18

e SR330: SR18 to Highland

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-6. Crest Forest Evacuation Scenario 3

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Crest Forest SR330 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
Speed Travel Evacuation | Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Time Evacuating Speed Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) Segment | (mins)! Vehicles? (mph)? (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR138 I-15 to SR173 2 45 8.3 11 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 i ]
Waters to SR173 2 45 11.1 15 0 i, i, 0 - - 0 - -
Waters to SR18 2 45 2.1 3 4,483 -2.3 - 4,785 -5.4 - 9,704 -54.9 -
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 9.22 10 0 _ _ 0 - - 0 _ -
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 6,897 -29.8 - 7,362 -34.7 - 14,930 - -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 1 6,897 28.2 - 7,362 -32.9 - 14,930 - -
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 8 6,897 291 - 7,362 34 - 14,930 - -
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 11 2 6,897 -29.3 - 7,362 -34.2 - 14,930 - -
Kuffle to SR330 2 55 5.8 2 6,897 -17.3 - 7,362 -22.3 - 14,930 - -
SR189 SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35 3 5 0 - - 0 - . 0 - -
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 6,897 -16.8 . 7.362 237 . 14,930 . .
Waters Drive West of SR138 2 25 0.7 2 1,035 18.9 2 1,104 15.9 3 2,239 3.7 11
Crest Forest Drive North of SR138 2 25 2.8 7 690 19.3 9 736 18.6 9 1,493 111 15
South of SR138 2 35 1 2 690 27.8 2 736 27.1 2 1,493 19.2 3
Knapps Cutoff East of SR138 2 25 0.4 1 1,035 16.8 1 1,104 16 2 2.239 3.7 6
Lake Gregory Drive North of SR189 2 40 2.3 4 1,035 285 5 1,104 278 5 2.239 16.1 9
Arosa Drive North of North Rd 2 25 1.2 3 1,379 12.7 6 1,472 117 6 2,986 4.3 -
San Moritz Drive west of Arosa 2 25 15 4 690 19.8 5 736 191 5 1,493 11.4 38
North Road North of Lake Gregory 2 25 11 3 1,379 14.4 5 1,472 13.1 5 2.986 35 -
West of SR189 2 25 1.1 3 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 ] ]
Lake Drive SR 138 to Lake Gregory 2 25 1.2 3 1,035 16.7 4 1,104 15.6 5 2,239 36 20

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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2.7.3 Hilltop

The community of Hilltop has two major access points that would be used for evacuation. SR18
and SR330 were loaded with the full evacuation of the community, thereby assuming the worst
case scenario where only one of these three routes would be available for evacuation.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR18 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR173 to 49" Street

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-7. Hilltop Evacuation Scenario 1

Max Population at General Plan Build-
Hilltop SR18 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) (mls) (mins)* Vehicles? (mph)® Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR330 SR8 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 0 ] ] 0 ] ] 0 ] ]
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 2.1 3 4,358 _ _ 3,096 _ _ 15,466 -124.4 _
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 4,358 -4.1 - 3,096 9.5 19 15,466 - -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 4 4,358 -3 _ 3,096 9.6 17 15,466 _ _
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 2 4358 3.1 ; 3,096 99 ) 15,466 ; ;
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 1.1 1 4,358 3.1 . 3,096 10 7 15,466 - -
Kuffle to SR330 2 55 58 6 4,358 6.9 50 3,096 19.3 18 15,466 - -
SR3301to GreenValley | 2 40 29 4 1,743 20.3 9 619 32.2 5 3,093 4.4 40
Green Valley to SR38 2 40 9.85 15 0 ; ; 0 . ) 0 ) }
Green Valley Lake Road North of SR18 2 25 4.5 11 872 17.2 16 619 19.8 14 3,093 5 .
Live Oak Drive SR18 to SR330 2 25 1.6 4 436 21.9 4 310 23.4 4 1,547 10.9 9

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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SR330 Evacuation Scenario

According to the analysis, evacuation along SR330 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population of Hilltop. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be
loaded onto the network at once.

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance, the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-8. Hilltop Evacuation Scenario 2

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Hilltop SR330 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
Speed Route Travel Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) (mls) (mins)* Vehicles? (mph)® Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR330 SR8 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 4,358 9.7 88 3,096 19.6 44 15,466 - -
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 21 3 0 ; - 0 - - 0 - -
SR138 to SR189 2 45 294 4 0 . . 0 - - 0 - -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 4 0 i} R 0 - - 0 - -
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 2 0 . _ 0 - - 0 - -
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 1.1 1 0 . R 0 - - 0 - -
Kuffle to SR330 2 o5 5.8 6 1,961 32.5 11 1,393 38.6 9 6,959 -18 -
SR330 to Green Valley 2 40 2.9 4 1,743 20.3 9 619 32.2 5 3,093 4.4 40
Green Valley to SR38 2 40 9.85 15 0 ; - 0 - - 0 - -
Green Valley Lake Road North of SR18 2 25 4.5 11 872 17.2 16 619 19.8 14 3,093 -5 -
Live Oak Drive SR18 to SR330 2 25 1.6 4 436 219 4 310 23.4 4 1547 10.9 9

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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2.7.4 Lake Arrowhead

The community of Lake Arrowhead has two major access points that would be used for
evacuation. SR18 and SR330 were loaded with the full evacuation of the community, thereby
assuming the worst case scenario where only one of these three routes would be available for
evacuation.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR18 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: SR173 to 49" Street

e SR173: SR18 to Hook Creek Road

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance, the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-9. Lake Arrowhead Evacuation Scenario 1

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Lake Arrowhead SR18 Rout Existing 2030 Population Projection out
oute
Speed Route Travel Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) (mls) (mins)* Vehicles? (mph)® Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)
SR189 SR173 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 30 2.5 3 888 171 9 783 18.2 8 3615 -10.7 ]
SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35 3 4 2,219 9.1 20 1,957 11.7 15 9,038 -58.1 -
SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 2.1 3 8876 _ ] 7830 ] ] 36.153 ) .
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 8,876 -52.2 - 7,830 -40.7 - 36,153 - -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 4 6,657 255 - 5,872 17.4 - 27,115 - -
Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 13 2 3.817 3 26 3.367 7.8 10 15.546 - -
SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 11 1 1,154 33 2 1,018 32.9 2 4,700 -6.1 -
Kuffle to SR330 2 55 5.8 8 0 . - 0 - - 0 - -
SR173 SR18 to SR189 2 35 1.6 2 2.663 4.7 20 2,349 8 12 10,846 - -
SR189 to Kufle 2 35 0.5 1 2,663 3.9 8 2,349 7.4 4 10,846 - -
Kuffle to Hook Creek Rd 2 35 1.2 1.6 2 663 3.8 19 2349 7.3 10 10.846 - -
Hook Creek to N Bay 2 40 4.2 5.6 1,331 24.7 10 1,174 26.3 10 5,423 -17.2
SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 0 . - 0 - - 0 - -
Grass Valley Road North of SR189 2 45 4.4 6 2.219 20.1 13 1,957 228 12 9,038 -48 -
Daley Canyon Road SR189 to SR18 2 35 0.5 1 2219 8.8 3 1.957 11.7 3 9038 -64.1 -
North Bay Road North of SR189 2 35 3.6 5 838 221 10 783 23.2 9 3.615 5.4 -
Peninsula Drive East of Grass Valley Rd 2 25 0.5 1 888 18.1 2 783 19.2 2 3,615 -11.3 -

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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SR330 Evacuation Scenario
According to the analysis, evacuation along SR330 would require multiple tiers to evacuate the
existing population. This scenario assumes no notice and that every vehicle would be loaded
onto the network at once. The following segments along the evacuation route would perform
poorly:

e SR18: Daley Canyon Road to SR330

e SR173: SR18 to Hook Creek Road

e SR330: SR18 to Highland

e Daley Canyon Road

The community requires advanced notice and needs to be evacuated in tiers. For a more

efficient performance, the routes should perform at speeds of 25 mph or better if it can be
achieved in a safe manner.
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Table 2.7-9. Lake Arrowhead Evacuation Scenario 2

Max Population at General Plan Build-

Lake Arrowhead SR330 Route Existing 2030 Population Projection out
u
Speed Route Travel Evacuation Evacuation Evacuation
Evacuation Limit Distance Time Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation | Evacuating Speed Evacuation
Routes Segment Lanes (mph) (mls) (mins)* Vehicles” (mph)® Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins) Vehicles (mph) Time (mins)

SR189 SR173 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 30 25 3 444 21.3 7 391 21.9 7 1,808 75 20
SR18 to Daley Canyon Rd 2 35 3 4 1,331 18 10 1,174 19.6 9 5,423 -22.3 -

SR18 SR138 to 49th Street 4 55 21 3 0 _ - 0 - - 0 - -
SR138 to SR189 2 45 2.94 4 0 _ . 0 - - 0 - -
SR189 to Daley Canyon 2 45 2.7 4 621 37.5 4.32 548 38.2 4 2,531 16.3 10

Daley Canyon to SR 173 2 45 1.3 2 4615 5.2 - 4,071 0.5 156 18,799 - -

SR173 to Kuffle 2 45 11 1 7,722 -37.6 - 6,812 -27.9 - 31,453 - -

Kuffle to SR330 2 55 5.8 8 8876 54 - 7.830 . - 36.153 - -

SR173 SR18 to SR189 2 35 16 2 3,106 0.1 960 2,740 3.9 25 12,653 - -
SR189 to Kuffle 2 35 0.5 1 2,663 3.9 8 2,349 7.4 4 10,846 - -

Kuffle to Hook Creek Rd 2 35 1.2 1.6 2.663 3.8 19 2.349 7.2 10 10,846 . R

Hook Creek to N Bay 2 40 4.2 56 1,331 24.7 10 1,174 26.3 10 5,423 -17.2 -

SR330 SR18 to Highland 2 55 14.3 16 8,876 -18.7 - 7.830 - - 36,153 - -
Grass Valley Road North of SR189 2 45 4.4 6 2219 20.1 13 1.957 228 12 9038 -47.9 -
Daley Canyon Road SR189 to SR18 2 35 0.5 1 3.994 99 - 3.523 4.8 - 16.269 - -
North Bay Road North of SR189 2 35 3.6 5 388 221 10 783 23.2 9 3,615 54 -
Peninsula Drive East of Grass Valley Rd 2 25 0.5 1 888 18.1 2 783 19.2 2 3615 11.3 -

Assumed speeds

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit
2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software
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2.7.5 Lytle Creek

The community of Lytle Creek has only one access point that would be used for evacuation.
Lytle Creek Road was loaded with the full evacuation of the community, thereby assuming the
worst case scenario. According to the analysis, Lytle Creek Road could evacuate the existing
population of Lytle Creek in under a half hour. This scenario assumes no notice and that every
vehicle would be loaded onto the network at once. If the community were given advanced notice
and evacuated in tiers, the evacuation would be the safer alternative as it would not be ideal to
have the entire roadway network progressing at speeds less than 25 mph in an emergency
situation. For 2030 projections, the evacuation would follow a similar performance as the
existing scenario. For the final analysis scenario, Maximum Population at General Plan Build-
out, the roadway network would require just under half an hour to evacuate the entire project
community which is an acceptable time period; however, the evacuation speeds are projected to
be less than 18 mph. Therefore, this scenario would require tiered evacuation to ensure safe
travel out of the community.

Table 2.7-10. Lytle Creek Evacuation

Evacuation Routes Lytle Creek Road
Segment South of Lytle Creek
Lanes 2
Speed Limit (mph) 25
Route Distance (mls)* 7.7
Route Travel Time (mins)? 18
Existing
Evacuating Vehicles 378
Evacuation Speed (mph) 21.3
Evacuation Time (mins) 21
2030 Population Projection
Evacuating Vehicles 233
Evacuation Speed (mph) 23.1
Evacuation Time (mins) 20
Max Population at General Plan Build-out
Evacuating Vehicles 807
Evacuation Speed (mph) 17.6
Evacuation Time (mins) 26

Assumed speeds

Not official evacuation routes

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for visitors.
Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks one access)
3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software

2.7.6 Oak Glen

The community of Oak Glen has two major access points that would be used for evacuation.
Both the north and south segments of Oak Glen Road were loaded with the full evacuation of
the community, thereby assuming the worst case scenario that only one route would be
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available for evacuation. According to the analysis, both segments could evacuate the existing
population of Oak Glen in under a half hour. This scenario assumes no notice and that every
vehicle would be loaded onto the network at once. If the community were given advanced notice
and evacuated in tiers, the evacuation would be the safer alternative as it would not be ideal to
have the entire roadway network progressing at speeds less than 25 mph in an emergency
situation. For 2030 projections, the evacuation would follow a similar performance as the
existing scenario. For the final analysis scenario, Maximum Population at General Plan Build-
out, the roadway network would require over an hour to evacuate the community at speeds of
about 10 mph. This scenario would require tiered evacuation to ensure faster travel out of the
community.

Table 2.7-11. Oak Glen Evacuation

Evacuation Routes Oak Glen Road
Segment South of Oak Glen North of Oak Glen
Lanes 2 2
Speed Limit (mph) 30 30
Route Distance (mls)* 8.2 6.1
Route Travel Time
(mins)? 16 12
Existing
Evacuating Vehicles 630 630
Evacuation Speed
(mph) 215 21.6
Evacuation Time (mins) 23 17
2030 Population Projection
Evacuating Vehicles 751 751
Evacuation Speed
(mph) 20.2 20.2
Evacuation Time (mins) 24 18
Max Population at General Plan Build-out
Evacuating Vehicles 1,832 1,832
Evacuation Speed
(mph) 9.2 9.2
Evacuation Time (mins) 53 40

Assumed speeds

Not official evacuation routes

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for
visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks

one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software

2.7.7 Wrightwood

The community of Wrightwood has two major access points that would be used for evacuation.
Both SR-2 and Lone Pine Road were loaded with the full evacuation of the community, thereby
assuming the worst case scenario that only one route would be available for evacuation.
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According to the analysis, both SR-2 and Lone Pine Road could evacuate the existing
population of Wrightwood in under an hour. This scenario assumes no notice and that every
vehicle would be loaded onto the network at once. If the community were given advanced notice
and evacuated in tiers, the evacuation would be safer as it would not be ideal to have the entire
roadway network progressing at speeds less than 25 mph in an emergency situation. For 2030
projections, the evacuation routes would not be able to manage an immediate no-notice
evacuation. According to the analysis, an immediate evacuation would take over half an hour on
SR-2 and progress at unsafe speeds of less than 10 mph. Lone Pine Road would be require just
over an hour to evacuate at speeds under 10 mph. Therefore, during evacuation of the 2030
project population, advanced notice and tiered evacuation would be necessary. For the final
analysis scenario, Maximum Population at General Plan Build-out, the roadway network would
not be able to support this large population. This scenario would require tiered evacuation.

Table 2.7-12. Wrightwood Evacuation

Evacuation Routes SR-2 Lone Pine Rd
Segment Wrightwood CBD to SR138 | Wrightwood CBD to SR138
Lanes 2 2
Speed Limit (mph) 40 40
Route Distance (mls)® 5.1 10.5
Route Travel Time
(mins)? 8 16
Existing
Evacuating Vehicles 2,712 2,712
Evacuation Speed
(mph) 11.3 11.2
Evacuation Time (mins) 27 56
2030 Population Projection
Evacuating Vehicles 2,906 2,906
Evacuation Speed
(mph) 9.2 9.1
Evacuation Time (mins) 33 69
Max Population at General Plan Build-out
Evacuating Vehicles 14,422 14,422
Evacuation Speed
(mph) - -
Evacuation Time (mins) - -

Assumed speeds; Not official evacuation routes

1) Time calculated with respect to distance and posted speed limit

2) Evacuating vehicles calculated using community population and factor to account for
visitors. Assuming worst case, entire community evacuated on a single route (event blocks
one access)

3) Determined using Highway Capacity Software

2.8  ANALYSIS OF TIME NEEDED TO EVACUATE THE POPULATION

The goal of evacuation operation is to have a progression at approximately 25 mph. At 25 mph
traffic will be constantly progressing, and this would be a safe speed for the mountainous terrain
at these capacity volumes. If the route is heavily congested without movement and the
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emergency event approaches the evacuation routes, these vehicles would be in danger. The
best operation scenario for most of the mountain communities would be to have a tiered
evacuation as this would result in progression at approximately 25 mph.

2.8.1 Bear Valley

Under the Existing 2008 condition, SR330, SR18, and SR38 would require a tiered evacuation
to facilitate a safe progression of 25 mph through the mountain. The following section presents
the analysis of evacuation along each route as the only egress route from the community to a
safe location off of the mountain region. Please note that this is a conservative assumption and
if all three routes were available for evacuation, the number of tiers of evacuation would be
significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.

SR330 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1.5 hours.
Approximately 1,300 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating under existing
conditions there would be approximately 9 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the
community would need approximately 13.5 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection
conditions, 9 tiers would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 13.5
hours. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 21 tiers would be needed
resulting in approximately 31.5 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these
assumptions are very conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and
that impacted roadways are operating at 25 mph.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 1,800 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 6 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 6 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 7 tiers would be
necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 7 hours. For Maximum Population
General Plan Build-out conditions, 15 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 15 hours
for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it
accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at
25 mph.

SR38 Evacuation Scenario
Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 2 hours.
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Approximately 1,400 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR38 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 6 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 12 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 7 tiers would
be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 14 hours. For Maximum
Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 16 tiers would be needed resulting in
approximately 32 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very
conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

2.8.2 Crest Forest

Under the Existing 2008 condition, SR18, SR138, and SR330 would require a tiered evacuation
to facilitate a safe progression of 25 mph through the mountain. The following section presents
the analysis of evacuation along each route as the only egress route from the community to a
safe location off of the mountain region. Please note that this is a conservative assumption and
if all three routes were available for evacuation, the number of tiers of evacuation would be
significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 0.5 hours.
Approximately 2,400 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating under existing
conditions there would be approximately 3 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the
community would need approximately 1.5 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection
conditions, 3 tiers would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 1.5
hours. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 7 tiers would be needed
resulting in approximately 3.5 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions
are very conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

SR138 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 1,700 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR138 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating under existing
conditions there would be approximately 4 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the
community would need approximately 4 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection
conditions, 5 tiers would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 5 hours.
For Maximum Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 9 tiers would be needed resulting in
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approximately 9 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very
conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

SR330 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1.5 hours.
Approximately 1,700 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating under existing
conditions there would be approximately 4 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the
community would need approximately 6 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection
conditions, 5 tiers would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 7.5
hours. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 9 tiers would be needed
resulting in approximately 13.5 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these
assumptions are very conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and
that impacted roadways are operating at 25 mph.

2.8.3 Hilltop

Under the Existing 2008 condition, SR18 would require multiple tiers to safely evacuate the
Hilltop community. SR330 could accommodate a full immediate evacuation; however, the
progression along SR-330 would be less than 10 mph which is below safe operating condition.
Therefore, a tiered evacuation is mandatory to facilitate a safe progression of 25 mph through
the mountain. The following section presents the analysis of evacuation along each route as the
only egress route from the community to a safe location off of the mountain region. Please note
that this is a conservative assumption and if both routes were available for evacuation, the
number of tiers of evacuation would be significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 1,650 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 3 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 3 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 2 tiers would be
necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 2 hours. For Maximum Population
General Plan Build-out conditions, 10 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 10 hours
for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it
accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at
25 mph.
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SR330 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 2,700 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR330 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating under existing
conditions there would be approximately 2 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the
community would need approximately 2 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection
conditions, 2 tiers would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 2 hours.
For Maximum Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 6 tiers would be needed resulting in
approximately 6 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very
conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

2.8.4 Lake Arrowhead

Under the Existing 2008 condition, SR18 and SR330 would require tiered evacuation to facilitate
a safe progression of 25 mph through the mountain. The following section presents the analysis
of evacuation along each route as the only egress route from the community to a safe location
off of the mountain region. Please note that this is a conservative assumption and if both routes
were available for evacuation, the number of tiers of evacuation would be significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.

SR18 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 2,400 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 4 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 4 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 4 tiers would be
necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 4 hours. For Maximum Population
General Plan Build-out conditions, 15 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 15 hours
for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it
accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at
25 mph.

SR330 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 1 hour.
Approximately 2,600 vehicles could be supported by the limiting segments of SR18 with
acceptable minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 4 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 4 hours to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 3 tiers would be
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necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 3 hours. For Maximum Population
General Plan Build-out conditions, 14 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 14 hours
for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it
accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at
25 mph.

2.8.5 Lytle Creek

Under the Existing 2008 condition, Lytle Creek can be completely evacuated in 22 minutes.
Lytle Creek Road would operate at approximately 21 mph. The best operation scenario for this
condition would be to have progression at approximately 25 mph and tiered evacuation
procedure might be advantageous as it would provide faster progression.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 18 minutes.
Approximately 350 vehicles could be supported by Lytle Creek Road with acceptable minimum
speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be approximately 2 tiers
of evacuation which would mean that the community would need approximately 36 minutes to
be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 1 tiers would be necessary therefore
evacuation would take approximately 18 minutes. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-
out conditions, 3 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 1 hour for complete
evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it accounts for the
longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at 25 mph.

2.8.6 Oak Glen

Under the Existing 2008 condition, Oak Glen can be completely evacuated in 23 minutes via
Oak Glen Road South and 17 minutes via Oak Glen Road North at approximately 22 mph. The
best operation scenario for this condition would be to have progression at approximately 25 mph
and tiered evacuation procedure might be advantageous as it would provide faster progression.
Please note that this is a conservative assumption and if both routes were available for
evacuation, the number of tiers of evacuation would be significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.
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Oak Glen Road South Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 20 minutes.
Approximately 350 vehicles could be supported by Oak Glen Road South with acceptable
minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 2 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 40 minutes to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 3 tiers
would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 1 hour. For Maximum
Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 6 tiers would be needed resulting in
approximately 2 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very
conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

Oak Glen Road North Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 15 minutes.
Approximately 350 vehicles could be supported by Oak Glen Road North with acceptable
minimum speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be
approximately 2 tiers of evacuation which would mean that the community would need
approximately 30 minutes to be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 3 tiers
would be necessary therefore evacuation would take approximately 45 minutes. For Maximum
Population General Plan Build-out conditions, 6 tiers would be needed resulting in
approximately 1.5 hours for complete evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very
conservative as it accounts for the longest path out of the community and that impacted
roadways are operating at 25 mph.

2.8.7 Wrightwood

Under the Existing 2008 condition, Wrightwood can be completely evacuated in 25 minutes via
SR-2 and 52 minutes via Lone Pine Road. Both routes, however, would operate at
approximately 12 mph and if the emergency event approaches the evacuation routes, these
vehicles would be in danger as the routes would be heavily congested. The best operation
scenario for this condition would be to have a tiered evacuation as this would result in
progression at approximately 25 mph. The following section presents the analysis of evacuation
along each route as the only egress route from the community to a safe location off of the
mountain region. Please note that this is a conservative assumption and if both routes were
available for evacuation, the number of tiers of evacuation would be significantly reduced.

The results below are based on assumptions of roadway capacity and not on detailed plans of
evacuation. An emergency event cannot be predicted, the evacuation process will be under the
control of the fire department incident command. The evacuation results also assumes that the
required amount of time per scenario would be available, however in an emergency event this
may not be the case and the incident command may load traffic onto the roadway network as
they see fit. The incident command also has the ability to increase the capacity of the roads by
allowing the incoming lanes to operate as outgoing evacuation lanes. This would need to be
managed so that the progression is safe and the incoming emergency vehicles are not
hindered. The number of tiers necessary for evacuation would also decrease as the capacity of
the roads is increased.
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SR2 Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 12 minutes.
Approximately 1,300 vehicles could be supported by SR2 with acceptable minimum speed
operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be approximately 2 tiers of
evacuation which would mean that the community would need approximately 24 minutes to be
cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 3 tiers would be necessary therefore
evacuation would take approximately 36 minutes. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-
out conditions, 11 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 2.25 hours for complete
evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it accounts for the
longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at 25 mph.

Lone Pine Road Evacuation Scenario

Assuming that the amount of vehicles discharged would allow all roadways to operate at a
minimum speed of 25 mph, total evacuation time per tier would take approximately 25 minutes.
Approximately 1,300 vehicles could be supported by Lone Pine Road with acceptable minimum
speed operations. With the number of vehicles evacuating there would be approximately 2 tiers
of evacuation which would mean that the community would need approximately 50 minutes to
be cleared. For 2030 Population Projection conditions, 3 tiers would be necessary therefore
evacuation would take approximately 1.5 hours. For Maximum Population General Plan Build-
out conditions, 11 tiers would be needed resulting in approximately 5 hours for complete
evacuation. Please not that these assumptions are very conservative as it accounts for the
longest path out of the community and that impacted roadways are operating at 25 mph.
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3.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As discussed in Section 3.8, Bear Valley, Crest Forest, Hilltop, Lake Arrowhead will experience
some degree of difficulty evacuating the mountain communities should an evacuation becomes
necessary. The summaries described below, provides the results of the roadway capacity
assessment in context a full and immediate evacuation of the communities as well as necessity
to apply evacuation tiering to maximize the utility and function of the roadway system during
community evacuation scenarios described below. The following is a summary of the
emergency evacuation conditions for each community based on maximum roadway capacity
and anticipated regional growth as well as recommendations for a more effective evacuation the
mountain communities.

Bear Valley
e Under Existing 2008 conditions, SR330, SR18, and SR38 cannot accommodate the
influx of the entire population of Bear Valley.
0 A tiered evacuation is necessary to facilitate a desired progression of 25 mph
through the mountain.

Crest Forest
e Under Existing 2008 conditions, SR18, SR138, and SR330 cannot accommodate the
influx of the entire population of Crest Forest.
0 A tiered evacuation is necessary to facilitate a desired progression of 25 mph
through the mountain.

Hilltop
e Under Existing 2008 conditions, SR18 cannot accommodate the influx of the entire
population of Hilltop.
e SR330 could accommodate a full immediate evacuation; however, the progression along
SR330 would be less than 10 mph which is below desired operating condition.
0 A tiered evacuation is necessary to facilitate a desired progression of 25 mph
through the mountain

Lake Arrowhead
e Under Existing 2008 conditions, SR18 and SR330 cannot accommodate the influx of the
entire population of Lake Arrowhead.
0 A tiered evacuation is necessary to facilitate a desired progression of 25 mph
through the mountain.

Lytle Creek
e Under Existing 2008 conditions as well as 2030 population conditions, Lytle Creek can
be completely evacuated in approximately 21 minutes; however, Lytle Creek Road
would operate at approximately 22 mph, below desired operating condition for
evacuation.
0 A tiered evacuation procedure might be advantageous as it would provide better
progression.

e Under the 2030 Maximum Population at General Plan Build-out condition, Lytle Creek
can be completely evacuated in 26 minutes. However, Lytle Creek Road would operate
at approximately 18 mph, below desired operating condition for evacuation.

0 Atiered evacuation is recommended in this scenario.
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Oak Glen
o Under Existing 2008 conditions as well as the 2030 population condition, Oak Glen can
be completely evacuated in approximately 24 minutes via Oak Glen Road South and 18
minutes via Oak Glen Road North at approximately 20 mph.
0 To facilitate a desired progression of 25 mph, a tiered evacuation procedure
might be advantageous as it would provide better progression.

e Under the 2030 Maximum Population at General Plan Build-out condition, Oak Glen can
be completely evacuated in 53 minutes via Oak Glen Road South and 40 minutes via
Oak Glen at a less than desired speed of 10 mph.

o0 The best operation scenario for this condition would be to have a seven-tier
evacuation as this would result in progression at approximately 25 mph.

Wrightwood
e Under Existing 2008 conditions, Wrightwood can be completely evacuated in 27 minutes
via SR-2 and 56 minutes via Lone Pine Road. Both routes, however, would operate at a
less than desired speed of approximately 12 mph.
0 The best operation scenario for this condition would be to have a two-tier
evacuation as this would result in progression at approximately 25 mph.

e Under the 2030 Population Projection condition, Wrightwood can be completely
evacuated in 33 minutes via SR-2 and 69 minutes via Lone Pine Road at a less than
desired speed of 10 mph.

0 The best operation scenario for this condition would be to have a three-tier
evacuation as this would result in progression at approximately 25 mph.

e Under the 2030 Maximum Population at General Plan Build-out condition, SR-2 and
Lone Pine Road cannot accommodate a full evacuation without multiple tiers.
0 An ll-tier evacuation would be needed over the course of 2.5 hours or more to
evacuate this area along SR-2 and about 5 hours along Lone Pine Road.
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Noel Casil

Senior Transportation Engineer
URS

2020 East First Street, Suite 400
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Direct: 714-433-7662

Fax: 714-973-4086
noel.casil@urs.com

Mr. Noel Casil, PE, TE, PTOE is a Senior Transportation Engineer at URS Corporation. He
provides in-house traffic and transportation engineering support to URS’ Infrastructure and
Engineering Business line as well as to external private and public sector clients. His broad
range of experience runs the gamut from supporting conventional project/studies to cutting edge
and unigue one-of-a-kind projects, requiring innovative study approach, analysis and solutions.
He is actively involved in ITE’s Traffic Engineering Council and TRB's AHB40 Committee
responsible for the recent roll-out of the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual.

Neelam Sharma

Transportation Engineer

URS

2020 East First Street, Suite 400
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Direct: 714-433-7664

Fax: 714-973-4086
neelam.sharma@urs.com

Ms. Sharma has six years of experience in traffic engineering and transportation planning. She
focuses on the preparation of traffic impact studies, signal timing, parking studies, site
circulation analysis/access management, traffic calming, transportation demand modeling, and
project feasibility studies throughout California. She is an active member of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers and currently serves as the Student Chapter Liaison for the Southern
California Section.
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From: Diane

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Rutherford, Janice; Rowe. Dawn; Hagman. Curt; Supervisor Gonzales; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors" hearing

Date: Friday, October 4, 2019 2:43:19 PM

Attachments: scan0027.pdf

Please see attached letter in referance to Proposed Moon Camp development,
October 8 Supervisors' hearing.

Thank you
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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:

| 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
vaiiey for a few months a year. Beginning in 2012, a pair of bald eagies began nesting within %
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 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
eagies, 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.

M vt sincerely, /' . .//Z)('gg,/{/g ﬁé P » ,
Gin ey " Gz~ GG~ Peos s

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood, R/g%gcrt%i%ood@bos.sbcountv.qov
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, SupervisorGonzales@sbcounty.gov

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

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







From: frank guido
To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman. Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
Date: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 10:32:19 AM

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:

Please deny the Moon Camp land use density change and associated project proposal in
Fawnskin. California has a housing shortage, not aluxury housing shortage. Rewarding the
owner's speculation, in seeking to parlay 1 dwelling per 40 acres to a higher density, would
would cause significant and irreversible adverse impacts to the environment. The County had
the land use designation right the first time at 1 dwelling per 40 acres.

The most recent Draft Environmental Impact Report (2011) concluded there would be
significant adverse impactsto bald eagles. That analysis was based on bald eagles only
wintering in the valley for afew months ayear. However since 2012 a pair of bald eagles has
maintained, and continues to maintain, a nesting site within ¥z mile of the project site. This
represents significant new information come to light that requires, and has not received, due
environmental impact review prior to considering a decision. Project proponents propose a
‘Long Term Management Plan.” This smacks of deferring proper evaluation to alater date
which if approved by the County isillegal under CEQA. Approva at thistime equates to the
County abdicating its role as responsible stewards of the environment under its purview and
inexplicably reversing awisely determined appropriate land use density of 1 dwelling per 40
acres.

Planning staff cites the housing need as priority over harming eagles. Perhaps a compact high
density housing development making a significant dent in the shortage of low and middle
income family housing could potentially justify a Statement of Overriding Considerations if
no better alternatives exist. However this areaisin the heart of a National Forest, far from
concentrations of jobs for working low and middle income families. This project at this site
also requires significant intrusions of roadways, utilities, impervious surfaces, lighting, noise,
population density and related movements into an area that is rural and environmentally
senditive. The project site itself contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that do not exist
anywhere else in the world! With over 600 homes currently for sale in this small valley (150
more than ayear ago), there is also no evidence to justify a need for housing as arationale for
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overriding significant and irreversible harmful environmental impacts.

Any housing density increase at this site would also escalate fire risk. The areais already
ranked in the top 1% as having the most hazardous, least adequate fire and emergency
evacuation routes in the state. Many local homeowners have had their insurance cancelled.
This zoning change would further aggravate evacuation deficiency and fire hazard.

While the sentiment of providing needed housing is appropriate, thisis not the type of housing
needed and not by any stretch the appropriate location for increased density. Stick to 1
dwelling per 40 acres. Otherwise it would appear that County decision-makers care more
about building luxury houses than about preventing significant and irreversible impacts to the
environment, which includes specifically bald eagles, the symbol of our Nation that our
National Forest houses. Please deny the land use change and project proposal for the Moon
Camp development in Fawnskin.

Most sincerely,

Francis Leon Guido

cc: Supervisor Robert A. Lovingood,Robert.L ovingood@hbos.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 Gonzal ez,jgonzal es@sbcounty.gov

County LUS Director, Terri Rahhal Terri.Rahhal @lus.sbcounty.gov
County Planner, Tom Nievez,tom.nievez@|us.sbcounty.gov
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From: Debra Spear

To: Nievez. Tom; Rahhal, Terri; Gonzales, Josie; Hagman, Curt; Rowe, Dawn; Rutherford. Janice; Lovingood, Robert
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing
Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 8:30:33 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:

| am asking you to DENY the detrimental zone change and project proposal for the Moon
Camp development in Fawnskin.

Increasing housing density in this areawould cause major irreversible harm to the bald eagles
that nest nearby and forage on the site. A 2011 draft Environmental Impact Report concluded
there would be significant adverse impacts to bald eagles, based on the eagles only wintering
in the valley for afew months ayear. That changed beginning in 2012, when a pair of bald
eagles began nesting within %2 mile of the project site and have been active in the area year
round. Thisareaisin the heart of a Nationa Forest, in aunique and rural area of the north side
of Big Bear lake. The siteitself contains 3 species of plants and rare habitat that ssmply does
not exist anywhere else in the world.

Big Bear currently has some 600 homes for sale, 150 more than just a year ago, contradicting
any need for more housing. Ranked in the top 1% as having the most hazardous, |east
adequate fire and emergency evacuation routes in California, increasing housing density along
the National Forest boundary only serves to escalate the fire risk. The proposal would
eliminate what makes the area special. Please take a time to consider what you want to leave
your children and their children.

A tourist goes to Big Bear to relax, play at the lake, and take in the natural habitat and
experience the bald eagles ... not to drive around a busy neighborhood.

| sincerely request you prevent the harmful, irreversible impact to the bald eagles, our National
Forest, and the residents and visitors by denying this detrimental zone change and project
proposal for the Moon Camp development in Fawnskin.

Most sincerely,

Debra Spear
sdswmr@gmail.com
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From: Ana Parker

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman, Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing

Date: Friday, October 4, 2019 12:34:56 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:

| 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 %2
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,
Ana M. Parker

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@Ius.sbcounty.gov
County Planner, Tom Nievez, tom.nievez@I|us.sbcounty.gov
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From: Shayne Figgins

To: COB - Internet E-Mail

Cc: Lovingood, Robert; Rutherford, Janice; Rowe, Dawn; Hagman. Curt; Gonzales, Josie; Rahhal, Terri; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Proposed Moon Camp development, October 8 Supervisors’ hearing

Date: Monday, October 7, 2019 4:02:29 PM

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

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 irreversibleharm 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 %2 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.

Sincerely, Shayne Figgins
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