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DATE: October 4, 2018 PHONE: 909-387-4110
FROM: TOM NIEVEZ, PLANNER
Land Use Services Department
TO: HONORABLE PLANNING COMMISSION
SUBJECT: CORRESPONDENCE FOR RCK PROPERTIES, INC., MOON CAMP, PROJECT NO.

PH1107601

Subsequent to the distribution of the Planning Commission packets on Friday, September 28, 2018, staff
received additional correspondence regarding the above referenced project. The letters and comments are
attached for your consideration.



San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
P. O. Box 10973, San Bernardino, California 92423-0973

!
September 21, 2018

Mr. Tom Nisvez, Coniract Planner

County of 8an Bemardino

Land Use Services Department, Advanoced Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1* Floor

San Bemardino, Callfornia 52415-0182

By emal! fo:

Sublect: Final Environmental Impact Raport Moon Camp 50-lot Residential Subdivision,
TT No. 16130 (Based on the Revieed Site Plan) Big Bear Lake, San Bemardino County,
California SCH No. 2002021106

Dear Mr. Nievez,

The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Sociely ("Audubon”) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Final Environmental impact Report (FEIR) referenced above for the Moon
Camp development project and marina In the Fawnekin area of Big Bear Laks.

Audubon Is a nonprofit organization representing about 2,000 residents of the Inland Empire,

who greetly vaiue the public beneflis of the 8an Bemardino National Forest, one of the

outstending natural areas of Southem Callfomia. Many Audubon members resids In the

mountain ares, and we regularly schedule eagie observation (and other) outings around Big

Bear Lake. We've long advocated for safeguarding the unique character and natural rescurces
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Many factors indicate the proposed project wouki be detrimental to the community of Fewnskin,
o the highly prized and rare North 8hore open specs, to the 8an Bemardino Natjonal Forest
and for the overall public In general. Given the known facis about recurring wikifire danger in the
mountain area, gensral overdraft of looal water rsscurces, substandard Infrastructure, serious
public safsly risk in regard to overdevelopment and [imited evacuation capabliity, and adverse
fragmentation of wikillifs habitat snd National Forest resources, thers Is strong Iooal consensus
that the community’s best public interest would pot be served by a changing the existing zoning
of the project sits {BV/RL-40) In order to accommodate an otherwies unpsrmitied and highly
disruptive 80-unit subdivision deveiopment.

This Is an prime exampie whers the No Project Allemative is by far the best option for the
public, ths community and the National Forest, which Is the majority of contiguous adjacent land
use. [t's long been cleer that the county cannot legitimately make an honest Finding that a zone
change (escaleting from one unit to 50 units) wouk! signily a community benefit In the public’s
best interest. Instead such a change wouild primartly favor the developar's own private financial



in 2003 the so-caliad Old Fire bumed 81,000 ecres, and all 80,000 mountain residents were
evacuated In an eight-hour harrowing experienoce. After that disaster, everyone realizad thet all
prior county planning for the mountain region had besen based on misunderstanding and
underestimation of the frue wildfire threat. Since then /ndividual property owners have bsen
forced to bear the large burden of greatly Increased weed abatsment and vegetation clsarance
responsiblities. The federa/ government has funded exiensive fuel reduction projects, snd
CALFIRE has funded and sponsored educational and aesistancs programs through thelr Fire
Safe Councll citizen groups. But the gouniy figelf has made no adustment in ks land-use
planning proocess o meke mountain residents any safer. The very least that can be done Is to
keep the Rursi-Living low denslly land-use zones from being eliminated —especially st a time
when tha county plans to Impose onerous new taxes on indévidual property owners, who live In
the mountain area. Everyone Is working fo reducs the fire hazard except the County Planning

Department.

Fire protection is the most crilical Infrastructure servios provided to mountain communites
ineide the San Bemardino National Forest. However, the county’s share of responsibliily Is
malnly for structure fires, not fighting wildfires, a task where CALFIRE and the Forest Service
take the lead. Although wildfire is the major danger for mountain communities, no one in County
Planning realy ls In & position fo determine whether Infrastructure for wiidfire protection In the
mountain region e solually adequate -even as regards the already existing level of
devsiopment. The counly doss not bear reaponsiblity for wildfire protaction In the National
Forest. CALFIRE and tha Forest Service, which are reaponsible, are not givan a voice In the fire
hazard and public sefety Findings by the oounty. For this reeson a Finding of adequate
infrastructure for widfire protection cannot be justifiably made by the county regarding the Moon
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The Camp FEIR doss not acouratsly acknowladgs the datrimental effects thet would
result from the proposad General Plan amendment fo sliminate the existing Rural-Living land
use designation on the Moon Camp site. The FEIR falsely treats the zone change as an
entitiement, and only evaiuates iImpacts from the standpoint of 50 houses asiready being
permigsible. That assumptiion (and seiting an extremely low bar for determining “significance"
per the CEQA guldelines), allows the FEIR to reach greafly misleading and distorted
ounoluulon:‘l ?dbout the Moon Camp project, without ever facing the question whether a zane
change l@ :

Ever sinca 2004, when the first Draft EIR was circulated, the proposed amendment has bsen
protested by the communky as an unwarranted change that would open the door to extensive
adverss consequences, which otherwies are wisely preventsd by the existing Rural-Living-40
designation. This lssue s evaded In the EIR In hope that the true criterla for the Findings will not
be applied by the oounty and that, instead, the county itestf will surreptitiousiy treat the zone
change as an entitiement. Audubon belisves the true critarla must falthfully be appiied and, If
done 80, then the resultant Findings woukl automatically lead to a dental of the project.

The criteria for a General Plan amendment to change an existing land use designation Is
described In the Development Code as follows: {note: underiining and atrike-through added o

highlight relevant and Irelevant parts)
86.12.000 FINDINGS AND DECISION



An amendment io the General Plan, this Development Code, a Community Plan, or an Area Plan
mnybo":rmdnm_mahfolwdmﬂndlmlnn made, as applicabis to the type of

(e} Findings for General Plan, Community Pian, or Area Plan amendments.

: A
(A) The proposed amendment ls internally consisient with all other provisions of the
respeotive pian, the General Flan or an applicable spacific pian; and
(B) The proposed amendment would not ke detrimental io the public interegt, health, safaly,
convenience, or welfare of the County.

(2) It the General Plan amendment proposes to change a land uce zoning designetion

from one zons to ancther, the Board shall firat maks the two findings above plus all of the

following additionsl findings:
(A) The proposed land use zoning district i In the publio interest, there will be a
mwm DINST SARING ANa Aliowea Usee Wil NOL BB compromisaa:
(B) The proposed lsnd use zoning district change will provide a_ressgnabla and logical
xiansion of the eodsting land use patiern Jn the swrounding aree;

(C) The proposed land use zoning district change does not conflict with provisions of this

Devslopment Code;

(D) The mpoudhrﬂu:ﬂmrﬂm district change will not heve a subsiantial gdverse effect
on surounding oroperty;

(E) The sffected site ls physically suitable in terms of design, location, shape, size, cperating
chanscteristics, and the provision of public and smergency vehicle (e.g., fire end medical)
acosss and publio sarvicas and utilites (e.g., fira proieciion, polios protection, potabls water,
schools, solid waste oollection and disposal, sitorm drainage, wastewater colection,
trestment, and disposal, efc.), to ensure that the proposed or anticpated uses and/or
Mpﬂlﬂﬂtm NOL_SNCGANGST. IS0Daraze. of OmMeVIed conatiiike a hazard 1o th
oroperty or improvements in the vicinity in which the properly Is located.

The FEIR treats the required General Plan Amendment as If the proposed zoning change were
a foregone conclusion and entitliement. That definitely should not be the case in a high fire-
hazard mountain region and resort community, where the surrounding National Forest Is the
presminent asset. The test of the proposed zone change should rest on a proper application of
the criterla for sach neceesary Finding. The underiined Findings highlighted above (i.e. "not be
detrimental (o the public interest or safely”, truly be “in the public interest’, "be a communily
benef,” ensure thet “cther exisling and allowed uses will not be compromised” be "a
reasonable and logical exienaion of the exisiing land use pattsrn in the surounding ares,” "not
have a substantiel adverse effect on surrounding properily,” provide “public services® Ike “fire
protection” and “nof endanger, jeopardize, or otherwise constiute a hazard fo the properiy or

in the viginily’) ...these particular Findings cannot be validated, If the Input
provided by the local communlly Itssif ks taken seriously. The project doee not mest the criteria
for a zone change, when all the factors are fully and objectively taken into account.

The project Is not compatible to the surrounding area, Insofar as the majority of adjacent area s
predominantly National Forest and lake front. The project Is not a benefit to the community and
Is not In the public interest, bacause there s no need for more housss. The National Forest
already has a disproportionate and hazardous peroentage of houses versus Wikdland. The ratio




of the wildiand-urban Intsrmix is the most hazardous of any National Forest. The FEIR tries to
mask the actugl detriment that this project would have on the public’s best Interest and Its heaith,
safely and welfare by falsely assuming that more houses automatioally equatss fo an improvement.
That might be the case In an urban environment, but definitely not In a National Forest —moat
especially not in & National Forest, which has the highest wiidfire danger In the country. The
mountain region ls eiready overbulit with more houses than can be protectsd In a major wikifire and
more psople then can be safely evacuated In worst case emergancy. More housss are not & benefit
in this cass. The public and community have made that overwhelmingly clear.

Also the proposed 50 housas will cause an unweicoma loss of natural opan space, forest habitat and
highly valuable baid sagle roosting and foreging termitory. Fawnsidn Is the undisputed bald sagle
capital of southem Califoria. Thousands of people around the world wailched the hatohing of two
beid eagle chicks In Fawnskin last spring via the fooal online eagle-cam. They afl moumed the loss
of one chick In & snow siorm and cheerad the survivel of the other. How can It be In the public's
Interest to jeopardize the worki-famous eagle population of Fawnskin by an aliogether unnecessary
and inappropriats subdivision?

And the North Shore of Big Bear Laks [e the one remaining lekeside Jewel of natural forest open
space In the Sen Bemardino Mountains, equivalent fo a smaller replioa of Lake Tehoe and an
exceadingly vaiuable public treasure. These priceless public benefits ere significantly protected by
the ourrent zoning designation and shoulkd not be sacrificed 80 that the out-of-state RCK
development corporation cen construct an otherwise impsrmissible and Invaaive subdivision.

These ars the baselline existing benefits of the current zoning. But none of thess big plcture
vaiues are accurately characterized In the dry clinical reductionism of the FEIR. However,
nothing but unweicome losses and detrimental conssquences to the public’s best Interest and
benafit wil result, If the proposed zoning change Is granted. The existing baseline of
irreplacesable benefits shouid be the trus yardstick of the County’s Findings on-this proposal.
The few remaining Rural-Living low density zoning designations in the mountain region should
be kept unchanged, If true public and community interesis are to be the guiding principle.

Contirary o the decaptive reasoning of the FEIR, the real lssus is not whether the revised
proposal (50 home sites) la less harmful than the prior proposal (80 sites), but whather It Is
appropriate at all to add unneedad housing st a alte where muliiple houses are simply not
permitted. This same site happena fo ba a highly sanslitive and scenlc natural resort area Inskde
a National Forast that's already overbuilt with more houss than are safe or wanted. This fact
strongly reinforces the valiity of the exisfing low-density zoning. Therafore the No Project
Altemativa ls the most legitimate option, because It is the only one that fully conforms to ell
provisione and policies of the County General Plan and also Is in the publio’s best interest, since
It does not require the unwaranted and detrimental zone change amendmant,

Insofar ma a Genersl Plan Amendment for a zone change s not a guaranteed presogative of
land ownership, It should not be treated as an entitiement by the dsveloper or the county. The
declalon needs to be made In the public's true best Intereet ae distinct from the developsr's own
parsonal or corporaie Interest. Only then will it conforme with the actual criteria from the
Development Code olted above. The dismissive trestment of this issue by the FEIR unduly
minimizes Ks Importance and fells to take the public’s and community's true Interests ae
seriously as they warrant.

In many cases decision-makers fesl obligatad to not allenate developers, who've spent lots of
money and time processing a development, and therefore feel they owe them an approval. But
in the provess they overiook the fact that hundreds of citizens and constituents have equally

4



been inconvenienced, sacrificing inordinate ime and axpense, while such a flawed project has
been dragged out for well over a decade. It should not be forgotten that the
originally offerad to purchase thie property in 2002 for the bensfkt of both the sagles and the
publio, but the appraieal had to be based on the fair market value of the actusl Rural-Living low
densify zoning. At the time, the developera belleved they could persuade the county to change
the zoning and thus make more monsy. All these ysars they have paid minimal property taxes
based on the low density RL-40 dasignation of the land.

i GO
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The Revised Draft EIR siatss on page 1-2 that:

The RL-40 land use designation Is [dentified as a “Hoiding Zone™ within the Bear Valley
Community Plan, which states: fulure development proposals (such as Moon Camp) within the
RL-40 designation will be considered besed on a demonsirated ablity to provide adequate
infrastructure and maintain consistency with the goals and policies of the 2007 Community Plan.

The Moon Camp project assumes all rural zoning on private land in the National Foreat Is only a
temporary “holding zone" meant to be changed as soon 2s a speoific project for the eite Is
proposed. This concept was plausible 30 years ago, when the 1688 General Plan was baing
drafted, a time when substanderd infrastructure, fire danger and forest impasts were not yst fully
recognized to be ths major problems they sre today. Because conditions In 2018 ars much
different than they were 30 years ago, Rural Living zones have bacome all the more Important
fo help preserve the biclogical Integrity of the National Forest, reduce the out-of-balance
wildiand-urban Intermix rafio and serve as vital open space community buffars.

Not eliminating the few remaining RL zones in the rural mountain area ls also In keeping with
General Plan Policy to have a balance mix of zoning and land use types. The Rural Living
designation ls sapecially appropriate In a National Forest, where scsnio, wildlife and opsn space
values are a critical componant of the unique mountain area.

While sll zoning is thecretically subject to potential amendment in general, i should not be
freated as a guaraniesd procedure. The context of the surrounding area and the public Interest
are paramount considerations, sspecially Inside our ovardeveloped San Bemardino National
Forest. The long outdated and Invalld holding zone concapt should net affect the fundamentsl
test required for a zoning change or diminish the meaningful basle for keaping an existing rural
designation Intact. In the case of the Moon Camp project, a zone change would clearly not be In
the public’s best Intereatl, based on all the painis discussed above.

Ferapacive o Jalen DMLY Flan

It's helpful to consider the overall perepective of cltizens of the Big Bear Valley, who provided
input and attended meetings that now inform the content of the Bear Vallsy Community Plan.

B. PRESERVATION OF COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Residents feel that the high quelily of ife experienced In their neighborhoods today should not
be degraded by growth and the subsequent Impacts of traffic congestion, sirains on
infrastructure and thrsats to natural resources. The clean alr, amblent quiet, dark skigs,
abundant wildiife and diverse natural vegetation ara highly valued by residents as well as by the
vigitors who freguent the area. Reskients are concemed about the conversion of natural open
apace 1o development, and particularly fo a type of development that detracts from the natura)
setting and rursi-mountain character currently enjoyed by the communily. The preservation of
the community’s natural setting, emalitown etmosphere and rural mountain charecter besomes




n'npoMnntonlyﬂun an environmental perspective but from a oultural and economic point of
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The Bear Vafley area ls faced with the potential for significant growth. Residents are concerned
mhlmmnmmuﬂmmmmmmmmmm
ml:dl:rdy hﬁhﬁ.meﬂmuw. primary concemns oentered around water supply and
traffic and circu

BV1.3.3 COMMUNITY PRIORITIES

The communily's priorites that have influsnced the gosls and policies ncluded wihin this
ocommunity plan are: (a) anvironment; and (b) community character.

ENVIRONMENT

A key comideration in developing this pian has been acknowledging the potantial impacts that
future development will have on the area's vafued natural resources. The goals and policies
inokuded In this community plan emphasize the protection of these sensitive resources, the
integration of natural vegetation and open spacs, and development that is scaled and designed
0 enhance the natural surroundings. In public workshops held 1o develop the General Plan and
the Beer Valley Community Plan, the public has Identified three principle pianning lssues and
concems to be addressed In the plan:

A. A community In & forest - the natural environment prevalis
B. Ensure no oonfllct In the interface batween the national forest and adjacent land usas
C. Conservation of natural resources and scenic beauty

D. Acknowledge service and Infrastructure capacily and Iimitations of the area, particularly
roads and water, to sarve future development.
COMMUNITY CHARACTER
The Bear Vallsy Community Plan area will conlinue to experiance growth as a varisty of factors
continue fo drive people to migrate from more urban areas 1o sreas aifmctive for their rural
nature. Additionally the area will continue fo atiract atiention as & recreation deatination. As the
valley develops, it will be imperative that adequate services and Infrestructure are provided, that
all Improvements refiect the needs of locals as well as visitors, that all development maintains a
senses of connection to the natural snvironment and thet the emalitown, rural-mountain character
of the community Is preserved.

Zone Chenge Is Confrary to the Community Pan

If Moon Camp's zoning conflict with the General Plan gets erased by means of a epecial
amendment, it would only provide a major benefit to the property owner (e.g. increasing
allowable density to boost sales potential) in opposition to what Is expressed by the public In the
Community Plan. it would thareby not be In the public interest. While granting special favor to
the developer, such action at the sams time would result In detrimental Impacts on the public by
stripping saway the long protected advantages of assthetic open space, National Forest buffer
grea, greater fire safety, bald eagle habitat and other similar vaives compatibls with the
surrounding public lands, |s that Justifiable In a National Foreat?

Audubon disagrees with the erroneous opinion In the RDEIR, namely that changing the existing
land use designailon to accommodate a major development woulkd merely result in a /ess then
significent impact to the locel community. The local community has bsan speaking out strongly
on iis own behalf for nearly iwo decades against eliminating the existing General Plan
safeguards. Below le an exoerpt from the community plan on this lesue.



A. Community Cheracter {Land Uso laause/Concerna)

During public mestings heid by the Courty, residents sxpressed concems regarding growth and
the impacts of that growth on the chamocter of their community. The recreation opportunities and
the Intrinsic rustic quaiities of the mountain environment continue to be atiractive 10 a varisty of
people. Bear Vailey offers a mountain Iifestyis thet atiracts residents who choose Bear Valiey as
& quiet pince 1o retire, residents who live in Bear Vallsy to escape from urban environments but
continue to commuie off the mountain for work, rasidents who enjoy the rural Hestyle and make
8 Iiving In the area, and pari-iime residents who own vacation homas in the ares. The mountain
characler is defined by the natural surroundings, Iarge open spaces, recreation opportunities,
iimited commercial and Industrial uses and physical developmant thei complement the area's
natural qualifies.

The character of the pian area is further defined by the predominance of single-famlly
dsvelopment. The iot sizes and densitfes vary within the different community sub-areas,
however despits these cifferences, mnost reaidants want to maintain the In

vithin thy ) ) ourrently axists. Additionally, the d
groups and even non-reskdent shere the primary concem to preserve the natural beauty
and mountsin character of the plan area.

Zoning Is not supposed to be changed, when such change would prove detrimental to the
greater public Interest, health, safely, convenlence, or weifare of the County. Tha FEIR does not
address this particular Development Code requirement, insiead focusing only on the limited (but
also invalld) assumption that adding more houses would constitute @ community benefit. To the
contrary more houses wouki not be a positive addition within a National Forest. The San
Bemardino National Forest ls already the most overdeveloped National Forest In the country
with the highest peroentage of housing density versus wikilend acreage. Given the unavoidable
recurring fire danger, the Califomia Department of Foresiry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE)
notes that these mountains have cne of the most ssvere fire conditions in the word. The
extreme wiidfires of 2003 and 2007 demonstrated that pressnt firefighting oapabiliies are
Insufficlent to defend axisting structures in the mountains much less any sdditional struciures,
espacially ones not authorized by existing General Plan guidelines. Apart from the natural
resource and open space vaiues that the projeot would impact, these factors alone make a
compalling why more houses are & defriment rather than a community benefit.
Disregarding this fact Is a critioal fiaw In the FEIR.

Firs danger cannot be expected to decrease In the foreseeable future. These facts should fully
rule out eny turther mountain devslopment that is not already prescribed In the General Plan.
Each additional structure added to the hazardous mountain snvionment worsans the already
out-of-balance ratio of axcass development In the wiidlend-urban Intermix. Defending against
fire in wikiland terrain Is the most costly and difficult firefighiing condition of ell. Given such
circumatances, a General Plan Amendment that worsens the aiready hazardous situation would
be an lrmesponsible dieservics to the public. The prospect of relaxing zoning restrictions to allow
50 additional units and the accompanying Increase In population would be unreasonable.

The proposed General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from BV/RL-40 to
BVIRS-20,000 Is elso unjustified from a deficlent infrastructure standpoint (overall "strained
Infrastructure” as noted in the Community Pian). The general overdraft of ground water In the
Big Bear Valley le another aignificant reason fo disaliow any zoning upgrades that result in
higher densities. [n addition, the major fire of 2003 provided substantial evidence that the
mountain area lacks adequate evacuation capacity In a worst case sosnario. More residents
should not be added to such an already overburdenad infrestructure.
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Although the FEIR falls fo accurately characterize the full negative impacts fo the surrounding
San Bemardino Netional Forest and the shvironmental quallty of the public resources, it admits
that the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable Impact (Le. detrimental
affect) on the bald eagle. The baid eagie Is a preaminent spacies of Fawnekin and has bscome
a major regional attraction aa part of the unique natural snvironment. A zone change that would
Inevitably impact this species, resuiting In potentislly unforessen adverse consequences, would
clearly be defrimental to the pubiic interest.

In addition, a zoning change would further imparil other Important public resources such as the
psbbie piain habitet, flying squire! habitat, Callfornia apotted owl habket and southem rubber
boa habltat. It would also adversely Impact National Forest public iands looated Immadiately
adjacent (o the slts. While the FEIR dismissas these impacts as /ess fhan signfffioant, using &
dublous "reglonal threshold of significance” and a challengeabls lack of evidence, there Is no
question such losses would bs highly detrimental to the local community and the large gensral
public that uses the North Shore area of the National Forsst.

Thellbdoobordmuaeanlehlghmlndhparturﬂummvlmhedofﬂnhw
undevelopad North Shore of Big Bear Lake, a major tourist feature of the San Bemardino

Mountains.

No Benefi from More Housas

A change In the land uss designation cannct be justifisd on the grounds that adjacent or nearby
property has similar reskiential density as the Moon Camp proposal. On the conirary, the
proposed development site s bounded on the majority of ts borders by Nafional Forest and the
natural shorsiine within the visual comidor of the scenic highway. Compatibliity to the National
Forest s an Importent reason to maintain the status quo and to not change the existing rural
zoning. Low-density rural zoning is the idesl buffer between a deveioped community and the
wildiand National Forest and avolds oompromising the public’s enjoyment of the wildiife and

aesthetic open space.

Contrary fo the FEIR assumption, the proposed land use zoning district change will not "provide
a reasonabls and loglcal extension of the existing land use pattern In the surrounding erea,”
which e one of the necessary findings for a General Plan amendment. In light of the serious
wildland fire hazard, the danger of steap siopes, National Forest edge effects, and the need for
100-foot or more eetbacks between structures, It Is widely acknowledged that the prevailing
urban-style zoning denalties are not appropriate In forested mountain {errain (espaclally insids a
National Forast). Existing neighboring densities can no fonger be looksd-upon as a responsible
residentlal norm. It's the same as recognizing that existing neighborhood shake roofs cannot
serve as lagiimats model for new development anymore (because they are especially unsafe in
the fire-prone mountains). So too the old slyle urban densities (for the same reason) must no
longer be accepted as valld in a wiidiand National Forest eetting.

There Is an excess of avallable housing and avallable iots In the Big Bear Valley, averaging as
much s 700 homes at & givan time In this relatively small merket area. The surplus further
weakens any potential justification for a zone change from Rural Living to urban residential on
the flawed premise that more houses represent a public benefit. While a new subdivision might
be conekiered a beneficlal atiribute in an urban setting, It proves tc be a significant datriment on
a alte adjacant to a National Foreat and & scenic mountain lake.



A land use zoning district change must not be allowsd If it hes “a substantial adverse effect on
surraunding property.” In the case of Moon Camp, the project would adversaly impact the scenic
open space quelliies as well as critical wildlife such as the beld eagie, the San Bemardino fiying
equirrel, Cellfomia spotted owl, and southern rubber boa. Also an increasad density of 50-fold
would negstively Impact the forest by Incursions of domestic animals, additional nolse, potential
off-road vehlcies and Increased ignition sources of wikiland fire. All theas adverse Impacts
greatly affect the Forest Service's abllity fo manage Its lands. As Forest Service siaff and
budgets continue to get reduced, &t bshooves the county not to make matiers worse by adding
50 mdditional {and currently unpermitied) homs sites adjacent {o National Foreet land. Also
adverss impacts to rare and endangered plants adjecent to the proposed project slte would
thereby Increase on National Foreat lands as weal.

in clarifying the overall effect of the proposed project on tha bald eagle species In the Big Bear
Valley, the conolkusion of the report s that the project would result in “significant and
unavoldable impacis’ to bald sagls populations, for which no offsetting mitigation cen be
provided. Nor Is there any reasonable overriding conaidsration that would validate such a
detrimental eacrifice. Given the importance of the Amerioan bald eagie In the Big Bear Valley
both blollzgmllé::d economioafly, this is tantamount to admitting that the project would be an
axireme

i the Counly of San Bemardino were to approve the project, it would be required to clte
Findings in sccordance with Section 16081 of CEQA and prepare a Statement of Ovenriding
Considerations In accordance with ssction 15003. In past Insiances of biclogically detrimental
development proposals [n the mouniain area, where significant unmitigable Impacts were
present, the County has employed the Statement of Overriding Coneideration fo substiule
housing needs and economic benefits as dublous justifications to override the particular
significant blological iImpacts. That argument ls clearly Nllegitimete as refarenoad above In
respect to the wikdfire condlitions, but also In the general context of a project located within a
NlttonalI:kF':rh::t and certainly In the case of a General Plan amendment, which requires even
stricter 8.

increased development in Bl Bear Valley has cormesponded with a simulteneous decline In the
population of wintering bald eagles that inhablt the area. In addition to being the national bird,
the American bakl eagle has aiso come fo symbolize the unique wildife values of the Big Bear
Laeke area In the San Bamardino National Forest. Added to its importance as a Califomia
threatenad specles, the presence of the bald sagle in Big Bear has bacome a significant
attraction for the vislting public, widely featured In a varety of publications and media expesure
(like the Friends of Big Bear Valley's online eagle cam) that confer extensive positive publiclly
for this popular touriet destination. Such attention is @ major benefit io the local sconomy that
prospers from the prominences of iha sumounding National Forest and the Integrity of its wiidiife.
The Forest Servica Discovery Center on the north shore Is the main vislior center for the local
mountains. Eagle tours are the primary ettraction In winter. The heaith and sustainability of the
baid eagle le a critical factor for the overall natural resource values of the National Forest In the

Big Bear Lake area.

The cumulative biclogical reports for the Moon Camp FEIR strongly confirm that the project elte
Is & highly signifioant roceting and psrohing habltat for the remaining bald sagle population In
the area. The point has been stressed that the "proposed project contains some of the most
utiiizad baid sagle roosting and parching habitat in the Big Bear Valisy." Howaver, the overall



assessment also points out that the proposed project, which Is dependent upon the granting of e
speoial General Plan amendment by the County for a major zone changas, would have an

adveree effect on the bald eagle, which could not be mitigated. The impacts from the
development and road construction proposals would ssverely compromies the viabliity of the
edeting hebitat and further compound the factors contributing to the significant population
decine of the bald eagle throughout the Big Bear Valley.

The bald eagle Is one of the most magnificent and Imeplaceable natural rescurcea of the region.
It would be a tragic loss If the largest population of wintering baid sagies In Southern Callfornia
were allowed to dissipate due t unwamanted zone changes for defrimental projects like this.

Seneral Plan Factors

The American bald eagls Is certainly a prime exampie of the kind of natural resource that the
County General Plan was fully meant to proisct. Some 30 years ago the 1680 General Plan
recognized that, “In the Mountsln reglon, many plent and animal apacies, including Bald end
Golden Eagles, are losing habliat to residential land use along lake shores.” (Page 11-C1-2).
Wikdiife values were specifically highlightsd In the Preservation of Natural Resources Section of
the 1989 Open Space Element as having a collection of positive factors such as assthetle,
recreational, ecological, sducational and sclentific values as well as economic benefits, Insofar
as the wintering population of the Balki Emgle In partioular Is @ popular tourist event In the Big
Bear Valley. (Page 11-C6-57). Also the S8an Bemardino Mountaine as a whols are considered
an "Area of Bictic Significance® and In particular al perennial and Intermitient ("Blue-line™
streams, lakes and reservoirs, conlfer forests and large mammals and rapiore are specifically
identified aa being key natural rescurces. It ls clear that the ovenll context of the mountain
environment requires epacial atteniion to sustain a whole system of unique natural resources,

it Is evident & Audubon from monlioring development trends In the San Bernardino Mountains
over the past 26 years that the full proteation of the County General Pian pertaining to natural
resources needs to be more strongly Invoked and more strategically reinforced, ¥ the higheet
and best atiribules of the [ocal National Forest and Iis axceptional biclogical resources are to be
adequately sustained as a regional freasure going forward into the future.

The County General Plan has long recognized the criticsl value In protecting natural resources,
as again from 1889:

Natural resources are distinclly different from othar concems normally dealt with In the planning
procees because these resources are exhaustible and can be permanently damaged. In order
fo ensure the continued ability of these natural resources to function In their supportiva roles In
maintaining the quallty of Iife for the urbanlzed portions of the Caunty, it Is crucial to identify and
implement sirong definlive actions to assure their iong term survivablilty. Without strong
::mtlon and controis placed upon certain lands within the County, undesimable affects will result

- Extinction of spacies

- Depletion of groundwater aquifers

= Consumption of nonnenewable resources

= Loss of interpretive duta

- Conversions of natural open space

There are numerous goals and policies of the Genersl Pian thet fully emphasize these biclogical
and natural resource priorifies. A sampling of these policies strongly llusirates the special value
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and protections outiined in the 2007 General Plan, while also revealing how much the proposad
Zone change and subdivision project fall to meet these County guidelines:

The presarvation of some natural resources requires the esteblishment of a buffer area
between the resourcs and developed aress. The County will continue the review of the Land
Use Designations for unincorporaied areas within one mile of any siate or federslly designated
scenic area, Netional Forest, National Monument, or similar area, % eneure that sufficlently low
:mmmmmmmu-mmnadhmumlmmmm

these aress.

The cument zoning of BV/RL-40 fully conforms to the Intent of this policy by providing a
competbile buffer area of rural open spacs zoning batwsen the National Forest and the existing
ocommuniy. Thet Is s logloal and responsible practice to apply within a National Forest, where
the fragis Interface area betwesn residential and wildiand raquires complex
lssuse. Only a superficial buffer of 100 fast beiween houses and National Forest wikdland would
resnain, ¥ the cument zoning protections were to be removed by a General Plan amendment.
The public forestiands would become Incorporated Into the backyards of private homeowners,
subjecting natural rescurces fo various abuses of encroschment, pradation by domestic
animais, off-road vehicle damage, tree-cuiting, eic. Increasing the zoning allowanoe tfo
siminate the [ow-density open space buffer would not be consistant with thie General Plan

polioy, thereby violating one of the mandatory findings for justifying a zone change.

Clossly review development projects on private land adjacent to National Forest
mbcmmmmmmmmweofmnldmhmrqmm
within the project boundaries or other non-federal land. Provide opportunities for the U.S. Forest
Service fo consult with the County on development of privats lend that may have an adverse
effect on adjoining National Forest land.

The U.8. Forest Servios submittad comments on the 2010 adition of the Revised Drefl EIR,
identifying various adverse impacts that the project would have on the Forest Ssrvios, the publio
lands under s management and the sensitive apacies and uniqus snvironmental resources
found in the forest. The letier sarves as an indicator of added reasons why the project and its

proposad zoning changs will have a substantial adverse effect on surrounding property, one of
the criteria for disallowing the change. Some of the Issuee noted by the Forest Service inciude:

— & raquest that the project eliminaie the plan for atrest lighting to avold substential adverse
mleﬂOMFMhnﬂlehmmhmﬂdFm.whldlhnm

- there Is & nead for a detalled aoiia ercsion and sedimentation plan and geotachnical
investigation of siape stablliity fo determine whether significant impacis may affect the
NuﬂnmlletnrldBIgBurde(ﬂilﬂuhwhhMIMammﬂmmp-
analysis has been provided in the projecta environmental document),

= the professional advioe that and CC&Rs do not provide effeciive mitigation In
Mmabmddma_qn:uﬂmmhnp:uhonmwam land.

(As an sxample, the mitigation offered for the destruction of flying squirel habitat is merely a

fller Informing residents that their cate might harm this species. Such a method has no

potential to reduce the actual loss of flying squirrel habket It Is only pro forma paper

mitigation to give the appearance of addressing this lssue).

Ensure the pressrvation and proper management of Nationael Forest lands
within the Mountsin Ragilon to maintain the sipine character of the region.

11



The bast way to sneure the preservation and proper management of National Forest lands,
while meintaining the aipine charscter of the Mountain Region as It exists In Fawnskin, Is to
avoid adopting an unnecessary zoning change amendmant to the existing General Plan.

The County wil meintain and enhence biclogionl diversity and healthy
ecosystems throughout the County.

Since the FEIR Indicates that adverse Impacts fo the bald eagle from the Moon Camp project
will be significant and unavoidable In ways that cannot be mitigated, It Is clear that Goal CO 2
points to ancther conflict beiwean the proposed zoning change and the policies of the General
Plan. Whiie the FEIR claims that additions! adverse Impacts to other ssnaitive spacies and
piants are “less than significant,” that olaim is highly contestable on the basis that the CEQA
Thresholds of Significance have not been applied properly and objectively in this cass. Based
on Development Code criteria, these negative impacis must not constifite a detriment to the
public inferest or have a subsiantially sdverse effect on surrounding property. Given the
cumulative foroe of all these detrimental Impacts on the biologicel resouross and enology of
Fawnekin, they add up to very subsiantial and significantly adverss conssquences.

The Counly will coordinale with state and federal egencies and deperiments to ensure
that their programs to preserve rere and endangsred species and profact aress of special habitat
vaius, aa well as conserve populations and hablitats of commonly odourring species, are
reflected in reviews and approvals of development programs.

Because of faully analysls and inadequate mitigations, the Moon Camp FEIR does not
sufficlently comply with the spirk and Intent of this polioy. Rather than "preserve rare and
endangered species and protect aress of special habliat," the project will have an overall
detrimental effect on the habliate, spacies and unique public resource valuss contained on this
sits. By basing evaluations of rare plants and animais on an abstract and B-defined “reglonal”
context for justifying “less than significant” verdicts for habitat desiruotion and spacies lose st
the project site, the FEIR artificlally downplays and minimizes the vital forest and ecological
qualities that will be sacrificed.

M/CO 1.4 Designate and protect unique habitets supporiing rare and endangered species.

Although the project proposas to designate and protect unique pebbile plain habitat as well as
baid sagie perch trees, the miigation measures are not reallstic or adequate and do not ensure
long term survival of these resources. instead, the project will result in grester long term loses
and damage by crowding up against the Nationsl Forest and greetly magnifying oversll
detrimental effects. The best way io protect thess unique habltats is by maintaining the RL-40
zoning designation for rural open space, which will ensure that the baid eagle perch trees and
overlapping rare habliats/spacies on adjacent National Forest wil not be ovemun by
Ineppropriate wrban expansion.

Prepare guidalinas for tha protection of eagie perch iress and spotted owl nest frees.

One excellent guideline for the protection of eagle perch trees and apotted owl nest trees Is not
to allow rural open space zoning to be converied to urban densities In critical buffer areas
adjacent to National Forest as exempiified by this slis. As pointed out by the Forest Service, the
piane for the eagle perch tress are inadequate to sffeciively mitigate the impects, and thers are
no mitigations offered for spotied owis contrary to recommendation from the Forest Servics.

. Improve and preserve open space corridors throughout the Mountain Fagion.
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Much of the north shore (this elte Included) forms an excellent wildiife landscape linkege
between the National Forest and the lake. By ignoring this mountain opan space goal, the FEIR
further damonstrates the projest's inconslstancy with the County General Plan.

The deaign and sliing of new development will mest looational and development
standerds 1o ensure competiblity of the new development with adjecent land uses and
community characler.

In Fawnakin, where the quality of ie Is defined by low-density rural Bving and wildiand forast
characieristics, unwarranted urban density would depreciate that quallty. Looational standards
are intended to ensure compatibiiity with adjacent land uses and community character. The
proposed zone change would be contrary to General Plan locational standards s well as
Incompatible with adjacent National Forest land use and the north shore’s soenic apen spaoce,
which define the Fewnekin communily characler. The Rural Living (RL) zone Is intended "o
prevent inappropriate demand for urban services,” and the County's locational oriteria include
such elements as: recreation areas, rural reskisnces and vacation cabins; watershed, wikilife
and open space uees; sreas with iimited, low-denslly development or mountainous sreas with
moderaie siopes; areas where rural reskisnoes are the primary usa of the land; and areas with
limited public Improvements. Such looational criteria clsarly apply to the Fawnskin site and the

existing RL-40 zone dasignation.

Preserve the unique envionmental featuires of the Mountain Ragion Including
native witdilfe, vegetation and soenio vietas.

One of the best ways to mest and uphokd this mountain conservation goal Is o maintain rural
openh speoe lend use designations In the critical Interface buffer arsas betwesn mountain
communities and the wildland environment of the National Forest.

: Protect ecenic vistas by minimizing ridgeline development that would substantially
defract from the scenic quality of major ridgaline viewshads.

Dsmonstrating Its indifference to this mountain policy, the proposed Moon Camp prolect calle for

homes fo be loceted along the ridgeline. Thers ls no area more stenic than the north shore of

Big Bear Lake. This policy Is a further example of the project’s inconsistency with the Ganeral
Plan polioy that runs contrary to the criteria for a zone changs amendment.

Enoounage conservation and sound management of the mountain forest character
and natural resources, [nciuding wailer, streams, vegeiation, sclia and wikilife. Require the
planting of native or drought-olerant cultivar species, capabis of surviving the mountain
envionment and climate.

Conservation and sound management of the mountain forest character and natural resources
requires that a compatible buffsr of opsn space be maintained In the Interface areas between
the National Forest and mountain communities such as Fawnakin.

Maintain the health end vigor of the forest environment.

The health and vigor of the forest environment is best maintained by minimizng the detrimental
impacts of dispersed recreation and spli-over edge effects from urban-style densities piacad too
close the National Forest interface boundaries. Low-density RL buffer zones are necessary to
uphoid this goal. General Pian amsndments for zone changea in arees such as Fawnskin
should not be permitted.
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Conserve and prolect surface and groundwater resourcee 10 meet the neads of
a growing mountain population, to support the mountain environment and forsst wetsrshed and
to preserve the quality of ife for mountain resicents and visitors.

One of the mcommendations of the Forest Service was & more thorough surfsce and
groundwaler resources analysis, since water exiraction assoociated with the project could result
in potentially adverse impacts on riparian and wetiand habitate. By disaliowing an unwamanted
zone change, these detrimental impacts to the forest watershed would be avoided.

Utiitze open space and drainage esssments aa wall as clustering of new developmant
as sfream preservation tools.

Protecting streams and natural drainages Is critical In the San Bemardino Mountains, where

less than one percent of the National Forest landsoape le riparian habiat but Is required by 70%

of all mountain widife for survival. The naiural stream channels provide significant travel routes

for widife. The detrimental impact of mountain deveiopment on theee resources has been

harmiul over ime. The oneite streams would be far beitsr preserved by keeping the rural open

spaos zoning intact.

GOAL M/CO 5. Preserve the dark night sky ae a nefurel resource In the Mountain Region
communities.

The street lighting designed Into the Moon Camp praject will rssukk in significant impacis to the
Fawnekin community's cherished dark skies, which are an Important element of the mountain
environment. Also occupants of newer modem housing demonstrate a stronger preference for
urban-style security lighting. Overall this will have a negetive Impact on tha forest and
om;muglrvé‘mbum fo presarve the dark night sky Is to preserve the existing open space
2oning )

¢ All ouidoor lighting, inclxiing strest lighting, shali ba provikied In accordence with the
Night Sky Protection Ordinance and shall only be provided as necessary fo meet safely

Even i this policy Is enforoed, the impact of 50 new large modem housas will be significant on
the edjacent National Forest. i will also impact the viswshed from across the lake. Like so

many other major detriments of the proposed project, this nagative impect can be avoided by
the existing zoning designation in the General Plan, which wouki also bs conelstent

keaping
with all of the abovs cited goals and policies.

Retain the existing mounisin character of the community.
To achieve this gosl the proposad General Plan zoning change amendment should be rejected.

ire siriot adherence to the Land Use Map unisss
MMWD to hmmhmmm;owm.p EgeSsd Smpes
Since the proposed project ls not coneistant with the communily character, “strict adherence” to
the existing rural zoning designation needs to be enforced,

2 In recognition of the communtiy's desirs to presstve the aipine characier and protect
the srea’s natural nuumn.pﬂodnﬂutmhlmhodemlvdmmnd
uses or provide additional commercial land use districts or zones within the plan area should
only be considerad If the following findinge can be madea:

A. That the change will ba conaistant with the community character.
14



in determining consistency the entire Genaral Plan and all elements of the communily plan
shall be reviewed.

The proposed zoning ohange Is not ooneistent with the community character nor a large
segment of the entire General Plan.

Preservation and protection of seneltive habitate shall have priority over road
location, relocation or realignmant, when other practical altematives are svaliable.

The road proposed fo exit on the east end of the proposad development bisects sansitive plant
habitat and unnecessarily separates two conservation lots.

' Minimizs the traffic load on mountain major highweays and mountain secondary
highweys by requiring projecis to minimize direct access o these main circuistion roads.

Contrary to this policy, the proposed development proposes four new direct acosss points onto
the subatandard Highway 38, all within a very short distanos of each other.

Through the development revisw pracess, permit new devsiopment anly when
adequate waier aupply exists or can be assured,

8o far the evidence provkied le deficient to show whether adequate water supplies exist to
serve the proposed development. One option for supplying water has the potential to adversely
Impact grouncwater supplies and draw down other private welle In the project vicinily.

Natural drainage courses shall not be occupled or obstructed.

The propasad project would completsly occupy and obstruct the natural drainage course on the
east end of the property.

Al of these General Plan and Community Pian goals, policies and guideiines Hiustrate how
tenuous the potential compiance of Moon Camp project actually is with the relevant provisions
for a legitimste reskiential subdivision in the National Foreat, even If the proposed project was
not siready prohiblied by the existing BV/RL-40 land use designation. The Inconsistencies
further unr:lmm the fact that a General Plan amendment to change the zoning s altogether
unweama

The FEIR ssserts, ‘the loss of habiimt, loss of widilfe, wildiife dispiacement, and habitat
fragmentation that would result from consfruction of the 2011 Alternadive Project would not be-
considered significant becauese these impacis would not subatantially diminish hablitat for wiidiife
in the region nor reduoe any specific wiidiife populations In the region io below seaif-susiaining
numbers." This conclusion, however, lacks substantial evidencs; there Is no data or analysis
manmtﬁMmummulpwlwmbmbnmmwmnulm

analysis. What ere, for exampls, the “self-sustaining numbers® for each of the Impacted
species? At what point would habltat fragmeniation be considered to significantly affect an
individual specles? Would the loss of habltat on the project sle ocause the cument eagle
population, for example, to completely abandon the site? At what point would the slte’s habltat
bacome 00 marginal thet other ssnsitive wikilife species woulki no longer find ¥ io be sultable
and sbandon the sita? What are the spacific impacts to the sagle and other species from some
of the specific project components, such as the proposed marina? Whet ls the definition of the
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referenced “region?" How does the loas of habitat add to the cumulative impacts of hablist loss
in the Big Bear Valiey over the years?

The FEIR evades the obligation to conduct a epecies-apacific svaluastion when It asserts that the
“loss of foraging habltat [for many species] would be considered adverse, but less than
significant due to the limked amount of habliat lose relative 10 the avallability of foraging habitat
for [specissl.” Again, the FEIR provides no analysis or evidenoe 1o support this conciusion.
Without an aclual spacies-by-spaciez analysis, how can the EIR authore be apprised of the
“amount of habltat loss relative to habliat avallabliity?” The Project site’s important biclogloa
resources ought to mandate & clearer and more thorough evaluation of Impacts to affected

species.

The dedline In the popuiation of wintering baid saglea (that paraliels the Inorease In iocal
development of Blg Bear Valley) Is apparent in the statistics from the Forast Service's Bald
Eagle Counts as shown (n Appendix A. The project modifications in the FEIR do not materlally
reduce any of the significant impacts on the siis or fo the surrounding public resources of the
San Bemardino National Forest. The FEIR states that perch tress are to be saved, however i
does not provide measures that fully promote survival nor offer effective mitigation that would
guarantes long term preservation. This supposed mitigation does not reduce the significant
Impaot to the Bakl Eagle In any way.

Too many of the eagls perch trees within proposad project dasign are located on dsvsiopable
lots, whare they wiil not be adequately protected against removal during bullding construction or
upon becoming Iidentified as e safety hezard. The FEIR thus falls to provide adequate
safeguards for these ciifical irees, sspecially the “most utiized perch tres on the North 8hore”
(acoording fo the bald eagle survey in Appendix A). These trees should be fully protectad In
sufficlently large conservation lots. Thers ocught fo be a mifigation measure that enaures that
thess vital perch trees remain standing throughout their netural cycle.

Although the FEIR acknowiedges on page 2-28 and 2-30 of the RDEIR that the bald eagls could
potsntially nest on the project site, the report does not identfy, analyze or mitigate the potental
Impacts to nesting eagies. Because human activily within closs proximity to eagles’ nests
Interferes with successful nesting, perch trese on developabie lots are ineffective for adequatsly
mitigating Impacts to the eagle. The Hkellhood of eagies nesting onsite would be greatly
increased If the axisting RL-40 zoning of the aite were fo be left intact That would constitute a
definltive community benefit, as emphasized In the protocol for zone change Findings.

The FEIR falls to analyze the Impact on foraging habits of baid eagles when houses are located
on stesp siopes above the perch siies. Bald sagles were known to frequent the lakeside sicpse
balow the Castie Glen development prior fo the construction of the project, where a foraging
area was sel aside as a conservation essement for the bald eagle. However, after homes were
bullt above the eagle perches, the sagle count data by the Foreat Setvice Indicated that the
eagies' use of the aree for foraging was greatly reduced. 8ince the Moon Camp project
proposes home siiss on the stesp siopss above the perch tress, which are supposed o be
preserved as mitigation, these factors should be snalyzsd and mitigations devieed to minimize
impacts of this nature.

Requiring 24-inch replacement trees for trees larger than 24-inch dbh dose not reduce the
significant Impacts to the bald esagie. The cut trees might be many timea larger than the
replacement frees and already functional as baki eagle perch tresa, whereas these smaller
treas nould take decades to grow o attain the naceseary height ae repiacements. The only way
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fo effectively mitigate Is to require that no trees over 24-Iinch dbh be cut, a measure that has not
::;m by the project proposal and can only be achieved by kesping the existing zoning
n intact

Although the FEIR concludes that impacts fo the bald esgle would be significant, It sl
substantially understates these Impacis. It aleo undersstimaiss the impacts to the ashy-gray
indian paintbrush, other pebble piai special status plants, and other biciogical resources, while
falling as wel to adequately mitigate the true Impacts to these spscies. All of these unnecessary
and devastating impacts can be avolded by an honest sssessment thet the whols project Is
simply not in the public or communiy’s best interest. Such an assessment wouid mandate that
the RL-40 land use designation remain unchanged and that enly the "No Project Alternative” ls
valid, given the exiating zoning and the remarkable natural resource etiributes of the slte.

Cliizen Pariicioation

Audubon Is eppreciative of the extraordinary amount of volunteer hours, ressarch and
consultation with experts that has besn undertaken by the looa!l communlty organization,
especially the Friends of Fawnsidn (now Friends of the Big Bear Valley), In opposing the
misguikied Moon Camp praposal, The county should take note that the testimony from the
community n regard to the adverse Impacts of the projsct repressnts a much more acourate
perspective than what has been provided In el the complied elements of the Moon Camp
project’s final environmantai impact report. Enormous amounts of time, axpartise and expensa
have been Invesiad by clitzens in placing thelr case bsfore the county. This has resulied In
abundant and compelling ressons why the existing General Plan guidelines ought to be
maintained and not be imesponalbly overfumed. Maintaining the stefus quo of the BV/RL-40
land ues designation Is clearly in the bast Interest of the general publio, for Its safety, well-being
and continued protections of the American balkd eegie and our pricsiess Nationa! Forest. The
county ls fortunate to have so many local concemnad citizens and advocaies, who have provided
their valuable perspactives and insights on what constitutes the best Interests of the community
and the public and how the county can best serve all of their most dedicated constituents.

We thank you for your consideration of thess comments.

Sincerely,

$Fra Pobibratin?

Drew Faldmann
Conservation Chalr

cc: Jeff Brandt, DFW Ontecio Office
James Ramos, 3" District SB County Supsrvisor
Sandy Steers, Friends of Big Bear Valley
lleene Anderson, Canter for Blological Diversity
Kim Floyd, San Gorgonio Chapter Slerra Club
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Nievez, T_gm

“rom: Ed Wallace <rushewallace@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 2:36 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: EIR on Moon Camp development
Attachments: Moon Camp Responce to EIR.doc

Hi Tom

Please find attached the comments of Big Bear Group of the Sierra Club on the EIR for the Moon Camp development in
Fawnskin. Please let me know that you have received this email.
Thank You

Ed Wallace
Group Conservation Chair



Big Bear Group
“JOUNDAD 1893 San Gmgomo Chlptn‘l:

PO Box 3048 Big Beaz Lake CA. 92315

Mr. Tom Nievez, Contract Planner

County of Sen Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Advanced Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1* Floor

San Bernardino, Californig 92415-0182

By email to: Tom Nievez lus.sheounty

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

The Big Bear Group of the Sierra Club with over 200 members in the Big
Bear Valley have the following comments on the Final Environmental
Impact Report for the Moon Camp 50-lot residusl development with a
marina on the North Shore of Big Bear. We belicve the planning
commission and county commissioners should reject this ill-conceived
project after taking the following info consideration,

Wildfire Considerations

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

Consider the real possibility of a fast-moving fire coming up from the dry
chaparral covered slopes from the south. This fire would most likely cause



the closure of Rt. 18 to Running Springs and Rt. 38 to Redlands leavirig
Rt.18 to Lucerne the only way in and out. The question for authorities is, do
you evacuate the population or bring fire fighters and equipment up the hill?
There are not adequate firefighting resources in the Big Bear Valley to
handle this very real scenario. With in the last year according to the Big Bear
Fire Authority there were 74 instances where there were no units available to
take even 911 calls.

The Big Bear Valley has & resident population of around 25,000 and can
expand to over four times that in the busy summer months. Any project that
has the potential to expand this population base which effects our highway
systems ability to evacuate that population needs to be looked at as a
cumulative effect under CEQA. We, and perhaps others, asked for this
during the lengthy environmental review process for this project. We were
either ignored or told that it was not in the project scope. Our reading of
CEQA is as follows: CEQA GQuidelines require the consideration of
cumulative impacts within an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) when a
project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively
considerable means that, the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.
In identifying projects that may contribute to cumulative impacts, the CEQA.
Guidelines allow the use of & list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated
future projects, producing related or cumulative impacts, including those that
are outside of the control of the lead agency. Thus, cumulative impacts must
be covered in this EIR, backed up by a current traffic study that explores the
consequences of various route closure scenarios. Until such studies are done
and the cumulative effects are taken into account it would seem to be
irresponsible, to say the least, for the planning commission and board of
supervisors to contirme approving large housing tracts on land designated
RL

Bald Eagle Considerations

This winter two bald eagle chicks were hatched in a nest in the forest near
Fawnskin, This event was full cover and seen in country’s around the world
by an on-line video camera placed above the nest a few years ago by the
Friends of the Big Bear Valley. The primary perch trees and foraging area
used by the chick’s parents was on the lake front area where the proposed
marina and parking lot for this project is to be constructed. If completed as
planned this area will most likely no longer vsed by the mating pair and they



may potential sbandon the nest and move out of the area. This is a new
development and its potential impact must be addressed in an addition to the
EIR before this project can go forward. To do other wise would be a
violation of CEQA.

Destruction of Pebble Plain Habitat

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

In EIR vastly under states the amount of pebble plain contained on the
project site because it ignores the definition of pebble plain habitat as
defined in the U.S Forest Service Pebble Plain Habitat Management
Guide,2002 Instead it use an outdated definition developed by one individual
thntﬂtsﬂledevelopmdmmtherthmthedeﬁmﬂonarﬂvedatby
combined expertise of the botanists of the Forest Service. This must be
rectified so proper mitigation meesures can be developed as required under
CEQA.

Summary _
The Big Bear Group opposes this project for the following reasons:

» The cumulative effect of continued development must be analyzed in
relation to the valley’s infrastructure practically in relation to
evacuation from wildfire.

& The destruction of critical eagle habitat.

+ The destruction of rare pebble plains.

Please acknowledge receipt of these comments for our record.
Respectfully submitted,

Ed Wallace
Conservation Chair
Big Bear Group Sierra Club



FORDHAM UNIVERSITY

THE JHSUIT UNIVERBITY OF NEW YORK FORDHAM COLLEGH AT LINCOLN CENTER
DEPARYIGONT ON HISTORY
September 30, 2018
County of Sen Bernardino
Land Use Services Department,
Advanced Planning Division
Attention: Matthew Slowik,
Dear M. Slowik,

I write to persuade you to stop the Moon Camp development project. My family has owned a house
in Fawnskin since 1972. Since the 1990s, we have watched with apprehension as the Big Bear Valley
has increased in density, services, and traffic. This latest project seems Hke a tipping point. It
represents an intensification of the lakefroni unimaginable in recent years. As a professor of history
and political economy, I ask you to think not only about the specific effiects of this disastrous project
but also about your larger role as steward of the Big Bear Valley.

Think of the Big Bear Valley as a Persian rug. You have a sharp knife and cut the rug iivo one
huridred squares. Now put them afl back together so thet when you stand back it looks like the
originel rug. What do you have? You have one hundred fragments, and no rug at oll. Cuttingup a
rug approximates what happens when the landscape is divided by boundaries and barriers. It
becomes a series of fragments, each a kind of “island,” and the result is that all the living things on
those islands is in grester danger from air and Hight pollution, roads and trails that further dice up
their habitat, and an erosion of the things they need to lve, all of which tends to drive them out
altogether or cause to their extinction if the organism exists nowhere else. This is called island
blogeography, and i's well studied. The effect of development is a tremendous dive in biodiversity,
as human uses overwhelm and simplify the environment,

And the Big Besr Valley is an extracrdinary environment. It rates the seventh highest in biodiveraity
in all the regions of the United States. One-third of all of California plant species can be found in less
than 1 percent of the state’s area. That’s somsething to promote, not pave over.

Why should you care? You want the property taxes from additional houses, more money for schools
and county services. This is progress or development, the process of converting grass and brush into
fiscally fertile private property. I understand how you see it, but I ask you to question this view—not
because bullding roads and suburbs is always a bad thing but because it is not without contradictions.
You don't have to use your imagination to see what happens when development prevails over other
uses. Southem California was once low rolling hills covered with willows and chaparral that
supported El Segundo butterflies and peregrine falcons—both now endangered. The question is, can
we have open space for butterflies and falcons as well as real estate development? Yes, but the Big
Bear Valley is past that paint. I will give you five reasons for stopping the project all connected with
the conteadictions of development.
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1. There is no such thing as land conservation surrounding & housing complex. The developers want to
convince you that they can build and conserve wildlands, but it's an filusion. The reason goes back to
the Peralan rug,. There 15 a difference between quantitative and qualitative change. To reduce the
number of houses from ane hundred to fifty seems significant. But the quality of that extra space Is not
equal to what the same land would be like with no houses nearby. It’s like cutting the rug into eighty
squares not one hundred. The effect would be the same, If we could remove a lane from a freeway,
would that reduce ifs environmental impact? It would remove 15 percent of the road, but that
wouldn’t change anything about living next to the 605. Regarding Moon Camp, the extra people,
noise, household garbage, light, and traffic all amount to qualitative changes not accounted for in the
quantitative assertion that thexe will be fifty fewer homes, especially if each house merely has a larger
Iot. Another way of saying this is,

2. Development kills the things we love. You yourself, I'm willing to bet, seck out the very quiet places for
hiking and camping that you would approve for hnaury houses and access roads. There's a paradox
here, and it's built into our notlon of progress. We come for the clean air but tum it foul; we come for
the open space anly to turn into real estate. Building this project will reduce the overall quality of life
for everyone in the Big Bear Valley. At some point, the overall envirctimental quality of a place
becomes perforated to the point that takes on an entirely different quality. If the County of San
Bernardino is willing to have Big Bear Lake look like any other suburban city in Southern California,
then by all means approve this project and the next one, and the next. The lake will become even
mare choked with algae from the careless use of fertilizers. The eagles will disappear. Smog and not
fog will hang over the lake on cool mornings. The very things that brought people to the reglon in the
first place will vanish, leading homeowners to sell and move to the next clean place while housing
values fall.

A related fllugion of development is that we're only talking about this one project. But we can never
see environmental or economic change in isclation. Another landowner will come along next year
and make the same appesal, use the same logic of progress and development. You can el your
grandchiliven that you remember Big Bear when there were bald eagles, or you can stop a process that no longer
delivers the benefits it once did.

3. Development heightens the cost and destructiveness of wildfire. I don't need to say much about this
because you know much more about than I do. Houses near the national foreat boundary are more
likely to cause a fire and to be destroyed by fire. They make fire more likely and costly. And how
would all those people in thelr hoaury homes get out of the valley? Some years ago, regidents
estimated that it would take eight hours to leave if (when) a fire broke out. Depending on the
cranmnstances, people could be engulfed in their cars. An eight-hour trafficjam is not an evacuation;
it's a disaster. (During the Old Fire residents did, in fact, wait that long to get out when fire blocked
two of the highways leading down the mountain.) The only reasonable plan—the only thing that
makes any sense—is to limit development for this reason alone. Think of yourself as the fire marshal
and Big Bear Valley as a new building permit. How many people can be in that “building” before
there are too many to leave safely in the event of fire? But too many peopie in a hotel ballroom do not
increase fire tisk. More houses in the valley do just that.
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4. An exemption to the xoning code must be in the public interest. The Moon Camp landowner is asking to
receive & bypass of the zoning laws, but such an exemption mugt to produce public and not merely
private benefits. Consider that distinction. One writer in the report says, “A zoning change is not an
automatic prerogative of land ownership and should not be considered as an entitiement by
developers. It is a discretionary action on the part of the County and is governed by what best served
the overall public irtterest.” The developers have not demonstrated any public interest because there
is none. Worse, it is my understanding that the developers don't live in Fawnskin, in San Bernardino
County, or even in California, so they would receive private benefits while externalizing public costs.
They have no siake in the beauty or health of the region, yet their interests would prevail over ali others. That
seerns like madness. You know these two interests are irreconcilable. Maximizing the private good of
the developers would reduce the public good of all the resident stakeholders, including the plants
and animals that cannot vote or represent themselves.

5. Another way of saying all of this is, Ecomomic growih has become uneconomic growth, growth that
makes ug all poorer. Yes, there is such a thing. I's on dispiay all around you. Growth no Ionger
returns what it once did. The way to turn zero growth into benefits for all is to stop new construction
and then raise property taxes in the region, if necessary. Home values would increase with the limited
supply and tourism would continue to bring money in. This what is happened in Marin County when

they passed a zero-growth ordinance in the 1970s.

To embrace the Moon Camp plan would be & defining act for you. It would be short-term thinking
that would mortgage the firture cohestvensss of the region. It would represent & distorted view of
progress, siressing building at any cost and private over public gain. But most of all, it would
coniradict the reconumendations of the national forest folks, residents of Fawnskin, and all the other
stakeholders who have urged you to reject it. The definition of investment is present sacrifice for some
future gain. Limitations on development are themselves investments that deliver benefits like
blodiversity and natural beauty, as well as an increase in touriam. The point is that investment,
properly undeestood, requires lorig-tezm thinking of this kind and does not necessarily result in
interest, rent, or other profits.

I understand that some of the eagles now have chicks. (T just looked at the eagle cam, but the famfly
it home), Tourists are coming to the Valley, I am told, to see the eagles. Foraging and perch trees
are egsential to these birds. Remove those trees, and they can’t hunt; ¥ they can’t hunt, they won't
stey. A number of the trees ave in the path of the road and parking lot plarned for Moon Camp. What
will you do? You can find your way out of this without abandoning your faith in progress and your
commitment to development by realizing that the latter does not always equal the former, that there
is more than one way to achigve progress if we have the wisdom to leave well enough alone.

Sincerely,

,éﬁw M
Steven Stoll
Professor of History
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

PLANNING (MS 725)

464 WEST 4th STREET, 6*FLOOR

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92401-1400

PHONE (909) 388-7017
FAX (909) 383-5936
TTY 711

October 1, 2018 File: 08-SBd-38-PM 55.2/R53.8

Kevin White

County of San Bernardino
385 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92415

Subject: Tentative Tract Map 16136 (Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential) (SCH# 2002021105)
- Focused Traffic Impact Assessment dated August 15, 2018

Dear Mr. White,

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has completed the review of the Focused
Traffic Impact Assessment for the Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential (project). This project is located
on 62.43 acres in unincorporated San Bernardino County (County). The project is located at the
northeast corner of State Route 38 and Canyon Road in unincorporated community of Fawnskin,
San Bernardino County. The project proposes the construction of 50 new single-family detached
dwelling units, three open space lots, and a common area.

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustaineble, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California's economy and livability,. The Local Development-
Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans through the
lenses of our mission and state planning priorities of infill, conservation, and travel-efficient
development. To ensure a safe and efficient transportation system, we encourage early consultation
and coordination with local jurisdictions and project proponents on all development projects that
utilize the multimodal transportation network. We provide these comments consistent with the
State's smart mobility goals that support a vibrant economy, and build commumities, not sprawl.

The subdivision design, traffic study, and related documentation were re-reviewed by the Traffic
Operations and Forecasting units, We have no further comments at this time. This will conclude
the IGR preliminary review. To perform work within the State right-of-way, please contact our
Encroachment Permits Office.

“Provide a safk, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”




M. White
October 1, 2018
Page 2

INFORMATION ITEMS
Through our preliminary IGR review, it appears that the following improvements are appropriate:
1. Three left turn pockets or turning movement restrictions at the following locations:
a. State Route 38 eastbound at Driveway 1,
b. StateRoﬁeBSeastbomdatDrivewayZ!and
c. State Route 38 westbound at Driveway 2
d. Right-turn only at Marina exit northbound at State Route 38

NOTE: Design Exceptions may be needed where left-turn pockets of less than 300 feet are
proposed.

2. Class II Bicycle Lane along State Route 38 eastbound

Post-JGR Comments
1. The following comments are to be addressed during the Encroachment Permit process:

& DPlease include Decision Sight Distance analysis for left-tumning traffic.

b. Trees are shown within the limited use areas in Exhibits 8, 9, and 10. There should
be no obstructions within the area higher than 2.5'. Please remove trees within the
limited use area to provide adequate line of sight. Removal of trees should be
coordinated with U.S. Forest Service,

2, Depending on the exact improvements needed, dedication of Right-of-Way may be
necessary prior to acceptance of an Encroachment Permit. If so, the applicant will need to
work directly with the Right-of-Way Division.

3. Although any final approval of this project by the County of San Bernardino will include
a CEQA determination. An environmental review or CEQA determination could be
required through our Environmental Planning Division prior to acceptance of an
Encroachment Permit for the proposed improvements on the State Highway System. The
applicant will need to work directly with the Environmental Planning Division to make this
determination.

“Provide a safh, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system fo enhence California’s econonty and lvebility”
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Page 3

Any proposed alterations to existing improvements within State right-of-way may only be
performed upon issuance of a valid encroachment permit and must conform to current Caltrans
design standards and construction practices. Review and approval of street, grading and drainage
construction plans and related studies will be necessary prior to Caltrans permit issuance.

More information regarding permit application and submittal requirements may be obtained by
contacting:

Office of Encroachment Permits
California Department of T}
464 West 4th Street, 6th Floor, MS 619
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400
(909) 383-4526

Or you may visit our web page at http://www.dot.ca gov/trafficops/ep/index.htm] .

Where work in the State Highway System Right-of-Way does not exceed $1 million in value but
is determined to be complex, it may be delegated to our Streamlined Oversight Engineer Mahmuda
Akhter. This decision is made through consultation with the Encroachment Permits Office.

Where work in the State Highway Right-of-Way will exceed $1 million in value, a Streamlined
Oversight Process review is required. Please contact our Streamlined Oversight Engineer
Mahmuda Akhter at (909) 806-3220.

Where work in the State Highway Right-of-Way is estimated to be over $3 million, development
of a Project Initiation Document and other project development steps will be required. Please
contact Catherine Barron at (909) 383-6050 in our Pre-Programming/Engineering Studies (PID)
Unit.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the Focused Traffic Impact Assessment for
the Moon Camp 50-Lot Residential Project and for your consideration of these and future
comments. These recommendations are preliminary and summarize our review of materials
provided for our evaluation. If this proposat is revised in any way, please forward appropriate
information to this office so that updated recommendations for impact mitigation may be provided.
If you have questions concerning these comments, or would like to meet to discuss our concerns,
please contact Ricky Rivers at (909) 806-3298 or myself at (909) 383-4557.

“Provide o safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient
system to enhance California’s ecanomy and livebility”
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Sincerely,

D00l Kl

MARK ROBERTS, AICP
Office Chief
Intergovernmental Review, Comnnmity and Regional Planning

“Provide a safe, sustsinable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance Californin’s economy and vabiliyy™




From: Michael Perty <calcolsol@gmall.com>

Sent Tuesday, October 02, 2018 3:05 PM

To: Rahhal, Terri

Ce: Prusch, David - LUS; Nlevez, Tom; CHARLES HOLCOMBE; Steve Foullss; Donovan
Coflier; Thomas J. McGill

Subject Moon Camp - our Attorney’s response to the Slerra Club

-——Forwmlad MERARD =emmme

2. Bald Eazle Impacts, We addressed Impacts to the Bald Eagle extensively in the EIR. We noted all of the perch
trae locations snd hava mitigation in place to prevent impacts to the perch trees and eagles to the extent
feasible. Mitigation messures includs preserving perch trees In piace, resiricting on-site construction activities during
breeding season {February 2-July 30), and restricting use of the marina between December 1 and Aprl 1. At the end, the
Impacts are stili considered significant and unavoldable. The County Is not saying there will not be en Impact.

The suthor of the 2010 Supplement Focused Specisl Statns Plant Survey, Dr. Krantz, the
suthority on pebble plain habitat and related plent species, concluded that true pebble plain habitat is
characterized by the existence of clay soils with a vestiture of Saragossa quartzite pebbles and presence of
indicator plant species (presence of Eriogomum kennedyl ssp. and Arenaria ursing together, as originally
mapped by the anthor in 1983). The 2010 Supplement Focused Special Status Plapt Survey concluded that the
0.69-acre area that had been previously characterized as true pebble plain habitat, was in fact not true pebble
plain habitat due to the lack of the existence of the two (2) primery indicator species, Eriogonum kennedyi sap.
and ssp. endArenaria ursins. The clay soils with a vestiture of Saregossa quartzite pebbles are the signature
characteristic of the unique plant community that is called “pebble plains.” In fact, Dr. Krantz was the first to
actually apply the term to this plant community (Krentz 1983). To suggest that all other areas “occupied by
Castillgja cinerea, Ivesia argyrocoma, and Arabis parishii are, by definition, pebble plains” is inappropriate and
would greatly expand the definition to include much of Big Bear Valley, including all of Sugarloaf Ridge,
which has Arabis parishil end Castilleja cinerea, but is in fact a lodgepole pine forest without any similar
soils, Ashy-gray Indian paintbrush or Ivesia argyrocoma are also known to oocur in meadows; Arabls parishii
is found on limestone, and Fresia 4. is also found in Beja Californis, none of which are even remotely
considered pebble plain habitats. Although the USFS Pebble Plain Habitst Menagement Guide purports to
provide a points system for determining the existence of pebble plxin habitat, according to Dr. Krantz,

of the Guide’s point system results in overly inclusive results and would lead to characterization of

lands that are not truly pebble plain, as pebble plain habitat, even those areas that do not have clay soils. Even
by these standards, the on-site occurrence of pebble plain-like soils on the Moon Camp property would be

1



limited to the 0.69-acre Knoll area, largely contained within Lot A. Xt should be noted that the USFS definition
of pebble plains describes five “strong indicators™ (given 2 points each): clay soils (marginal on the Knoll),
presence of Eriogomum kennedyi ssp. Kennedyi or ssp. ausiromontanum (neither on-site), Arenaria ursing (not
on-gite), and fvesia argyrocoma (on sits). The only good “strong indicator™ on-gite is the presence of pebble
plain-like soils. The presence of Jvesia argyrocoma, which ocours on many non-pebble plain habitats in the
San Bernardino Mountains and in Baja Californis, is not considered to be a “strong indicator™ by Dr,

Krantz. The other “week indicators” are truly only weak indicators—all occurring in a wide range of non-
pebble plain habitats throughout the Big Bear-Holoomb Valloy areas.



Nievez, Tom

'i!rom: Michael Perry <calcolsoi@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 11:08 PM

To: Rahhal, Terr; Prusch, David - LUS; Nievez, Tom

Cc: CHARLES HOLCOMBE: Steve Foulkes; Donovan Collier; Thomas J. McGill
Subject: Moon Camp - Revised Letter from Tim Krantz - Date & acreage correction
Attachments: Moon Camp Comments_PC_100418.pdf '

Terri, Dave, Tom,
Attached is the revised letter.

Michael

Michael Perry
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October 4,2018
RE: Moon Camp Tentative Tract 16136

Ms. Terri Rahhal, Director

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services
385 N. Arrowhead Ave., First Floor

San Bernardino, CA 92415-0187

E-Mail: terri.rahhal@lus.sbecounty.gov

Dear Ms. Rahhal:

I am sorry that I cannot present these comments in person, but I am out of the country
during the scheduled Planning Commission hearing on the Moon Camp project. Please allow me
to submit these comments in writing with regard to the Moon Camp residential subdivision
application in my absence.

By means of introduction to the members of the Planning Commission who do not know
me, I am a professor of Environmental Studies at the University of Redlands for the past 21
years. Prior to that, I served on this Planning Commission from 1982-1988, representing the First
District, then including the mountain communities and extending to the High Desert. At the time,
I worked as an environmental consultant, with a specialization in rare and endangered species in
the San Bernardino Mountains, where I lived in Big Bear during those years.

Biological Mitigation Program for the Moon Camp Project

The Moon Camp project site is comprised of 62.43acres, proposed to be subdivided into
50 single-family lots, with average lot sizes of 0.9 acre. The project site includes occupied
habitat of a formally-protected plant species, the ashy-gray Indian paintbrush (Castilleja
cinerea), listed as a Threatened species according to Federal and State Endangered Species Acts.
The ashy-gray Indian paintbrush (henceforth, simply “paintbrush”) is a partial root parasite on
other buckwheat and sagebrush species; in the case of Moon Camp associated with Wright’s
matting buckwheat (Eriogonum wrightii subscaposum), a closely-related variety of buckwheat to
the Federal- and State-endangered Kennedy’s southern mountain buckwheat (Eriogonum
kennedyi ssp. austromontanum), although Wright’s matting buckwheat is common in the
Southern California mountains and is, therefore, not a protected species. Although the paintbrush
is often associated with other rare and special-status species on pebble plains habitat, described
in more detail below, the Moon Camp property lacks these species, and is not considered to
represent a good example of this unique rare plant habitat.

The most dense occurrence of the paintbrush is on the western portion of the property and
is proposed as an open space preserve, comprising 5.39 acres of high quality habitat, This will
represent the first and only preserve dedicated solely to this unique rare plant species. The Open
Space lot includes several identified bald eagle perch trees as well. The Open
Space/Conservation Lot shall be fenced and protected in perpetuity by recordation of a
Conservation Easement in the name of a local land trust, and by deposit of a habitat management
endowment fund (amount to be determined). My recommendation is that the Conservation

1200 East Colton Avenue * P.O, Box 3080 » Lewis Hall, Room 121 ¢ Redlands, CA 92373.0999
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Easement be recorded to the San Bernardino Mountains Land Trust—an organization based in
Running Springs that manages several other large open space reserves in Big Bear Valley.

Approximately two acres of paintbrush habitat will remain outside of these protected
areas and may be impacted by roads and construction of residential properties. Impacts to this
paintbrush habitat will be mitigated by establishment of an off-site rare plant preserve area as
described below.

Off-site Biological Mitigation

To compensate for these environmental impacts on the paintbrush, an off-site habitat area, the
Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain, near the town of Sugarloaf, is proposed to be formally protected.
Pebble plains are a unique ecosystem of relict alpine plants found only in the northeast San
Bernardino Mountains (Krantz 1982). The indicator species of pebble plains habitat, the
Southern Mountain Kennedy’s buckwheat (Eriogonum kennedyi austromontanum) and Bear
Valley sandwort (4renaria ursina) are both Federal- and State-listed as Threatened species. The
Dixie Lee Lane (DLL) pebble plain contains high quality habitat including all three Threatened
plant species, as well as many other Big Bear endemics associated with pebble plains habitat,
such as Parish’s rock-cress (Arabis parishii), Munz’s hedge-hog cactus (Echinocereus
engelmannii var. munzii), and Killip’s linanthus (Linanthus killipii).

The DLL pebble plain is part of a chain of pebble plains habitat “islands” in a “sea” of
conifers, extending from north of the town of Sugarloaf to Moonridge, together called the
“Sugarloaf Archipelago” (Krantz 1994). The DLL pebble plain was used as partial mitigation
for construction of the Big Bear High School and Maple Hill Elementary School in 1981. The
High School site included pebble plains habitat along the west side of Maple Lane. The parent
parcel extended a mile to the west, from the town of Sugarloaf to Highway 18/Big Bear
Boulevard, including the DLL pebble plain at the west end of the parcel, north of Baldwin Lane.

I prepared the Biological Assessment for the High School (Bio-Tech 1981) and
negotiated a mitigation plan for the project in which the Big Bear school district parcels and 10-
acre DLL pebble plain parcel were to be recorded via a Minor Subdivision with the County,
leaving a 213-acre remainder parcel. A survey was completed by Hicks & Hartwick Engineering,
although in retrospect, I am not sure if the property owner, RCK Properties, Inc., ever actually
recorded the Minor Subdivision establishing the DLL pebble plain parcel.

County records and correspondences regarding the Minor Subdivision and biological
mitigation for the High School indicate that the intent of the DLL minor subdivision was to
mitigate for the High School’s impacts to pebble plains habitat along Maple Lane by establishing
a preserve at Dixie Lee Lane, two acres of which were to compensate for the school
construction and the remainder (8 acres) to be used as a “mitigation bank” for other future
projects impacting pebble plains habitats elsewhere in the valley. The DLL pebble plains
preserve was gated and fenced along the southern property boundary, and a barbed wire fence
was constructed around the perimeter of the 10-acre parcel. It should be noted that none of the
pebble plains plants were yet listed as Threatened species at that time. I negotiated between the
land developers and County to achieve what I thought was the best mitigation program I could
obtain at that time under those circumstances.

1200 East Colton Avenue * P.O. Box 3080 * Lewis Hall, Room 121 ¢ Redlands, CA 923730999
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In the subsequent 37 years since then, the double-track road that extended through the
DLL pebble plain from Dixie Lee Lane has largely restored itself, and the motorcycle tracks that
encircled the pinyon pines in the middle of the pebble plain have recovered. However, recent
tracks have been observed and the fence has not been maintained for many years, representing a
current threat to the pebble plains resources.

Conclusions

I have worked closely with Michael Perry and the Moon Camp environmental consulting team
(First Carbon Solutions) for the past 10 years to develop the biological mitigation program that you have
before you today. The subdivision has been reduced from 100 lots to 50 residential lots. The original
proposal for docks and dredging along the lakeshore have been removed and the entire 4-acre lakefront
will be maintained as an open space Letter Lot that will not be built. The knoll containing the primary
bald eagle perch trees and pebble plain habitat will be set aside as permanent open space, together with
the high quality ashy-gray Indian paintbrush habitat at the west end of the property, and a Conservation
Esasement will be recorded over the entire knoll and paintbrush lots.

In addition, the formal recordation of the Minor Subdivision of the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain
preserve, recordation of a Conservation Easement over same and establishment of a non-wasting
management endowment will finally consummate the conservation of this unique habitat—now 37 years
after I first brokered a mitigation program for that site as a 26-year young, aspiring botanist.

Sincerely
ﬁ“‘-’ fj = 5;1 '.‘

Dr. Timothy Krantz
tim_krantz@redlands.edu
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Nievez, Tom

C--s —= —————x3)]
From: Judy Currier <greyhounds@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 6:51 AM
To: Nlavez, Tor Supervisor Ramos
Subject: Moon Camp Project

Please, please vote against the Moon Camp Project. This huge project will have detrimental affiect on cur
wﬂdﬂimludingtlwlﬁigBmquu. We do not need more housing in Big Bear, we have plenty for sale now.
We our wildlife

Judy Currler

President, GPA Las Vegas
www.GPALV.com

Cell: 630.6390

Joyful, joyful, joyful as only dogs know how to be, happy with only the autonomy of their shameless spirit.
Pablo Neruda



Niever, Tom _ _

From: Greg <2greggo@gmall.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2078 6:54 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject Moon Camp Fawnskin

Tom,

As a resident/property owner of Fawnskin, CA | have heard rumors of a new development slong North Shore Drive.

Is there a wabsite that | can look at proposad development Moon Camp? Rumors that | have heard Is to re-direct traffic
away Trom Leke and above the proposed Moon Camp, and this would effect the Eagle habitat.

| will be sttending the meeting tomorrow.

Plaase send link so that | can be more aducated befors the meeting.
Thank you
Greg lohnson

59117 Rim Of The Worid Drive
Fawnskin, CA 52333
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From: Kethryn Gray <kathryn@kgraymail.com>
Sant Waednesday, October 03, 2018 6:59 AM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos
Subject Opposltion to Fawnskin Developmaent
Gentlemen

! understand there Is a vote today on the proposed largs, multi-use development In Fawnskin, This development has
been blocked several timas for all the right ressons. Part of the draw Southern Callfornians have to come to Big Bear Is
to get away from lerge, urban style developments and congestion. Big Bear is seen as one of the last quaint getaways
within a few hour drive of congestad LA-OC. While | am sure tha temptation of the potential tax revenue is appealing to
elected officlals who must balanca budgets, but there must be some consideration for the legacy baing left behind. | was
born in San Bernardino and maintain a residence In Big Bear, In part so my children and grandchildren can have a
besutiful, treed, open, rural place to visit. | appeal to you to stop this developmant.

The reasoning for defeating this measure Is not Just to maintain the tourist draw to the valley. The additional trafficon
the north shore (where my place Is), the environmental Impect on the tourist-sttrecting bald esgles, and an additional
marina on a iaka that not only does not need ancther marina, but Is In an area often first Impacted by drought. There
are hundreds of cabins, large houses snd raw land options for sale in the valley and few sell quickly. Therse Is no need for

additional vacation housing In the valley.

Pioasa defeet this development. It Is just a bad idea that needs to be cancelled once and for sll. Piease listen to long
time citizens wishes and not ba taken In by developers who do not have the best intsrasts of the valley It its residents n

mind.
Thank you,
Kathryn Gray

Sent from my IPad



Nm Tom
From: Theresa Lamiin <mama_lamkin@hotmallcom>»
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:28 AM

To: tom.nlevez@sbcounty.gov

Subject: Big Bear sagles

| am opposed to new housing In Big Bear Valley. Housing should never override the detrimental
impact on the Bakd Eagles.

Piease reconsider and oppose any housing plans that would impact the established eagle nesting

Sincerely,
Therasa Lamkin

Sent from my Verizon, Semsung Galexy emariphone



ng& Tom ) _ _

From: Zach Wood-Doughty <zach@cs jhu.edu>
Sent: Wadnesday, October 03, 2018 7:49 AM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos

Subject: Save the Big Bear Bald Eagles!

Dear Planning Comtrission and Board of Supervisors,

I'm writing to express my concern about the Moon Camp development project which county documents say will
have a "significant detrimental effect” on Big Bear Valley bald eagles' foraging grounds. Your park and the
eagles in it are & Jegitimate treasure — the work the Forest Service has put in to make the nest camers an
educational opportunity for people all across the country should not be canceled by an aggressive housing
development project. I live in Maryland but just wanted to meke sure that you all knew that folks around the
country are huge fans of your park and eagles, and you are probably destroying as much value in tourism
opportunities as you are gaining in development money by proposing this housing so close to the perk.

Thanks,
Zach Wood-Doughty
3419 Keswick Road,

Baltimore, MD 21211
608-561-1829



Nievez, Tom _

e ———
Frome: Debrah Lydon <debrahlydon@yehoo.com>
Sonts Waednesday, October 03, 2018 8:53 AM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject: Moon Camp
HI Mr. Nisvez,

| am writing to express my concem on the Moon Camp Project. | think they should alao schedule an evening meeting for
residents to sttend that have dayiime jobs and can't attend the moming mesting on this toplo.

| am very much againet this project being bullt, it will destroy the baauty of iresa in Big Bear Lake.

By the time developers get finished with desiroying natures beauty. There are so many homes In BB that are unoouuphd
or they are bomrded up and rotting. Plus | don't want the eagles to be disturbed.

Any questions feal free Io give me a call, Debrah Lydon at 562-831-8025, 14 year permanent resident of Big Bear Laks.
Thank you.



N Tom

From: Ronakd Perry <weabeperry@gmall.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:12 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp in Fawnskin

Dear Mr. Nlevez, My name Is Ron Perry and | am a homeowner in Big Bear and a Voter.
I'm writing to you today in regards to the proposed "Moon Camp project” in Fawnskin.
I'm asking that you not allow or at least drastically reduce the slze of this project for
several reasons.

1. This project Is huge. There are currently over 200 homes for sale In the Blg Bear area.
There Is no shortage of housing.

2. The Impact to the lake (what there is left of it) and local wild life. The Eagles are a
tourist selling point and to loose them could hurt the local economy.

3. The roads are already so impacted, and the air quality will suffer even more with the
addition of this projact.

4. Water. Where s all the exira water coming from? There Is already a water shortage.
This Is not an lssue of “Need”. This is an Issue of gresd! Big Bear doss not need nor can it
sustain this kind of growth.

I understand the need for growth, but not at this scale. Please think about these issues
when you vote.

Sincerely,

Ron Perry



Nievez, Tom _

From: Donna Fetten <feltenfamily@verizon.net>
Sent: Wadnesday, October 03, 2018 9:45 AM
Tos Nievez, Tom

Subject OPPOSE Moon Camp

Please DO NOT ALLOW this project to move forward. Our bakd eagle and other wildlife population “needs” to be
protected. We do not “need” big, expensive housing to push wildiife out of its habitat,

Do the right thing and protect our wiidiife.

Donna Feiten
Granada Hills

Sent from my IPhone



Pamela Walker <gmapow@yahoo.com>

Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:50 AM

Supervisor Ramos; Nievez, Tom
Subject: Project Moon Camp

s'l';g' E.

PROJECT MOON CAMP
NO| NOl NOli NO! NOI

Big bear does not want big exﬂens1ve housing and a private marina for this
housing. we have NO housing shortages especially high end houses. Look at
the recent housing currently and 1n the process of being built - a lot of
empty houses and never finished houses, most of these have been on the
market for a significant amount of time. There are currently over 600
houses and Tots on the market with no sales.

Besides aren't American Bald Eagles protected? well, to protect them we
MUST PROTECT THEIR ENVIRONMENT! Project Moon Camp would directly have a
huge negative impact on the Bald Eagles and on Big Bear.

pPamela walker
909-205-0912
gmapow@yahoo . com



H - ———
From: chronicquiiter <chronicquiiter@yahoo.com>
Sents Waednesday, October 03, 2018 10:12 AM
To: Nisvez, Tom
Subject: Moon Camp approval

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire erea should be protected bird habitat for the eagies. We have other places to build more million-
dollar homes, We need more eagles.

Catherine Harris

200 San Anselmo Dr,

Big Bear City CA 92314

Sent via the Ssmmmg Galaxy S® 6, an ATAT 4G LTE amariphone



Nisvez, Tom .

From: Lee Minard] <greytdaze@gmall.com>
Sent Wadnasday, October 03, 2018 10:32 AM
Te: Nievaz, Tom

Subjects Big Bear & Fawnskin

Admittedly, we aren't permanent residents, however, we do spend a portion of every summer in this
area, and have done for many years. We enjoy the nature as well as escaping the desert heat, |
am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the
county to move forward with this project. This entire area should be
protected bird habltat for the eagles. We have other places to bulld
more million-dollar homes. We need more eagles.

Thank you for your attention.

Lee and John Minardi



Lee Minardl <greytdaze@gmall.com>
Wadnesday, October 03, 2018 10:32 AM
Nlsvez, Tom

Big Bear & Fawnsiin

or

Admittedly, we aren't permanent residents, however, we do spend a portion of every summer in this
area, and have done for many years. We enjoy the nature as well as escaping the desert heat, |
am emalling you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the
county to move forward with this project. This entire area should be
protected bird habltat for the eagles. We have other places to build
more milllion-dollar homes. We need more eagles.

Thank you for your attention.

Lee and John Minardi



Nievez, Tom

Frome Mary Geiger <gaigarmellen@gmall.com>

Sent: Wadnesday, October 03, 2018 1122 AM

To: Nisvez, Tom

Subject: Big Bear Valley/Big Bear Eagle nesting area

I am part an East TN eagle and wish to protest the plans to ruin Big Bear nesting
area. Our proud symbol is being crowded out by development in many forma and it is importent to be proactive
to help preserve as many of their areas as

Please do not allow this to happen.

Thank you.

Mary B, Geiger



From: Tarri Green <itag@sbcgiobal.net>

Sant: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:24 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: How our wildlife dear and keep them safe

Mr Tom Nisvez- I'm sure many have axpressad to you how big development will impact the Eagle {and other wildlifs)
habiist. | want to appeal to your humaness for the sake of the rights and beauty of our wikilife. Please place your
dsvelopmntwlml it doss not impact the wildife. Let It be known that you do oare for our precious animals ... PLEASE



Nisvez, Tom _

From: Michelle France <michella@boweryins.com>
Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:43 AM
To: Nlevez, Tom

Subjact: Big Bear Baid Eagles

| am emaliing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project. This entire
srea should be protected bird habitat for the esgles. We have other places to bulid more mililon-doller homes. You all

should be eshamed for evan considering this.

Thanks
Michelle France



Nievez, Tom — - I

Prom: Kele Omanra <kalsomana@gmal.com>
Sent Wednesdsy, October 03, 2018 11:45 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject bald eagles

Hi Tom,

We humans could make excuses to ruin every last bit of nature and wildlife for the sske of humans needing

more space (development), but that is wrong, This area is overdeveloped already. We are so lucky to have bald
eagles here! Very fow places are blessed with bald eagies. Please don't et them ruin that. I vote for you, and i

am asking you to vote for the eagles over development.
Thanks,

Sue



Monette Stevens <monette805@gmall.com>
Wednesday, October 03, 208 11:59 AM

From:

Sent

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Conems on Fawnskin rezoning and buliding

Dear Superivors Ramos,
I wanted to express my sincere concerns for the development at Moon Camp. I asusmed due to the serions

'We strong reject the plans for rezoning and moving forward with Moon Camp.

I hope you and others will understend that more development will only hurt the residences (people and animals)
of Big Bear Valley and Fawnsgkin,

Kind regards,

Monestte Stovens

1170 Ridge Road, Fawnskin, CA
805.491.3614



Nievez, Tom

Dana Roorda <dsnaroorda@gmall.com>»

From:

Sont: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 12:09 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp project In Fawnskin

Hello Tom,

I am writing to Jet you know of my concem for construction proposed in the Big Beer area that would
negatively impact Bald Eagles who are living there. We need to protect them and their right to prosper in the
mountsins of Big Bear. Please move this project to an area that would not negatively affect the Eagles. I canbe
reached at for any further questions. Dana Roorda



Nlevez, Tom —_

From: meflssa arellano <amelissa55@gmelLcom>
Sent: Waednesday, October 03, 2018 1228 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagies. We have other places to build more million-

dollar homes, We need more eagles.



Nievez, Tom

— ~— 2= i )
From: Anna Lalos <annalslos@hotmall.com>
Sent: Wadnesday, October 03, 2018 12:49 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject: RE: Protect the Big Beer Baki Eagles

Importance: High

Dear Mr Nievez

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move
forward with Moon Camp in Fawnskin project. This entire area should be protected bird
habitat for the eagles. We have other places to bulld more million-dollar homes. We need

more eagles.

I watch the live cams of your beautiful, majestic eagles from Sydney, Australia, and I felt
compelled to write to you, to please reconsider this project. There are many other places
to build houses, but the bald eagle considers it's nesting site very important, using it, along
with the next generation to breed, and with great difficulty, getting a chick to

fledge. Destroying its habitat, will destroy a lot more eagles from future expansion.

Please, Mr Nievez, reconsider your plans to bulld homes in this protected area, Once a
specles is gone, they will never come back. Bricks and mortar can be used at any time.

Thank you for your time.
Yours sincerely

Anna Laios

26 Nelson Road

North Strathfield NSW 2137
Australia



Nievez, Tom

From: Theresa Lamkin <mama_lamkin@hotmail.com»>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 1:05 PM

To: Nilevez, Tom

Subject: Big bear eagles

| have watched the Blg Bear eagles nest for several yaars. I'm emalling you to let you know of my
strong disapproval for the county to move forward with the housing project. Housing in Big Bear
Valiey DOES NOT override the dafrimental Impact on the baki eagle.

The entire area should be a protected bird habitat for the eagles, I'm praying you reconsider your decision and
move forward to protect the majestic bald eagle.

Sincerely.
Theresa Lamkin

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Gelaxy smartphone



Tom _

DELORES Porchycat <porchyd2@gmall.com>
Wadnasday, Octobar C3, 2018 1:10 PM

Nievez, Tom
Disspproval of project

i |

*I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forwerd with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to build more million-
dollar homes. We need more eagles."

Not big development. This is horrible. Are we going to keep taking more and more land away from our
wildlife? They need their home and our Beautiful Beld Bagle to create this hoerible project that will effect

them... please stop this project I'm begging you.

Thank you for your time I Hve in Florida where something like this would not be allowed with our Live stream



Nievez, Tom —

From; khk 11811 <khk11811@hotmall.com>

Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 1:23 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp Fewnskin development letter-OPPOSE
Dear Mr. Nievez,

My husband and | are part time reskients In the Snow Summit area of Blg Bear Lake.
We soon plan to become permanent residents and are very much against the housing development proposed

in Moon Camp, Fawnskin.
The natural beauty and sprawling aress |s what drew us to this valiey and we hope that this development will

not get approved.
We also have been very Involved In watching the Big Besr Eagle cam and It sounds like this development

would have a negative Impact on the Bald Eagles of this valley.

We strongly oppose this development and will hope you will consider and listen to the residents of Fawnskin
and Big Bear.

Thank you for your consideration In this matter.

Sincerely,
Karen Kuehne



leﬁ Tom _ _

From: mariovirevel@aol.com

Sent Wednesday, Octobar 03, 2018 1:31 PM
To: Nisvez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp In Fawnskin

I am emeiling you to let you know of mg stong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagies. We have other places to build more million
dollar homes and marines (actually we have enough marinas for a lake this size, and it's getting smaller

everyday becanse if our droght).
Thank you,

Marian Peyton

PO Box 296

Big Bear Lake, CA 92315

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
Get the new AOL app: mail. mobile.aol.com



Aruna Prabhala <APrabhala@biologiceidiversity.org>
Wednesday, October 03, 2018 1:53 PM

Nievez, Tom

JBrandt@dfg.cagov; Geary_Hund@fws.gov; lieene Anderson
Subject: CBD Commaents of Moon Camp FEIR

CBD Comments on Mooncamp FEIR 10-3-18.pdif

; Ri';; E

Daar Mr. Nievez,

Please find the aitached comment letter from the Center for Biological Diversity on tha Moon Camp Final Environmental
Impact Report. The assoclsted references are too lsrge to sand via emall so thay will be sent via fedex overnight to your
office this afternoon. Please confirm your recelpt of the this letter and assoclated references.

if you have quastions or lssuas opening the sttached letter, plaasa do not hesitate to contact me st the number below.

Sincaraly,
Aruna



ﬂ CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Sent via eloctronic mail and FedBx
October 3, 2018

M. Tom Nievez, Contract Plamer
County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Advanced Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Averie 1st Floor

San Bernardino, Califtxmis 924135-0182

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

Dear Mr. Nievez:

The Center for Biological Diversity (Center) is responding to the opportanity to comment
on the Final Environmental mpact Report (FEIR) for the Moon Camp 50-lot Residential
Subdiviaion, TT No. 16136 (Based on the Revised Site Plan) proposed in Big Bear Lake. The
Center has submitted comments on previous Revised and Recirculated Draft ElRs for the
proposed Moon Camp Development Project, with the most recent comments submitted on
Jamary 23, 2012 on the Revised and Recirculated DEIR No. 2.

The Center is a nonprofit environmental organization dedicated to the protection of native
species and their habitats through science, policy, and environmental law. The Center has over
1.6 million members and supporters, including members and supporters in San Barnardino
County and the Big Bear Lake arca who will be directly affected by the Moon Camp project.

During the intervening six years since the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 was
available for public comment numerous aspects of the law and biology have changed. The FEIR
is now woefllly outdated in identifying and analyzing the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts to blological resources, as deacribed in further detail below. We have received a copy of
the letter submitted by the San Bamardino Valley Audubon Socisty regarding this project as well

&8 an cmail sent by Bandy Steers, the Executive Director of Friends of Big Bear Valley and
concur with the points raised by both groups in their comummication to the County. We will also
be submitting additional comments regarding the FEIR but submit these comments now in order
for them to be considered by the Planning Commission.

Arizona® Cafornis ® Nevads ® New Maxico® Alssis * Dragon ® Washington ® M'HM' Vermoni* Weshington, DC

lmnt Andmn. SmIor Sclontist
660 8. Figueron Strest, Sulte 1000, Los Angsles, Cailfornia $0017
tel: (213) 785 -5407 -mdh



Bald Eagles Now Successfully Next Adjacent to the Proposed Praject.

As the County is well awnre, bald cagies have now successfully been nesting near Big
Bear Lake very near the propossd project site very shortly after the close of the most recent
comment period on this project.! The population of resident bald eagles in the surrounding area
has been increasing and documented to include fifteen bald eagles in 2018.2 Indeed these
charismatic, piscivorous raptors are now loosl celebritios, with one nost having its own webcam
with stunning videos posted on YouTube® and a cadre of followers from all over the globe.
'While the nest site is currently protected from disturbance and closed to the public, fiuture
suocousful nesting is reliant upon adeguate resources and lack of disturbance. The propose
project’s edjacency to the nest site and the roosting troes thet oocur on the proposed project site
are critical resources that this pair of bald eagles and the chicks they fledge depend upon. While
the FEIR responds to comments on the on-gite roosting troes, it fails to address the new more
recent issue of the adjacent nest site. This issus nmust he malyzed and addressed particularly in
light of the fisct that the bald cagle is not only subject to protection under the federsl Bald and
Golden Eagle Act, but under California law, it is a fully protected species,

Natural Communiiies Conservation Plan is Required

Up until recently, no “take” was allowed for State fully protectod species including the
bald eagls, but recently adopted law now allows for “take” of fully protected species if a Natursl
Commmnities Conservation Plan (NCCP) is put in place. Because of the mumber of listed and
senaitive species, an NCCP is a good fif to provide the needed conservation, not only of bald
eagles, but the other rare species that the proposed project area includes. k would provide the
DECOSSATY for the conservation thet is necessary if the project was to move fivrwand
and needs to be included in an updated Revised and Recironlated DEIR.

Wildiand Fire Issues Need to Be Updated

'While the Revised and Recirculated DEIR addressed wildland fire threats to/from
development, in the intervening six years since comments were taken, southern California
inpluding the Big Bear Ares has experienced significant drought which has resulted in additional
dead and dying vegetation in the mountnin area. This trend is scourstely modeled in the
scenzrios for on-going climate change, so we anticipate that the drought and change in
vogetation will continme into the future. The proposed praject is already in the highest “very
high fire hazard severity zone” as identified by the state of Californin.*

Ono recent study on fire in Californis found that while climate change is one stressor for
increased wildfire in the future, a second equally important stressor is anthropogenic sources of

CBD comments Moon Camp FEIR 2
Qctober 3, 2018



fire.5 The introduction of more houses and people into an area that {s already identified a “very
high fire hazard severity zono” only exacerbates the threat of fire ignition, spread and threat to
the Iandscepe, people and wildlife. An even more recent study found that where “The wildland-
urban interface (WUY) is the area where houses and wildland vegetation meet or intermingle, and
where wildfire problems are most pronounced.”® Introducing oven more houses into the current
open-space along the lakeshore will only incresse the fire threat, not just to the proposed
development but to the existing community, sarrounding open space and wildlife, The Big Bear
Laks arcas does not need the County to increase ita denger of fire by placing more houses in an
area where currently no houses exist.

Water Supply Insues Need to be Updated

As noted above, southern California inchuding the Big Bear Area hag experienced

dgniﬂomdmushtmthehutﬁm ‘Water availability and quality is a critical issue for
California, with substantial implications for Iand use, the economy, and the environment, Since

2011, the state has been experiencing severe drought conditions, prompting a mandatory 25%
reduction in nvunicipal water use, cuts to senior agriculture water rights, and the 2014
Sustinable Groundwater Management Act.” Even as surfuace drought conditions are slleviated
by recent precipitation, there is still a deficit in groundwater, which is & critical component of the
state’s water supply system. Not only are the state’s human residents vulnersble to impacts of
drought, 30 t00 are its iconic plants, animnals and regions. In the face of climate change, the gap
between supply end demend will continue to widen as the existing water deficit is unreconciled
with increased pressures from devalopment, population growth and agriculture,® California’s
water supply relios heavily on snow pack in the Sierra Nevada Mouatains, which has been at
record lows the past fow years.

Since the RDEIR, California has face severe water shortfills and some of the driest years ever
reocorded in state history, mmmnm:m&mmm
hphemmmwmmmmﬂxmdydqomﬂﬁmmﬂmym
pmtmdoonhnuemmresﬂulyhﬂnfuﬁmbmdmmﬂcpmjeoﬁmonhmputof

The FEIR relies largely on stadies on groundwater and water supply that are nearly 10
years old. (FEIR 4-2.) The FEIR must re-analyze the reliability and availability of water to serve
the project in light of state and local water supply. The FEIR must also analyze the potential
impects of climate change and dronght on Jocal water supply as well the comnulative water
demand from nearby development projects. The environmental review for the project will be
adequate only after evaluating whether there is sufficient water supplies to seeve the project in
light of changed circumstances over ths last 6 yoars.

I Mann et al 2016.

5 Radeloff et al 2018.
1 wilsom et al 2016.
! Wilson et al 2016.
 Wedser 2016.
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Greenhouse Gas Analysls Needs to be Updated

Climate change is a catastrophic and pressing threat to Californin, yet in the County's
Responses to Comments and the FEIR rely entirely on en outdated and incomplete analysis in
the RRDEIR to adiresa the project’s potential greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). This approach
violates CEQA and the FEIR must be revised.

A strong, intemational scientific consensus has established that luman-csused climate
change is cansing widespread harms to humen society and natural systems, and that climate
change threats are becoming increasingly dangerous. The Intergovernmentnl Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC), the leading international scientific body for the assessment of climate change,
concluded in its 2014 Fifth Assessment Report that: “[wlarming of the climate system is
unequivocal, and gince the 1950s, many of the observed changes are unprecedented over decades
to millernia. The atmosphere and ocean have warmed, the amounts of mow and ice have
diminished, and ssa level has risen,” and further that “[r]ecent climate changes have had
widespread impacts on human and natural gystems.”1

f[Blased on extensive evidence, it is extremely likely that Imman activitios,
especially emissions of greenhouse gases, are the dominant cause of the observed
warming since the mid-20th century, For the werming over the Iast centnry, there is no
convincing alternative explanation supported by the extent of the observational evidence,

In addition to warming, many other aspects of global climate are changing,
primarily in response to buman activitics. Thousands of studies conducted by researchers
mmmmmwhmmmm

onﬂeuhmgawiﬂbefdtbyhmmmdwﬂdh.ﬁ.CﬂmﬂeohmhMudngm
mmumdwuym—omdnschmmchmibuhm,phmhmphwology,vhl
mm.ammmMpmm&—maddlﬁmmmwu

extinction risk.'* In California, climate change will transform our climate, resulting in
such impacts es increased temperstures and wildfires, and a reduction in smowpack and
precipitation levels and water availability.

In response to inadequate action on the national level, California has taken steps through
mmmmmmﬂmmmmmmcmm
Enforoement and complisnoe with these steps is essontial to help stabilize the climate and avoid
cetastrophic impects to our environment, California has 8 mandate under AB 32 to reach 1990
levels of GHG emissions by the year 2020, equivalent to approximately a 15 percent reduction
from a buxiness-as-usual projection. (Heelth & Saf. Code § 38550.) Based on the waming of the

10 IPOC 2014,
11 USGCRP 2017
12 Weryen, Rachel et al., 2011.
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Intergovernmental panel on Climete Change and leading climate scientists, Governor Brown
issued an executive order in April 2015 requiring GHG emission reduction 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. (Executive Ondar B-30-15 (2015).) The Executive Order is in line with a
provious Executive Order mandating the state reduce emission levels to 80 percent below 1990
lovels By 2050 in arder to minimize significant climate change impacts. (Executive Order 8-3-05
(2005).) Most recently, Governor Brown signed & new executive order to put California on the
track to go carbon neviral by 2045. (Executive Order B-55-18 (2018).) The Legislature also
passed 8.B. 100 which requires renewables to account for 60 percent of electricity sales in 2030,

Although some sources of GHG emissions may seem insignifioant, climate change is a
mblmwkhml:ﬂvaimpmmdmu.(ar.ﬁrmycdbmmw.NaTMghm
Traffic Sqfety Admin., (5th Cir, 2008) 538 F.3d 1172, 1217 (“the impact of greeshouse gas
emissions on climate change is precisely the kind of cumulative impacts anslyais” that agencics
must conduct).) One source or one amall project may not appear to have a significant effect on
climate change, but the combined impacts of many sources can drastically dsmage Califomis’s
climato as a whole, Therefore, project-specific GHG emission disclosure, analysis and mitigation
is vital to California meeting its climate goals and maintaining our climate.

Here, however, deapite 6 yorrs of new science, statutory and regulatory changes directly
related to climate change, the FEIR rclics on the provious GHG analysis from the RRDEIR. That
analysis is outdated and does not comport with current cese law or regulatory requirements. For
umple,ﬂ:nRRDBmm“oﬂmuhchmgamlynhmmbecondmdonlghbdlweL
rather than the typical local or regional setting, snd requires consideration of not only emissions
from the project under consideration, but also the extent of the displacement, translocation, and
redistribution of emissions,..In fact, the approval of a new developmental plan or project does
not necessarily create now stomohile drivers the primary source of a Iand use project’s
emissions. Rather, new land use projects merely redistribute existing mobile emissions,”
(RRDEIR 4.2-26.) This analysis and related conchisions is completely unsupported by evidence
and conflicts with relevant guidance from the California Air Resources Board and the California
Supreme Court ruling in the recent holding in Center for Biological Diversity v. Departmant of
th&thdl#‘s@OlS)&CaLﬂhmnhnmplymlmwmmﬂm“ﬂ:mumM
nglmﬂmntﬁemdaplmrqu]ﬂngglobﬂwmgbywbwhﬁehopoudﬂtmaﬂw?mm
can be measured.” (RRDEIR 4.2-26.)

It is clear that this project will contribute to climate change because it will convert
forestland and open space to developed uses while aleo incroasing sutomobile travel, The FEIR
amst re-analyze and potential mitigation measures to address the project's GHG emissions,
Whils the project’s overall contribution to climate change may be small, it cannot avoid its

to addrees this important issue facing all Californians. The project’s shirking of its
responsibility to fully address and mitigate its GHG emissions here will anly hasten the impacts
of climste change and further imperi] California’s wildlife, water, communities and ecosystams.

CBD comments Moon Camp FEIR 5
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Conciusion

A lead agency must revise and recirculate an EIR for further public comment under any
of four circumstances;

(1) When the new information shows & new, substantial environmental impact resulting
cither from the project or from s mitigation messure;

(2) When the new information shows & substantial increase in the severity of an.
environmental impact, exoept that recironlation would not be required if mitigation that
reduoes the impact to insignificance is adopted;

{3) When the new informetion shows & feasible alternative or mitigation measure that
cloarly would lessen the environmental impacts of s project and the project proponent
declines to adopt the mitigation measure; or

(4) When the draft EIR was “s0 fimdamentally and basicelly inadequate and conchusory
in neture™ that public comment on the draft EIR was essentially meaningloss.
Guidelines §15088.5.

Basod on the comments above, it is clear that the EIR must be revised and recirculsted
again and Conditions (3) md (4) sbove will bo met by meaningful and adequate discussion of the
project description, impacts, mitigation measures, and cunmiative impscts. Contrary to the
FEIR's claims, the project revisions and changed circumstances in the last six years are not
“minor” and require additional environmental review. The current FEIR for the Moon Camp
fhils to adequately disclose, analyze, avold, minimize, and mitigate the environmental impacts of
the proposed project. 'The FEIR fhils to comply with CEQA and fhils to provide necessary
information about the impacts of the project in many areas including biclogical resources, does
not consider in adequate detail new information, These defects mmst be corrected before the
County can lawflly spprove the project.

Neither decision-meakers nor the public can make informed decisions about the costs to
the environment of the proposed project based on this fimdamentally fiswed environmantal
review. The Center looks forwerd to reviewing & third revised EIR that fully takes into acoount
the ismues raised in this comment letter and in letters provided by others. Thank you for keeping
the Center notified of developments regarding this project, and to that end please keep the Center
on the lst of interested persons for this project.

Sincerely,
ATR{ (A

Tleene Anderson

Biologist for Center for Biological Diversity

660 8. Figneroa Street, Suite 1000, Los Angeles, California 90017
tal; (213) 785 -5407

CBD comments Moon Camp FEIR 6
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Aruna Prabhala
Attorney for Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway, Suite 800
Oskiand, CA 94612

Ph: 510-844-7100, ext. 322

oo via email:
Geary Hund, USFWS,
Jeffrey Brandt, CDFG,

CBD comments Moon Camp FEIR
October 3, 2018



IPCC [Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change], Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report.
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Nievez, Tom

From: Cheri Moreno <cherished60pink@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 2:16 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject: Fwd: Big Bear Bald Eagle Support
Attachments: image001.jpg; ATT00001.htm; BB Bald Eagle Letter.doog ATTO0002.htm
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Cheri Moreno < >
Date: October 3, 2018 at 2:11:14 PM PDT
To:

Subject: Big Bear Bald Eagle Support

Please read before the planning commission meeting on Oct.4!
Thank you,
Cheri Moreno

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From:
Date: October 3, 2018 at 2:05:04 PM PDT
To: " "< >

Subject: Letter



October 3, 2018
To whom It shouid concern:

I five In Grend Terrace snd work at Loma Linda University Medical Center. | am unable to visit the Big
Bear sren as often 85 [ would fike. Even though that s the reality, | hava the Iive feed of Friends of Big
Bear Valley and Blg Bear Bakl Eaglas on avery day. It started in early February of this year, when | heard
about two eagles that had lald two aggs snd were anticipating them hatching very soon. | accessed the
live fead from an extra computer in my office and there In living color, was Jackle (Mrs. Big Bear) Mr. Big
Bear and a hatchiing and then another hatchling breaking out of his shell. Since that day, | have
accessed the live faed every, single, dayl Imtehudmulnmmwmwn my fice as on a cold,
wet Friday moming In late March, one of the baby sagles was Ifeless (Bahy Big Bear) and the hope of
growing the numbers of eagles was dashed. After that devastation, all my hopes, jirayers and love was
pisced on Stormy, the surviving sagla.

‘Why am | giving you all this information? [ am only dne of thousands of people that have shared this
Journey with just this one eagle family. Esgies mate for life and retumn to the ssme nest sech year to
have thelr offspring (There are at least 15 active eagies In this arsp alonn) Whan | saw the posting of a
pntantlal housing development and seeing the possibllity of forcing out thess majestic Bald Eagles from
thelr huinting and IMn; habitat In the Big Bear, Fawnskin and surrounding areas, It made me physically Il
and | had to share my concamsl

it Is my understanding that there are plenty of properties curvently for sale In the ares. Quite s few
have been vacant for more than two years. A new devalopment with all the trash, equipment,
disruption and chaos, woukd devastate this netural environment. We as human beings, are supposad to
protact, honor and vaiue the animils and birds we live with, they are only trying o {ive and be what
they were created to bé. We are taking thelr homa away from them, how can YOU not see the danger in
over development of natural resources and landscape. | ask thet please not approve this development
going forward untll you have mherad all the facts and have considered all the consequences for our

generation dnd the generations to come!

Suggestions: 1) More assertive advertising of current properties and incentives for first time buyers or
investors, 2) Asking Input from wildiife professionals and local conservation groups.

Thank you for your time.
Sinceraly,

Cherl Moreno
Cherished0pink@gmail.com



Nievez, Tom
R e e e e = L — —

From: Patricla Finnerty <finnshopS75@gmall.com>
Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 2:58 PM

To: Nievaz, Tom

Subject: Proposed Moon In Fawskin

Please vote against this proposal. There are planty of homes and vacant lots already available. This Project will have
dire Impact on the baid eagles’ nesting and foraging grounds. Tourists come for the enjoymant of viewing our national
bird. Remamber, our NATIONAL bird? I'd rather visit for the view of forest, unobstructed lakes and wiidiie, rather than
the McMansions of greedy paople. Pleasa think of the future generations. | belleve they would rather see a live sagie

fiving overhead, then a dead stuffed eagle In a museum,

Thank you.
Sent from my [Phone



Nieves, Tom

From: Tetri <teni@artcotile.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 3:00 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Save the Eagles

No on Moon Camp, Yes on protecting our National Bird and it's rare habitat, pisase?

Terri McGlir
Project Manager

Allen Ross Thie Co
1451 Edinger Ave Unit B
Tustin, CA 92780
714-464-2618 Direct Line
714-259-7660 X-227
714-255.7644 Fax



len._ym

From: Diana Lopez <dlanalopez242@gmal.com>

Sent: Waednesday, October 03, 2018 3:20 PM

Toe Nievez, Tom; Suparvisor Ramos

Subject: Disapproval for proposed devalopment project, Moon Camp In Fawnskin
Tom Niever

Supervisor Ramos

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

| am emaliing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with the proposed
development project, Moon Camp In Fewnskin. This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. There
are other places to bulld more millon-dollar homes and we need more eagles. The county documents state that thls
project would have SIGNIFICANT DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS on these BALD EAGLES.

Diane Lopez



Nievez, Tom

From: Eflen <ecrabb53@acl.com>

Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Nisvez, Tom

Subject BIG BEAR EAGLES PROTECTION

Lgnﬂmum my concem over the proposad bullding project -
Bean watching the Eagle Cam since February this year and the entire srea

should be a protected habitat for the Eagles.

Sincerely
Ellen Crabb



l
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From: Cheryl Minichilll <eminichilli@vwd.org>
Sent: Waednesday, October 03, 2018 3:36 PM
To: Nlsvaz, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp

Mr. Nievez,

| am writing this amall In strong opposition to the Moon Camp development. | live In fawnskin. No home ks more
Important than our bald eagles. There are hundrads of homaes for sale In Big Besr Lake, why do we need more?
Pleass stop this development.

Thanks,

Cheryl MinichilH
Water Systems Operator II

Vallecitos Water District
201 Vallecitos de Oro
San Marcos, ca 92069
cminichilli@vwd.org



_Nievez, Tom

from: April Johnson <apriljchnson562@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 4:26 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp Project in Fawnskin, CA

Dear Mr. Nievez,

| am writing to you today to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county of San Bernardo to move forward with
this housing project.

There are very few places left In the Big Bear area that are open, non-congested — and serve as protected bald eagle
habitats to boot. My husband and | purchased a vintage home on this mountain several years ago for these reasons
alone. The American Bald Eagle has begun to thrive In this area in recent years, and the education and enjoyment avid
birders get from watching these majestic creatures cannot be measured. If this urban sprawl project Is approved, not
only will these once-endangered birds be forced out of the area, but traffic and noise will substantially increase, and
make It a far less desirable place to visit and have a second home. (We came to the mountains to get AWAY from all of
thatl) There are other places to bulld McMansions that do not require compromising a protected bald eagle nesting
habitat. Not to mention, many of the existing multi-million dollar homes in Big Bear sit vacant or unused as it is.

Please consider rejecting this housing development project for the sake of keeping this beautiful, protected area Just
that for years to come — beautiful and PROTECTED.

}
Thank you for your consideration,

April Johnson
apriljchnson562 @gmail.com



Nievez, Tom

i=rom: Peter Tennyson <ptennyson@cox.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 5:06 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp Rezoning

Mr Nievez | would be at the hearing on October 4 but am out of the country. i am dismayed after hearing from focal
realtors that there is any thought that the “need’ for new housing can over-riile what the Environmental Impact Report
concedes is sufficient to overcome significant and irreversible effects on bald eagle foraging territory. The significant
attention that the recent nesting behavior received via the bald eagle nest camera should underscore the value of
preserving natural environments as a means to artract visitors. from what | am hearing there is no shortage of listings
for vacant lots or for large homes in the Big bear valley. This looks very much like cronyism and ignoring the interests of
those who live, work and visit the area. We do not need new large houses for the affluent, but do need to preserve what
makes Big Bear worth visiting.

Peter Tennyson

965 Deer Trail



Nievez, Tom

}rom: Ashana Bree <justfortoday868@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 6:07 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: PLEASE DO NOT BUILD HOMES HERE

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to build more million-
dollar homes. We need more eagles.



Nievez, Tom
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irom: Susie Casey <jordonbakr@verizon.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:19 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Bald Eagles

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Supervisor Nievez,
| am a home owner and love Big Bear. Please consider Mother Nature and the lives of the bald eagles who are a very

important part of Big Bear. To build new homes that would affect the habitat of these magnificent birds makes me very
sad. Not to mention the environment and water usage of the whole valley. Do we need that? Tax dollars maybe? Once

this is destroyed it is over.

Just check the amount of views the eagle cam gets all over the world. They are loved and make Big Bear the special,
unique place that it is.

Thank you for your time and please glve Jackie {who was born in Big Bear), Mr. B and Shadow a chance.
Susie Casey

'Sent from my IPhone



Nievez, Tom

e e e e e e O e e e —— e e ]
srom: Sue Sadler-Pare’ <slsp2@hotmail.com>

Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:20 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Re: NO Moon Camp in Fawnskin!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

As a former long time BB Valley resident and concerned wildlife enthusiast, I emplore you NOT to allow

the Moon Camp project to go forward! This project would risk the habitat of the bald eagle which is
unacceptable! Plus when I visited in August there was NO shortage of homes, large and small, for sale, so the
ridiculous oversized homes planned for Moon Camp are unwarranted and completely unnecessary! I also hope
you will stop this from ruining the quaintness of my mountain home! We do not need this! Sincerely, Sue
Sadler BBHS class of 1981



Nievez, Tom

From: Judith Lissek <judylissek@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:20 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Eagle Habitat

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

This is to advise you, et al,
of my strong disapproval of any actions by you to endanger the eagle habitat that is being considered at this time,

Sent from my iPhone



Nievez, Tom

from: Geri Leysack <leysackg@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:22 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp-Fawnskin proposed Project
Dear Sir,

The proposed Moon Camp-Fawnskin development project will greatly IMPACT the year round foraging grounds for the
US endangered species — the American Bald Eagle. This development will discourage the Big Bear Lake Bald Eagles to
stay in the Big Bear Valley and relocate outside the Valley to nest. The proposed development site is within a mile of the
main nesting sites of these beloved Eagles.

The proposed project, Moon Camp in Fawnskin, which includes a large private marina, is very near this nest (less
than a mlle away) and that particular site is a key foraging grounds for the eagies year round.

The county documents state that this project would have SIGNIFICANT DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS on these BALD
EAGLES but say that the need for (big, expensive) housing in Big Bear Valley overrides these detrimental impacts
on the Bald Eagles. (Note: as of Sunday, there were 485 homes and 331 vacant lots for sale In Big Bear Valley. And
the average number of days on the market for vacant lots (like this project would create) in Fawnskin is 680—almost
2 years!--There is NO housing shortage.)

| am against the proposed Moon Camp-Fawnskin development Project.
Kind regards,

Geri Leysack

*37 year resident of Big Bear Valley, California

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Nievez, Tom

from: vickimejia <vickimejia@att.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:29 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to build more million-
dollar homes. We need more eagles.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Nievez, Tom

L — . —
From: vickimejia <vickimejia@att.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:33 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon camp project in Fawnskin

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to build more million-
dollar homes. We need more eagles.

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Nievez, Tom

From: bntwilson2@verizon.net

Sent Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:36 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp project in Fawnskin

Mr. Nievez: Please do not approve the Moon Camp project. It will adverssly impact the local bald eagle nesting and
foraging areas in Fawnskin.

We need our wildlife but don't need more new homes. There are several hundred homes avallable for sale already.

Thank you for your attention,
Theresa Wilson



Nievez, Tom

S e =i
From: Fran L <ftlebowiz@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:10 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject: Moon Camp Project
Dear Mr. Nievez,

I am writing to oppose the proposed Moon Camp development in Fawnskin, Big Bear Lake. The
development would be adjacent to Bald Eagle habitat and could destroy their foraging grounds. The Eagles
would have to leave Big Bear valley to nest. County environmental documents say the project would create
significant adverse impact for the Bald Eagles who live there. There is not an overriding need for big, expensive
housing in Big Bear valley. There is an ample
supply of housing of all types in Big Bear and Fawnskin. This proposed development is simply to benefit the
developers monetarily. Greed at the expense of precious wildlife is unethical and morally wrong. People come
up to Big Bear and Fawnskin to experience nature. Overdevelopment drives out nature and it's creatures. I urge
you to oppose this unnecessary and damaging project.

Respectfully,
Fran Lebowitz



Nievez, Tom
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f
from: sally derevan <blissfulsally@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:41 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject Fwd: Please Do Not Approve the Moon Camp Project!

Begin forwarded message:

>
>

> | lived in Fawnskin for 13 years, and retired from Big Bear City Community Services District. The most enjoyable aspect
of my life in the mountains was the proximity to wildlife and birds of all kinds.

>

> This past year, from my home in Atascadero, California, | have enjoyed following both Big Bear Bald Eagles, and Friends
of Big Bear Valley and Big Bear Eagle Cam on Facebook, and through articles in the Grizzly. My brother, a true birder
who also lives here in Atascadero, also follows the Big Bear Eagles, as do many of his birding friends.

>

> Please do not approve this project. At this time there is certainly no need for more housing in Big Bear Valley and
certainly not at the expense of such a precious and people-pleasing attraction. Keep the mountains wild, and home to
birds and wildlife. They are the true and lasting attractions to residents of Big Bear Valley, visitors, and tourists.

>

> Thank you for your consideration,

> Sally Derevan

> 5015 Cascabel Road,

> Atascadero, Ca93422



Nievez, Tom

From: sally derevan <blissfulsally@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:42 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Fwd: Please Do Not Approve the Moon Camp Project!
>

> | lived in Fawnskin for 13 years, and retired from Big Bear City Community Services District. The most enjoyable aspect
of my life in the mountains was the proximity to wildlife and birds of all kinds.

>

> This past year, from my home in Atascadero, California, | have enjoyed following both Big Bear Bald Eagles, and Friends
of Big Bear Valley and Big Bear Eagle Cam on Facebook, and through articles in the Grizzly. My brother, a true birder
who also lives here in Atascadero, also follows the Big Bear Eagles, as do many of his birding friends.

>

> Please do not approve this project. At this time there is certainly no need for more housing in Big Bear Valley and
certainly not at the expense of such a precious and people-pleasing attraction. Keep the mountains wild, and home to
birds and wildlife. They are the true and lasting attractions to residents of Big Bear Valley, visitors, and tourists.

>

> Thank you for your consideration,

> Sally Derevan

> 5015 Cascabel Road,

> Atascadero, Ca93422



Nievez, Tom

'J=rom: Rick Derevan <rickderevan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:56 PM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos
Subject: Fawnskin Moon Camp Project

I am writing to oppose the Fawnskin Moon Camp project because of its detrimental effect on Bald
Eagles in the Fawnskin area. The eagles' need to forage in this area outwelghs the need for more
big, expensive housing in the Big Bear areas. There Is no housing shortage in the Big Bear area and
driving eagles away will eliminate one of the key reasons people want to live in, and visit, the Big
Bear area. Please vote no on this project.

Rick Derevan
Atascadero, Callfornia.



Nievez, Tom

From: Mr & Mrs Pennbo <strawbears@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:17 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moaon Camp development/Fawnskin

Dear Sir,

I am a long time resident of the Blg Bear Valley and I am emalling you to let you know
of my strong objections to the county moving forward with the Moon Camp project. This
entire area should be protected habltat for the eagles. No more new homes are needed
In our Valley. According to Multiple Listing Service numbers Big Bear Is not in a housing
crisis. Many many homes are for sale, some with lake views, and a majority of

homes have spent over six months on the lists without selling. However the eagles have
one place in Big Bear to call thelr own and this development, as stated in the EIR, would
serlously impact that area and by extension the eagles. The eagles are of great
economic benefit to the local area. This last years hatching of two eaglets, and the
subsequent views by thousands of people watching the live feed, should be proof of
that. However to support that there are hundreds of comments by readers on the
Friends of Big Bear Valley's social media feed that Include references to not only
favorable views toward the Big Bear Valley after viewing the eagles, but that also
recount vacatlons spent in the valley in order to view the eagles.

Personally I used the eagles and the live feed to Instruct my students. In doing so my
students learned about habltat, tolerance, adaptations, life and death, and quite a blt
about Big Bear Valley. They learned about endangered species and why we protect
them. They followed the translition of the bald eagle as it recovered from near extinction.
In doing so they have developed a strong attachment to eagles, the symbol of our
country, as well as to the entlre Valley. Many parents shared with me trips made to the
Valley to partake of the many wonderful opportunities that are available to familles-
trips that were initiated because of their children's love for the Big Bear eagles.

These are just a few reasons out of many why the Moon Camp development should be
denied. The reasons given above show that the eagles are of economic benefit to our

Valley and should be treated as such. I urge the county to heed the EIR and deny the

development.

Thank you for your time,
Chris Pennington



Nievez, Tom

from: Evan K <evanckuehl@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:00 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp Project

] am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with the Moon
Camp project in Fawnskin. This entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places

to build more million-dollar homes. We need more eagles.

Evan C. Kueht



Nievez, Tom
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}rom: Richard K. Diamond <r.diamond@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:09 PM

To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos

Subject: Proposed Development of Moon Camp by RCK Properties, Inc.

Attachments: MoonCamplLtr.pdf

Dear Mr. Nievez and Supervisor Ramos,
Please find attached correspondence opposing Moon Camp project set for hearing on Oct. 4

Richard & Linda Diamond



Richard and Linda Diamond
3175 Dona Christina Place
Studio City, CA 91604

County of San Bernardino Board of Supervisors

And

County of San Bernardino Planning Comumission

¢/o tom.nievez@lus.sbeounty.govand SupervisorRamos@sbeounty.gov

10/3/2018

Dear Members of the County Board of Supervisors and the County Planning Commission:

We are long time property owners of the Big Bear Lake community, having purchased a second home in 1989 in
the upper Moonridge Area of Big Bear Lake and acquired the two adjoining lots in succeeding years. We acquired
that property as a getaway where we could enjoy the mountain environment and, in large measure, its wildlife and
scenery.

The reason we are writing you is to voice our opposition to the proposed development of the Moon Camp
property. The proposed zoning change from Rural Living to Single Family Residential and the contemplated 50
residential lots in the tentative tract map would result in seriously degrading the existing habitat and foraging
grounds of the growing bald eagle population at the lake. As yor may be aware, the Big Bear Lake bald eagles
have recently become “stars” as a result of the live streamed birth of two chicks over this past winter, with one
surviving. But their recovery has been a long time in the making and the year round residency of bald eagies is
relatively recent. The Moon Camp area is one of the primary foraging grounds for the eagles and the proposed
development may well drive them to leave the area. We can personally attest to seeing and photographing eagles
as well as other raptors, including red tail hawks and peregrine falcons in the area proposed to be developed as
recently as last month. Proposed environmental set asides in Sugarloaf or other areas will not mitigate the
serious damage that will result to the wildlife population from the development.

Moreover, there is no need to rezone the area to provide additional residential housing, particularly of the size
contemplated by this development. Indeed, I would suggest that there is a surpius of large residential lots of the
type proposed, such that the absorption rate for such lots is in fact excessive. For example, in the High Timber
Ranch development near our properties there are numerous lots which remain undeveloped and unsold years
after the project was developed. The same is true in Fawnskin, where we are told the average time to sale is
approaching two years. Neither market economies nor benefit to the local economy warrants the harm that will be
done to the natural habitat by the RCK Properties, Inc. proposal.

While, we are not people opposed to all property development simply for the sake of some utopian vision of
wilderness, the current owners knew the existing zoning when they acquired the property and the constraints that



Richard and Linda Diamond

came with ownership of the type of property. To put it simply, this is the wrong project, in the wrong place. We
urge you to reject it.
Eal ——e,éjh__c:g_

Richard K. Diamond

Fa. CDennd

Linda C. Diamond




Nievez, Tom
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“From: Ashley Macomber <ashleymacomber@bloomresearch.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:23 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Cc: Geary_Hund@fws.gov; jeff.brandt@wildlife.ca.gov; reliason@fs.fed.us
Subject: Bloom Letter RE FEIR - Mocn Camp
Attachments: Bloom_MoonCamp_Letter10032018.pdf

Dear Mr. Nievez,

Please find attached a letter in response to the FEIR for the Moon Camp Resldential Subdivision (based on Revised Site
Plan.)

If you need any further information, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Ashley Macomber

Bloom Research, Incorporated

323-457-2133
Bloom Research, Inc. is a registered 501(C ){3) non profit organization.




BLOOM RESEARCH, INC,

October 3, 2018

Mr. Tom Nievez

Contract Planner

County of San Bernardino

Land Use Services Department, Advanced Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1st Floor

San Bernardino, California 92415-0182
Tom.Nievez@lus.sbcounty.gov

[vla email}

SUBJECT: 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 Mr. Nievez,

| am aware that both the Center for Biological Diversity and San Bernardino Audubon Society have
flled letters stating the FEIR prepared for the above proposed development is Inadequate. |
concur. Not only is the section on the biology of the Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) at Big
Bear Lake minimal, it fails to even consult local literature that the County and Developer should
have been aware of. With this letter | hope to correct that and look forward to a more realistic
portrayal of the value of the lake and onshore habitat to nesting, wintering and non-breeding
populations of Bald Eagles at Big Bear Lake as it relates to the proposed “Moon Camp 50-lot
Residentlal Subdivision, TT No. 16136 (Based on the Revised Site Plan} Blg Bear Lake, San
Bernardino County, California. Please see the summary major points made below that might aid
the previous authors should they elect to try this again.

1. This {now Moon Camp) portion of Blg Bear Lake’s shorellne was actively surveyed by me (Bloom
2005} and that | provided expert testimony on behalf of the Friends of Fawnskin and the Center
for Biologlcal diversity in 2005.

2. Please read In my expert testimony document that an adult Bald Eagle pair was seen regularly
on the property situated nearby to “Moon Camp”, If not directly adjacent to the “Moon Camp”
property and that the pair bullt a nest in that year but did not produce young.

3. Please be aware that according to the residents of Fawnskin and nearby, that Bald Eagles, a
State Endangered Species (CESA) were observed regularly utllizing the “Moon Camp” site in 2018
and that they are probably the same adults that tended a nest and fledged one young in 2018
{Bloom pers. obs.), roughly 1 mile away on USFS property.

4, Please find attached my “Declaration” statement dated June 22, 2005 and my “Witness”
statement dated August 23, 20005. In particular please read section 17 of my Declaration and

Bloom Research Inc. 1358 % S. Cloverdale Ave. Los Angeles CA 90019



Re: Final Environmental Impact Report ~ Moon Camp Mr. Tom Nlevez
October 3, 2018

Section 37 of my Witness testimony which address a Bald Eagle nest observed near Grout Bay. |
believe | also make reference to the proposed “Moon Camp” project in one or both documents.

Thank you agaln for the opportunity to provide updated comments on Bald Eagles at Big Bear
Lake, and | look forward to updating them further with more available information by local
authorities. Both of the above documents authored by me are relatively old but very relevant to
the proposed “Moon Camp” development which is mentioned in one or both documents. 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 reallstic blological mitigation, the project must be denied.

Sincerely,

Bloom Research, Inc.

G2z H Bleenm

Peter H. Bloom
Zoologist/President

Email:

Phone: 323 457-2133x 101

{CC via emall)
Geary Hund, USFWS,
Jeffrey Brandt, CDFW, ]eff.brandt@wlldlife.ca.gov

Robin Eliason, USFS, &fs.fed.us

Bloom Research Inc. 1358 % S. Cloverdale Ave. Los Angeles CA 90019
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Bernice Conn, Bar # 161594

Michael A. Geibelson, Bar # 179970

ROBINS, KAPLAN, MILLER & CIRESI, L.L.P.
2049 Century Park East, Suite 3700

Los Angeles, California 90067-3283

Telephone: ~ (310) 5$52-0130

Facsimile:  (310) 229-5800

E-mail: MAGeibelson@rkmc.com

E-mail: BConn@rkmc.com

Adam F. Keats, State Bar No, # 191157
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
1095 Market St, Suite 511

San Francisco, CA 94103

Telephone: (415) 436-9682 x304
Facsimile:  (415) 436-9683 (fax)
E-mail: akeats@biologicaldiversity.org

Kassia R. Siegel Bar # 209497

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY
P.O. Box 549

Joshua Tree, CA 92252

Phone: 760) 366-2232 x302
Facsimile:  (760) 366-2669

E-mail: ksiegel@biologicaldiversity.org

Attorneys for Plaintiffs

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

WESTERN DIVISION
CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL Case No. EDCV 04-7036 (R) RZx
gAVERngY, FRIENDS OF
’ DECLARATION OF PETER H.
Plaintiffs BLOOM IN SUPPORT OF
’ PLAINTIFFS’ QPPOSITION TO
Vs DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR
' SUMMARY JUDGMENT
MARINA POINT DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATES, et al.
Date: June 22, 2005
Defendants. Time: 10:00 a’'m.
Courtroom: 8
Judge: Hon. Manuel L. Real
| Trial: July 19, 2005

Declaration of Peter H. Bloj
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I, Peter H. Bloom, declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the following facts, and if called as a
witness could and would testify competently thereto.

2. I am a long-term (45 year) resident of southern California. I earn my
living as an independent biological consultant, and teach at Saddleback College. 1
have a long term interest in raptor ecology, conservation, and the welfare of southern
California raptor populations and their habitats.

3. In terms of education I hold a BS in zoology (1979) and an MS in
biology (1989) from California State University, Long Beach and am currently
enrolled in a PhD program in the College of Natural Resources, University of Idaho,
Moscow. Assuming completion in approximately 2007, my PhD will be in Wildlife
Resources. My Master’s thesis topic dealt with habitat and home range use of red-
shouldered hawks and my dissertation topic focuses on natal dispersal and philopatry
in Red-tailed and Red-shouldered Hawks and the conservation implications for
raptors in California.

4, In terms of professional employment history, I was employed as a
temporary biological technician, and wildlife biologist from 1975-1979 by the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) in northeast California and northwest Nevada primarily
surveying for nesting and wintering birds of prey and non game wildlife. In 1979 I
performed a statewide survey of nesting Swainson’s Hawks for the BLM and
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), and from 1981-1983 a survey of the
nesting distribution of the Northern Goshawk for DFG. From 1982-1987 I was
employed as a Staff Scientist by the National Audubon Society at the Condor
Research Center, and from 1987-1990 investigated home range size and habitat use of
Red shouldered Hawks. Between 1977 to the present I have worked as an
independent biological consultant performing work on raptors and numerous
California threatened and endangered species. Clients have included developers,
conservation organizations, environmental consulting firms, and numerous city,

-1- Declaration of Peter H. Bloom
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county, sate and federal agencies. Between about 1992-2000 I visited India on
approximately 7 occasions volunteering my time through a program of the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) assisting the Indian government and Bombay Natural
History Society in their efforts to conserve bird of prey populations.

5. My research priorities include long-term (35 yrs.) ecological studies that
have the potential of contributing to the conservation of raptors and their habitats’
including difficult to study topics related to natal dispersal, philopatry, survivorship,
population dynamics, territory fidelity and habitat and home-range use.

6. A copy of my resume is attached as Exhibit A. A list of my technical
writing is attached as exhibit B.

7.  Documents that I reviewed related to this case include:

a.  Butler, R, 2003. Species: Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
(BAEA) (“2003 Forest Service Report™).

b.  Butler, R. 1995. Bald Eagle telemetry study results Big Bear
Ranger District, San Bernardino National Forest.

¢.  Harmata, AR. and D.W. Stahlecker. 1993. Fidelity of migrant
Bald Eagles to wintering grounds in southern Colorado and
northern New Mexico. Journal of Field Ornithology 64:129-134,

d. Isaacs, F.B. 1987. Abundance, foraging, and roosting of Bald
Eagles wintering in the Harney Basin, Oregon. Northwest Science
61:114-121.

e. Devaud, J. and S. Devaud. 1990. Bald Eagle habitat use of the
north shore of Big Bear Lake San Bernardino County, California
winter 1989-1990.

f. Fraser, J.D., Frenzel, L.D. and J.E. Mathisen. 1985. The impact of
human activities on breeding Bald Eagles in North Central
Minnesota. Journal of Wildlife Management 49:585-592,

-2- Declaration of Peter H. Blocm
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Ehrlich, PR. 1986. The loss of diversity: causes and
consequences. Pgs. 21-27. In Biodiversity. E.Q. Wilson ed.
National Academy Press.

LaHaye, W.S. Assessment of the Effects of the Proposed Marina
Point Development on the Wintering Bald Eagles of the Big Bear
Basin, San Bernardino County, California.

Jenkins, JM., RM. Jurek, D.K. Garcelon, R. Mesta, W.G. Hunt,
R.E. Jackman, D.E. Driscol, and R.W. Risebrough. 1994. DDE
contamination and population parameters of Bald Eagles
Haliaeetus leucocephalus in California and Arizona, USA. Pgs
751-756. In Raptor conservation today. World Working Group on
Birds of Prey. The Pica Press.

Matthews, S., E. West and B. Butler. 1997. Perch site utilization
by Bald Eagles around Big Bear Lake, California.

Merkel & Associates, Inc. 2005. Marina Point Eagle Monitoring
field notes.

Sprunt, A.S. 1969. Population trends of the Bald Eagle in North
America. Pgs. 347-351. In Peregrine falcon populations: their
biology and decline. Edited by J. Hickey. Univ. of Wisconsin
Press.

Stalmaster, MY. and J.R. Newman. 1978. Behavioral responses of
wintering Bald Eagles to human activity. Journal of Wildlife
Management 42:506-513.

Stalmaster, M.V. and J.L. Kaiser. 1998, Effects of recreational
activity on wintering Bald Eagles. Wildlife Monographs No. 137.
46 pgs.

Walter, H. and K. Garrett. 1981. The effects of human activity on
wintering Bald Eagles in the Big Bear Valley, California.
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p. Watson, JW. 2004. Responses of nesting Bald Eagles to
experimental pedestrian activity. Journal of Raptor Research
38:295 303.

q. Willens, C.A. 1990. Environmental issues analysis Marina Point
Project. 14 pgs.

r. Willens, C.A. 1991, Environmental issues analysis Marina Point
Project. 14 pgs.

8.  The statements in this declaration are statements of my professional
opinion based upon a review of the documents listed above, my knowledge of the
scientific literature relating to raptors in general and bald eagles in particular, and my
over 35 years of experience as an ornithologist.

9. In my opinion, the activities that have been proposed and already
completed on the project site have and will result in harm to the local wintering Bald
Eagles utilizing the shoreline habitat and prey at Big Bear Lake. The activities
proposed by the project proponent along the lake shore are very similar to previous
lake shore projects but this one is larger than most, is located in a bay, and is one of
the few known shallow water foraging areas on the lake and as such is a relatively
important foraging area. Essentially, this sort of slow, piece meal development
around a lake is indicative of the standard process that has occurred and is occurring
throughout the range of the Bald Eagle in the continental US. From a cumulative
perspective the number of eagles in this local Big Bear Lake population is reportedly
declining (Butler 2003) and is likely related to the amount of lake shore developments
and concomitant increase in human population and activities similar to that observed
by Sprunt (1969).

10. That Bald Eagles respond negatively to habitat loss and human activity
around lakes and rivers is well documented beginning with at least as early as Sprunt
(1969) who in reference to North American Bald Eagle populations stated: “The

urban sprawl and proliferation of waterside housing that has come with increasing
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affluence have worked against the eagle. Another factor that has become more of a
problem every year is the increase in outdoor recreation with its attendant crowding of
arcas that were left in virtual isolation only a few years ago.” More recently and more
quantitatively Stalmaster and Kaiser (1998) working with wintering eagles and
Watson (2004) working with nesting eagles have documented with some precision the
levels of human pedestrian, and boating activities necessary to force eagles from their
perches and nests. Stalmaster and Kaiser (1998) recommend buffers areas around
foraging sites in Washington of 400 m to protect >95% of the birds from disturbance.
Other authors elsewhere McGarigal 1991, Fraser et al. 1985, Grubb and King 1991,
Anthony and Isaacs 1989) have recommended 450-m, 500-m, 600-m, and 800-m
respectively to reduce disturbance to most foraging eagles.

11. Like many raptorial species, the State Endangered and Federally
Threatened Bald Eagle responds negatively to human disturbance and habitat loss.
The usual response from an increase in human activity, or a shortening of the distance
between the eagle and people is to temporarily retreat, or in extreme situations
abandon a hunting area or nest tree. In the case of habitat conversion or loss, the
response is often permanent. Since “harm” includes any “significant habitat
modification or degredation where it. . . . “Injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.” 50 C.F.R-
17.3,.1 conclude that given the recent historic evidence (Butler 2003) of formerly
high eagle numbers to recent low numbers suggests a correlation, very possibly, with
the loss,of perch trees, hunting habitat, prey species for wintering Bald Eagles, and
levels of human activity. Based upon the conclusions of several authors (McGarigal
1991, Fraser et al. 1985, Grubb and King 1991, Anthony and Isaacs 1989, Stahnaster
and Kaiser 1998), the lack of adequate protection or buffer around any Big Bear Lake
Bald Eagle lakeside foraging habitat may also have precipitated this decline in use.

12. Habitat loss has long been recognized as the most important factor in the

endangerment of animals and plants (Ehrlich 1986). Habitat being defined as “The
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locality, site, and particular type of local environment occupied by an organism”
(Lincoln et al. 2001). For many animals, depending upon the season, and time of day
or night, habitat may include nesting and breeding areas, wintering areas, nest sites,
roost sites, specific hunting and foraging areas, or microhabitats. In the case of Big
Bear Lake, habitat includes the shallow water of Grout Bay, perch trees, relative
seclusion and the number of prey available relative to other shorelines.

13. The Bald Eagle was one of the first species listed under both Federal
(1967) and State Endangered Species Acts. In the case of the Bald Eagle, the reason
for the species designation as Endangered was largely due to organochlorine
pesticides, but habitat loss was always viewed as a major contributing factor. Except
for the Channel Islands, of California (Jenkins et al. 1994), organochlorine issues are
now largely historic in nature, and habitat loss (both nesting and wintering habitat)
has risen to the single most important issue currently inhibiting complete recovery of
the species in California.

14. The Bald Eagle in southern California can be found anywhere in winter
but generally near large bodies of water where they feed upon fish, waterfowl and
carrion. Known predictable southern California locations include Big Bear Lake,
Silverwood Lake, Lake Mathews, Lake Skinner, Vail Lake, Lake Henshaw, and
Diamond Valley Reservoir.

15. Approximately 40 potential perch trees located near the edge of Grout
Bay and less than 75 yards from the shore line were recently removed. In addition,
substantial quantity of earth directly adjacent to the water’s edge was moved. Since
eagles can no longer forage from those trees and waterfowl and fish habitat was
removed, I believe that harassment to this local wintering bald eagle population has
occurred. Further, while the long field hours to document Bald Eagle behavior and
use of the property and surrounding area with an on site biologist by the project
proponent is admirable, the data gathered and presented in the Declaration of Melissa
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A. Booker and Exhibits 4-10 thereto are suspect because many eagles would avoid the
project site simply due to the presence of a near full time daylight observer.

16. Wintering bald eagles typically appear at Big Bear Lake in the third week
of October, peak in January or February, and depart sometime in April (USFWS
2001). Extensive urban development, timber harvesting, and modification of the
shoreline has destroyed or degraded most of the bald eagle wintering habitat at Big
Bear Lake, resulting in the loss of many suitable perches and shallow water foraging
areas.

17. The Forest Service report (Butler 2003) states that Grout Bay and the
immediately surrounding area, including the Marina Point Project Site, is extremely
important to wintering bald eagles at Big Bear Lake, and Figure 8 of Mathews et al.
(1997) suggests predictable usage of Grout Bay over an approximately 8 year period.
In addition, construction of a sizeable “winter nest” in 2005 on nearby Windy Point is
very suggestive of this pair’s proclivity to this exact location. “Winter” Bald Eagle
nests in southern California have in fact produced eggs (Bloom unpub.). This nest at
Windy Point may represent the first of a series of normal incremental steps over years
that a resident newly formed, young nesting Bald Eagle pair undergoes before
regularly successful nesting attempts.

18. I am impressed by the recent documentation of use by Bald Eagles at
Grout Bay, Windy Point and Marina Point (Merkel & Associates, Inc. 2005, Booker
Declaration and Exhibits 4-10 thereto) and supported by historic data on Bald Eagle
use of Big Bear Lake and the Marina Point and Grout Bay vicinity (Mathews et al.
1997, Butler et al. 1995, Devaud and Devaud 1990, Walter and Garrett 1981) that
document direct Bald Eagle use of Marina Point. The Walter and Garrett report refer
to Grout Bay and Marina Point area as “major perching areas” (1981 Figure 8) and
roost sites are documented for Windy Point and perch sites in the Moon Camp
vicinity. Furthermore, the recent observations of Merkel and Associates summarized

in Exhibit 10 to the Booker Declaration document nearly continuous use from January
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5, 2005 to February 22, 2005 of 1-5 Bald Eagles every day (18 days) that an observer
was present suggesting a high use Bald Eagle area perhaps due to a combination of
roosting, nesting, and foraging behavior.

19. The studies that have been completed to date indicate that predictable use
by Bald Eagles of Grout Bay and Marina Point does occur.

20. I observed several large fish in shallow water apparently feeding, or
perhaps attempting to spawn at the mouth of the creek entering Grout Bay on March
16, 2005. The presence of such fish could be a strong attractant to wintering or
breeding Bald Eagles, particularly if coupled with reportedly high waterfowl
numbers.

21. An enormous amount of urban and suburban development since 1991
and prior has completely changed the environmental baseline with respect to Bald
Eagles. Nearly contiguous habitat loss and degradation due to development and
timber harvesting around the perimeter of Big Bear Lake has effectively squeezed the
species into a narrow corridor of habitat on the North Shore of Big Bear Lake, leaving
Grout Bay as one of the most important parts of this remaining suitable foraging and
roosting habitat. While nationwide and statewide, bald eagle populations have been
increasing each year both in numbers and in range, Forest Service censuses have
indicated a decline in the number of eagles over wintering in the Big Bear Basin over
the past two decades, presumably due to the changes in available habitat.

22, While the Big Bear Basin contains suitable nesting habitat, bald eagles
have not successfully nested there. In the early 1990s, there was encouraging
evidence that eagles might soon successfully nest in the San Bernardino Mountains
(winter nest construction and courtship behavior of the Eagle Point pair on Big Bear
Lake; two failed nest attempts near Silverwood Lake) and a “winter” nest on Windy
Point in 2005 may yet vield young. If more large developments, such as Marina
Point, along the lakeshore occur, it is unlikely that bald eagles will successfully nest
in this area due to the high levels of disturbance and degraded habitat.
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23. I am aware that bald eagles have been observed perching in trees on the
Marina Point project site during winter 2003-2004 and at adjacent Windy Point in the
winter of 2004-2005. It is my further understanding that there are imminent plans to
remove most or all of the trees on the site that were likely utilized by the eagles. Big
Bear Lake has been subject to a vast amount of urban development and shoreline
timber harvesting, resulting in the loss of most of the suitable bald eagle perching
habitat along its shoreline. Therefore, the removal of the few remaining potential
Bald Eagle perch trees could significantly degrade their habitat and significantly
disrupt and impair their foraging patterns. The numbers of wintering bald eagles
utilizing Big BearLake have been dwindling for the past two decades, from an
average of 25 30 eagles in the early 1980°s to an average of less than 15 in the early
2000’s (Butler 2003). It is quite possible that the removal of these perch trees at
Marina Point, coupled with the development footprint and year round use of the
facility will reduce the level of use of the Big Bear area by wintering bald eagles. It
takes decades for a tree or grove of trees to reach the size needed for -regular use by
bald eagles as hunting perches, and any replanted young trees will be used less or not
at all due to the presence of winter recreationists.

24, Construction at the site would also harm the Big Bear Lake Bald Eagles
because dredging and grading activities below the high water mark of Big Bear Lake
clearly impact the bald eagles’ existing shallow water foraging habitat. Project
proponents have failed to provide adequate information concerning the numbers of
various prey species (waterfowl and fish) that would be affected, nor have they
provided any way to contrast those numbers post-development. The loss of shallow
water habitat around the perimeter of Big Bear Lake is one of the primary factors
(along with others such as the loss of perch trees and increased human disturbance)
that has likely contributed to the elimination of habitat of eagles’ primary prey at Big
Bear Lake.
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25. The loss of suitable foraging habitat and hunting, feeding, and loafing
perches and the direct disturbance caused by human activity has likely led to the
concentration of the eagle population along the less-densely populated North Shore
and in the Grout Bay area. Modification of currently utilized existing shallow water
habitat must be considered a significant impact to the species given its current
scarcity at the lake.

26. If and when the project is completed, it will continue to adversely impact
the Big Bear Lake bald eagles indefinitely due to the direct loss of hunting, feeding,
and loafing perches and by greatly increasing the amount of human activity in the
vicinity. Even if restrictions on boating are enforced between December 1 and April
1, the occupation of more than 130 condominium units as well as numerous
recreational amenities including an ice skating pond, a marina office, health club and
pro shop, hiking/jogging and nature trails, and concessions along the lakeshore will
cause significant additional disturbance to the bald eagle and will likely lead to
complete abandonment of the area. Impacts will likely include disrupting foraging
and feeding behavior, possibly causing the species to avoid the area altogether if the
increase in human activity is sufficiently disruptive (Buehler et al. 1991; Stalmaster
and Kaiser 1998; Steidl and Anthony 2000). The potential abandonment of wintering
bald eagles in the Grout Bay area is significant because there are so few places for
bald eagles to land on preferred perches (tall, old trees) adjacent to Big Bear Lake due
to the near complete development of their lakeshore habitat and shoreline timber
harvesting.

27. 1t is also my professional opinion that the habitat destruction and
alteration and human disturbance from the Marina Point Project will likely decrease
nesting success, that is, the likelihood that eagle chicks will survive to fledge from the
eagle nest at Windy Point.

28. Development of the Marina Point Project site, in combination with other
recent and planned developments on the North Shore of Big Bear Lake, the proposal
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to develop the adjacent “Mooncamp” property with an additional 95 houses, the
proposal for a new zoo, development of individual homes on the lakeshore and within
the North Shore communities, and other development proposals within the Fawnskin
area (70-acres off of Cedar Dell Road, 38 acres off of Flicker, etc.), threatens to
develop the North Shore to a level commensurate with other areas of the lakeshore.
Based on past experience in this area as well as the substantial literature on the natural
history of the bald eagle, in my professional opinion this represents a significant
impact.

29. In sum, construction at the Marina Point site would likely cause serious
harm to the Big Bear Lake bald eagles, significantly degrading their habitat and
significantly disrupting and impairing their feeding and foraging patterns. The harm
inflicted to date at Grout Bay and Marina Point may be relatively minor and includes,
i the loss of shallow water habitat for important prey species of the Bald Eagle at Big
Bear Lake and elsewhere such as carp and waterfowl, and the loss of potential, and
more importantly future perch trees that could have been used by Bald Eagles on
Marina Point. But the permanent harm resulting from total build out and year round
use of approximately 132 condominums, ice-skating rink and other infrastructure
roads and buildings, etc. would be significant.

30. Please consider the following: (1) Rapid development of the Big Bear
Lake and Baldwin Lake shorelines has eliminated the majority of previously suitable
habitat, possibly causing remaining wintering bald eagles to concentrate on the North
Shore and in particular at the Marina Point and adjacent Mooncamp sites; (2) the
removal of all or almost all of the trees at the Marina Point site would significantly
reduce the number of remaining available perch trees, significantly impacting the bald
eagles’ ability to forage on the north shore of Big Bear Lake including Grout Bay; (3)
when considered in conjunction with other recent and planned developments, the
cumulative impacts of development of the Marina Point Project are severe and will

promote the continued decline of Bald Eagles at Big Bear Lake.
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I declare, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the United States that the
foregoing is true and correct and was executed at Santa Ana, California.
Respectfully submitted this 5 day of June, 2005.

Respectfully submitted this day of July, 2005.

LA1 60104377.1
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I, Peter H. Bloom, declare as follows:

1. I am a long-term (45 year) resident of southern California. I earn my
living as an independent biological consultant, and teach at Saddleback College. I
have a long-term interest in raptor ecology, conservation, and the welfare of southern
California raptor populations and their habitats.

2. I hold a BS in zoology (1979) and an MS in biology (1989) from
California State University, Long Beach, and am currently enrolled in a PhDD program
in the College of Natural Resources, University of Idaho, Moscow. Assuming
completion in approximately 2007, my PhD will be in Wildlife Resources. My
Master’s thesis dealt with habitat and home-range use of red-shouldered hawks and
my dissertation focuses on natal dispersal and philopatry in Red-tailed and Red-
shouldered Hawks and the conservation implications for raptors in California.

3. I was employed as a temporary biological technician and wildlife
biologist from 1975 — 1979 by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in northeast
California and northwest Nevada, primarily surveying for nesting and wintering birds
of prey and non-game wildlife. In 1979 I performed a statewide survey of nesting
Swainson’s Hawks for the BLM and California Department of Fish and Game (DFG),
and from 1981 — 1983 a survey of the nesting distribution of the Northern Goshawk
for DFG. From 1982 — 1987 I was employed as a Staff Scientist by the National
Audubon Society at the Condor Research Center, and from 1987 — 1990 I investigated
home-range size and habitat use of Red-shouldered Hawks. Between 1977 to the
present I have worked as an independent biological consultant performing work on
raptors and numerous California threatened and endangered species, including the
bald eagle. Clients have included developers, conservation organizations,
environmental consulting firms, and numerous city, county, state and federal
agencies. Between about 1992 - 2000 I visited India on approximately 7 occasions
volunteering my time through a program of the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
assisting the Indian government and Bombay Natural History Society in their efforts
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to conserve bird of prey populations.

4, My experience with raptors and birds of prey includes extensive
experience with bald eagles. My work from 1976 to 1979 for the Bureau of Land
Management involved considerable work with bald eagles, including banding bald
eagle nestlings, surveying bald eagle roost sites and perch sites, and aerial surveys.
This work took place primarily in and around Eagle Lake in Northeastern California.
I also assisted in the development of the Cleghorn Flats Bald Eagle Nest Territory
Habitat Management Plan at Eagle Lake.

5.  During my work with the Condor Research Center, I captured one bald
eagle, recaptured a second bald eagle, and had hundreds of hours of observations of
bald eagles at trap sites.

6. My work as an independent professional wildlife biologist has included
conducting bald eagle environmental assessments for development projects in
southern California. This work involved hundreds of hours of bald eagle
observations over the years. I have conducted hundreds of hours of observations
myself as well as supervised the work of many others. I am experienced in both
setting up and conducting bald eagle surveys. I have also, under permit, collected
bald eagle eggs (infertile) from a southern California bald eagle nest for contaminant
analysis.

7. My research priorities include long-term (35 yrs.) ecological studies that
have the potential of contributing to the conservation of raptors and their habitats
including difficult to study topics related to natal dispersal, philopatry, survivorship,
population dynamics, territory fidelity and habitat and home-range use.

8. A copy of my resume is attached as Exhibit A.

9. A list of my technical writing is attached as Exhibit B.

10. Documents that I reviewed related to this case include:

a.  Butler, R. 2003. Species: Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
(BAEA).

LAl 60105965.1 2
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c.  Butler, R. 1995. Bald Eagle telemetry study results Big Bear
Ranger District, San Bernardino National Forest.

d. Harmata, AR. and D.W, Stahlecker. 1993. Fidelity of migrant
Bald Eagles to wintering grounds in southern Colorado and northern
New Mexico. Journal of Field Omithology 64:129-134.

€. Isaacs, F.B. 1987. Abundance, foraging, and roosting of Bald
Eagles wintering in the Harney Basin, Oregon. Northwest Science
61:114-121.

f  Devaud, J. and S. Devaud. 1990. Bald Eagle habitat use of the
north shore of Big Bear Lake San Bemardino County, California winter
1989-1990.

g.  Fraser, 1.D,, Frenzel, L.D. and J.E. Mathisen. 1985. The impact of
human activities on breeding Bald Eagles in North-Central Minnesota.
Journal of Wildlife Management 49:585-592.

h.  Ebrlich, PR. 1986. The loss of diversity: causes and
consequences. Pgs. 21-27. In Biodiversity. E.O. Wilson ed. National
Academy Press.

i. LaHaye, W.S. Assessment of the Effects of the Proposed Marina
Point Development on the Wintering Bald Eagles of the Big Bear Basin,
San Bernardino County, California.

J. Jenkins, JM., RM. Jurek, D.K. Garcelon, R. Mesta, W.G. Hunt,
R.E. Jackman, D.E. Driscol, and R.-W. Risebrough. 1994. DDE
contamination and population parameters of Bald Eagles Haliaeetus
leucocephalus in California and Arizona, USA. Pgs 751-756. In Raptor
conservation today. World Working Group on Birds of Prey. The Pica
Press.

k.  Matthews, S., E. West and B. Butler. 1997. Perch site utilization
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by Bald Eagles around Big Bear Lake, California.

L Merkel & Associates, Inc. 2005. Marina Point Eagle Monitoring
field notes.

m. Sprunt, A.S. 1969. Population trends of the Bald Eagle in North
America. Pgs. 347-351. In Peregrine falcon populations: their biology
and decline. Edited by J. Hickey. Univ. of Wisconsin Press.

n.  Stalmaster, M.V. and J.R. Newman. 1978. Behavioral responses
of wintering Bald Eagles to human activity. Journal of Wildlife
Management 42:506-513.

0. Stalmaster, M.V. and J.L. Kaiser. 1998. Effects of recreational
activity on wintering Bald Eagles. Wildlife Monographs No. 137. 46pgs.

p.  Walter, H. and K. Garrett. 1981. The effects of human activity on
wintering Bald Eagles in the Big Bear Valley, California.

q. Watson, JW. 2004. Responses of nesting Bald Eagles to
experimental pedestrian activity. Journal of Raptor Research 38:295-303.
I. Willens, C.A. 1990. Environmental issues analysis Marina Point
Project. 14 pgs.

. Willens, C.A. 1991. Environmental issues analysis Marina Point
Project. 14 pgs.

11. The statements in this declaration are statements of my professional
opinion based upon a review of the documents listed above, my knowledge of the
scientific literature relating to raptors in general and bald eagles in particular, and my
over 35 years of experience as an ornithologist.

12. In my opinion, the activities that have been proposed and already
completed on the project site have and will result in harm to the local wintering Bald
Eagles utilizing the shoreline habitat and prey at Big Bear Lake. The activities
proposed by the project proponent along the lake shore are very similar to previous

lake shore projects but this one is larger than most, is located in a bay, and is one of

LAl 60105965.1 4




[

[ %]

w

I

wn

N

~1

- -]

ND

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

25

26

27

28

the few known shallow water foraging areas on the lake and as such is a relatively
important foraging area. Essentially, this sort of slow, piece-meal development
around a lake is indicative of the standard process that has occurred and is occurring
throughout the range of the Bald Eagle in the continental US. From a cumulative
perspective the number of eagles in this local Big Bear Lake population is reportedly
declining (Butler 2003) and is likely related to the amount of lake shore developments
and concomitant increase in human population and activities similar to that observed
by Sprunt (1969).

13. That Bald Eagles respond negatively to habitat loss and human activity
around lakes and rivers is well documented beginning with at least as early as Sprunt
(1969) who in reference to North American bald eagle populations stated: “The urban
sprawl and proliferation of waterside housing that has come with increasing affluence
have worked against the eagle. Another factor that has become more of a problem
every year is the increase in outdoor recreation with its attendant crowding of areas
that were left in virtual isolation only a few years ago.” More recently and more
quantitatively Stalmaster and Kaiser (1998) working with wintering eagles and
Watson (2004) working with nesting eagles have documented with some precision the
levels of human pedestrian and boating activities necessary to force eagles from their
perches and nests. Stalmaster and Kaiser (1998) recommend buffer areas around
foraging sites in Washington of 400-m to protect >95% of the birds from disturbance.
Other authors elsewhere (McGarigal 1991, Fraser et al. 1985, Grubb and King 1991,
Anthony and Isaacs 1989) have recommended 450-m, 500-m, 600-m, and 800-m
respectively to reduce disturbance to most foraging eagles.

14. Like many raptorial species, the State Endangered and Federally
Threatened bald eagle responds negatively to human disturbance and habitat loss.
The usual response from an increase in human activity, or a shortening of the distance
between the eagle and people, is to temporarily retreat from, or in extreme situations

abandon, a hunting area or nest tree. In the case of habitat conversion or loss, the

LA1 60105965.1 5
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response is often permanent. Since “harm” includes any “significant habitat
modification or degradation where it.... “Injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.” 50 C.F.R. —
17.3, I conclude that given the recent historic evidence (Butler 2003) of formerly high
eagle numbers to recent low numbers suggests a correlation, very possibly, with the
loss of perch trees, hunting habitat, prey species for wintering bald eagles, and levels
of human activity. Based upon the conclusions of several authors (McGarigal 1991,
Fraser et al. 1985, Grubb and King 1991, Anthony and Isaacs 1989, Stalmaster and
Kaiser 1998), the lack of adequate protection or buffer around any Big Bear Lake
bald eagle lakeside foraging habitat may also have precipitated this decline in use.

15. Habitat loss has long been recognized as the most important factor in the
endangerment of animals and plants (Ehrlich 1986; “Quantifying Threats to Imperiled
Species in the United States”, Wilcove, et al. 1998). Habitat being defined as “[t]he
locality, site, and particular type of local environment occupied by an organism”
(Lincoln et al. 2001). For many animals, depending upon the season and time of day
or night, habitat may include nesting and breeding areas, wintering areas, nest sites,
roost sites, specific hunting and foraging areas, or microhabitats. In the case of Big
Bear Lake, habitat includes the shallow water of Grout Bay, perch trees, relative
seclusion and the number of prey available relative to other shorelines.

16. The bald eagle was one of the first species listed under both Federal
(1967) and State Endangered Species Acts. In the case of the bald eagle, the reason
for the species designation as Endangered was largely due to organochlorine
pesticides, but habitat loss was always viewed as a major contributing factor. Except
for the Channel Islands, of California (Jenkins et al. 1994), organochlorine issues are
now largely historic in nature, and habitat loss (both nesting and wintering habitat)
has risen to the single most important issue currently inhibiting complete recovery of
the species in California.

17. The bald eagle in southern California can be found anywhere in winter

LAl 60105965.1 6
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but generally near large bodies of water where they feed upon fish, waterfowl and
carrion. Known predictable southern California locations include Big Bear Lake,
Silverwood Lake, Lake Mathews, Lake Skinner, Vail Lake, Lake Henshaw, and
Diamond Valley Reservoir.

18. It is my understanding that approximately 40 potential perch trees
located near the edge of Grout Bay and less than 75 yards from the shoreline have
been removed from the Marina Point site since construction commenced
approximately three years ago. In addition, a substantial quantity of earth directly
adjacent to the water’s edge was moved and a substantial area of the lake bottom next
to the project site was dredged. Since eagles can no longer forage from those trees
and waterfowl and fish habitat was removed, I believe that harassment to this local
wintering bald eagle population has occurred. Further, while the long field hours to
document bald eagle behavior and use of the property and surrounding area with an
on-site biologist by the project proponent is admirable, the data gathered and
presented by Melissa A. Booker that I have reviewed are suspect because many eagles
would avoid the project site simply due to the presence of a near full-time daylight
observer.

19. Wintering bald eagles typically appear at Big Bear Lake in the third
week of October, peak in January or February, and depart sometime in April (USFWS
2001). Extensive urban development, timber harvesting, and modification of the
shoreline has destroyed or degraded most of the bald eagle wintering habitat at Big
Bear Lake, resulting in the loss of many suitable perches and shallow-water foraging
areas.

20. The Forest Service species account (Butler 2003) states that Grout Bay
and the immediately surrounding area, including the Marina Point project site, is
extremely important to wintering bald eagles at Big Bear Lake. Figure 8 of Mathews
et al. (1997) suggests predictable usage of Grout Bay over an approximately & year
period. The studies that have been completed to date indicate that predictable use by

LA1 60105965.1 7
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bald eagles of Grout Bay and Marina Point does occur.

21. I am impressed by the recent documentation of use by bald eagles at
Grout Bay, Windy Point and Marina Point (Merkel & Associates, Inc. 2005, Booker
Declaration and Exhibits 4-10 thereto) and supported by historic data on bald eagle
use of Big Bear Lake and the Marina Point and Grout Bay vicinity (Mathews et al.
1997, Butler et al. 1995, Devaud and Devaud 1990, Walter and Garrett 1981) that
document direct bald eagle use of the immediate vicinity of Marina Point. The Walter
and Garrett report refers to Grout Bay and Marina Point area as “major perching
areas” (1981 Figure 8) and roost sites are documented for Windy Point and perch sites
in the Moon Camp vicinity. Furthermore, the recent observations of Merkel and
Associates, summarized in Exhibit 10 to the Booker Declaration, made from the
Marina Point site, document nearly continuous use from January 5, 2005 to February
22, 2005 of the immediate area by 1-5 bald eagles every day (18 days) that an
observer was present, suggesting a high-use bald eagle area perhaps due to a
combination of roosting, nesting, and foraging behavior.

22. Construction of a sizeable “winter nest” in 2005 or perhaps earlier on
nearby Windy Point is very suggestive of this pair’s proclivity to this exact location. I
myself have witnessed “winter” bald eagle nests in southern California that have
produced eggs. This nest at Windy Point may represent the first of a series of normal
incremental steps over years that a resident newly formed, young nesting bald eagle
pair undergoes before regularly successful nesting attempts.

23. Bald eagle use of the immediate vicinity of the Marina Point site,
including areas on both sides of the property, strongly suggests that bald eagles utilize
the property itself, at the very minimum from a line of sight perch or a flyover while
hunting. I have also been made aware that bald eagles have been observed perching
on the property itself during winter 2003-2004, and I have observed one photograph
that appeared to show an eagle on what I have been informed is the Marina Point site.

I have no reason to believe, based on my knowledge and experience of bald eagles

LAT 60105965.1 8
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and my understanding of bald eagles at Big Bear Lake, including my review of
available studies of those bald eagles, that these observations were inaccurate. It is
my professional opinion that the Marina Point project site, including the graded land
area, the jetty arms, and the dredging area directly adjacent to the land, constitutes
bald eagle habitat.

24, 1 observed several large fish in shallow water apparently feeding, or
perhaps attempting to spawn, at the mouth of the creek entering Grout Bay on March
16, 2005. The presence of such fish could be a strong attractant to wintering or
breeding bald eagles, particularly if coupled with reportedly high waterfowl numbers.

25. An enormous amount of urban and suburban development since 1991
and prior has completely changed the environmental baseline with respect to bald
eagles. Nearly contiguous habitat loss and degradation due to development and
timber harvesting around the perimeter of Big Bear Lake has effectively squeezed the
species into a narrow corridor of habitat on the North Shore of Big Bear Lake, leaving
Grout Bay as one of the most important parts of this remaining suitable foraging and
roosting habitat. While nationwide and statewide, bald eagle populations have been
increasing each year both in numbers and in range, Forest Service censuses have
indicated a decline in the number of eagles over-wintering in the Big Bear Basin over
the past two decades, presumably due to the changes in available habitat.

26. While the Big Bear Basin contains suitable nesting habitat, bald eagles
have not successfully nested there. In the early 1990s, there was encouraging
evidence that eagles might soon successfully nest in the San Bernardino Mountains
(winter nest construction and courtship behavior of the Eagle Point pair on Big Bear
Lake; two failed nest attempts near Silverwood Lake) and a “winter” nest on Windy
Point in 2005 may yet yield young. If more large developments such as Marina Point
occur along the lakeshore, it is unlikely that bald eagles will successfully nest in this
area due to the high levels of disturbance and degraded habitat.

27. I am aware that bald eagles have been observed perching in trees on the

LAl 60105965.1 9
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Marina Point project site during winter 2003-2004 and at adjacent Windy Point in the
winter of 2004-2005. It is my further understanding that there are either imminent
plans to remove most or all of the trees on the site that were likely utilized by the
eagles or those trees have already been removed. Big Bear Lake has been subject to a
vast amount of urban development and shoreline timber harvesting, resulting in the
loss or degradation of most of the suitable bald eagle perching habitat along its
shoreline. Therefore, the removal of the few remaining potential bald eagle perch
trees could significantly degrade their habitat and significantly disrupt and impair
their foraging patterns. The numbers of wintering bald eagles utilizing Big Bear Lake
have been dwindling for the past two decades, from an average of 25-30 eagles in the
early 1980’s to an average of less than 15 in the early 2000°s (Butler 2003). It is quite
possible that the removal of these perch trees at Marina Point, coupled with the
development footprint and year-round use of the facility, will reduce the level of use
of the Big Bear area by wintering bald eagles. It takes decades for a tree or grove of
trees to reach the size needed for regular use by bald eagles as hunting perches, and
any replanted young trees will be used less or not at all due to the presence of winter
recreationists.

28. Construction at the site would also harm the Big Bear Lake bald eagles
because dredging and grading activities below the high water mark of Big Bear Lake
clearly impact the bald eagles® existing shallow water foraging habitat. Project
proponents have failed to provide adequate information concerning the numbers of
various prey species (waterfowl and fish) that would be affected, nor have they
provided any way to contrast those numbers post-development. The loss of shallow
water habitat around the perimeter of Big Bear Lake is one of the primary factors
(along with others such as the loss of perch trees and increased human disturbance)
that has likely contributed to the elimination of habitat of eagles’ primary prey at Big
Bear Lake.

29. The loss of suitable foraging habitat and hunting, feeding, and loafing

LA1 60105965.1 10
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perches and the direct disturbance caused by human activity has likely led to the
concentration of the eagle population along the less-densely populated North Shore
and in the Grout Bay area. Modification of currently utilized existing shallow water
habitat must be considered a significant impact to the species given its current
scarcity at the lake.

30. If and when the project is completed, it will continue to adversely impact
the Big Bear Lake bald eagles indefinitely due to the direct loss of hunting, feeding,
and loafing perches and by greatly increasing the amount of human activity in the
vicinity. Even if restrictions on boating are enforced between December 1 and April
1, the occupation of more than 130 condominium units as well as numerous
recreational amenities including an ice skating pond, a marina office, health club and
pro shop, hiking/jogging and nature trails, and concessions along the lakeshore will
cause significant additional disturbance to the bald eagle and will likely lead to
complete abandonment of the area. Impacts will likely include disrupting foraging
and feeding behavior, possibly causing the species to avoid the area altogether if the
increase in human activity is sufficiently disruptive (Buehler et al. 1991; Stalmaster
and Kaiser 1998; Steidl and Anthony 2000). The potential abandonment of wintering
bald eagles in the Grout Bay area is significant because there are so few places for
bald eagles to land on preferred perches (tall, old trees) adjacent to Big Bear Lake due
to the near complete development of their lakeshore habitat and shoreline timber
harvesting.

31. It is also my professional opinion that the habitat destruction and
alteration and human disturbance from the Marina Point Project will likely decrease
nesting success, that is, decrease the likelihood that eagle chicks will survive to fledge
from the eagle nest at Windy Point.

32. Development of the Marina Point Project site, in combination with other
recent and planned developments on the North Shore of Big Bear Lake, the proposal
to develop the adjacent “Mooncamp” property with an additional 95 houses, the

LAl 60105965.1 11
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proposal for a new zoo, development of individual homes on the lakeshore and within
the North Shore communities, and other development proposals within the Fawnskin
area that I have been made aware of (70-acres off of Cedar Dell Road, 38 acres off of
Flicker, etc.), threatens to develop the North Shore to a level commensurate with
other areas of the lakeshore. Based on past experience in this area as well as the
substantial literature on the natural history of the bald eagle, in my professional
opinion this represents a significant impact.

33. In sum, construction at the Marina Point site would likely cause serious
harm to the Big Bear Lake bald eagles, significantly degrading their habitat and
significantly disrupting and impairing their feeding and foraging patterns. The harm
inflicted to date at Grout Bay and Marina Point may be relatively minor and includes
the loss of shallow water habitat for important prey species of the bald eagle at Big
Bear Lake and elsewhere such as carp and waterfowl, and the loss of potential, and
more importantly, future perch trees that could have been used by bald eagles on
Marina Point. But the permanent harm resulting from total build-out and year-round
use of approximately 132 condominiums, ice-skating rink and other infrastructure
roads and buildings, etc. would be significant.

34. It is my opinion that: (1) Rapid development of the Big Bear Lake and
Baldwin Lake shorelines has eliminated the majority of previously suitable habitat,
possibly causing remaining wintering bald eagles to concentrate on the North Shore
and in particular at the Marina Point and adjacent Mooncamp sites; (2) the removal of
all or almost all of the trees at the Marina Point site would significantly reduce the
number of remaining available perch trees, significantly impacting the bald eagles’
ability to forage on the north shore of Big Bear Lake including Grout Bay; (3) when
considered in conjunction with other recent and planned developments, the
cumulative impacts of development of the Marina Point Project are severe and will
promote the continued decline of Bald Eagles at Big Bear Lake.

REBUTTAL TO DEFENDANTS’ EXPERT BRIAN WALTON

LA1 60105965.1 12
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35. I am of the opinion that the supposed winter nest building attempts or
“winter housekeeping pairs” referred to by Mr. Walton are mostly young floaters
possible from nests anywhere in the west and that they represent first or at least early
nesting attempts in the lives of these pairs, with the very real possibility of their
regularly nexting in Southern California. I am of the opinion that if conditions
allowed, these pairs would lay eggs or successfully nest on the lakes and reservoirs of
their choosing, including Big Bear Lake, as has recently occurred at Lake Skinner and
elsewhere.

36. Conditions have recently changed at Grout Bay and a pair of bald eagles
has copulated and is nesting at Windy Point (Merkel & Associates, Inc. Marina Point
Eagle Monitoring Summary Sheets — 2005). Whether this nesting attempt fails or
succeeds in 2005 or later years remains to be seen, but a large eagle nest now is
established at Windy Point.

37. While no “territorial bald eagle pairs” may have been nesting nearby
when Mr. Walton’s report was prepared, a pair and active nest has been present at
least up to February 20, 2005 (Merkel- 2005). This nest, protected by the ESA and
the Bald Eagle Protection Act may represent the first of a series of normal,
incremental steps over years that a resident, newly formed young nesting Bald Eagle
pair undergoes before regularly successful nesting attempts.

38. My experience with resident nesting Red-tailed Hawks and Red-
shouldered Hawks is that winter nest building is common beginning in November and
that these nests are often the nests that they actually lay eggs in and fledge young
from, suggesting strongly that they were not simply “practicing™ and that Southern
California bald eagles that build nests in winter are most likely not practicing either.

39. I disagree with Mr. Walton that “[t]he eagles at Big Bear/Silverwood are
winter visitors, do not stay in the area to nest during normal spring breeding season,
and occupy the Big Bear region from October to March each year.” An equally or
more plausible hypothesis is that these are young bald eagles having dispersed here

LA1 60105965.1 13
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from anywhere in the western United States and are starting their first, or one of their
first, nesting attempts and that they could fledge young at Big Bear Lake.
Furthermore, I would suggest that this is predictable at some point in the near future.
There is nothing that distinctive about the behavior of “winter housekeeping pairs”
that I am aware of (unless they were outfitted with transmitters) that would allow a
biologist to distinguish a local resident bald eagle from a “winter housekeeping pair”.
Other Southern California raptors such as Red-tailed and Red-shouldered Hawks
commonly add to or build entirely new nests beginning in November; it is considered
part of the species ecology.

40. Without individually marked birds, “winter housekeeping” in bald eagles
has yet to be generally accepted by biologists. In 1988, such behavior was described
for a pair nesting in 1985 (Wagner et al 1988), but to my knowledge “winter
housekeeping” had not been described for any other raptor species. Until more
information is available to establish this purported phenomenon, I view these nesting
attempts as new nest sites and territories of southern bald eagles.

4]1. On the subject of wmtenng and nesting bald eagles, Mr.Walton states:

The multiple-use philosophy does not lend itself to a species
such as the bald eagle where the nest area needs to be
protected from public entry, where foraging eagles

need to be undisturbed, or where perched eagles need to be
free from constant flushing by human visitors. The wintering
eagles have occupied the Lake at times where visitors are

in lower numbers and impacts are less frequent, although

it is very common even during winter months to see eagles
flushed from their perches by hikers or having hunting forays
interrupted by boats and fisherman using foraging

areas in large numbers.

I have made similar observations of behavioral interactions between eagles and

LA1 60105965.1 14
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people and share his concerns about human disturbance regarding bald eagle nest
sites and foraging areas.

42. On the subject of potential breeding of bald eagles at Silverwood Lake,
the report on page 10 states just how difficult it can be for nesting eagles on a high
recreational use lake: “If a breeding pair of eagles was to occupy an area of
Silverwood Lake during spring and summer months, it is difficult to imagine that
there would not be constant disturbance and need for monitoring and need for
restrictive access to some large areas around the nest tree and in several foraging
zones around the Lake.” Grout Bay and Marina Point, with their abundant waterfowl
and fish represent just such nesting and foraging habitat, but at Big Bear Lake.

43,  Almost this exact scenario is playing out in the Windy Point — Grout Bay
— Marina Point area with locally high numbers of wintering bald eagles attracted to
the bay and its rich resources of shallow water fish and wintering/migratory
waterfowl. Development footprints may not change the food supply of bald eagles at
Big Bear Lake, but human disturbance connected with the developments might do so
by preventing successful hunting attempts and reducing place where eagles can forage
to and from.

44, The definition of Harm in the ESA includes any “significant habitat
modifications or degradation where it...injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.” 50 C.F.R.
17.3. In the case of the Grout Bay bald eagles, this includes nesting and wintering
bald eagles that could be affected by the proposed Marina Point development and
associated recreational uses.

45. 1 disagree with Mr. Walton’s conclusion in that I believe Harm has
occurred to local wintering and breeding bald eagles utilizing the Big Bear Lake and
specifically Grout Bay and Marina Point and will get worse if the Marina Point
projects is implemented as planned. This is not just a question of development

impacts and disturbance on bald eagles at Marina Point but also the Grout Bay
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vicinity, its waterfowl and fish abundance, and perhaps because of its significance as
a “major perch area”, (Walter and Garrett 1981). The fact that bald eagle numbers
have gone up across most of California, but declined at Big Bear Lake (Butler 2003)
suggests a local problem and, in my opinion, is most likely related to habitat
conversion coupled with increased winter recreational use. The permanent Harm
resulting from total build-out and year round use of approximately 132
condominiums, ice-skating rink and other infrastructure roads and buildings, etc.
would be significant.

46. While many bald eagles do regularly shift from one area to another,
presumably to increase foraging success, the likely decline in eagles at Big Bear Lake
is due to habitat loss and human disturbance and the relative lack of these two factors
at lakes such as Eastside Reservoir. A project of the size, permanency and number of
people, as proposed at Marina Point, and the increased use of his site and its
immediate environs is likely to reduce prey populations, prey vulnerability and thus th
foraging success of wintering bald eagles, forcing them to more distant bodies of
water. The proximity of the Windy Point nest to the proposed development area also

may affect nesting success.

I declare, under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the United States that the
foregoing is true and correct and that this statement was executed this 7th day of
August, 2005 at , California.

Peter H. Bloom
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Nievez, Tom

From: Mary Bolda <maebolda@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 4:54 AM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos
Subject: Big bear project

Learned from Friends of Big Bear and the Eagle cam about the proposed marina and development. I’'m not from your
area so know In some ways not my business. But have lived long enough in Coachella Valley that I've seen how
welcomed development ends up changing so much in a community. | understand tax base and economy. But chasing
the tourist/retiree/seasonal dollar, in the long run, may not be worth the environmental loss. Good luck on your vote.

Mae Bolda

Sent from my iPad



Nievez, Tom

= =———— o =——1
from: Sandy Steers <karsten33@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 6:59 AM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos; Elizabeth Harris
Subject: Moon Camp FEIR comments
Attachments: HAZEWINKELdocx; Dixie Lee Ln PP.pdf; Dixie Lee Ln PPO002.pdf; Moon Camp fobbv feir

comments Oct2018 .pdf

Dear Mr. Nievez,

Please find attached the comments from Friends of Big Bear Valley, along with an additional attachment
referred to in the comments.

Thank you!

Sandy Steers

Executive Director, Friends of Big Bear Valley



HAZEWINKEL & CO REAL ESTATE
PO BOX 378
FAWNSKIN, CA 92333
DRE# 00245825

September 20, 2018

Dear Sandy,

As of today, September 30, 2018, there are 485 real estate listings for homes in the entire
Big Bear Valley. Thete are 331 vacant lots for sale as well. In Fawnskin, there are 31 single
family homes for sale as of today. There are also 14 vacant lots for sale, for single family
homes. The avetage days on the market for these 14 lots, is 680 days. The newest listing has
been on the market for 107 days, the two oldest listings have been on the market for 1627
days, ot 4.4 yeats. Most vary between over a year and up to three years on the matket.

Fawnskin is a community with approximately 85% Forest Setvice land, and people move
here because it is mote tural, and quiet than the south shore,

Very truly yours,

Nancy Walker
Realtor
DRE#01253881
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BIO-TECH
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS P.O. BOX 7798
SUGARLOAF. CA 92386
(714) 585-8038

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT:
BIOTIC RESOURCES SURVEY
BIG BBAR FROPERTIES
SUGARLOAF PARCEL

Prepared fozi
Environmental Improvement Agency

San Berrardino County Planning Department

Decamber 14, 1981



A, BIOTIC RESQURCES

1, General Description

The proposed project is a minor subdivision to create twe
parcels on approximately 145 acres. The site is proposed for
the development of a high school, The topography includes a
north-south drainage and two benches. Five different vege-
tation typee were identified: Willow annual ripsrian, Pln-
yon woodland, Jeffrey Pine forest, Brush vegetation, and a
Dwarf scrub vegetatton,

The Willow riparian vegetation type is limited to the
bottom of the main drainage. It is characterized by Salix
scouleriana, This represents only an annually wet habitat and
does not support a well developed riparian community,

The Brush vegetation type is probably early successional
to Jeffrey Pine forest., It is likely that fire has postponed
the establishment of the climax vegetation. The predominant
species include: Artemisia tridentata, Amelanchier utahensis,

and Ceanothus cordulatus,

The Jeffrey Pine forest ocours mainly in the drainage.
Pinus jeffreyi is the main overstory species. Zssociated spe-
cies include Pinus monophylla, Juniperus occidentalis, and
Quercus kellogglii. Overstory cover is approximately 70% com-
plete, Understory consists of Cercocarpus ledifolius and
Amelanchier utahensis, and is rather open‘comprising only
40 T comver,

The eastern portion of the site along Maple Lane sup-
ports the Pinyon Woodland, Pinus monophylla with a few Western
Junipers, Junirerus occidentalis make up the 40-70% overstory
cover, The coverage decreases to less than 40X on the denser

clay soils.

In the openings of the Pinyon Pine woodland occurs the
Dwarf scrub vegetation. It is characterized by the silver-tufts
of the Buckwheat, Eriogonum kennedyi ssp. austromontanum. The

low cushion plants of this plant community indicate the dense
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elay soil deposits, This vegetation type occurs in patches
on the exposed benches of the subject parcel, principally
along the northeast portion of the parcel along Maple Lane,

2. BRare Plant Tama
Elght rare species of plants were 1dentified on the parcel,

These speclies ocour only in the Big Bear area, for the most part
restricted to the dense clay beds of a Pleistocens Iake which
once covered Blg Bear and Holecomb Valleys, The rare plant hable
tat on the subject parcel totale approximately I5 acres, Areas
are indicated on the Blotic Resources Map, mage 2.
Off-romd.vehicles have destroyed or disturbed much of the
rare plant area., Fifiy percent or more of the total rare plant
habitat has been disturbed, The Maple Hill Elementary School
was bullt on the corner of Maple and Baldwin Ianes, an ares
which once supported rare plant species, Because of the loss
of habitat due to uwrtanization and off-rcad vehicle use, cere
tain gspecies are proposed for the Threatened classification

ag defined according tc the Federal Endangered Specilss Act of

1973. The rare species, the significance of their populations on
the subject parcel, and the most recent proposed endangerment
classifications are listed below:

Arabls mrishll -= A tufted perennial mustard, this species 1s
unigue to the Big Bear area, tut occurs widely enough that the
potential for extinctlon or extirpation is low at this time,
l('_ll;;;ii}‘ied 2s Rare, but not Threatened or Endangered at this time.
USFWS

Aremaria ursirme. -- The Bear Valley Sandwort is 1limited to the
clay soils of the Big Bear area, It ocours in greatest densities
on the edges of the clay openings. Incremental loss of habitat
due to urtanisation ard off-road vehicles threatens this popue
lation with extirmation. Fiml rule-making as Threatened or
Endangered is pending, (USKFWS)

Astragalus leucolobus ~- The Bear Valley Woolly Pod occura on the
edges of the clay openings, It is aleo found in the draimmges
of the parcel. It is listed as Rare, but it is Pfound in suffi-
clent numbers and is distributed widely enough that the possi=-
bllity for extinctlon is very low at this time, It is not

classified as Threatened or Endangered, (CNPS)
Castillefs cineres -- The Ashyegrey Palnthrush is endemic to the

Blg Bear area. Ii 1s partially parasitic on the roots of Eriogo-
hum and Artemisia, It occurs on clay soils on the rarcel, It

1s congidered e%ngered in the Big Bear Valley area, Fimal
Tule-making as Threatened or Endangered is pending, (UsFW3)
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this species
» It s h
of the lar 1ghly restrict
the 807 Pavenent plains, Tt 1g gor %, 2T00l to the edges
U.5. Pish & Wildlire . :Proposed as
us == The Purple Monkeyflower is known only from
g Bear area, It occurs on the edges of the clay openings,

especially where there ls ponding or vermal soll moisture, The
¢clay deposits just west of Maple Ians represent one of the densest

populations of this specles. It 1is proposed as Threatened by
the USFWS,

Phlox dolichantha =-- Like Arabis parishii, the Bear Valley Phlox
15 cons!dered rare, tut not Threatened or Endangered. It occurs

in several populations in the Big Bear area, On the parcel, it

Mimulus

occurs primarily on the edges of the clay deposits and in the
draws, It tends to occur under Black Onk (Quercus kelloggii) in

the duff, (USFWS)




TABLE I ENDANGERMENT STATUS LISTINGS

SPECIFIC NAME usrwg’ cnes?

Arabls pariehif Raret ITI, 1-2-(2)~3
Areraria ursim Rare’ II, 2-2-1-3
Agtragalus leucolobus Rare 111, 1-1-1-3
Cegtiliejs cinerea Rared IIT, 1-2-(2)~3
Erlo ke 3 . R.ure3.., . 1T, 2-2-(2)=3
Ivesie argyrocoms Rare’ II, 1-1-1-2
Iinanthus killipil Threatened II, 3=-2=-2-3
Mimulus purpureus Threatened II, 2-2-(2)-3
Phlox dolichantha pare’ II, 2-1-1-3

1 - Proposed rule~making of the U.S, Fish & Wildlife Service as
defined in the Federal Register, Sectlon 4 of the amended
Endangered Species Act of 1973,

2 - California Mative Plant Society (1980).

3 = Rare, classification as Threatened or Endangered pending
further informtion (USFWS).

4 - Rars, not threatened or endangered at this time.




This rare plant community is part of the Sawmiil population
(Krantz, 1981). This population was once a large and extensiwe
series of benchtop openings with dense clay soils, extending from
near Moonridge to the west to north of Sugarloaf. The once 90¢
acres of rare plant habitat has dwindled to less than 30 acres due
to encroaching urbanization and off-road vehicle use., The subject
parcel includes half of the remaining population. 'I'h_.is is becoming
increasingly significant as similar habitat is developed elsewhere
in the Bi§ Bear area.

The rare plant community also supports two populations of
rare butterflies: The Martin's Marble, Euchloe hyantis, which is
restricted to the San Bernardino Mountains and utilizes members
of the Mustard family, Brassicaceae, as its food source {possibly
Arabis parishii?); and an un-named subspecies of Blue, Philotes
enoptes 8sp., ___ which is dependent upon the flowers of the rare
Buckwheat.as its food source, {Emmel, pers, comm,)

There is a rare plant preserve on the east side of Maple
Lane across the street from the subject parcel, Several other
developers‘in the area (Tentative Tracte 11512, 11647, and Bris-
tol Bay) have made dedicdtions of land to the Big Bear Depart-
ment of Parks and Recreation adjacent to Sugarloaf Park, The
rare plant preserve contains good examples and relatively high
densities of the rare speclies of plants.

3, Project Impact

The proposed development of a high school, along with
parking facilities, playing fields, buildings, and other im~
pervious surfaces will reduce rare plant habitat. The greatest
densities of rare plants occurs along the eastern partion of
the subject parcel in large openings along Maple Lane.

The vegetation community will be altered, reducing the
habitat for wildlife, This will also impact the rare butterflies
which are dependent upon this ecosystem,




-
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Reduction of vegetation, removal of trees, and disturbance
of seil wiil alter biological processes which support the rare
plant community and other biota. Hydrologic micro-habitats will
be changed.

Potential off-site impacts could occur due to increased
foot traffle, vehicles, and litter on the rare plant preserve
on the east side of Maple lLane,

4, Mitigation Measures

The following measures should be incorporated into the
project proposal to mitigate the impacts imposed on the biotic
Tresources:
= Much of the 56 acre high school acreage is not planned for
any developmant and will remsain unused for the present time.
A land exchange of an equivalent acreage of non-sansitive
land on the subject parcel may be traded for a dedication to
the Rare Plant Preserve, or a lot or lots purchased for dedi-
cation to the Rare Plant Preserve on the east side of Maple
Lane, This would corstitute a substantial contribution to this
project as an off-site mitigation measure,
= The high school development plans could incorporate open
spaces of rare plant habitat on-site, These open spaces should
be left in their natural state as much as poasible. Subh areas
would require protection and/or fencing to reduce foot traffic
and other disturbances. Such areas would make excellent study
areas for biology classes and would provide a unique opportun-
ity for educatlional programs to interpret this rare plint com-

munity,

= All lawns and artificial vegetation should be confined to
playing fields and related uses. Other open areas as parking
meridians and around bulldings should be kept in their natural
state without introduced vegetation or irrigation. Low split~
rail fencing may be used to keep these areas from being trampled,




= The Rare Plant Preserve area should be fenced to prevent
vehicular entry and to control foot traffic. Any dedications
to this area should be carefully surveyed and recorded,

- The landscape design and initial survey.on the ground
should include consultation with a biological consultant,
The deaignation of on-site open spaces or rare plant areas
should be recorded with the final site approval and subdi=-
vision review, Management restrictions and guidelines should
be written up under the auspices of a qualified botanist.

Enforcement and maintenance of such guidelines may be pro-
vided by the high school blology or science department.
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e
P.O. Box 422, Fawnskin, California 92333
909-878-3091

Mr. Tom Nievez, Contract Planner

County of San Bemardino

Land Use Services Department Advanced Planning Division
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 1% Floor

San Bernardino, California 92415-0182

By email to: Tom.Nievez@Ius.sbcounty.gov

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

Friends of Big Bear Valley (FOBBV) represents a membership of over 500
local residents of and visitors to Fawnskin and the Big Bear Valley, all of whom
would be directly and adversely affected by the development of the currently
proposed Moon Camp project.

The parcel of land proposed for this development is home to amazing,
sensitive environmental treasures. The property is bordered primarily by lake
front, National Forest public lands and parcels of open space. That setting, its
great value to the public and the severe impacts all would suffer from this
proposed development have not been brought sufficiently into the forefront by
any of the Environmental Impact Reports or by this Final EIR.

When the latest EIRs were released in 2010 and 2011, there were
extensive public comments about the environmental impacts that had still been
minimized, covered over or left unanalyzed. There were such major issues, that
the developer took nearly 7 years to respond to those comments. Sadly, even
after dozens of comment letters citing credible and documented lists of major
issues with both the proposed project and the analysis, the FEIRs project
proposal has only minor changes and fails to address the majority of those
issues. In addition, there are many important changes in circumstances since this
project was analyzed. So, despite these minor project modifications, the
proposed project would still have profound impacts on the site's and the
surrounding area’s extraordinarlly rich and precious environmental treasures.



Moving forward with this proposed project in our small community of
Fawnskin would have huge detrimental impacts valley wide and beyond, on our
precious natural resources, on the valley's residents and on visitors coming to
our valley to vislt and experience those resources that cannot be experienced
anywhere else In the world.

Bald Eagles

First, the Final EIR for states that the project would have Significant,
Unavoidable impacts on the bald eagles. We agree wholeheartedly that there
would be Significant impacts to the bald eagles, but with the great valley of those
eagles to our valley, we are completely confused why efforts were not taken to
minimize those impacts in every way possible. Once the conclusion was reached
that the impacts would be significant, no further analysis was done to evaluate
the current situation nor were further options proposed to reduce those impacts.

Since the previous analyses of bald eagles in the area in 2002 and 2007,
circumstances have changed significantly with the eagles. Since that time, a pair
of bald eagles took up year round residence in the valley, began nesting and in
2012 successfully raised the first bald eagle chick in this valley in recorded
history. Their nest is a very short flight distance from this proposed project site
and the eagles have an continue to utilize this now empty, forested lake front site
for foraging on a regular basis year round. The small bays along the site's
shoreline offer year round shelter from wind and waves to the ducks and coots
and quiet, shallow water to the lake's fish population. All of this offers prime
foraging habitat to the eagles from the trees on the Moon Camp property. The
close flying distance offers an increased chance of survival for the chicks in this
nest as the parents can expend less energy supplying the large amounts of food
needed to successfully raise bald eagle chicks.

According to the Forest Service this year, this nesting pair is the only
nesting pair in the San Bemardino Mountains. There are only a few other widely
scattered nesting pairs in Southern California. This nesting pair is the only one in
Southern Califomia that has a nest camera to allow the public a view into the
world of this endangered and much-treasured species. This nest camera live
streams around the world, and with it not only the story of the bald eagles, but
awareness about our valley as a natural treasure in this County. This awareness
has expanded nationally and internationally because of these eagles and brought
with it many visitors to the valley to have a chance to catch a glimpse of our
eagles in person. During the chick raising, we had between 2500 and 3000
people watching the cam at any given time. We received national and
international media coverage for our valley several times throughout the nesting
season. Residents and visitors all over the valley were talking about the latest
status of this bald eagle family and watching with love and concem these great
birds that seemed to have become part of their family. Not only are the bald



eagles valuable as an endangered species, but their presence brings big local
pride and economic value to our valley and the County.

The mitigations offered for the bald eagle population in the FEIR focus on
the wintering bald eagle population and do not take into account the more severe
and very significant impacts that this project would cause due to the changed
circumstances of this species in our valley.

Bald Eagles are still listed as Endangered in California and are still
protected nationally by the Golden and Bald Eagle Protection Act. According to
Forest Service counts, the average number of bald eagles in Big Bear including
those wintering here has dropped from around 15 to 17 down to 6 to 8 over the
past decade, primarily due to increased development in the valley. Since what
has been happening in the past has already been having cumulative negative
impacts on this species, continuing with that same mode of operation is not the
way a responsible agency charged with the stewardship of our resources would
operate.

The staff report for the planning commission hearing confirms the 'Finding'
that development of this proposed project would cause Significant, Unmitigated
impact to the Bald Eagles. The FEIR cites the need for housing in Big Bear
Valley as a situation that overrides this significant impact to the bald eagles.
According to the real estate listings in Big Bear Valley as of this past Sunday
(see Hazewinkel attachment), September 30, 2018, there are 485 real estate
listings for homes in the entire Big Bear Valley. There are 331 vacant lots for sale
as well. In Fawnskin, there are 31 single family homes for sale. There are also 14
vacant lots for sale, to be used for single family homes. The average days on the
market for these 14 lots, is 680 days, nearly 2 years! The newest listing has been
on the market for 107 days and the two oldest listings have been on the market
for 1627 days, or 4.4 years. Most vary between over a year and up to three years
on the market. How in any context do those statistics show the county decision-
makers that there is a shortage of housing in Big Bear Valley sufficient to warrant
destruction or harm in any way to this treasured endangered species and to the
great pride and economic boon it has brought to our valley? This conclusion in
the FEIR and Finding made by the Planning Department is completely and utterly
erroneous and does not even merit consideration, let alone approval

Endangered Plant Habitat

Pebble Plain habitat and many of the plants that grow on it are another
special treasure that exists only in Big Bear and Holcomb (only small amounts)
valleys and NOWHERE ELSE IN THE WORLD. Development in Big Bear Valley
has already destroyepebbld all but a small percentage of this habitat, so it is
crucial that remaining habitat be preserved and be given every possible chance
of continued survival.



The EIR and subsequent FEIR greatly understate the actual size of the
pebble plain habitat situated on the site of this proposed project. According the
Forest Service records, the size of extent of this special plant habitat is over 17
acres. The FEIR also relies on a misdefinition of the pebble plain habitat rather
than using the broadly accepted definition from the U.S Forest Service Pebble
Plain Habitat Management Guide,2002.

In addition, there are blatant errors and misguiding information being
presented, meant to understate the impacts. Those include, but are not limited to:

o much of the existing pebble plains on Moon Camp would be destroyed for
houses

o the small portions being set aside are so small they are unlikely to survive
the consequential surrounding impacts (according to expert Forest
Botanists

s the major plant population on this property is ashy-gray paintbrush but the
mitigation parcel being offered (Dixie Lee) has almost no ashy-gray
paintbrush so it is not really a mitigation at all

¢ some of the rare or special interest plants on the site have not been
acknowledged at all in the EIR or FEIR

+ the mitigation parcel being offered has only 5§ acres of pebble plain, but
they are counting it as 10 for mitigation purposes

« the mitigation being offered is somewhere between a 1:1 or a 2:1 ratio (the
FEIR doesn't provide sufficient detailed measurement and analysis to tell
exactly), but the CFW had asked for a 3:1 ratio, which is fairly standard.

« the mitigation being offered has already been used as mitigation for the
high school, so actually is not available to be used as mitigation (| have an
email and documents from Tim Krantz confirming this.)

Under CEQA, the proper analysis and evaluation of the true environmental
impact on this habitat and its associated species must be done prior to any
decision being made about the Significance of the environmental impacts fo it.

Addltional Serious Concemns

--There are still major issues regarding water availability, especially in light of the
continuing drought and increasing impacts of climate change that have not been
taken into consideration in this FEIR. In addition, the water resources availability
has been determined based on current numbers of residents with slight
increases. These determinations consider only about 1/3 of the houses having
full time residents and no analysis has been done on water availability if afl of the
homes became full time residents, which in the rapidly changing world situations
both climatically and politically, this is a real possibility. Full occupancy, full-time
residency must be taken into consideration

—The impacts of increased traffic and potential traffic hazards that would result
from the development of this proposed project have been greatly understated.



The most recent study 2016 does not account for cars going through the curves
at greater than the low 25 mph speed limit, which they do on a regular basis, so
the safety determined based on 2016 study done during the lowest traffic point of
the year. No winter skiing traffic, especially being guided through Fawnskin to get
to the ski resorts; none of the heavy (from Memorial Day to Labor Day) summer
traffic traveling at all speeds up and down Hwy 38 as the open space north shore
provides lots of beautiful scenery.

--Forest edge Impacts have not been properly stated nor mitigated for, especially
give the lack of easily accessible and useable open space that would be
available for residents of this proposed development. Lack of open space inside
the development would make the nearby National Forest land, and the
endangered plant habitat imnmediately adjacent to this project site look simply like
a backyard playground. These edge impacts must be properly stated and
properly mitigated.

--Given the long term drought in Big Bear Valley {(a serious and major changed
circumstance) and the rapidly increasing impacts of climate change (another
changed circumstance because of many recent findings and changed laws), this
project would create a huge increase in wildfire hazard and evacuation risks for
the local community, its visitors and the valley. This must be properly stated and
evaluated prior to any decision being made regarding this proposal.

--Unbridled promotion of large increases in the housing and population density
within the forest that would result from setting the precedent of changing Rural
zoning to Urban zoning. This land is currently zoned for rural living, 1 house per
40 acres. This project would change that to urban zoning of 1 house per 20,000
square feet and such a change would open the way for much of our rural zoning
to be changed in a similar way. This potential and the impending results must be
properly evaluated as a portion of the cumulative impacts before any decision
regarding this proposal can be made.

—The heart-breaking impacts to our beautiful views (especially from Big Bear
Lake on the South Shore and the lake) and to our officially designated county
scenic highway/National Forest scenic byway have been greatly underestimated
and must be properly stated and analyzed before any decision regarding this
proposal can be made.

This Project Cannot Be Approved.

The MC project requires a general plan amendment to change zoning
from Rural 1 house per 40 acres to single family residential 1 house per 20,000
square feet. County code requires that a general plan amendment to change
zoning must be proven to be in the public's best interest and lists very specific
criteria to prove that. This project does not in any way meet that code and this
FEIR has completely omitted even a discussion of how that criteria would be met



by developing the proposed project. Without clear proof that this proposed
project would be in the public’s best interest, a general plan amendment and
zone change cannot be granted and this proposed project cannot be approved.

Fawnskin is a rural area with dark skies, no street lights, no sidewalks, lots
of wildlife and peaceful quiet. The beauty and darkness is enjoyed not only from
the North Shore, but from the views of the boaters on the lake and by the
residents and visitors to the South Shore of the lake. Destroying all of that plus
what has become a valleywide and intemational treasure (the bald eagles
nesting here) to add 50 big expensive, unneeded homes is absolutely NOT a
benefit to the public.

Based on all of the above, the Friends of Big Bear Valley opposes
approval of this proposed project.

We ask that the Planning Commission recommend denial of the project
and that the Board of Supervisors honor that denial recommendation.

Sincerely,

o

Sandy Steers

Attachments:

--Hazewinkel letter (1 document)

--Dixie Lee Pebble Plain historical documents (2 documents)
~Tim Krantz email (below)



Re: Pebble Plain

Inbox
0]

Timothy Krantz <timothykrantz@gmail.com>
to Mandy, Scott, James, Peter, me

All:

| found the Dixie Lee Lane pebble plain paperwork. | have a Biotic Resources
Survey that | wrote for the project dated December 14, 1981, in which | surveyed
the proposed High School site and the Dixie Lee Lane rare plant reserve parcel
for the subsequent Minor Subdivision that created the two parcels from the
parent parcel. The Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report was
published on December 2, 1981, for the Bear Valley Unified School District. The
Focused EIR was prepared by me and clearly addresses the establishment of
the Dixie Lee Lane Rare Plant Reserve as a mitigation for the development of the
High School and Maple Hill Elementary School from the sarhe parent parcel.
Please excuse the poor quality of the scan and report. A couple of the pages of
the second scan literally came apart when the adheslive that had taped a couple
of inserted paragraphs came undone, but these are not essential to the content
of the report. Final engineering survey maps were completed by Hicks and
Hartwick, based in Redlands. | will contact Jim Hicks, Jr., and see if he can
provide me with the original survey maps that accompany the Minor

Subdivision.

Best regards,
Tim

Ju



Nievez, Tom

Eroms John Norton <jnorton@aamfgco.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 7:33 AM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp development, Fawnskin, CA

Mr. Nievez: |am strongly in favor of this proposed and long delayed development (Moon Camp). [am a property
owner and part-time resident in Fawnskin (Big Bear Lake). The Fawnskin Homeowners group does not represent all
Fawnskin owners. Fawnskin has been “dying-on-the-vine” for years. The infusion of the development will help bring
back to life our little town. The property in question has been re-designed to accommodate the complaints of interested
parties as much as can be reasonably expected. | hope you help move the project forward.

Thank You: John Norton



Nievez, Tom
[

From: capelmmc <capelmmc@acl.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 7:49 AM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Fawnskin development project on the planning commission agenda
Tom Nievez,

Tom, there are several reasons this project should not go forward. 1st and foremost have you been to
our beautiful Valley lately and seen our decimated lake. Water sir water is the main reason this
should not go through. Number 2 infrastructure, hopefully you have visited the site, how in the world
can our small roads accomadate the traffic that's going to hit them. Number 3 they illegally filled in a
small Marina on the property if they're willing to do things like this what are they gonna do to skirt the
law and cheat when they do this development what other environmental impacts will they cause
hoping to beg for forgiveness rather than ask for permission. Last but not least BALD EAGLES thls
project will decimate there foraging grounds, they are our nations symbol and we are so fortunate to
to have them choose Big Bear as there home.There are so many homes for sale in the big bear
Valley that have been on the market for over 2 years we do not need a 50 home densely populated
project in the middle of fawn skin which has always been a small density area. But sir the main
concems are water water, water if we run low which we will how does that impact our major draw our
ski areas and the tax base that comes with them.. We simply dont need 50 more densley packed
houses. This project need to be scaled way down at the very least.

Respectfully
Marilyn Capel

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



Nievez, Tom

“From: leonard candido <kcandido1956@gmail.com>-
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 8:09 AM

To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos

Subject: Proposed Development Fawnskin

Gentlemen,

I am writing in disagreement of this proposal in Fawnskin, Wildlife is needed for Big Bear for its survival. Just
another city with over priced homes that will not be filled. There are 400 homes for sale. The real estate market
i in for a correction . Myself a home owner in upper Moodridge, home owners and visitors want the wildlife
here. The lake is a mess, just 8 years ago it was full. Besides coyotes , wild life is barley seen now. Lets stop the
greed and not build to sacrifice wildlife.

Thank You,

Lenny Candido

FROM THE DESK OF:
LEONARD M CANDIDO



Nievez, Tom

From: Sarah Ivar <loandjaxmommy@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 8:09 AM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp/Bald Eagles

Mr. Nievez-

PLEASE do not let the building of the Moon Camp happen!!! As a Big Bear resident we LOVE our Bald Eagles
and so does our eco system. These animals and the grounds they forage on should be protected at all cost. The
proposed construction would greatly impact their nesting grounds. Please do not let this happen.

We need to leave our earth better than we found it so our children and future children can enjoy such amazing
things in life.
Please consider the impact this marina would have on them.

Sincerely,

Sarah Ivar



Nievez, Tom

’From: scb4angle@yahoo.com

Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 8:49 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Save our forest and EAGLES.

I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project.
This entire area should be and should Stay protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have to many empty million
dollar homes why make more! We need more eagles and we need to stop destroying our forests for useless
houses that will never be used. Lets keep big bear the way we love it. For our forests and our beautiful eagles

and other wild life. If we keep building we keep killing animals.



Nievez, Tom

From: Albert Sukowaski <suko58@ymail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 9:04 AM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Housing project

| really don’t think that we need another housing project or marina at the lake
Let’s keep these areas wild for wildlife especially the eagles which nest there yearly

What we need is more wilderness/natural areas rather than more land development

Respectfully

Albert Sukowaski
Sugarloaf CA

Sent from my iPhone



Nievez, Tom
‘l

From: Leanne Ginekis <sandycandiy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 9:12 AM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Eagle habitat

"I am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project. This
entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to build more million-dollar homes.

We need more eagles.”

Thank you for your time.
Leanne Ginekis



Nievez, Tom

S

From: Cheryl Kent <ckentdog@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:37 AM

To: Nievez, Tom

Cc Supervisor Ramos

Subject: VOTE NO

Attachments: KEEP THE EAGLES NESTING IN FAWNSKIN.docx

Please see my attached letter asking you to VOTE NO on the Moon bay
housing project. Keep Fawnskin the way it is, small, quiant and full of

nature.
Thanks,

Cheryl Kent



KEEP THE EAGLES NESTING IN FAWNSKIN...REDUCE FIRE DANGERI!I

I CHERYL KENT, BElIENB ON THE BELOW MENTIONED HOUSING PROJECT
FAWNSKIN PROPERTY OWNERIIl

The really bad news—the County just released final environmental documents for a
proposed 50-home development project (Moon Camp in Fawnskin) that they say would
have SIGNIFICANT DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS on these BALD EAGLES because it
would destroy their main foraging grounds. {(which has a huge chance of making the
eagles move on to a place outside our valley to nest.) County planning is saying that the
need for (big, expensive) housing in Big Bear Valley overrides these detrimental
impacts on the Bald Eagles. (Note: as of yesterday, there were 485 homes and 331
vacant lots for sale in Big Bear Valley. And the average number of days on the market
for vacant lots, which this project would create, in Fawnskin is 680—-almost 2 years!)

It has been 6-1/2 years since many of you submitted comments on the environmental
review documents for this proposal--many thought the project had gone away. Besides
these major impacts to our 'world famous' Bald Eagles, this proposed project would
have many impacts that would be detrimental to the whole valley for both residents and
visitors--huge increase in wildfire hazard and evacuation risks.

Fawnskin is a great escape from city life, please do not destroy it!l!

Cheryl Kent
PO BOX 4
FAWNSKIN CA
562-972-7780



Nievez, Tom

o — rrre——
From: Brandy Ayala <brandy.ayala1@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 2:01 PM
To: Nievez, Tom
Subject: The Moon Camp project in Fawnskin
October 4, 2018

I am writing this letter in regards to The Moon Camp project in Fawnskin. I have many concemns and am very
worried about the effects this can have on our nature. As a local nineteen year old girl who has grew up and
lived in Big Bear my whole life, I know that the nature is what makes Big Bear, Big Bear. When I first heard of
this project I felt devastated, for I had thought that we had already commercialized Big Bear enough. I believe
we have enough homes that are vacant and don’t need to destroy nature just for profit.

I want all future generations to experience the beautiful nature this little town has to offer. The nature is
what pulls Big Bear apart from any other places in Southern California. I remember going eagle watching in
elementary school and that is something I want all kids to be able to experience.I enjoy going on hikes, runs,
etc. and adoring the surrounding views and when I’'m lucky, spotting an eagle. My point is that Big Bear is not
only our's, the people, but also pertains to all the animals that happily live there. Moving on with The Moon
Camp project won’t only be wrong, but it will be taking a lot from the locals that already live in Big Bear. Why
build more homes when we have enough? I think this goes way beyond necessity and becomes greedy. It would
be greedy and unnecessary to move on with this project. Thank you for your time,

‘Sincerely, Brandy Ayala



Nievez, Tom

From: Katherine Klusky <mccreek1@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 2:36 PM

To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos

Subject: approving a large proposed development project TOMORROW that has a huge chance

of making these bald eagles move on to somewhere ocutside of our valley to nest!

I urge you not to do ANYTHING to disrupt the life process of our national bird. You know how close they
came to extinction, and they are unique in the world! Anywhere they are living and nesting is a bonus and
something for Americans to be proud of!

Thank you for reading this.



Nievez, Tom

From: Christine Brato <christine.o@teamaspect.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 7:13 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Save the Big Bear Eagles

Mr. Nievez,

| am emailing you to let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project. This
entire area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to bulld more million-dollar homes.

We need more eagles.

Do not rip down more trees. Save Blg Bear as is. Save the Eagles!!l!

SAVE our BIG BEAR BALD EAGLES!

A proposed development

could destroy their foraging grounds
and send them out of our valley to nest!

The Moon Camp project in Fawnskin
is seeking approval

at a Planning Commission Public Hearing

Thursday, Oct. 4, 9:00 am
SAN BERNARDING COUNTY GOV'T CENTER, First Fioor
385 North Arrowhead Ave,, San Bernanting

County environmental documents say:

the project would create
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT to the BALD EAGLES
but says an overriding need for
more (big, expensive) houses in Big Bear Valley
is more important than our bald eagles.

Thank you,

Christine Brato



Nievez, Tom

From: Anna Alfano <onceuponatimera@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 8:17 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Development project

| am very concerned about this proposal, these Eagles will leave the area if this goes through, this area is where they

live, breed, and hunt for food. Myself and my famlly and friend's enjoy watching these Eagles. We DO NOT WANT THIS
PROJECT | Anna Alfano, Richard Stank, Ron Stank, Maryann Stank, Mary Canneva, Tony Canneva.



Nievez, Tom

From: Ruth Brodsley <ruthbrodsley@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 2:04 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: SAVE FAWNSKIN BALD EAGLE HABITAT
Dear Mr. Nievez,

As a resident of Fawnskin, CA, I beg you to please consider the following issues when making decisions
regarding protecting the natural habitat for bald eagles in 92333 area:

--"Significant, unavoidable impacts" to our Bald Eagles (Bald Eagles are endangered in California and protected
nationally) (from 50 homes and a large 55-slip private marina)

--Huge increase in wildfire hazard and evacuation risks

--Unbridled promotion of large increases in the housing and population density within the forest (This land is
currently zoned for rural living, 1 house per 40 acres. This project would change that to urban zoning of 1 house
per 20,000 square feet and open the way for much of our rural zoning to be changed in a similar way.)

—-Major traffic issues and increase in accident risks on our narrow curving highway

--Destruction of endangered plant habitat (that exists only in Big Bear Valley)

--Wiping out a large portion of the only remaining habitat for one particular endangered plant (ashy-gray
paintbrush)

--Heart-brealung impacts to our beautiful views (especially from B1g Bear Lake on the South Shore) and to our
ofﬂc1a11y designated county scenic highway/National Forest scenic byway

--Very real water shortage potential,

--Irreparable damage to our dark skies and awesome quiet

...and much more.

Thank you for your consideration, Ruth Brodsley
39135 Choctaw Dr.

Fawnskin, CA

92333



Nievez, Tom
-“ = ———~"————— " |

From: adthdfyr@aol.com

Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 3:14 PM
To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp project in Fawnskin

| am emailing you fo let you know of my strong disapproval for the county to move forward with this project. This entire
area should be protected bird habitat for the eagles. We have other places to bulld more million-dollar homes. We need

more eagles, not more milllon-dollar homes. Thank you,

A concerned citlzen



Nievez, Tom

From: Shirley Espedal <espedal29@verizon.net>
Sent: Friday, October 05, 2018 10:45 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Protect Our Eagles.

I am emailing you to let you know my strong dissaproval for the county to move forward with the project. This
entire area should be protected as it is a habitat for our National bird, the Eagle.



Nievez, Tom

T e R R e e e e ———— _—
From: Kym Mitchell <purrs1000@me.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 06, 2018 6:19 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Fawnskin Eagles

Dear Mr. Nievez,
| was devastated to hear that the hiliside above the Fawnskin eagles hunting area is possibly being developed.

My family across the United States closely follow the Eagle nest cam and celebrate and grieve with the eagle parents.
These eagles are so important that | would hate to see them displaced.

My mother and | even rented a house in Fawnskin just so we could scan the sky for them| We did not see the adults but
enjoyed watching the juvenile eagles feeding on the shore below Canyon Drive.

Please help to prevent any development that would effect these symbols of out great county that help to bring us all
together.

Sincerely,
Kym Mitchell DVM

Montrose Pet Hospital
213-280-7999



Nievez, Tom

t

From: Pamela Bigelow <Pbigelow4@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 07, 2018 8:19 PM

To: Nievez, Tom

Subject: Moon Camp project in Fawnskin

Dear Mr. Nievez,

I am writing to you in regards to the proposed development, "Moon Camp" in Fawnskin. | beg you not
to allow the destruction of the Bald Eagles habitat in the San Bernardino Mountains. Do not allow the
destruction of the eagles' nesting trees as they return to the same tree each year to breed. | have
followed the Big Bear Bald eagles, Jackie, Mr. B, BBB and Stormy this entire year on Facebook as
many thousands also have. | enjoy the beautiful photos, videos and posts about these majestic birds.
The eagles are probably the best ambassadors to your area you will ever hope to have. | am a local
So Cal gal and | know how beautiful the Big Bear area is!! Many do not! Please help to keep it that
way!!l Preserve this areall!

Thank You,

Pamela Bigelow



Nievez, Tom

~ From: Estrada, Erica
Sent: Friday, October 12, 2018 10:23 AM
To: LUS - Duty Planner
Ce: Nievez, Tom
Subject: PROJECT INFO ON PROJECT: RCK PROPERTIES INC 0304-091-22, 0304-082-04, ETC

PAMELA AND JOHAN SCHARIN 805-455-0182
LADERAPROPERTIES805@GMAIL.COM

OWNER LOCATED AT 0304-082-23. HAS THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THIS DEVELOPMENT WILL BE TOUCHING THE SIDE
OF THEIR PROPERTY. IS REQUESTING ANY INFO AVAIL ASAP PLEASE.

WASN’T ABLE TO MAKE THE MEETING ON OCT. 4™,

CALLED IN TWICE AND HAS YET TO GET A RETURNED CALL.

Thank you,

Erica Estrada

Office Asslstant Ill

Land Use Services

Phone: 808-387-8311

‘385 North Arrowhead Ave, 1% Floor
San Bemardino, CA 82415

: i
SAN BERNARDINO

_ COUNTY

Our job is to create a county in which those who reside and invest can prosper and achieve well-being.
hepoy

County of San Bernardino Confidentiality Notice: This communication contalns confidentle! information sent solely for the use of the intendsd reciplent. If you are
not the intendsd recipient of this communication, you are not authorized fo use ¥ In any manner, except fo immediately destroy it and notlfy the sender.



Nievez, Tom

From: J and B Francuz <JFrancuz@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 13, 2018 12:41 PM
To: Nievez, Tom; Supervisor Ramos
Subject: Moon Camp Comments

Importance: High

Dear Sirs,

We are opposed to the proposed development known as Moon Camp In Fawnskin. This project will have many permanent
detrimental impacts on the area, beth to Fawnskin and the Clty of Big Bear Lake In general. An abbreviated list of the impacts which
will negatively affect the North Shore of Big Bear Lake include:

= MaJor impact on wildfire threats and evacuation within the Big Bear area. With only three avenues of escape, It was evident that
all residents were not able to leave the mountain during the last major fire episode.

£ Insurance companles are not renewing many policies due to the fire dangers and drought conditions in the Big Bear area.

= WIlth many properties (both improved and vacant) on the market for extended perlods of time, additional unimproved lots would
overstock the market.

= The existing zoning on the Moon Camp property Is for one home per 40 acres. This zoning should be preserved as originally
designated by the San Bernardino County. Changing the zoning would only benefit the developers and county coffers, not the
affected community area.

= North Shore is a designated scenic highway with one lane In each direction and heavy curves. The increased density and vehicular
traffic proposed by this project will greatly Increase safety issues along the highway, including emergency access for fire and safety
officials.

= Water availabillty is a true shortage potential and major concern

= Endangered plant habitat to species only located within the Big Bear area



= The Big Bear area has profited from the Bald Eagle publicity within the past year. This development will disrupt the
hunting/feeding/breeding of eagles on the North Shore.

We respectfully request the review of these, and many other, detrimental impacts that the Moon Camp project will have on the
area.

Sincerely,

Joseph Francuz
Barbara Francuz
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