
AGENDA 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
SAN BERNARDINO CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

300 NORTH D STREET, FIRST FLOOR, SAN BERNARDINO 
 

REGULAR MEETING OF NOVEMBER 18, 2015 
 
 

9:00 A.M. – CALL TO ORDER – FLAG SALUTE  
 
ANNOUNCEMENT:  Anyone present at the hearing who is involved with any of the changes of organization to be 
considered and who has made a contribution of more than $250 in the past twelve (12) months to any member of the 
Commission will be asked to state for the record the Commission member to whom the contribution has been made and the 
matter of consideration with which they are involved. 
 
CONSENT ITEMS: 
 
The following consent items are expected to be routine and non-controversial and will be acted upon by the Commission at one 
time without discussion, unless a request has been received prior to the hearing to discuss the matter.  
 
1. Approval of Minutes for Regular Meeting of October 21, 2015 

 
2. Approval of Executive Officer's Expense Report 
 
3. Ratify Payments as Reconciled for Month of October 2015 and Note Cash Receipts 

 
4. Consideration of:  (1) CEQA Statutory Exemption for LAFCO 3191; and (2) LAFCO 3191 – 

Reorganization to include Annexations to the City of Rialto and West Valley Water District and 
Detachments from San Bernardino County Fire Protection District and its Valley Service Zone, 
and County Service Area 70 (Boral Roofing) 
 

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 
5. Consent Items Deferred for Discussion  

 
6. Consideration of Request for Exemption from Government Code Section 56133 for LAFCO 

SC#401 – Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Service between the City of Big Bear 
Lake’s Department of Water and Power and County Service Area 53 Zone C 
 

7. Consideration of:  (1) Review of Negative Declaration Prepared by County of San Bernardino for 
Planned Development, General Plan Amendment to Change the Land Use from Single 
Residential 20,000 Sq. Ft. Minimum to Special Development-Planned Residential Development, 
and Tentative Tract 18902 to Create 36 Lots on 6.86 Acres, as CEQA Responsible Agency for 
LAFCO SC#400; and (2) LAFCO SC#400 – City of Chino Irrevocable Agreement to Annex for 
Water and Sewer Service (Tentative Tract 18902 -- APNs 1016-521-03, -04, and -05)   

  



AGENDA FOR NOVEMBER 18, 2015 HEARING 
 
 

2 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS: 

 
8. Presentation Required Pursuant to Policy and Procedure Manual Section IV- Application 

Processing, Chapter 1 – Proposals, Policy 11 –Island Annexation Pursuant to Government Code 
Section 56375.3 -- Proposed Annexation to the City of Rialto and West Valley Water District of 
the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan Anticipating the Development of more than 500 Units   
 

INFORMATION ITEMS: 
 
9. Legislative Update Report  

 
10. Executive Officer's Report 

 
11. Commissioner Comments 
 (This is an opportunity for Commissioners to comment on issues not listed on the agenda, provided that the subject matter is 

within the jurisdiction of the Commission and that no action may be taken on off-agenda items unless authorized by law.) 
 

12. Comments from the Public  
 (By Commission policy, the public comment period is limited to five minutes per person for comments related to items under 

the jurisdiction of LAFCO.) 
 

 
The Commission may adjourn for lunch from 12:00 to 1:30 p.m.  The Commission may take action on any item listed in this 
Agenda whether or not it is listed For Action.  In its deliberations, the Commission may make appropriate changes incidental to 
the above-listed proposals. 
 
Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Commission or prepared after distribution of the agenda packet will 
be available for public inspection in the LAFCO office at 215 N. D St., Suite 204, San Bernardino, during normal business hours, 
on the LAFCO website at www.sbclafco.org, and at the hearing. 
 
Current law and Commission policy require the publishing of staff reports prior to the public hearing.  These reports contain 
technical findings, comments, and recommendations of staff.  The staff recommendation may be accepted or rejected by the 
Commission after its own analysis and consideration of public testimony. 
 
IF YOU CHALLENGE ANY DECISION REGARDING ANY OF THE ABOVE PROPOSALS IN COURT, YOU MAY BE LIMITED 
TO RAISING ONLY THOSE ISSUES YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC TESTIMONY PERIOD 
REGARDING THAT PROPOSAL OR IN WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE LOCAL AGENCY 
FORMATION COMMISSION AT, OR PRIOR TO, THE PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
The Political Reform Act requires the disclosure of expenditures for political purposes related to a change of organization or 
reorganization proposal which has been submitted to the Commission, and contributions in support of or in opposition to such 
measures, shall be disclosed and reported to the same extent and subject to the same requirements as provided for local 
initiative measures presented to the electorate (Government Code Section 56700.1).  Questions regarding this should be 
directed to the Fair Political Practices Commission at www.fppc.ca.gov or at 1-866-ASK-FPPC (1-866-275-3772). 
 
A person with a disability may contact the LAFCO office at (909) 388-0480 at least 72-hours before the scheduled meeting to 
request receipt of an agenda in an alternative format or to request disability-related accommodations, including auxiliary aids or 
services, in order to participate in the public meeting.  Later requests will be accommodated to the extent feasible.  
 
Prepared 10/07/15 

http://www.sbclafco.org/
http://www.fppc.ca.gov/


 
DRAFT - ACTION MINUTES OF THE - DRAFT 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

HEARING OF OCTOBER 21, 2015 
 
REGULAR MEETING 9:00 A.M. OCTOBER 21, 2015 
 
PRESENT:   
   

COMMISSIONERS: Jim Bagley 
Kimberly Cox, Vice-Chair 
James Curatalo, Chair 
Steve Farrell, Alternate  
Robert Lovingood 

Larry McCallon  
James Ramos 
Acquanetta Warren, Alternate 
Diane Williams 

 
STAFF:  Kathleen Rollings-McDonald, Executive Officer  
   Paula C P de Sousa Mills, LAFCO Legal Counsel 

Samuel Martinez, Assistant Executive Officer 
   Michael Tuerpe, Project Manager    

Bob Aldrich, Consultant 
Rebecca Lowery, Clerk to the Commission 

    
ABSENT: 
 

  

COMMISSIONERS: Janice Rutherford, Alternate Sunil Sethi, Alternate 
   

STAFF Clark Alsop, Legal Counsel  
 

9:03 A.M. – CALL TO ORDER – FLAG SALUTE  
 
CONSENT ITEMS – APPROVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The following consent items are expected to be routine and non-controversial and will be acted 
upon by the Commission at one time without discussion, unless a request has been received prior 
to the hearing to discuss the matter.  
 
1. Approval of Minutes for Regular Meeting of September 16, 2015 

 
2. Approval of Executive Officer's Expense Report 
 
3. Ratify Payments as Reconciled for Month of September 2015 and Note Cash Receipts 

 
4. Consideration of:  (1) CEQA Statutory Exemption for LAFCO 3196; and (2) LAFCO 3196 – 

Reorganization to include City of Big Bear Lake Annexations and Detachments from 
County Service Area 53 and its Zones B and C, County Service Area 54, and County 
Service Area 70 and its Zones R-3 and R-5 (Department of Water and Power non-
contiguous municipally owned parcels) 
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LAFCO considered the items listed under its consent calendar, which includes a Visa 
Justification, the Executive Officer’s amended expense report, ratification of payments as 
reconciled for the month of September, and the consideration of LAFCO 3196: 
Reorganization to include Annexations to the City of Big Bear Lake and Detachments from 
CSA 53, CSA 54 and CSA 70 and their respective zones and its required environmental 
determination.  Copies of each report are on file in the LAFCO office and are made part of 
the record by their reference herein. 
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald states that an amended expense report has 
been provided to the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Bagley moves approval of the consent calendar, second by Commissioner 
Williams.  There being no opposition, the motion passes unanimously with the following roll 
call vote:  Ayes:  Bagley, Cox, Curatalo, McCallon, Ramos, Williams.  Noes: None.  Abstain:  
None.  Absent:  Lovingood. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS: 
 
ITEM 5. CONSENT ITEMS DEFERRED FOR DISCUSSION 
 
No items deferred for discussion. 
 
ITEM 6. CONSIDERATION OF:  (1) CEQA STATUTORY EXEMPTION FOR LAFCO 3173; 
AND (2) LAFCO 3173 – SPHERE OF INFLUENCE REVIEW FOR THE SAN BERNARDINO 
VALLEY WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT  
 
Commissioner Curatalo opens the public hearing for LAFCO 3173. 
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald presents the staff report for LAFCO 3173, a 
complete copy of which is on file in the LAFCO office and is made a part of the record by its 
reference here.  Notice of the Commission’s consideration of this application was published in a 
newspaper of general circulation within the area, The Sun, through a 1/8th page legal ad in-lieu of 
individual notice as authorized by statute.   
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald provides a background of the proposal; stating that 
in November 2013, the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District (hereafter “SBVWCD” 
or “District”) initiated an application requesting expansion of its sphere of influence from a “zero” 
sphere designation to one that returned its previous sphere of influence, which included the 
District area and extended beyond its boundary.  She states that in March 2006, when the 
Commission designated a “zero” sphere of influence for SBVWCD, its position was that a single 
water conservation entity should address the water conservation services in the Bunker Hill 
Groundwater Basin and that ultimately SBVWCD should be consolidated with the San Bernardino 
Valley Municipal Water District (hereafter “Muni”) for regional service provision.  She states that 
the “zero” sphere was determined by LAFCO to be “…subject to review and change in the event a 
future significant change of circumstances so warrants,” and that following that determination in 
July 2009, a proposed consolidation of SBVWCD and MUNI (LAFCO 3076) was considered and 
ultimately denied by LAFCO.   
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(It is noted that Commissioner Warren arrives at the dais at 9:10 a.m.) 
 
Ms. McDonald states that in 2013, with the consent of the District, the sphere amendment application 
was placed on hold to allow for the completion of the required service review for water conservation in 
the valley region, the first in the second cycle.   
 
(It is noted that Commissioner Lovingood arrives at the dais at 9:15 a.m.) 
 
Ms. McDonald gives an overview of the four options staff has evaluated for Commission 
consideration for the sphere of influence amendment for the SBVWCD and states that Option 1 
(District proposal) would expand the sphere of influence to include the existing District boundary 
and wash area of the Santa Ana River.  Ms. McDonald states that staff does not support this 
option; Option 2 would expand the sphere of influence to be coterminous with Muni’s sphere of 
influence in San Bernardino County, which staff does not support because it extends far beyond a 
basin configuration; Option 3 would expand the sphere of influence to encompass the Bunker Hill 
Groundwater Basin only, which staff does not support as it does not reflect parcel boundaries or 
underlying service providers.  Ms. McDonald states that after analyzing the three options, LAFCO 
staff recommends a hybrid option (or Option 4) for the Commission’s consideration which is to 
expand the sphere of influence for the District to encompass the Muni boundary roughly along the 
Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin including additional areas to align with parcel boundaries.  She 
states this option would allow the District to participate with other agencies for storm water capture 
activities outside of its boundary but within its sphere of influence. 
 
Michael Tuerpe, Project Manager, reviews the Factors of Determination for the proposal using the 
staff’s proposed Hybrid Option and states that the present and planned land uses in the area are 
varied and includes densely developed residential uses, industrial, San Bernardino International 
Airport and its airport land use plan, open space uses within the floodway of the Santa Ana River 
and the San Bernardino National Forest.   
 
Mr. Tuerpe addresses the present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 
and states that the population within the Muni and District’s sphere increased 14% and 8% 
respectively from 1990 to 2000, and projections identify the areas to grow at a lesser rate of 0.5% 
annually through 2020.  Mr. Tuerpe states that the need for water conservation resources has 
intensified due to the severe drought gripping the state.  He addresses the present capacity of 
public facilities and adequacy of public services and states that the primary agencies are San 
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, 
and the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, and that the secondary agencies are 
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District, City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department, East 
Valley Water District, West Valley Water District and Yucaipa Valley Water District.  He states that 
the economies of interest are vast and varied. 
 
Mr. Tuerpe states that the current authorized power is water conservation with service 
descriptions of: 1) water conservation and 2) survey of water supply and resources and that staff 
is not recommending any change at this time.   
 
Ms. McDonald states that according to the application, the District has identified habitat 
management and enhancement as an opportunity for the District. However, habitat 
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management or similar services are not authorized by LAFCO or the District’s principal act. 
She states that as an alternative to the District providing habitat management and 
enhancement, the Inland Empire Resource Conservation District could perform this service 
as its parent act and LAFCO recognize it as an active function.   
 
Mr. Tuerpe states that for environmental considerations, the Commissioner’s Environmental 
Consultant Tom Dodson has indicted the review of LAFCO 3173 is statutorily exempt from 
CEQA as outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061 (b) (3). 
 
Ms. McDonald states that given the determinations made in the May 2015 service review, staff’s 
analysis of the options presented for this sphere amendment, and the determinations required for 
a sphere amendment which are discussed in the report, staff recommends that the Commission 
approve the hybrid option which is a sphere expansion to generally encompass the service 
territory of Muni and additional surrounding area.   
 
Commissioner Cox asks if the District is viable. Ms. McDonald states that detailed information in 
the Service Review demonstrates that the District has made great strides in improving their 
finances, however the District did need to cut staff.  Commissioner Cox commends the District for 
their improvements and asks if there are any additional revenues.  Ms. McDonald states that there 
are no new revenues through a sphere of influence designation, but that the District has the 
authority to contract.  Ms. Cox states that she is open to the District pursuing contracts to enhance 
revenues. 
 
Mark Bulot, President, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, states that he supports the 
District’s request for expansion to include its existing boundary and wash area of the Santa Ana 
River.  He states that he is against staff’s recommendation and is concerned about the rational of 
staff recommendation and lack of discussion with the affected agencies.  Ms. McDonald states 
that the rational and information is clearly noted in the service review and that the service review 
report was shared and discussed with the affected agencies prior to its publication. 
 
James Morales, Chairman, East Valley Water District, states that the agencies are fortunate to 
have forged relationships with the water groups and is in support of option 1. 
 
John Mura, General Manager, East Valley Water District, states that the he is in support of option 
1. 
 
Daniel Cozad, General Manager, San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, states that 
he is available to answer any questions the Commission may have. 
 
Chairman Curatalo closes the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Cox moves approval of staff recommendations for LAFCO 3173, second by 
Commissioner Ramos.  There being no opposition, the motion passes unanimously with the 
following roll call vote:  Ayes:  Bagley, Cox, Curatalo, Lovingood, McCallon, Ramos, Williams.  
Noes: None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  None. 
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DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 

ITEM 7. PRESENTATION OF PRELIMINARY FEASIBILITY STUDY ON THE RIM OF THE 
WORLD INCORPORATION  
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald presents the staff report for the Preliminary 
Feasibility Study on the Rim of the World Incorporation, a complete copy of which is on file in the 
LAFCO office and is made a part of the record by its reference here. 
 
(It is noted that Commissioner Lovingood and Commissioner Ramos leave the dais at 9:55 a.m.) 
 
Ms. McDonald states that at the July 15, 2014 hearing, the Commission agreed to a contract with 
the Second Supervisorial District to prepare a preliminary feasibility study for incorporation of the 
area generally defined by the Rim of the World Unified School District (USD) boundary.  LAFCO 
staff in turn contracted with the firm of Rosenow Spevacek Group (hereafter RSG) to prepare an 
Incorporation Feasibility Analysis (IFA) that addressed state law and the specific policies that San 
Bernardino LAFCO has adopted.  She states that LAFCO staff also requested that an alternative 
be evaluated in the report excluding the LAFCO defined Hilltop Community (Running Springs, 
Arrowbear, and Green Valley Lake).   
 
She states that the request from the Second District was to utilize the boundary of the Rim of the 
World School District for incorporation, but that LAFCO staff modified the request to address the 
LAFCO-defined communities of Crest Forest, Lake Arrowhead and Hilltop which includes the 
populated, service driven areas associated with Rim of the World and excludes the larger 
consolidated publicly–owned lands.  Ms. McDonald reviews the area on the overhead map. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that for population, the inclusion of the three communities clearly meets the 
Commission’s adopted policy requirement for incorporation of having at least 10,000 residents 
and that the alternative, which excludes the Hilltop community from the feasibility study, would 
also meet the Commission’s policy. 
 
(It is noted that Commissioner Lovingood returns to the dais at 10:01 a.m.) 
 
Ms. McDonald states the Commission’s adopted policy related to an incorporation states that all 
special districts within the area of consideration are to be addressed.  She states that based on 
this directive, the preliminary study has included all special districts, independent and board-
governed, with the exception of the San Bernardino Mountains Community Healthcare District.   
 
(It is noted that Commissioner Ramos returns to the dais at 10:03 a.m.) 
 
Ms. McDonald states that for the determination of feasibility, San Bernardino LAFCO has adopted 
specific policies to determine “financial feasibility” as outlined in the Commission’s Policy and 
Procedure Manual.  She reviews a synopsis of the policy language and states that for financial 
feasibility the IFA has utilized the City of Big Bear Lake as a comparable city, and its contract with 
the County Sheriff as the means to project law enforcement costs based upon population.  She 
states that the City of Big Bear Lake has one of the lowest ratios of sheriff personnel to population 
in the County.  She states that staff believes that the use of this contract as the basis for projection 
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its financial feasibility meets the criteria of the policy. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that in determining feasibility, only those revenues available to a general law 
city will be considered and that no new taxes or hypothetical revenues will be considered.  She 
states that in determining feasibility, salary costs shall be based upon an average of similar-sized 
cities within San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.  She states that a reasonable reserve shall 
be projected as equal to 10% of the general and special funds of the city, and that the preliminary 
feasibility report has identified a 10% contingency for each year in the forecast as well as a 25% 
reserve of the City’s proposed total expenditures. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that there are questions which would still need to be answered for an 
incorporation, which neither staff nor RSG can answer at this time, including the future of the 
Cedar Glen redevelopment project area which would be included in the Lake Arrowhead area.  
She states that to date, San Bernardino LAFCO has not had to address the transfer of such an 
operation.  She states that public funded retirement systems would need to be addressed as well 
as the mechanism to consolidate CALPers and SBCERA contributions.  She states that the 
incorporation’s impacts upon the County Special Districts Department through the elimination of 
the road districts, park districts, and dam operations within this area, and the equipment and 
equipment replacement reserve transfer for the long-term sustainability of the agency also require 
further study. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that as noted in the RSG assumptions summary memo, the information 
presented is to provide a preliminary service model and benchmark to allow the community to 
decide if it wishes to look into incorporation further.  She states that the report was presented to 
the Rim of the World community at a community meeting hosted by the 2nd Supervisorial District.  
She states that in the last 30 years there have been three attempts to look at incorporation for the 
Lake Arrowhead area, but none have made it past the petition stage for political not financial 
reasons.  She states that in staff’s view, the IFA identified that incorporation may be possible 
depending on the service shifts and the level of service and operations the proponents would 
propose.  She states that the 2nd District also requested that RSG provide an IFA Sensitivity 
Analysis that would provide further advice on the viability of incorporation for the study area, and 
that the analysis has been provided to the Commission for their information. 
 
She states that there are many other questions that would need to be addressed in the event an 
incorporation is proposed, and that it is up to the community to decide if they wish to move 
forward. LAFCO staff will work with the community not as an advocate but as a support to help 
them in evaluating a potential incorporation. 
 
Commissioner Cox asks about the transferring of property tax and if it would be problematic.  Ms. 
McDonald states that the process is laid out in state law. Commissioner Bagley states that the 
property tax is the issue, and that once the school receives its share of the property tax, the 
residual monies left to provide for municipal, fire and policies service in the mountain area does 
not seem to be viable.  Commissioner Cox states that the county’s tax share seems very small, 
and that he would like to know where the county’s tax monies are being used. 
 
Commissioner Lovingood asks if this is the same as a consolidation.  Ms. McDonald states that for 
this report, the discussion is incorporation which is different from a consolidation and that at this 
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time it is only discussion.  She states there is no current application to move the incorporation 
forward. 
 
Commissioner Ramos states that for clarification, the discussion is regarding a report that has 
been provided, and that currently no decision on an application is being determined.  Ms. 
McDonald responds in the affirmative. 
 
Commissioner Bagley states that he believes that Lake Arrowhead could use the transient tax to 
help with the issue of sustainability, if the area should want to incorporate. 
 
Commissioner Farrell states many members of the mountain communities attended the 
community meeting, and that the potential is there, but that one of the big mystery questions is 
who is pushing the issue of incorporation.  Commissioner Warren asks if there was an organized 
committee for the incorporation of the area.  Commissioner Farrell states that he is not aware of 
an existing committee at this time.  He also states that there is an outstanding question regarding 
park service.  Ms. McDonald states that CSA 18 provides park service. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that this report is for information only, and that there is no action needed 
from the Commission at this time. 
 
ITEM 8. FIRST QUARTER FINANCIAL REVIEW FOR PERIOD JULY 1 THROUGH 
SEPTEMBER 30, 2015: A.  FINANCIAL REVIEW; B. RECOGNIZE INCREASED REVENUES 
OF $45,864 IN PROPOSAL REVENUE (ACCOUNT 9800) AND CARRYOVER (ACCOUNT 
9970) OF $29,163; C.  INCREASE OTHER PROFESSIONAL SERVICES (ACCOUNT 2445) BY 
$75,000 FOR CONTRACT STAFFING; D. AUTHORIZATION FOR REINSTATEMENT OF SICK 
LEAVE BALANCE WITH PAYMENT TO RETIREMENT MEDICAL TRUST FOR JOE 
SERRANO; E. TRANSFER FROM COMPENSATED ABSENCE RESERVE TO ACCOUNTS 
1010 AND 1045 TO FUND TERMINATION PAYMENTS FOR SEPARATION OF EMPLOYEE 
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald presents the First Quarter Financial Review, a 
complete copy of which is on file in the LAFCO office and is made a part of the record by its 
reference here.   
 
She states that the report includes a review of the financial activities and the presentation of a 
spreadsheet showing the line item expenditures and receipts during the first quarter.  She states 
that Salaries and Benefits are at 25% of the Adopted Budget, which includes the payout of 
accumulated leave balance for the former LAFCO Analyst.  Service and Supplies are at 30% of 
the Adopted Budget.  She states that the second quarter will see significant expenditures such as 
the full-year payment for the annual financial audit and subscription to the County Street Network 
for maintenance of digital mapping, consultant contract for supplemental staffing and others.   
 
Ms. McDonald gives an update on expenditures and progress on projects and proposals approved 
by the Commission and special studies initiated by the Commission.  These include the 
installation of a fiber optic line, the feasibility study for incorporation of the Rim of the World 
Communities, the educational training program for special districts, the special study of the 
Morongo Valley Community Services District, and the Sphere of Influence amendment for the 
Chino Basin Water Conservation District. 
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Ms. McDonald states that for the Contingency and Reserves series, as part of the preparation of 
the First-Quarter review, staff discovered that for former employee Joe Serrano, the transfer of 
75% of the sick leave balance to the Retirement Medical Trust had not taken place.  It was 
learned that as a part of the PEPRA implementation occurring at the time of Mr. Serrano’s original 
hiring, a form was not included in the processing.  In order to rectify this oversight, the staff is 
recommending that the Commission direct the Executive Officer to request that the County 
EMACS reinstate the sick leave time eliminated (146.84 hours at a value of $3,471.46), convert it 
to the Retirement Medical Trust (RMT) pursuant to LAFCO Benefit Plan Policies (75% of sick 
leave balance or $2,604) and provide notification to the employee of the payment of this benefit. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that for revenues, the Commission has received 108% of Adopted Budget 
revenues through the first quarter and states that the activity includes interest, 100% 
apportionment from the cities and special districts, and fees and deposits. She states that for the 
carryover from the Prior Year, the unrecognized and unassigned carryover from FY 2014-15, staff 
recommends that the Commission increase Account 9970 in the amount of $29,136. 
 
Ms. McDonald reviews the proposal activities chart and states that the remainder of the year 
anticipates the completion of the second cycle service review for water, sewer and streetlights, 
plus the Commission has directed staff to prioritize its activities to address the fire proposals 
submitted as the top priority, other jurisdictional changes next and then service reviews.   
 
Ms. McDonald states that staff recommends the Commission take the recommended actions, as 
listed in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Cox asks how much longer the lease at the current office location is in effect.  Ms. 
McDonald states that there are 18 months left in the current lease and also states that SANBAG is 
working with staff on the opportunity of preparing the Harvey House for use by LAFCO as its next 
office space.  Ms. Cox states her support of the relocation and also states her concern over the 
safety of staff in its current office location. 
 
Commissioner Lovingood moves to approve staff recommendations, second by Commissioner 
Ramos.  There being no opposition, the motion passes unanimously with the following roll call 
vote:  Ayes:  Bagley, Cox, Curatalo, Lovingood, McCallon, Ramos, Williams.  Noes: None.  
Abstain:  None.  Absent:  None 
 
(It is noted that Commissioner Lovingood and Commissioner Ramos leave the dais at 10:49 a.m.) 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS: 
 
ITEM 9 LEGISLATIVE UPDATE REPORT  
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald presents the Legislative report, a complete copy of 
which is on file in the LAFCO office and is made a part of the record by its reference here.  Ms. 
McDonald states that she has provided for the Commission a copy of the CALAFCO Legislative 
Update which includes information regarding the current status of bills determined to be of 
importance to LAFCO.  She states that the legislative session has ended, and that there are two 
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bills of interest for the Commission, the first is SB 239 (Hertzberg) which relates to Fire Protection 
District contracts which will be effective January 1, 2016.  She states that staff will be putting 
together policies related to the new requirements of this bill for the Commission’s review and 
adoption in the months to come.   
 
Ms. McDonald states that AB 402 is the pilot program for San Bernardino and Napa Counties that 
will permit the Commission to authorize a city or district to provide new or extended services 
outside both its jurisdictional boundaries and its sphere of influence under specified 
circumstances.  It too will require updates to the Commission’s policies and procedures for the 
Commission’s consideration. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that SB 272 relates to the California Public Records Act and would require 
the creation of an inventory of all of enterprise systems, as defined, and make it available to the 
public.  She states that staff will be evaluating this in detail to determine what actions staff will 
need to take to fulfill the new requirements. 
 
Ms. McDonald also states that she has put in her request to remain on the CALAFCO Legislative 
Committee. 

 
ITEM 10 EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S ORAL REPORT: 
 
Executive Officer Kathleen Rollings-McDonald states that the Commission may need to hold a 
hearing in December due to the request of the City of San Bernardino that the Commission review 
the exemption related to the contractual transfer of fire operations from the City to the San 
Bernardino County Fire Protection District.  She states that the City has a deadline of mid-
November to submit the contract for Commission review and that if the city is able to meet that 
deadline, a hearing will be scheduled on the normal date of December 16. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that regarding the special study for the Morongo Community Meeting, staff 
did conduct a community meeting on September 30th, and that the study was well received. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that for the Daggett CSD, discussion regarding a community park building 
has been resolved and that the County took action to establish a method to transfer ownership to 
the CSD. 
 
Ms. McDonald states that she has provided the Commission with the fact sheet from the State 
Water Resources Control Board on the operation of SB 88 for mandated water system 
consolidations and the updates provided by Best Best and Krieger related to the Brown Act and 
Conflict of Interest Requirements. 

 
ITEM 11 COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
Commissioner Cox wishes a staff member well in their upcoming procedure. 
 
ITEM 12 COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  

 
No comments. 
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THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION THE 
HEARING IS ADJOURNED AT 11:02 A.M. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_________________________________ 
REBECCA LOWERY 
Clerk to the Commission 
 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 

______________________________________ 
JAMES CURATALO, Chairman 



 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
 

215 North D Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490 
(909) 383-9900  •  Fax (909) 383-9901 

E-MAIL: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 
www.sbclafco.org 

 

 
DATE :  NOVEMBER 9, 2015  
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 

SUBJECT:  AGENDA ITEM #2 – APPROVAL OF EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S 
EXPENSE REPORT  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approve the Executive Officer’s Expense Report for Procurement Card Purchases 
and expense claim for October 2015 as presented. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
The Commission participates in the County of San Bernardino’s Procurement 
Card Program to supply the Executive Officer a credit card to provide for 
payment of routine official costs of Commission activities as authorized by 
LAFCO Policy and Procedure Manual Section II – Accounting and Financial 
Policies #3(H).  Staff has prepared an itemized report of purchases that covers 
the billing period of September 23, 2015 through October 22, 2015. 
 
It is recommended that the Commission approve the Executive Officer’s 
expense report as shown on the attachments. 
 
 
KRM/rcl 
 
Attachments  
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FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
 

215 North “D” Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490  
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E-mail: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 
www.sbclafco.org 

 

 
DATE : NOVEMBER 9, 2015  
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 

SUBJECT:   AGENDA ITEM #3 - RATIFY PAYMENTS AS RECONCILED FOR 
MONTH OF OCTOBER 2015 AND NOTE REVENUE RECEIPTS  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Ratify payments as reconciled for the month of October 2015 and note revenue 
receipts for the same period. 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
 
Staff has prepared a reconciliation of warrants issued for payments to various 
vendors, internal transfers for payments to County Departments, cash receipts and 
internal transfers for payments of deposits or other charges that cover the period of 
October 1, 2015 through October 31, 2015. 
 
Staff is recommending that the Commission ratify the payments for October 2015 
outlined on the attached listings and note the revenues received. 
 
 
KRM/rcl 
 
Attachment 







LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
215 North D Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490 

(909) 388-0480  •  Fax (909) 885-8170 
E-MAIL: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 

www.sbclafco.org 
 

 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 9, 2015 
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 

SAMUEL MARTINEZ, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #4: LAFCO 3191 – Reorganization to include 

Annexations to the City of Rialto and West Valley Water District and 
Detachments from San Bernardino County Fire Protection District 
and its Valley Service Zone, and County Service Area 70 (Boral 
Roofing) 

 
 
INITIATED BY:  
 

Landowner Petition, Boral Roofing, Inc.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission approve LAFCO 3191 by taking the following 
actions: 
 
1. Adopt the Statutory Exemption that has been recommended for this proposal, 

and direct the Executive Officer to file a Notice of Exemption within five (5) days 
of this action;   
 

2. Approve LAFCO 3191, as modified, to include the concurrent annexation to the 
West Valley Water District, with the standard LAFCO terms and conditions that 
include the “hold harmless” clause for potential litigation costs by the applicant 
and the continuation of fees, charges, and/or assessments currently authorized 
by the annexing agency; 

 
3. Waive protest proceedings, as permitted by Government Code Section 56663(c), 

with 100% landowner consent to the reorganization; and, 
 
4. Adopt LAFCO Resolution #3207, setting forth the Commission’s determinations 

and conditions of approval concerning this proposal. 
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BACKGROUND: 
 
LAFCO 3191 is a reorganization proposal to annex 19+/- acres to the City of Rialto 
(City) and the West Valley Water District, which includes the detachment from the San 
Bernardino County Fire Protection District (SBCFPD), its Valley Service Zone, and 
County Service Area 70.  The reorganization area includes a single parcel, Assessor 
Parcel Number 0239-121-20, generally located northeast of Riverside Avenue between 
Locust and Linden Avenues.  Location and vicinity maps are included as Attachment #1 
to this report.   
 

 
 
The proposal was initiated by landowner petition with 100% landowner consent.  The 
primary reason for submitting this reorganization proposal, as outlined in the application 
materials submitted by the applicant (which is included as part of Attachment #2 to this 
report), is to consolidate the property owner’s landholdings within a single jurisdiction.  
The parcel is currently being used in conjunction with an adjacent parcel already within 
the City of Rialto for manufacturing roofing materials.  This historic use has been in 
existence since at least the 1980s.  By annexing the unincorporated parcel into the City, 
future expansions and/or renovations being proposed on both parcels can be 
consolidated and accomplished within a single jurisdiction, the City. 
 
In processing this application, LAFCO staff expanded the consideration to include the 
annexation to West Valley Water District (District) as part of the overall proposal 
pursuant to Commission policy.  That policy states: “For any annexation within a 
community served by a variety of community-based local agencies, the Commission 
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shall require concurrent annexation to all of the local agencies serving the community 
(concurrent city/district annexations)”.  Although the existing facilities on the site already 
receive water service from the District, said parcel is not currently within the District’s 
boundaries.  LAFCO staff notified the District regarding the proposal expansion, and the 
District has responded by providing its consent and submission of its own Plan for 
Service. 
 
With the required materials provided by the applicant, the City, and the West Valley 
Water District, the Commission can turn its attention to the four major areas of 
consideration required for a jurisdictional change – boundaries, land uses, service 
issues and the effects on other local governments, and environmental considerations.  
Staff’s responses to each of these areas are as follows: 
 
BOUNDARIES: 
 
The reorganization area encompasses approximately 19 acres generally located 
northeast of Riverside Avenue between Locust and Linden Avenues.  Again, the 
reorganization proposal has been submitted in order to consolidate the property owner’s 
landholdings within a single jurisdiction.  While the configuration may appear to be a 
saw-toothed expansion of the City, the aerial map shown below depicts that it provides 
for the consolidation of a single use under the jurisdiction of the City.  In addition, a 
larger annexation, LAFCO 3201 (Lytle Creek Ranch), will seek the Commission’s 
consideration of a much larger area for inclusion within the City.  Therefore, it is LAFCO 
staff’s position that LAFCO 3191 is a logical extension of the City as access to the 
parcel is only available through the City through the property owner’s other parcel 
fronting Riverside Avenue.  
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LAND USE: 
 
The reorganization area is developed with the property owner’s facilities for the 
manufacture of roofing materials.   Existing uses include manufacturing and industrial.  
The existing uses directly surrounding the reorganization area include: generally vacant 
lands to the northwest, industrial use (cement production) to the northeast and 
southeast, and manufacturing and industrial uses (remainder of Boral Roofing, Inc. 
facilities) to the southwest. 
 
 
County Land Use Designations: 
 
The County’s current land use designations for the reorganization area include both 
Floodway (FW) and Single Residential – 20,000 sq. ft. minimum (RS-20M).  The Land 
Use Services Department has identified that there was some concern regarding the 
continuation of the use under the County General Plan adopted in 2007 and thereafter 
as it no longer allows for industrial use in a Floodway Zoning.  The information received 
outlined issues which had previously arisen regarding an expansion of the existing 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for manufacturing.  Annexation to the City for the 
processing of all future land use permits will alleviate this issue.     
 
City’s General Plan: 
 
The reorganization area has a Specific Plan designation under the City’s General Plan. 
In 2010, the City adopted the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan, which includes the 
reorganization area as part of the overall Specific Plan. 
 
City’s Pre-Zone Designations: 
 
The City of Rialto has pre-zoned the area as Village Center Commercial through its 
Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan.  The property also has a Specific Plan Overlay of M-2 
Zoning, which would allow the continuation of the existing manufacturing and industrial 
use on the property.  Pursuant to the provisions of Government Code Section 56375(e), 
these zoning designations shall remain in effect for a period of two (2) years following 
annexation.  The law allows for a change in designation if the City Council makes the 
finding, at a public hearing, that a substantial change has occurred in circumstance that 
necessitates a departure from the pre-zoning outlined in the application made to the 
Commission. 
 
 
SERVICE ISSUES AND EFFECTS ON OTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENTS:  
 
In every consideration for jurisdictional change, the Commission is required to look at 
the existing and proposed service providers within an area.  Current County service 
providers within the reorganization area include the San Bernardino County Fire 
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Protection District and its Valley Service Zone, and County Service Area 70 (multi-
function entity).  In addition, the regional independent special districts, Inland Empire 
Resource Conservation District and the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 
(State Water Contractor), overlay the reorganization area. 
 
The application includes a plan for the extension of services for the reorganization area 
as required by law and Commission policy (included as part of Attachment #2 to this 
report) from both the City of Rialto and the West Valley Water District.  The Plan for 
Service, which was certified by the City, includes a Fiscal Impact Analysis indicating that 
the project will have a positive financial effect for the City.  In general, the Plan identifies 
the following: 
 

• Sewage collection services will be provided by the City of Rialto.  Sewer mains 
currently exist in Riverside Avenue.  Upon annexation and need, sewer service 
will be extended to the existing development. 

 
• Fire protection services are currently provided by the San Bernardino County Fire 

Protection District.  The responsibilities for structural fire protection and 
paramedic services will be transferred to the City of Rialto upon completion of the 
reorganization.  The Rialto Fire Department maintains mutual aid and joint 
response agreements with San Bernardino County Fire Protection District. 

 
• Law enforcement responsibilities will shift from the San Bernardino County 

Sheriff’s Department to the City of Rialto.   
 
The West Valley Water District has provided its support for the modification to the 
proposal to include its annexation.  The letter identifies that although the proposal 
includes the annexation to the West Valley Water District, water service is already 
provided by the District to the existing development.  
 
As required by Commission policy and State law, the Plans for Service show that the 
extension of services will maintain, and/or exceed, current service levels provided 
through the County and others. 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL: 
 
As the CEQA lead agency for the proposed project, the Commission’s Environmental 
Consultant, Tom Dodson from Dodson and Associates, has indicated that the review of 
LAFCO 3191 is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). This recommendation is based on the finding that the Commission’s approval 
of the reorganization has no potential to cause an adverse effect on the environment as 
the territory is fully developed.  Therefore, the proposal is exempt from the requirements 
of CEQA, as outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061 (b)(3).  
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Waiver of Protest Proceedings: 
 
The Registrar of Voters has certified that the reorganization area is legally uninhabited.  
In addition, LAFCO staff has verified that the reorganization area possesses 100% 
landowner support for the annexation.  Therefore, if the Commission approves LAFCO 
3191 and none of the affected agencies have submitted written opposition to a waiver of 
protest proceedings, staff is recommending that further protest proceedings be waived 
and that the Executive Officer be directed to complete the action following the 
conclusion of the mandatory reconsideration period of 30 days. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The primary purpose for submitting this proposal is to consolidate the property owner’s 
landholdings within a single jurisdiction to allow for the expansion/renovation of its 
existing roofing material manufacturing facility.  As the report outlines the parcel under 
consideration is currently being used in conjunction with an adjacent parcel already 
within the City of Rialto for the manufacture of roofing materials.  By annexing the 
unincorporated parcel into the City, future expansions being proposed on both 
(adjacent) parcels can be consolidated and accomplished within a single jurisdiction.  
For these reasons, and those outlined throughout the staff report, the staff supports the 
approval of LAFCO 3191. 
 
 
DETERMINATIONS: 
 
The following determinations are required to be provided by Commission policy and 
Government Code Section 56668 for any change of organization/reorganization 
proposal. 
 
1. The Registrar of Voters Office has certified that the reorganization area is legally 

uninhabited, containing 0 registered voter as of September 10, 2015. 
 
2. The County Assessor’s Office has determined that the total assessed valuation of 

land and improvements within the reorganization area is $6,820,342 (land - 
$5,713,578 -- improvements - $1,106,764). 

 
3. The reorganization area is within the spheres of influence assigned the City of 

Rialto and the West Valley Water District. 
 
4. Commission review of this proposal has been advertised in The Sun, newspaper 

of general circulation within the reorganization area.  Individual notice has been 
provided to affected and interested agencies, County departments, and those 
individuals and agencies having requested such notification. 
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5. LAFCO staff has provided individual notices to landowners (15) and registered 
voters (6) surrounding the reorganization area (totaling 21 notices) in accordance 
with State law and adopted Commission policies.  To date, no written comments 
in support or opposition have been received regarding the consideration of this 
proposal. 
 

6. The City of Rialto has pre-zoned the reorganization area to Village Center 
Commercial through the approval of the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan.  The 
property also has a specific plan overlay of M-2 Zoning which permits the 
continuation of its existing industrial use.  This zoning designation is consistent 
with the City’s General Plan designation for the area.  Pursuant to the provisions 
of Government Code Section 56375(e), this zoning designation shall remain in 
effect for two years following annexation unless specific actions are taken by the 
City Council. 

 
7. As the CEQA lead agency for the proposed project, the Commission’s 

Environmental Consultant, Tom Dodson of Tom Dodson and Associates, has 
indicated that the review of LAFCO 3191 is statutorily exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This recommendation is based on the finding 
that the Commission’s approval of the reorganization has no potential to cause 
an adverse effect on the environment; and therefore, the proposal is exempt from 
the requirements of CEQA, as outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15061 (b) (3). A copy of Mr. Dodson’s report is included for the Commission’s 
review as Attachment #4. 

 
8. The area in question is presently served by the following local agencies: 
 

County of San Bernardino 
 San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District 
 Inland Empire Resource Conservation District 

San Bernardino County Fire Protection District and its Valley Service Zone 
(fire protection) 

County Service Area 70 (multi-function unincorporated area Countywide)  
 
 The proposal will detach the territory from the San Bernardino County Fire 

Protection District, its Valley Service Zone, and County Service Area 70 as a 
function of the reorganization.  None of the other agencies are affected by this 
proposal as they are regional in nature. 

 
9. Plans for Service were prepared for the extension of services to the 

reorganization area, as required by law.  The Plan for Service, which was 
certified by the City of Rialto, indicates that the City can maintain and/or improve 
the level and range of services currently available in the area.  The Plan for 
Service submitted by the West Valley Water District identifies that the District has 
historically served the property with water service and will continue to do so. 
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10. The reorganization area can benefit from the availability and extension of 
municipal services from the City of Rialto and has benefited from water service 
being provided by the West Valley Water District. 

 
11. This proposal will not assist in the City’s ability to achieve its fair share of the 

regional housing needs since the reorganization area is currently developed with 
manufacturing and industrial facilities and will continue to be used as such.  

 
12. With respect to environmental justice, the reorganization proposal will not result 

in the unfair treatment of any person based on race, culture or income. 
 
13. The County of San Bernardino and the City of Rialto have successfully 

negotiated a transfer of property tax revenues that will be implemented upon 
completion of this reorganization. This fulfills the requirements of Section 99 of 
the Revenue and Taxation Code. 

 
14. The map and legal description, as revised, are in substantial compliance with 

LAFCO and State standards through certification by the County Surveyor’s 
Office. 

 
 
KRM/SM/ 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Vicinity Map and Reorganization Area Map 
2. Application and Plan for Service 
3. West Valley Water District Consent and Plan for Service 
4. Response from Tom Dodson and Associates 
5. Draft Resolution No. 3207 
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  PROPOSAL NO.:  LAFCO 3191  
  
  HEARING DATE: NOVEMBER 18, 2015  
  

RESOLUTION NO. 3207  
  
A RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF THE  
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO MAKING DETERMINATIONS ON LAFCO 3191 -  
REORGANIZATION TO INCLUDE ANNEXATIONS TO THE CITY OF RIALTO AND WEST 
VALLEY WATER DISTRICT AND DETACHMENTS FROM SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT, ITS VALLEY SERVICE ZONE, AND COUNTY SERVICE 
AREA 70.  The reorganization area encompasses 19 +/- acres comprising a single parcel 
APN 0239-12-20, general located northeast of Riverside Avenue between Locust and 
Linden Avenues, within the City of Rialto’s northern sphere of influence.  
  
On motion of Commissioner _________, duly seconded by Commissioner _______, and 
carried, the Local Agency Formation Commission adopts the following resolution:  
  

WHEREAS, an application for the proposed reorganization in the County of San  
Bernardino was filed with the Executive Officer of this Local Agency Formation Commission  
(hereinafter referred to as “the Commission”) in accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code Sections 56000 et seq.), and 
the Executive Officer has examined the application and executed her certificate in accordance 
with law, determining and certifying that the filings are sufficient; and,  

  
WHEREAS, at the times and in the form and manner provided by law, the Executive  

Officer has given notice of the public hearing by the Commission on this matter; and,  
  
WHEREAS, the Executive Officer has reviewed available information and prepared a 

report including her recommendations thereon, the filings and report and related information 
having been presented to and considered by this Commission; and,  

  
WHEREAS, the public hearing by this Commission was called for November 18, 2015, at 

the time and place specified in the notice of public hearing; and,    
  

WHEREAS, at the hearing, this Commission heard and received all oral and written 
support and/or opposition; the Commission considered all plans and proposed changes of 
organization, objections and evidence which were made, presented, or filed; it received evidence 
as to whether the territory is inhabited or uninhabited, improved or unimproved; and all persons 
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present were given an opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter relating to the 
application, in evidence presented at the hearing.  

  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission does hereby determine, 
find, resolve, and order as follows:  

  
DETERMINATIONS:  
  
SECTION 1.  The proposal is approved subject to the terms and conditions hereinafter specified:  
  
CONDITIONS:  
  

Condition No. 1. The boundaries of this change of organization are approved as set forth 
in Exhibits “A” and “A-1” attached;  

  
Condition No. 2. The following distinctive short-form designation shall be used throughout 

this proceeding: LAFCO 3191;  
  
Condition No. 3. The date of issuance of the Certification of Completion shall be the 

effective date of the reorganization;  
  

Condition No. 4.  All previously authorized charges, fees, assessments, and/or taxes 
currently in effect by the City of Rialto and the West Valley Water District (annexing agencies) 
shall be assumed by the annexing territory in the same manner as provided in the original 
authorization pursuant to Government Code Section 56886(t).   

  
Condition No. 5. The applicant, Boral Roofing LLC, shall indemnify, defend, and hold 

harmless the Commission from any legal expense, legal action, or judgment arising out of the 
Commission’s approval of this proposal, including any reimbursement of legal fees and costs 
incurred by the Commission; and,  

  
Condition No. 6. Pursuant to Government Code Section 56886.1, public utilities, as 

defined in Section 216 of the Public Utilities Code, have ninety (90) days following the recording 
of the Certificate of Completion to make the necessary changes to impacted utility customer 
accounts.  
  
SECTION 2.  The Commission determines that: 

 
 a) this proposal is certified to be legally uninhabited; 
 
 b) it has 100% landowner consent; and, 
 

 c) no written opposition to a waiver of protest proceedings has been submitted by any 
subject agency. 

 
  Therefore, the Commission does hereby waive the protest proceedings for this action as 

permitted by Government Code Section 56663(c). 
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SECTION 3.  DETERMINATIONS. The following determinations are required to be provided by 
Commission policy and Government Code Section 56668:  
  
1. The reorganization area is legally uninhabited, containing zero registered voters as of 

September 10, 2015, as certified by the County Registrar of Voters Office.  
  
2. The County Assessor has determined that the total assessed value of land and 

improvements within the reorganization area is $6,820,342 (land - $5,713,578 -- 
improvements - $1,106,764).  

 
3. The reorganization area is within the spheres of influence assigned the City of Rialto and 

the West Valley Water District.  
  
4. Notice of this hearing has been advertised as required by Law through publication in The 

Sun, a newspaper of general circulation within the reorganization area.  As required by 
State law, individual notification was provided to affected and interested agencies, County 
departments, and those agencies and individuals requesting mailed notice.  Comments 
from any affected local agency have been reviewed by the Commission.  

  
5. In compliance with the requirements of Government Code Section 56157 and 

Commission policy, individual notice was mailed to landowners and registered voters 
surrounding the reorganization area within approximately 700 feet of the exterior 
boundary of the reorganization area (totaling 21 notices:15 landowner—6 registered 
voter).  Comments from landowners and registered voters have been considered by the 
Commission in making its determination.  No expression of support or opposition to this 
reorganization has been received by the Commission.   
  

6. The City of Rialto has pre-zoned the reorganization area to Village Center Commercial 
through the approval of the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan.  The specific plan also has 
an overlay of M-2 zoning which permits the continuation of its existing industrial use.  This 
zoning designation is consistent with the City’s General Plan.  Pursuant to the provisions 
of Government Code Section 56375(e), these zoning designations shall remain in effect 
for two years following annexation unless specific actions are taken by the City Council.  
  

7. The Southern California Associated Governments (SCAG) adopted its 2012-2035 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080.  LAFCO 3191 has no direct impact on SCAG’s 
Regional Transportation Plan. 
 

8. The Local Agency Formation Commission has determined that this proposal is statutorily 
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  This recommendation is 
based on the finding that the proposal has no potential to cause an adverse effect on the 
environment since no development and/or physical modification is proposed on any of the 
parcels being annexed.  The Commission certifies it has reviewed and considered the 
environmental recommendation and finds that, without any identifiable physical changes, 
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this proposal does not constitute a project and is not subject to environmental review 
under the provisions of the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3).   
 
The Commission adopted the Statutory Exemption and directed its Executive Officer to file 
a Notice of Exemption within five (5) days with the San Bernardino County Clerk of the 
Board of Supervisors. 
 

9. The areas within the reorganization are served by the following local agencies: County of 
San Bernardino, Inland Empire Resource Conservation District, San Bernardino County 
Fire Protection District and its Valley Service Zone, San Bernardino Valley Municipal 
Water District and County Service Area 70. 
 
San Bernardino County Fire Protection District, its Valley Service Zone, and County 
Service Area 70 will be detached as a function of this reorganization.  None of the other 
agencies are affected by this proposal as they are regional in nature. 

 
10. The City of Rialto and the West Valley Water District submitted plans for service as 

required by law.  The Plans for Service have been reviewed and compared with the 
standards established by the Commission and the factors contained within Government 
Code Section 56668.  The Commission finds that such Plans for Service submitted 
conform to those adopted standards and requirements and show that the level of service 
will be maintained following annexation.  
 

11. The reorganization proposal is in compliance with Commission policies and would be for 
the benefit of the property owner by placing its land holdings under a single jurisdiction to 
address service levels and land use requirements.   
 

12. This proposal will not affect the ability of the City of Rialto to achieve its fair share of the 
regional housing needs since the reorganization area is fully developed as an industrial 
use for manufacture of roofing materials.   
 

13. With respect to environmental justice, the reorganization proposal will not result in the 
unfair treatment of any person based on race, culture or income.  
 

14. The County of San Bernardino (on behalf of itself and the West Valley Water District) and 
City of Rialto have successfully negotiated a transfer of ad valorem taxes as required by 
State law.  Copies of the resolutions adopted by the San Bernardino County Board of 
Supervisors and the City Council of the City of Rialto are on file in the LAFCO office 
outlining the exchange of revenues. 
 

15. The maps and legal descriptions, as revised, are in substantial compliance with LAFCO 
and State standards through certification by the County Surveyor’s Office. 

  
SECTION 4.  The reason for this reorganization is to consolidate the landowner’s holdings under 
a single jurisdiction for the future delivery of service and the processing of land use approvals.   
 
SECTION 5.  The affected territory shall not be taxed for existing bonded indebtedness or 
contractual obligations of the City of Rialto or the West Valley Water District through completion 
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of the reorganization.  The regular County assessment rolls are utilized by the City of Rialto and 
the West Valley Water District. 
 
SECTION 6.  Approval by the Local Agency Formation Commission indicates that completion of 
this proposal would accomplish the proposed change of organization in a reasonable manner 
with a maximum chance of success and a minimum disruption of service to the functions of other 
local agencies in the area. 
 
SECTION 7.  The Commission hereby orders the territory described in Exhibits “A” and “A-1” 
reorganized.  The Commission hereby directs, that following completion of the reconsideration 
period specified by Government Code Section 56895(b), the Executive Officer shall prepare and 
file a Certificate of Completion, as required by Government Code Section 57176 through 57203, 
and a Statement of Boundary Change, as required by Government Code Section 57204. 
 
SECTION 8.  The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail certified copies of 
this resolution in the manner provided by Section 56882 of the Government Code. 
 
  
THIS ACTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Local Agency Formation Commission for 
San Bernardino County by the following vote:  
  
        AYES:    COMMISSIONERS:    
  
        NOES:    COMMISSIONERS:    
  
                 ABSENT:    COMMISSIONERS:     
  
 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *    
  STATE OF CALIFORNIA    )  
            )  ss.  
  COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO )  
  
    I, KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-MCDONALD, Executive Officer of the Local Agency 
Formation Commission for San Bernardino County, California, do hereby certify this 
record to be a full, true, and correct copy of the action taken by said Commission by vote 
of the members present as the same appears in the Official Minutes of said Commission 
at its regular meeting of November 18, 2015.  
  
  
DATED:    

_________________________________  
            KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD  
            Executive Officer      
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DATE:  NOVEMBER 9, 2015 
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 

SAMUEL MARTINEZ, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #6 LAFCO SC #401 – Consideration of Exemption from 

Government Code Section 56133 for LAFCO SC#401 – Agreement 
between City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power and 
County Service Area 53 Zone C for Water Service  

 
 
INITIATED BY:  
 

City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water  
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
 Determine that LAFCO SC#401 complies with the exemption criteria listed within 

Government Code Section 56133 Subsection (e) and, therefore, does not require 
Commission approval to proceed.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
Beginning January 1, 2002, contracts between two or more public agencies were required 
to be reviewed and approved by the Commission pursuant to the provisions of Government 
Code Section 56133.  However, when the Legislature amended these provisions to require 
LAFCO review of contracts between public agencies, they also noted that there could be 
instances where an exemption would remain appropriate.  Included in this legislative 
amendment was specific exemption language contained in Subsection (e) which reads in 
part: 

 
“This section does not apply to contracts or agreements solely involving 
two or more public agencies where the public service to be provided is an 
alternative to, or substitute for, public services already being provided by 
an existing public service provider and where the level of service to be 
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provided is consistent with the level of service contemplated by the 
existing service provider…” 

 
On October 6, 2015, the City of Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power 
(hereafter “DWP”) submitted its request that the Commission determine that the 
proposed Water Services Agreement between DWP and County Service Area 53 Zone 
C (hereafter CSA 53 C or the “District”) is exempt from the provisions of Government 
Code Section 56133 as authorized by Subsection (e).  The proposed contract would 
allow the DWP to provide water service to the development commonly known as “Moon 
Camp” to the same extent that CSA 53C would contemplate to provide if its water 
functions were currently active.  A copy of the exemption request letter (Attachment #1) 
and draft agreement (Attachment #2) are included as a part of this report.   
 
The Moon Camp project proposes the development of 50 residential units and 7 lettered 
lots on 62 acres of land along the north shore of Big Bear Lake, a part of the larger 
Fawnskin community.  Through the 2010 revision to the project’s development plan all 
residential development will be north of SR-38.  The graphic below depicts the parcel 
configuration of the area to be served by this contract and the area adjacent within the 
existing Fawnskin system of the DWP.  
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Over the last fourteen or so years, LAFCO staff has commented on the EIR and the 
several recirculated EIRs for the development application known as the Moon Camp 
project.  In all of these environmental documents, the question of water service 
provision for the project has included a discussion of service delivery through the DWP.  
The Commission is well aware of the issues regarding the delivery of water service by 
the DWP following the condemnation of the former Golden State Water system by the 
City of Big Bear Lake.  The service review completed in 2012 (Resolution No. 3141 
included as Attachment #3) delineated the service area for the DWP outside the City’s 
boundary and sphere of influence based upon existing service at the time of 
condemnation.  The parcels included in the Moon Camp project, while adjacent, were 
not recognized as part of the DWP service boundary at that time.  However, it has been 
acknowledged throughout the development process that the system to provide potable 
water would be under a contractual relationship between CSA 53C and the DWP, and 
sewer service would be provided by the existing sewer authority, CSA 53B.    
 
The exemption determination is required to move forward with the completion of this 
agreement since the territory of the Moon Camp project is not within the sphere of 
influence of the City of Big Bear Lake.  After reviewing the materials presented for 
SC#401, it is the staff’s position that the findings identified in Subsection (e) of Section 
56133 are applicable; therefore, the agreement between the DWP and CSA 53C should 
be exempted from further LAFCO review.  The findings are as follows: 
 

1. The Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Services is between the City 
of Big Bear Lake DWP and CSA 53C, both of which are legally defined public 
agencies. 
 

2. The public service to be provided is potable water service to the proposed Moon 
Camp development project, service authorized to be provided by CSA 53C but 
not actively provided.  The services to be provided by DWP are in-lieu of CSA 
53C developing the infrastructure to serve the tract, a cost prohibitive duplication 
of system improvements.   
 

3. CSA 53C is contracting to authorize the delivery of potable water service by 
DWP and allowing it to require the payment of infrastructure development by the 
property owner to serve the 50 residential units proposed.       
 

4. The level of service to be provided through this contract is consistent with the 
level of service contemplated by the formation of CSA 53C.    

 
CONCLUSION: 
 
On the basis of the findings outlined above, staff recommends that the Commission 
determine that pursuant to Government Code Section 56133 Subsection (e), the 
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Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Services to be entered into by the City of 
Big Bear Lake Department of Water and Power and County Service Area 53C is exempt 
from further review and approval by the Commission.  This determination is made with 
the understanding that contract finalization is ongoing between the two agencies with 
their expressed desire to achieve final approval by the County at its November 17 
meeting.  It is the staff’s understanding that the outstanding issues related to language 
in the contract do not affect the determinations required of the Commission.  .   
 
 
/krm 
 
Attachments: 

1. Department of Water and Power Letter Requesting Exemption dated September 
23, 2015 with Application and Excerpts from Revised and Recirculated EIR No. 2 
for TT 16136 and Appendix B Water Feasibility Study 

2. Proposed Outside Service Agreement for Potable Water Services  
3. LAFCO Resolution No. 3141 for the Service Review for the City of Big Bear Lake  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose and Use of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 

Background and History 
Three separate public circulations of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for this project 
have occurred since 2004 (including this 2011 Recirculation).  In order to provide context for this 
current recirculation of limited portions of the EIR, a description of project evolution and 
environmental review process is provided below. 

Original Project - 2004 
In 2004, the County circulated a Draft EIR evaluating the Original Project - a 92-lot residential 
subdivision on 62.43 acres with a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.  Significant adverse and 
unavoidable impacts resulting from development of the Original Project included Aesthetics (loss of 
views of the lake and surrounding mountains due to the development of the 31 lakefront lots), Air 
Quality (short-term during construction and long-term), Biological Resources (noise and perch tree 
impacts on the bald eagle), and Water Supply (inconclusive groundwater supply).  Partially in 
response to public comments received on the Original Project-2004 and accompanying EIR, the 
Applicant revised the tentative tract map (see discussion of Alternative Project 2010, below) to avoid 
or substantially reduce the identified significant impacts.  Although numerous comments were 
received on the 2004 Draft EIR, the County did not prepare a Response to Comments/Final EIR 
document and the Project was not considered for approval at a public hearing.   

Alternative Project - 2010 
Partially in response to comments received on the 2004 Draft EIR, the Applicant proposed an 
alternative to the Original Project - 2004 that substantially reduced and in some cases completely 
avoided the significant environmental impacts that were identified in the 2004 EIR.  The revised 
project design/description (2010 Alternative Project) reduced the number of residential lots from 92 
to 50 and also seven lettered lots.  The residential lots would have a minimum lot size of 20,000 
square feet and be sold individually and developed into individual custom homes.  In addition, the 
2010 Alternative project eliminated realignment of SR-38 and eliminated all lakefront residential lots.  
All 50 residential lots would be located to the north of SR-38.  Of the seven lettered lots, one would 
be designated Open Space/Conservation (4.91 acres), one would be designated as Open 
Space/Neighborhood Lake Access (0.82 acre with 891 lineal feet of lakefront access), one would be 
developed as the marina parking lot for a 55-slip private boat marina (2.90 acres), three include the 
existing well sites, and the final lettered lot is a potential reservoir site.  The marina parking lot is 
designed for the preservation of existing trees and eagle perch trees; however, because of the 
development of the parking lot, the lot would not be considered Open Space.  A 10-acre off-site 
pebble plain habitat will also be purchased and preserved in perpetuity through a Conservation 
Easement. 
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In response to the development of the 2010 Alternative Project, the County prepared revisions to the 
2004 EIR.  (Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1)  The following sections were revised: 

1. Aesthetics - views of the site from adjacent residential uses and the state highway, and from 
the lake. 

2. Air Quality - update air quality analysis to include consistency with 2007 Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) and to address global climate change. 

3. Biological Resources - conduct new surveys for sensitive species and to assess the pebble 
plain habitat on-site. 

4. Hydrology and Water Quality - address potential water quality impacts to Big Bear Lake 
from runoff from the site. 

5. Land Use and Planning - evaluate the 2010 Alternative Project using the 2007 General Plan 
and Development Code. 

6. Noise - address construction noise and long-term residential noise from the 2010 Alternative 
Project site. 

7. Public Services and Utilities - address emergency evacuation of the site, provide an analysis 
of water supply and wastewater treatment. 

8. Traffic and Circulation - update the traffic study to address revisions to the 2010 
Alternative Project’s circulation plan and to capture the most recent cumulative projects in 
the vicinity. 

9. Cumulative Impacts - evaluate potential environmental effects of the 2010 Alternative 
Project, in conjunction with other proposed or recently approved projects in the vicinity that 
together could result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. 

10. Alternatives - evaluate the 2010 Alternative Project, comparing the potential environmental 
effects to the Original Project-2004 and other alternatives identified in the 2005 Final EIR. 

 
The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 also included certain updated technical reports 
analyzing the impacts of the 2010 Alternative Project.  These reports included an updated Traffic 
analysis, Biological Resources analysis, Hydrology and Water Supply analysis and Noise analysis.  
The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 was circulated for public review from April 5, 2010 to 
June 3, 2010.  The County received 109 comments on the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1.  

Significant Impacts that Cannot Be Mitigated 
The Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 concluded that the 2010 Alternative Project would 
have significant and unavoidable impacts related to Biological Resources.  The unavoidable impacts 
were to the bald eagle.  No additional significant impacts related to the 2010 Alternative Project were 
identified following implementation of mitigation measures and/or compliance with applicable 
standards, requirements and/or policies by the County of San Bernardino.  See Table ES-4 within the 
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 for the 2010 Alternative Project mitigation measures and 
impacts. 
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2011 Alternative Project  
Based on concerns raised in comments received on the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1, a 
Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey, dated August 2010, was conducted to 
confirm the conclusion in the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 that impacts to the Ashy-
Gray Indian Paintbrush (a Federally-Listed Threatened Species) are less than significant.  The survey 
analyzed the density of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush within the Project site and whether project 
implementation would result in potential off-site impacts on the U.S. Forest Service pebble plain 
habitat near the northeast portion of the Project site.  The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant 
Species Survey (August 29, 2010) showed the presence of high densities of Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush plants on the western most Lots (Lots 1, 2 and 3) in the area west of “Street A”—the 
public roadway through the Project site.   

In addition, the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) 
determined that the area thought to be pebble plain habitat located within Lot A (as identified within 
the Supplemental Special Status Plant Species Survey, 2008), is not a true pebble plain habitat due to 
the lack of two key indicator species (Arenaria ursina and Eriogonum kennedyi austromontanum).  
The Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) findings augment 
the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey conducted by Dr. Krantz, dated June 
29, 2008, providing an above-average precipitation year for observation.  

Based on the new finding regarding the presence of high densities of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush in 
areas occupied by significant Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush occurrences, the applicant redesigned the 
subdivision layout to minimize impacts to this species.  The redesigned subdivision, which is depicted 
in Exhibit 1-4 (see Section 1, Project Description, for Exhibit 1-4) creates a new Lot “H” Open Space 
Conservation Easement over the area with the highest concentration of plants (Lots 1-3), with three 
replacement residential lots proposed to be created along the south side of Street “A”, an area with 
significantly lower concentrations of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush.   

The redesign of the subdivision and the conclusions of the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant 
Species Survey (August 29, 2010) revealing the presence of high densities of Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush on Lots 1-3 of the Project site constitutes “significant new information” as defined by 
Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, and therefore requires a partial recirculation of the Revised 
and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 to fully disclose and analyze the potential impacts of the redesigned 
subdivision.  See Table ES-1 for a comparison of the changes in project design between the three (3) 
iterations of the Draft EIR.  
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Table ES-1: Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Project Design Original Project - 2004 2010 Alternative Project 2011 Alternative Project 

Circulated for 
Public Review 

Draft EIR - March 30, 
2004 to May 13, 2004 

Revised and Recirculated 
Draft EIR No. 1 - April 5, 
2010 to June 3, 2010 

Revised and Recirculated 
Draft EIR No. 2  

Site Size 62.43 acres 62.43 acres 62.43 acres 

Proposed 
General Plan 
Designation* 

BV/RS-1 (residential- 
minimum 7,200 sf lots) 

BV/RS-20M (residential- 
minimum 20,000 sf lots) 

BV/RS-20M (residential- 
minimum 20,000 sf lots) 

Number of Lots 95 57 58 

Residential Lots 92 50 50 

3 7 8 

Lot A – proposed private 
street designed to provide 
access to the 
southernmost lots 
(lakefront sites) 

Lot A – a 4.91-acre Open 
Space/Conservation 
(OS/C) easement to 
preserve pebble plain 
habitat and eagle perch 
trees 

Lot A – a 3.4-acre Open 
Space/Conservation (OS/C) 
easement to preserve Ashy 
Gray Indian Paintbrush, 
pebble plain soil conditions 
and eagle perch trees 

Lot B – a 1.4-acre strip of 
land between State Route 
38 and the private street 
south of the highway 

Lot B – a 0.82 acre/891 
lineal feet strip of land to 
remain OS/C between 
State Route 38 and the 
lakefront for open space 
and Neighborhood Lake 
Access 

Lot B – a 0.82 acre/891 lineal 
feet strip of land to remain 
OS/C between State Route 38 
and the lakefront for open 
space and Neighborhood Lake 
Access 

Lot C – a gated entrance, 
south of State Route 38, a 
parking lot and access to 
the marina 

Lot C – a 2.90-acre strip of 
land to be used as a 
parking lot and boat 
launch and open space 

Lot C – a 2.90-acre strip of 
land to be used as a parking 
lot and boat launch and open 
space 

— Lots D, E and F – well 
sites 

Lots D, E and F – well sites 

— Lot G – reservoir site Lot G – reservoir site 

Lettered Lots 

— — Lot H – a 1.9-acre Open 
Space Conservation Easement 
over the area with the highest 
concentration of Ashy-Gray 
Indian Paintbrush.   

Common Areas Common areas within 
lettered lots would be 
maintained by a 
homeowner’s association 

Conservation Easements 
would be maintained by a 
Conservation Group and 
Common areas within 
lettered lots would be 
maintained by a 
homeowner’s association 

Conservation Easements 
would be maintained by a 
Conservation Group and 
Common areas within lettered 
lots would be maintained by a 
homeowner’s association 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Project Design Original Project - 2004 2010 Alternative Project 2011 Alternative Project 

Marina/Boat 
Dock 

103 boat slips on west 
side of the site 

55 boat slips on the east 
side of the site 

55 boat slips on the east side 
of the site 

Lakefront Lots 31 lakefront lots No lakefront lots No lakefront lots 

State Route 38 Realignment of State 
Route 38 to provide a 
straighter alignment and 
to provided lakefront 
residential lots 

No change in the 
alignment of State Route 
38 

No change in the alignment of 
State Route 38 

Development 
Scenario 

Lots would be sold 
individually and custom 
homes would be 
constructed by the 
individual property 
owners 

Lots would be sold 
individually and custom 
homes would be 
constructed by the 
individual property owners 

Lots would be sold 
individually and custom 
homes would be constructed 
by the individual property 
owners 

*  Current General Plan Designation is BV/RL-40 – Bear Valley Community Plan, Rural Living, minimum 40-acre 
residential lot size. 

Partial recirculation of this EIR for the 2011 Alternative Project will further the basic purpose of 
CEQA to inform decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects 
of proposed activities.   

CEQA requires the preparation of an objective, full disclosure document to inform agency decision 
makers and the general public of the direct and indirect environmental effects of the proposed action; 
provide mitigation measures to greatly reduce or eliminate significant adverse effects; and identify 
and evaluate reasonable project alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
such effects to the 2011 Alternative Project.  The subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR 
No. 2 is such a project alternative.  

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 evaluates the potential environmental effects of the 
2011 Alternative Project to the degree of specificity appropriate to the current proposed actions, as 
required by Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  The sections included in the Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 comprise the following: 

Executive Summary.  This section includes a summary of the revisions to the 2011 Alternative 
Project and alternatives addressed in the Draft EIR No. 2.  Also included are descriptions of the issues 
to be resolved, areas of controversy and a table that summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, 
and level of significance after mitigation. 

Section 1: Project Description.  This section includes a detailed description of the 2011 Alternative 
Project, including its location, site, and project characteristics.  A discussion of the 2011 Alternative 



 County of San Bernardino 
Executive Summary Moon Camp Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 
 

 
ES-6 Michael Brandman Associates
 H:\Client (PN-JN)\0052\00520089\Recirc DEIR 2\00520089_Sec00-ES Executive Summary.doc 

Project objectives, intended uses of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2, responsible 
agencies, and approvals that are needed for the 2011 Alternative Project are also provided. 

Section 2: Biological Resources.  This section analyzes the potential for the 2011 Alternative Project 
to result in significant impacts to biological resources and discusses the conclusions and analysis 
included in the Supplemental Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) 
prepared by Dr. Timothy Krantz.. 

The analysis considers the actions associated with the 2011 Alternative Project to determine the short-
term and long-term effects of their implementation.  This Revised and Recirculated EIR No. 2 
discusses both the direct and indirect impacts of the revisions to the 2011 Alternative Project.   

This Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 will be circulated for public review for a period of 45 
days.  Upon completion of the public review period, comments received on this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 will be considered and responses will be prepared.  In releasing this 
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2, the County, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, 
request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised portions of this Recirculated EIR. 

The County of San Bernardino (County) has prepared this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No.2 
to provide responsible and trustee agencies, interested parties, and the public with information about 
the potential environmental effects associated with the Revised Moon Camp 50-lot Residential 
Subdivision Project (Alternative Project - 2011) on 62.43 acres located in the Community of 
Fawnskin in San Bernardino County, California. 

Project (2011 Alternative Project) Characteristics 
The 2011 Alternative Project that is the subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2, 
represents very minor changes from the 2010 Alternative Project, consisting entirely of 
reconfiguration of residential lots and Open Space Conservation Areas.  The changes are summarized 
below: 

• Redesigned Residential Lot Layout.  The 2011 Alternative Project still reflects development of 
50 residential lots on approximately 62.43 acres.  The 2011 Alternate Project does not increase 
development intensity but merely proposes a revised lot configuration.  However, Lots 1-3, 
which were located north of Street A on the western-most portion of the Project site have been 
shifted east and will be located in an area previously occupied by a portion of Lot A which was 
designated as Open Space Conservation Easement.  (Please see Exhibit 1-4). 

 

• Creation of Open Space Lot H.  To compensate for the loss of a portion of Lot A, previously 
designated as Open Space Conservation Easement, and in response to the Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) which identified significant 
occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush in the area previously designated for 
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development, a 1.98 acre portion of the Project site previously occupied by Lots 1-3 will now 
become lettered Lot H which, like Lot A, is designated Open Space/Conservation Easement. 

 
The revisions to the 2011 Alternative Project do not increase or alter development type or intensity 
but merely redistribute the developable lots in order to minimize impacts to the Federally Threatened 
Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plant species and the discovery that the prior portion of Lot A 
characterized as pebble plain habitat was mischaracterized.  Aside from the redesign of three 
developable lots and creation of an additional Open Space lettered lot, nothing about the 2011 
Alternative Project changed. 

Summary of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 

Issues Addressed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 
The following issues are addressed in this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2: 

Section ES: Executive Summary.  This section includes a summary of the 2011 Alternative Project 
and alternatives addressed in the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2.  Also included are 
descriptions of the issues to be resolved, areas of controversy and a table that summarizes the 
impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance after mitigation. 

Section 1: Project Description.  This section includes a detailed description of the 2011 Alternative 
Project, including its location, site, and project characteristics.  A discussion of the Project objectives, 
intended uses of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2, responsible agencies, and approvals 
that are needed for the 2011 Alternative Project is also provided. 

Section 2: Biological Resources.  This section analyzes new surveys for sensitive species and 
assesses the sensitive species habitat on-site. 

Please note that sections have been modified only related to the revised biological resources and to 
reflect the minor changes to the site plan that have been made to accommodate the mitigation 
provided for the Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush. 

Due to the limited scope of revisions to the 2010 Alternative Project, the analysis included in the 
original EIR, as modified by Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1, for all other impact areas is 
still applicable to the 2011 Alternative project and, therefore, those sections will not be recirculated. 

Table ES-2, Executive Summary Matrix, provides a summary of the Alternative Project’s - 2011 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures and the level of significance after implementation of 
mitigation.  This Executive Summary Matrix only addresses the Biological Resources section.  
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Table ES-2: Executive Summary Matrix 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

Section 2 - Biological Resources 

Special Status Biological Resources  Special Status Plants and Plant Communities 
MM BR-1a.  Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the 
Project site, a conservation easement shall be placed upon the 10-acre 
Dixie Lee Lane property.  The conservation easement shall be in favor of a 
qualified conservation entity and shall be recorded in the San Bernardino 
County Recorder’s Office.  The easement shall provide for the continued 
protection and preservation of the property.  The easement shall, at a 
minimum, restrict all use of the property that has the potential to impact 
the quality of pebble plain soils and other valuable biological habitat, 
including the occurrences of the Federally Threatened Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush.  Project proponent shall also create a perpetual, non-wasting 
endowment for the management and preservation of the mitigation 
property.  The management entity will be approved by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

Significant and unavoidable impacts 
related to Biological Resources have 
been identified for impacts to Bald 
Eagle.   

 MM BR-1b.  Prior to the initiation of clearing or grading activities on the 
Project site, the 5.38-acre on-site conservation easements (including Lot-A 
and Lot-H) shall be established.  The conservation easement shall be in 
favor of a qualified conservation entity and shall be recorded in the San 
Bernardino County Recorder’s Office.  The easement shall provide for the 
continued protection and preservation of the property.  The easement shall, 
at a minimum, restrict all use of the property that has the potential to 
impact the occurrences of the Federally Threatened Ashy-Gray Indian 
Paintbrush.  Project proponent shall also create a perpetual, non-wasting 
endowment for the management and preservation of the mitigation 
property.  The management entity will be approved by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 

 

 MM BR-1c.  Project Applicant shall take the following actions to further 
ensure the permanent preservation of the Conservation Areas (Lots A and 
H):  
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

 • Restrict access by pedestrians and motor vehicles to the Conservation 
Areas.  The Conservation Areas shall be secured through installation of 
fencing or other barriers to prevent access to Conservation Areas.  
Barriers shall be installed prior to commencement of any construction 
activities on site.  Applicant shall also include provisions in the CC&Rs 
for the Project instituting penalties to residents who violate the 
restrictions and cause any damage to the protected plant habitat.   

• Include enforcement provisions in the CC&Rs allowing the 
Homeowners Association, individual residents within the Project and/or 
County of San Bernardino to enforce any violation of provisions 
intended for the protection of sensitive plant species located within Lot 
A and Lot H. 

• Install appropriate signage identifying Conservation Areas and the 
sensitive nature of such areas on the project site and that access is 
prohibited. 

• Prohibit use of invasive plant species in landscaping.  Each lot owner 
shall be given a list of prohibited invasive plant species upon purchase 
of lot with the parcel.  Landscape plans for individual parcels shall be 
approved by the County prior to development to ensure no inappropriate 
plant material is incorporated into the design of any individual lot or 
common area which may compromise the quality of the Conservation 
Areas. 

• Development may not change the natural hydrologic conditions of the 
Conservation Areas.  All grading plans shall be reviewed by the County 
to ensure hydrologic conditions of the conservation lands are not 
adversely changed by development 

• Applicant or appointed conservation entity shall monitor Conservation 
Areas on a periodic basis to ensure invasive, non-native species are not 
present.  All non-nature invasive plant species shall be removed from 
Conservation Areas. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

 MM BR-1d.  Construction to the rear portions of Lots 47, 48, 49, and 50 
shall be restricted by means of building envelopes or building setback lines 
to prevent construction in the occupied Ashy-Gray Paintbrush habitat, 
wherever feasible.   

 

 Special Status Wildlife 
MM BR-2.  Trees and downed logs shall remain in place, to the extent that 
clearing is not required by the development process, and a 50-foot setback 
(measured on each side of the centerline) must be maintained along the 
deepest ravine at the eastern edge of the property.  This measure will serve 
to preserve habitat for potential special status wildlife species. 

 

 MM BR-3.  The project proponent shall have a biologist qualified with 
San Bernardino flying squirrel (SBFS) as a monitor during tree removal. 
Minimize the number of trees, snags, and downed wood removed for 
project implementation.  Compensating the removal of snags containing 
cavities; this would be achieved by constructing and erecting two nest 
boxes and one aggregate box per snag removed.  Appendix A of this 
Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 provides the specifications of 
the nest and aggregate boxes (Flying Squirrels 2007).  These boxes should 
be located on the adjacent U.S. Forest Service (USFS) land (with their 
permission) and the locations marked with a global positioning system.  
The locations of the boxes shall be provided to the USFS so that their 
biologists could monitor the boxes for occupation by SBFS. 
Provide new homeowners with a flyer that would provide information on 
the biology of SBFS and how they are susceptible to depredation by cats.  
The flyer would also outline steps that homeowners could take to reduce 
their urban edge effects. 

 

 MM BR-4.  Eagle perch trees identified in the 2002 Bonterra Consulting 
Bald Eagle Survey for Tentative Tract 16136, Moon Camp, Fawnskin, San 
Bernardino County, California, (see Appendix A of this Revised and 
Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2) shall be preserved in place upon project 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

completion.  If any of the designated perch trees should become hazardous 
and need to be taken down, replacement will be at a 5:1 ratio with the 
creation of artificial perch trees along shoreline designated open space.  
Any development that may occur within the Project site and in the 
individual lots must avoid impacts to trees larger than 24 inches diameter 
breast height (dbh) and their root structures to the maximum extent 
feasible.  If any additional non-perch trees on-site larger than 24 inches 
dbh are removed, then a replacement ratio of 2:1 shall be required and 
replacement trees shall be 24-inch box trees or larger.  All construction or 
landscaping improvements, including irrigation, will be prohibited on or 
around the exposed root structures or within the dripline of these trees.  
These restrictions on development of the individual lots must be clearly 
presented and explained to any potential prospective developers and/or 
homeowners prior to assumption of title and close of escrow.  This 
measure shall be identified as a Note on the Composite Development Plan. 

 MM BR-5.  Prior to vegetation clearing, grading, or other disturbance, the 
Project site shall be surveyed to identify all large trees (i.e., greater than 20 
inches in diameter at 4.5 feet from the ground) within 600 feet from the 
high water line.  Trees identified on the Project site as having a diameter in 
excess of 20 inches at 4.5 feet from the ground within 600 feet of the 
shoreline shall be documented and tagged.  Any development that may 
occur within the Project site and in the individual lots shall avoid impacts 
to tagged trees and their root structures.  If such trees cannot be avoided, 
their removal shall be coordinated with the County of San Bernardino to 
minimize impacts to the extent feasible.  All construction or landscaping 
improvements, including irrigation, will be prohibited on or around the 
exposed root structures or within the dripline of these trees.  These 
restrictions on development of individual lots must be clearly presented 
and explained to any potential prospective developers and/or homeowners 
prior to assumption of title and close of escrow.  This measure shall be 
identified as a Note on the Composite Development Plan. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

 MM BR-6.  Seven days prior to the onset of construction activities, a 
qualified biologist shall survey within the limits of project disturbance for 
the presence of any active raptor nests.  Any nest found during survey 
efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans.  If no active nests are 
found, no further mitigation would be required.  Results of the surveys 
shall be provided to the CDFG. 
If nesting activity is present at any raptor nest site, the active site shall be 
protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure compliance with 
Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code.  Nesting activity for 
raptors in the region of the Project site normally occurs from February 1 to 
June 30.  To protect any nest site, the following restrictions on construction 
are required between February 1 and June 30 (or until nests are no longer 
active as determined by a qualified biologist):  (1) clearing limits shall be 
established a minimum of 300 feet in any direction from any occupied nest 
and (2) access and surveying shall not be allowed within 200 feet of any 
occupied nest.  Any encroachment into the 300/200-foot buffer area 
around the known nest shall only be allowed if it is determined by a 
qualified biologist that the proposed activity shall not disturb the nest 
occupants.  Construction during the nesting season can occur only at the 
sites if a qualified biologist has determined that fledglings have left the 
nest. 

 

 MM BR-7.  Vegetation removal, clearing, and grading on the Project site 
should be performed outside of the breeding and nesting season (between 
February 1 and June 30), when feasible, to minimize the effects of these 
activities on breeding activities of migratory birds and other species.  If 
clearing occurs during breeding season, a 30-day clearance survey for 
nesting birds shall be conducted.  Any nest found during survey efforts 
shall be mapped on the construction plans.  If no active nests are found, no 
further mitigation would be required.  Results of the surveys shall be 
provided to the CDFG.  If nesting activity is present at any nest site, the 
active site shall be protected until nesting activity has ended to ensure 
compliance with Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

 MM BR-8.  The use of the boat dock for motorized boating shall be 
prohibited between the dates of December 1 and April 1.  No motorized 
boats shall be allowed to launch or moor in the vicinity of the boat dock at 
any time during this period.  This restriction shall be clearly displayed on 
signage at the entrance to the parking lot and on the boat dock visible from 
both land and water.  This requirement shall also be published in the 
Homeowner’s Association Conditions, Covenants & Restrictions 
(CC&Rs). 

 

Sensitive Natural Communities/Habitats  Wildlife Impacts/Indirect Impacts 
MM BR-9.  Street lamps on the Project site shall not exceed 20 feet in 
height, shall be fully shielded to focus light onto the street surface and 
shall avoid any lighting spillover onto adjacent open space or properties.  
Furthermore, street lights shall utilize low color temperature lighting (e.g., 
red or orange). 

Less than significant impact 

 MM BR-10.  Outdoor lighting for proposed homes on the individual 
tentative tracts shall not exceed 1,000 lumens.  Furthermore, residential 
outdoor lighting shall not exceed 20 feet in height and must be shielded 
and focused downward to avoid lighting spillover onto adjacent open space 
or properties.  These restrictions on outdoor lighting of the individual lots 
must be clearly presented and explained to any potential prospective 
developers and/or homeowners prior to assumption of title and close of 
escrow.  This requirement shall also be published in the Homeowner’s 
Association CC&Rs. 

 

 MM BR-11.  To limit the amount of human disturbance on adjacent 
natural open space areas, signs shall be posted, to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Director or appointee, along the northern and eastern perimeter of 
the Project site where the property boundary abuts USFS open space with 
the following statement:  “Sensitive plant and wildlife habitat.  Please use 
designated trails and keep pets on a leash at all times.” 
In addition, a requirement stating that residents shall keep out of adjacent 
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Table ES-1 (cont.): Comparison Between the Original Project, 2010 Alternative Project  
and the 2011 Alternative Project 

Impacts Mitigation Measures 
Level of Significance After 

Mitigation 

open space areas to the north with the exception of designated trails will be 
published in the Homeowner Association CC&Rs and a map of designated 
hiking trails will be provided to all residents. 

 MM BR-12.  Prior to recordation of the final map, a landscaping plan for 
the entire tract shall be prepared (inclusive of a plant palette) with an 
emphasis on native trees and plant species, and such plan shall be 
submitted to the County of San Bernardino for review and approval by a 
qualified biologist.  The review shall determine that invasive, non-native 
plant species are not to be used in the proposed landscaping.  The biologist 
will suggest appropriate native plant substitutes or non-invasive, non-
native plants.  A note shall be placed on the Composite Development Plan 
indicating that all proposed landscaping (including landscaping on 
individual lots) shall conform to the overall approved tract map 
landscaping plan.  A requirement shall be included stating that residents 
shall be restricted to the use of tree and plant species approved per the 
overall tract map landscaping plan.  The Homeowner Association CC&Rs 
shall also require individual lot owners to use only tree and plant species 
approved per the overall tract map landscaping plan/plant palette. 

 

Jurisdictional Delineation MM BR-13.  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant 
shall obtain all required authorization from agencies with jurisdiction over 
all unavoidable impacts to State and Federal jurisdictional lakes, streams, 
and associated habitat within the Project site.  Impacted features shall be 
offset through onsite restoration, offsite restoration, or purchase of credits 
at an agency-approved mitigation bank in the region at no less than a 3:1 
for direct impacts and 1:1 for indirect impacts if impacts cannot be 
avoided. 

Less than significant impact 
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SECTION 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 - Project Location and Setting 

The proposed 62.43-acre Moon Camp project site is located on the north shore of Big Bear Lake, in 
the unincorporated community of Fawnskin, County of San Bernardino (refer to Exhibit 1-1, 
Regional Location, and Exhibit 1-2, Local Vicinity).  The Big Bear Lake area is primarily a resort 
community where a major portion (approximately two-thirds) of the residences are second homes.  
The south shore contains commercial and recreational facilities, including ski areas, hotels, and 
restaurants, within the incorporated City of Big Bear Lake.  By comparison, the north shore area in 
the vicinity of the Project is less populated and primarily residential, with a small commercial 
component westerly of the Project site. 

State Route 38 (SR-38), also known as North Shore Drive, provides access to the Project site; the 
road actually transects the property.  The Project site is roughly bounded to the north by Flicker Road, 
to the south by Big Bear Lake, to the east by Polique Canyon Road, and to the west by Canyon Road.  
In the Township and Range nomenclature system, the Project site is described as being located in the 
northern half of Section 13, Township 2 North, Range 1 West, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian 
(SBBM).  San Bernardino County parcel numbers for the site include Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 
(APN) 0304-082-04, 0304-091-12, 0304-091-22, and 0304-091-21.  According to the legal 
description, the site includes Tracts 108, 109, 117, and 118, Township 14 South, Range 14 East, and 
SBBM.  The study area is specifically located at coordinates 34.264 degrees latitude and 116.933 
degrees longitude.   

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Moon Camp Project has been circulated for 
public review and comment on three separate occasions (numbered in this document as): 1) Original 
Draft EIR - 2004, 2) Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1, and 3) Revised and Recirculated 
Draft EIR No. 2, respectively.  In addition, the Project’s site plan has been revised on three separate 
occasions and is outlined within this document as: 1) 2004 Original Project, 2) 2010 Alternative 
Project, and 3) 2011 Alternative Project, respectively.   

1.1.1 - Project Site Characteristics 
In addition to State Route 38 (SR-38), several dirt trails (generally associated with unauthorized off-
road vehicle use) traverse the Project site, which is located approximately 1 mile south of the Pacific 
Crest Trail; a trail that stretches between the US/Mexican border and the US/Canadian border.  Site 
elevations range from approximately 6,744 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the lakeshore to 
6,960 feet above msl at the northeast corner of the site.  Individual slopes on-site range from 5 percent 
to 40 percent.  Slope orientation is generally from north to south toward the lake, except for three 
natural ravines on the Project site that contain eastern and western slopes.  Vegetation and habitat 
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types in the Project area include open Jeffery Pine forest (with an average density of 44.4 trees per 
acre) and pebble plain soil like conditions in the western portion. 

1.1.2 - Existing Land Use 
The Project site is currently undeveloped and is designated in the County of San Bernardino, Bear 
Valley Community Plan (BV) as Rural Living with minimum 40-acre lots (BV/RL-40) (refer to 
Exhibit 1-3, Land Use Designations).  The RL-40 land use designation is identified as a “Holding 
Zone” within the Bear Valley Community Plan, which states:  future development proposals (such as 
Moon Camp) within the RL-40 designation will be considered based on a demonstrated ability to 
provide adequate infrastructure and maintain consistency with the goals and policies of the 2007 
Community Plan.  Table 2-1, Existing Land Use and Land Use Designations, identifies the land use 
category of the site and surrounding properties, as well as the current land use designations.  

Table 1-1: Existing Land Use and Official Land Use Zoning District 

Existing Land Use 
Official Land Use Zoning District  

(Bear Valley Community Plan) 

Project 
Site 

Vacant Rural Living (BV/RL-40).  This district provides sites for open 
space and recreational activities, single-family homes on very 
large parcels and similar and compatible uses.  Minimum parcel 
size is 40 acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel.  This is considered a 
holding zone designation in the Bear Valley Community Plan, 
which indicates that future General Plan amendments will be 
considered where specific development proposals within the  
RL-40 designation demonstrate an ability to provide adequate 
infrastructure to serve the development and maintain consistency 
with the goals and policies of the Bear Valley Community Plan. 

North Residential (N and NW),  
 
Forest (N and NE) 

Residential (BV/RS). One dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and a 
minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.   
US Forest Service administered land. 

South Big Bear Lake, Residential 
(SE) 

Floodway (FW).  Uses permitted at owners risk; minimum parcel 
size is 10 acres. 
Single Residential (BV/RS).  Four dwelling units per acre, 
minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.   

East Vacant, Residential (SE) 
 
Forest (N and NE) 

Single Residential (BV/RS).  One dwelling unit per 0.25 acre and 
a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.   
Resource Conservation (BV/RC).  Minimum parcel size is 40 
acres; 1 dwelling unit per parcel.  US Forest Service administered 
land. 

West Vacant, Residential Special Development (BV/SD-RES).  Minimum parcel size 40 
acres.  This District provides sites for a combination of residential 
uses.  Single Residential (BV/RS).  Four dwelling units per acre, 
minimum lot size is 7,200 square feet.   

Sources:  Bear Valley Community Plan, 2007; County of San Bernardino Development Code, 2007. 
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Exhibit 1-1
Regional Location Map

Source: Census 2000 Data, The CaSIL, MBA GIS 2009.
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Project Vicinity Map
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1.1.3 - Community History 
A marshy portion of the nearly flat floor of Bear Valley was dammed in 1884 to provide a reservoir 
(Big Bear Lake) to retain irrigation water for release to the Redlands area of the eastern San 
Bernardino Valley.  In 1912, a larger 72-foot multiple arch dam was constructed about 300 feet 
downstream of the old dam, increasing the lake capacity to 73,000 acre feet.  Tourism in the area 
began with the onset of the automobile age and the eventual establishment of highways accessing the 
relatively remote area.   

Maximum elevation at the lake surface is 6,744 feet above msl, but the actual level fluctuates 
according to annual snowmelt and runoff.  The dam is owned by the Big Bear Municipal Water 
District.  The lake has an east-west length of approximately 7 miles and is approximately 2.5 miles at 
its widest, though most of the lake's width averages a little more than 1 mile.  Big Bear Lake 
measures 72 feet deep at the dam.  It is completely rain- and snow-fed, having no other source of 
tributary or mechanical replenishment other than natural precipitation. 

The Community of Fawnskin was founded in 1916, and by 1928, there were at least nine resort camps 
in the area, including Moon Camp, which was built in 1919.  The project site has remained primarily 
vacant since destruction of the original camp in 1951.  The current property owner purchased the 
marina permit along with the property in 1969.  Site improvements currently include three water 
wells and SR-38, which transects the property from east to west. 

2011 Alternative Project Characteristics 
The 2011 Alternative Project incorporates very minor revisions to the 2010 Alternative Project as 
analyzed in the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1.  The 2011 Alternative Project consists of 
the subdivision of the site into 58 lots—50 numbered lots (single family residential lots) to be sold 
individually and developed into custom homes; and eight lettered lots described as follows: 

• Three designated as Open Space/Conservation easements and Neighborhood Lake Access; 
• Three designated as well sites; 
• One designated as a potential reservoir site; and  
• One would be developed as the marina parking lot.   

The 2011 Alternative Project proposes 6.2 acres of open space/conservation/Neighborhood Lake 
Access within the Project site.  The 2011 Alternative Project also includes a 55-slip marina.  The 
marina parking lot also includes some open space for the preservation of existing trees; however, 
because of the development of the parking lot, the lot would not be considered Open Space.  The 
main differences between the 2010 Alternative Project and the 2011 Alternative Project that is the 
subject of this Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 2 and are summarized below: 

• Redesigned Residential Lot Layout.  The 2011 Alternative Project still reflects development of 
50 residential lots on approximately 62.43 acres.  The 2011 Alternate Project does not increase 
development intensity but merely proposes a revised lot configuration.  Lots 1-3, which were 
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located north of Street A on the western-most portion of the Project site have been shifted east 
and will be located in an area previously occupied by a portion of Lot A which was designated 
as Open Space Conservation Easement. (Please see Exhibit 1-4) 

 

• Creation of Open Space Lot H.  To compensate for the loss of a portion of Lot A, previously 
designated as Open Space Conservation Easement, and in response to the Supplemental 
Focused Special Status Plant Species Survey (August 29, 2010) which identified significant 
occurrences of Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush in the area previously designated for 
development, a 1.98 acre portion of the Project site previously occupied by Lots 1-3 will now 
become lettered Lot H which, like Lot A, is designated Open Space/Conservation Easement. 

 
The revisions to the 2011 Alternative Project do not increase or alter development type or intensity 
but merely redistribute the developable lots in order to minimize impacts to the Federally Threatened 
Ashy-Gray Indian Paintbrush plant species and the discovery that the prior portion of Lot A 
characterized as pebble plain habitat was mischaracterized.  Aside from the redesign of three 
developable lots and creation of an additional Open Space lettered lot, nothing about the Project 
changed.  Accordingly, as indicated in detail below, the remainder of the Project components remain 
unchanged. 

Infrastructure 
A water service feasibility study entitled “Final Feasibility Study to Serve the Proposed Moon Camp 
Residential Development (Tentative Tract Map No. 16163),” was prepared by Alda Engineering, Inc., 
in March 2007 (and updated in 2011), to address issues raised in comments received on the Original 
Draft EIR - 2004.  In addition, the sewer feasibility study prepared by So & Associates was updated 
to reflect the revisions to the Moon Camp site plan.  This study entitled, “County Service Area 53, 
Improvement Zone B (CSA 53-B) Updated Sewer Feasibility Study for APNs 0304-091-12, -21, -22, 
and 0304-082-04, TTM 16136 RCK Properties, Inc./Moon Camp,” prepared April 11, 2007. Both 
studies are included in Appendix G of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1.  Based on the 
analysis and recommendations included in these studies, the following water and sewer infrastructure 
components are proposed as part of development of the 2011 Alternative Project. 
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Water Service Options and Infrastructure 
There are currently three (3) separate water service options for the 2011 Alternative Project.  Under 
Alternative #1, significant improvements to the Big Bear Department of Water and Power (DWP) 
upper Fawnskin pressure zone are necessary to provide water service to the site.  The three ground 
water production wells located within the Project site would be deeded to the DWP at the time the 
tract map is recorded. Annexation to the DWP’s authorized service area is required for DWP to be the 
water service provider.  DWP has conducted a Water Feasibility Study (Alda 2007), and provided a 
conditional will serve letter to the Applicant.  However, the majority of the Project site is outside of 
the DWP authorized service area as well as the City’s Sphere of Influence.  DWP cannot provide 
water service without first complying with the provisions of Government Code Section 56133, which 
pertains to the Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCO) annexation process.  In order for the 
DWP to provide water service to the Project site and to own and operate the 2011 Alternative 
Project’s water system, LAFCO would have to approve an expansion of the City of Big Bear Lake’s 
Sphere of Influence to include the entire existing DWP Water Service Area in Fawnskin as well as the 
entire Project site.  The developer would be required to construct the on-site and off-site facilities as 
described in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study (Alda 2007), as amended by the 2011 update, as 
discussed below.   

The Water Feasibility Study provides two options (A and B) for expanding the existing Fawnskin 
Water System infrastructure.  Option B has been chosen by DWP and the Applicant as the preferred 
Water Feasibility Study alternative for Water Service Alternative #1.  In either case, the Applicant 
would install all common infrastructures, including fire hydrants, and would also install the water 
main lines within the project site.  The water improvements will primarily be constructed within the 
rights-of-way of existing or proposed paved roads.  The water service infrastructure required is as 
follows:   

• 900 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Ridge Road from the intersection of Raccoon Drive south to 
tie to an existing 8-inch PVC pipeline on a private easement. 

 

• 200 ft of 12-inch pipeline along private easement to connect Fawnskin Drive and Canyon 
Road. 

 

• 650 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Canyon Road to Chinook Road. 
 

• 600 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Chinook Road to Flicker Road. 
 

• 500 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Flicker Road to Mesquite Drive. 
 

• 400 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Mesquite Road to North Shore Drive. 
 

• 250 ft of 12-inch pipeline along North Shore Drive to development westerly boundary. 
 

• Refurbishing existing Cline Miller pump station to augment pumping capacity to 
approximately 300 gmp. 

 

• 50 KW on-site emergency generators at the Cline Miller Reservoir. 
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See Exhibit 1-6 for the proposed water facilities and improvements. 

Water Service Alternative #2 (see Section 4.9 of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 for 
details) would not require LAFCO’s approval and would not create the need for expansion of the 
City’s Sphere of Influence around Fawnskin and the project site.  Instead, County Service Area 53C 
(CSA 53C) would own and operate the water facilities within the project site and contract with the 
DWP for a water interconnection to the existing Fawnskin water system.  The developer would be 
required to construct the same on-site and off-site facilities as described above.   

Under Water Service Alternative #3 (see Section 4.9 of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR No. 1 
for details), instead of constructing the off-site water facilities (within the Fawnskin Water System) 
identified in the DWP’s Water Feasibility Study Option B (Alda, 2007, which is the basis for Water 
Service Alternatives #1 and #2, above), water service would be provided entirely from an onsite water 
supply, storage and distribution system.  Water would be extracted from the onsite water wells; the 
2011 Alternative Project would require construction of an on-site aboveground water tank (238,600 
gallons) and an on-site booster station capable of providing the daily water supply flow and the 
required 1,750 gallons per minute fire flow.  The water tank and booster station would be sized based 
upon the same demand calculations contained in the Water Feasibility Study and Water Service 
Alternatives #1 and #2.  Water Service Alternative #3 would not require LAFCO’s approval and 
would not require the expansion of the City’s Sphere of Influence around Fawnskin and the project 
site.  The developer would also construct the same on-site (within the Project site) water facilities 
(water main lines, fire hydrants, etc) identified in the Alda Water Feasibility Study necessary to 
transmit water to the developed lots within the 2011 Alternative Project.  Existing water wells FP2 
and FP4 would be connected to the on-site water system and pump their water into the 238,600 gallon 
on-site reservoir.  The on-site booster station would produce the Average and Maximum Daily 
Demand flows (8.68 gpm and 15.27 gpm) and the Fire Flow of 1,750 gpm for the 2-hour duration.  
The booster station would include an emergency electrical generator to allow the station to operate 
during a power outage.  The water improvements for Water Service Alternative #3 will primarily 
occur within the 2011 Alternative Project’s paved roads and at the 2011 Alternative Project’s water 
tank site.  The construction of the water tank would include grading of an approximately 75-foot-
diameter pad for the reservoir.  CSA 53C would own and operate this independent water system. 

Projected water demand for the proposed Moon Camp 50-lot subdivision (2011 Alternative Project) is 
based on the Water Feasibility Study’s consumption rate of 250 gallons per day (gpd) per connection.  
Exhibit 1-6, Proposed Water Facilities, shows the Water Feasibility Study’s proposed Moon Camp 
water system.  Maximum day demand is estimated based on information provided in the DWP Water 
Master Plan and it is equivalent to 1.76 times the average day demand.  Therefore, the average and 
maximum day demands for the 2011 Alternative Project are estimated as follows:  

• Average Day Demand (ADD) = 12,500 gpd or 8.68 gpm; and  
• Maximum Day Demand (MDD) = 15.27 gpm.  
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Exhibit 1-6
Proposed Water FacilitiesNO
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Based on an estimated average day demand of 12,500 gallons, the annual water demand for the 2011 
Alternative Project is estimated at 4.56 million gallons or 14.0 acre-feet per year. 

Wastewater Service 
The Project site is located within County Service Area 53, Improvement Zone B (CSA 53B) 
administered by the County of San Bernardino Special Districts Department.  The Sewer Feasibility 
Study indicated that the existing sewer system located adjacent to the project site to the southeast and 
southwest is capable of handling the wastewater flows from the 2011 Alternative Project.   

The Applicant would be responsible for all plumbing and sewer facilities located within the site, 
including manholes and connection to the CSA 53B system at locations that have been approved by 
CSA 53B.  Exhibit 1-7, Proposed On-site Sewer Facilities, shows the preliminary system.  The 
Applicant would also be responsible for an off-site sewer extension of approximately 1,200 linear feet 
along North Shore Drive to connect to an existing CSA 53B collector sewer to the southwest of the 
property.  This extension would accommodate the westerly lots; the easterly lots would be served by a 
gravity sewer extended to the existing CSA 53B Pump Station B to the southeast of the property.  
Depending upon where some of the houses are built, some lots may require a residential sewage 
pump station to transport the lot’s sewage up to the sewer line in the street adjoining the property.  
The wastewater conveyance system on-site would be designed to accommodate these conditions and 
would be subject to review and approval by the County Special District’s Engineer.  In addition, 
regional connection fees would be imposed by the Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Authority 
(BBARWA). 

Roadway Facilities 
The 2011 Alternative Project will include a development of roadway facilities to service the project 
and provide direct access for the residents to SR-38.  The 2011 Alternative Project proposes two 
points of ingress and egress from SR-38 with Street “A” terminating on the east-end of the Project in 
the cul-de-sac.  The 2011 Alternative Project roadway system will consist of standard two-lane 
roadways with two stop sign-controlled intersections on SR-38 and one intersection interior to the 
Project.  Development of the roadway infrastructure will occur at one time at the initial phase of 2011 
Alternative Project development.   
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B.1 - Recommended Alternative for DWP 
(Alda Engineering Inc., February 2011) 

 



ALDA Engineering Inc.
5928 Vineyard Avenue
Alta Loma, CA 91701
Tel: (909) 587-9916
Fax: (909) 498-0423  

  
 

February 7, 2011 
 
 
 
Bill La Haye, Water Resources Manager 
Big Bear Lake Department of Water & Power 
41972 Garstin Drive 
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315 

Subject: Moon Camp Development Project – Tentative Tract 16136 
Recommended Alternative to Provide Water Service  

Dear Mr. La Haye: 

The purpose of this letter is to document the recommended alternative to serve the proposed 
Moon Camp Development Project in the Fawnskin area.  Initially, two alternatives to serve this 
development were documented in our March 2007 Feasibility Study.  Both alternatives 
considered serving the development off the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone and differ from 
each other on the alignment of recommended transmission facilities and the size of pumping 
units.   

The recommended alternative (Alternative “B”) consists of serving the proposed development 
by gravity off the existing Racoon Reservoir.  Initially, this alternative included the 
replacement of two undersized pipeline segments that were built along property lines; thus 
requiring a construction and operations easement.  Since the recommended alternative was 
initially configured, it has been determined that construction along one of these segments will 
be extremely difficult due to the steepness of the terrain; hence new alignment had to be 
selected along Ridge Road.  Figure 1 illustrates the revised alignment for the recommended 
alternative; facility requirements to implement this alternative are listed below. 

 900 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Ridge Road from the intersection of Raccoon Drive 
south to tie to an existing 8-inch PVC pipeline on a private easement. 

 200 ft of 12-inch pipeline along private easement to connect Fawnskin Drive and 
Canyon Road 

 650 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Canyon Road to Chinook Road 

 600 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Chinook Road to Flicker Road 

 500 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Flicker Road to Mesquite Drive 

 400 ft of 12-inch pipeline along Mesquite Road to North Shore Drive 

 250 ft of 12-inch pipeline along North Shore Drive to development westerly boundary 



Engineering Inc.ALDA
 

 
Mr. Bill La Haye, Water Resources Manager 
February 7, 2011 
Page 2 of 2 

 

 Refurbishing existing Cline Miller pump station to augment pumping capacity to 
approximately 300 gpm 

 50 KW on-site emergency generator at the Cline Miller Reservoir 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Should you have any questions on this matter, please contact us at 909-587-9916 during 
normal business hours. 

Very truly yours 

ALDA Engineering Inc. 

 
 
F. Anibal Blandon, P.E. 
Principal 

Figure 1 
Recommended Facilities to Serve Tentative Tract 16136 
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B.2 - Water Feasibility Study 
(Alda Engineering Inc., March 2007) 



Engineering Inc.ALDA
9996 Orange Street
Alta Loma, CA 91737
Tel:    909-297-3741
Fax:   909-498-0423  

  
 

March 6, 2007 
 
 
 
Mr. Scott Heule, C.E.G./C.H.G., Assistant General Manager 
City of Big Bear Lake 
Department of Water & Power 
41972 Garstin Drive 
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315 

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

Dear Mr. Heule: 

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

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

Water service to the proposed development will be provided off the Upper Fawnskin pressure 
zone as the Lower Fawnskin zone would not provide enough static head to provide the 
development adequate fire flow.  DWP’s closest pipeline off the Upper Fawnskin system is a 
single 6-inch diameter pipeline located near the intersection of Flicker Road and Chinook 
Road, approximately 2,000 ft away from the westerly boundary of the proposed development. 
Significant transmission improvements in the Fawnskin system are needed to provide fire flow 
to the proposed tract. 
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Currently, there are two groundwater production wells within the proposed residential tract.  
These wells are located in subarea A of the North Shore hydrologic subunit.  It is our 
understanding that these wells will be deeded to the DWP at the time the tract map is 
recorded.   The developer plans to equip the FP-2 well initially to meet the development 
projected water demands.  The DWP will use excess capacity from this well to help reduce 
reliance on the leased North Shore Well No. 1.  Groundwater production capacity from this 
well is estimated at approximately 100 gallons per minute. The second well (FP-3), located to 
the east of the FP-2 well, will not be initially equipped by DWP.  

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

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

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

 Average Day Demand (ADD) =  12,500 gpd  or 8.68 gpm 

 Maximum Day Demand (MDD) =  15.27 gpm 

Based on an estimated average day demand of 12,500 gallons, the annual water demand for 
the development is estimated at 4.56 million gallons or 14.00 ac-ft per year. 
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Water Supply 
Water supply sources for this development must meet projected maximum day demands 
during the summer as well as annual demands.  The existing on-site FP-2 well, when 
equipped by the developer, would be capable of meeting the projected maximum day demand 
for the proposed Tract 16136.     

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

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

 Structures less than 3,600 ft2  - 1,000 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration 
 Structures between 3,601 to 4,800 ft2 - 1,750 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration 
 Structures between 4,801 to 6,200 ft2 - 2,000 gpm @ 20 psi with a two-hour duration 

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

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

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

 Operational Storage = 30% of MDD (15.27 gpm):      6,600 gallons 

 Emergency Storage = 100% of MDD (15.27 gpm):    22,000 gallons 

 Fire Flow Storage for 1,750 gpm (based on 120 min):  210,000 gallons 

Total storage requirement for indoor use:  238,600 gallons 

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

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

An additional storage of 30,000 gallons would be required in the Upper Fawnskin pressure 
zone to supply the recommended 1,750 gpm fire flow over a two-hour duration.  This 
additional storage could be provided by either constructing a second reservoir adjacent to the 
existing Racoon Reservoir or conveying surplus storage capacity in the Lower Fawnskin 
pressure zone through the existing Cline Miller booster station.  This booster station consists 
of two booster units with a combined capacity of approximately 190 gpm. To make surplus 
storage from the Lower Fawnskin pressure zone available during power outages, a backup 
generator at the Cline Miller booster station would be needed.  In addition, the capacity of the 
existing booster station would need to be increased to pump 303 gpm.  This flow rate 
represents a combination of a) estimated maximum day demand at full development in the 
Upper Fawnskin pressure zone of 38 gpm, b) estimated maximum day demand of 15 gpm 
from tract 16136, and c) 250 gpm of incremental fire flow into the Upper pressure zone. 
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Alternatives to Serve Proposed Tract 16136 
Under average and peak summer demands, the proposed development could be served by 
simply extending existing facilities in the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone.  The closest facility 
in this pressure zone that the development can be connected to consist of a 6-inch pipeline in 
the vicinity of Flicker Road and Chinook Road.  However, existing distribution facilities would 
not be able to provide the required fire flow capacity needed to protect future residential 
development in the area.  Existing system facilities consist of pipelines ranging in size from 2 
to 8 inches in diameter with limited fire flow carrying capacity.   

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

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

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

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

Alternative B.  This alternative consists of serving the proposed development by gravity off 
the existing Racoon Reservoir. Transmission improvements in the Upper Fawnskin pressure 
zone would be required as existing distribution facilities have limited fire flow carrying 
capacity; they consist primarily of small pipelines ranging in size from 2 to 8 inches in 
diameter.  Recommended improvements consist of a series of 12-inch segments between the 
reservoir site and the intersection of Flicker Road and Mesquite Drive as illustrated in Figure 
1.  The estimated combined length of proposed facilities is approximately 2,800 ft. 
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Alternative “B” would not require the construction of a fire pump at the Cline Miller Reservoir 
to pump from the Lower to the Upper Fawnskin pressure zone as the majority of the fire flow 
would be provided by gravity off the existing Racoon Reservoir.  However, the existing Cline 
Miller booster station would have to be refurbished to increase its capacity to convey surplus 
storage from the Lower Fawnskin pressure zone during a fire flow event.  The capacity of this 
booster station would be increased from its current capacity of 190 gpm to 303 gpm.  In 
addition, an on-site generator would be required to operate the station during power outages. 
The enhancement of this booster station would eliminate the need to construct additional 
storage facilities in USFS lands, which are difficult to obtain approval for.  

On-Site Facilities.  The sizing of pipelines within the proposed tract is the same for both 
alternatives.  Recommended pipeline diameters for the various street segments shown in 
Figure 1 are described as follows: 
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 North Shore Dr. from tract boundary to Street “A”:    150 ft of 12-inch pipeline 

 North Shore Dr. from Street “A” to Street “B”:  1,600 ft of 12-inch pipeline 

 Street “B” from North Shore Dr. to Street “A”:     700 ft of 12-inch pipeline 

 Street “A” from North Shore Dr. to Street “B”:  2,000 ft of 8-inch pipeline 

 Street “A” from Street “B” to end of Cul-de-sac:  1,500 ft of 8-inch pipeline  

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

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

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

 2,450 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site pipeline  $ 440,000

 700 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site – Common to both Alt. $ 130,000

 175 Hp Cline Miller booster fire pump $ 440,000

 200 KW on-site emergency generator (1)  $   65,000

Sub-total:  $ 1,075,000

Contingency during construction – 20 percent 

Engineering, administration, inspection – 15 percent 

Overall construction cost for off-site improvements

$    215,000

$    165,000

$ 1,455,000

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

 2,800 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site pipeline  $ 505,000

 700 ft of 12-inch diameter off-site – Common to both Alt. $ 130,000

 Refurbishing of existing Cline Miller booster station $ 100,000

 50 KW on-site emergency generator (1) $   35,000

Sub-total:  $ 770,000

Contingency during construction – 20 percent 

Engineering, administration, inspection – 15 percent 

Overall construction cost for off-site improvements

$    155,000

$    115,000

$ 1,030,000

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

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

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

Should you have any questions, please contact us at 909-587-9916 during normal business 
hours. 

Very truly yours 

ALDA Engineering Inc. 

 
 
F. Anibal Blandon, P.E. 
Principal 
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LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
215 North D Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490 

(909) 388-0480  •  Fax (909) 885-8170 
E-MAIL: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 

www.sbclafco.org 
 

 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 9, 2015 
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 

SAMUEL MARTINEZ, Assistant Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #7: LAFCO SC #400 – City of Chino Irrevocable 

Agreement to Annex for Water and Sewer Service (Tentative Tract 
18902 -- APNs 1016-521-03, -04, and -05) 

 
 
INITIATED BY:  
 
City of Chino, on behalf of property owner/developer 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the request for out-of-agency contract 
by taking the following actions: 
 
1. For environmental review, take the following actions as a responsible agency: 

 
• Certify that the Commission has reviewed and considered the 

environmental assessment and the Negative Declaration prepared by the 
County of San Bernardino for the General Plan Land Use Zoning District 
Amendment from RS-20M to SD (PRD-2014-01), Planned Residential 
Development to create a 36-unit residential community with a community 
park, and Tentative Tract Map 18902 to create 36 lots and three lettered 
lots on 6.86 +/- acres, and found them to be adequate for Commission 
use; 

 
• Determine that the Commission does not intend to adopt alternatives or 

mitigation measures for this project, that all mitigation measures are the 
responsibility of the County of San Bernardino, not the Commission; and,  

  
• Note that this proposal is exempt from Department of Fish and Game fees 

because the filing fee was the responsibility of the County, as CEQA lead 
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2 

agency, and direct the Executive Officer to file a Notice of Determination 
within five (5) days of this action. 

  
2. Approve SC #400 authorizing the City of Chino to extend water and sewer 

service outside its boundaries to Tentative Tract 18902, proposed for a 36-lot 
residential subdivision, on Assessor Parcel Numbers 1016-521-03, 1016-521-04, 
and 1016-521-05; and, 

 
3. Adopt LAFCO Resolution #3208 setting forth the Commission’s determinations 

and approval of the agreement for services outside the City of Chino’s 
boundaries. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The City of Chino has submitted a request for approval of an irrevocable agreement to 
annex that outlines the terms by which it will extend water and sewer service. The 
agreement relates to three parcels, Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) 1016-521-03, -04, 
and -05, located on the west side of Pipeline Avenue generally north of Riverside Drive, 
which is within the City of Chino’s western sphere of influence. The map below which is 
also included as Attachment #1 provides a location and vicinity map of the site.  In 
addition the materials in Attachment #1 include maps outlining the location of the 
infrastructure to be extended. 
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The City, on behalf of the property owner/developer, has requested that the Commission 
review and approve the extension of services pursuant to the provisions of Government 
Code Section 56133. The property owner/developer has processed a Planned 
Development and Tentative Tract (TT 18902) on 6.86 acres, which was approved by the 
County Board of Supervisors on November 4, 2014. The Conditions of Approval placed 
upon this project by the County’s Land Use Services Department include the requirement 
to connect to the City of Chino’s water and sewer facilities (Planned Development 
conditions # 26 and 27, Tentative Tract conditions # 32, 33, and 34). A copy of both 
Conditions of Approval are included as Attachment #3 to this report.  The demolition and 
grading permits have been received for this project; however, in order to record the final 
tract map the property owner/developer requires the completion of the contract process for 
the receipt of water and sewer service. 
 
In addition, the City has indicated that while the service contract area is contiguous to City 
boundaries, its annexation at this time would not provide for a logical and efficient boundary 
for delivery of the full-range of City services.  Therefore, the City has agreed to the 
processing of the out-of-agency service contract for water and sewer service to allow for 
the development of the 36-lot subdivision. 
 
PLAN FOR SERVICE: 
 
The City’s application indicates that an existing 8-inch water main and an 18-inch sewer 
main front the property on Pipeline Avenue.  Water and sewer service will be provided 
through respective main lines and laterals to these facilities to be constructed by the 
owner. 
 
Pursuant to the Commission’s application requirements for service contracts, 
information has been provided regarding all financial obligations for the extension of 
service outside the agency’s boundaries.  The property owner/developer will be 
responsible for all costs associated with the extension of both water and sewer service 
connection to the project site: 
 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 

Water Improvements  $250,729.00 
Sewer Improvements $205,084.00 

TOTAL $455,813.00 
 
 
The City has also indicated that it is the property owner/developer’s responsibility to 
arrange for a contractor to construct all service connections necessary to extend the 
services to the project site pursuant to the City’s standards.   
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In addition, the City has indicated that the following amounts are required from the 
developer prior to connection to the City’s water and sewer facilities: 
 
 

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES & OTHER CHARGES 
 

Fees/Charges Unit
s 

Fee/Unit Impact Fee 

Development Impact Fee    
• Water Impact Fee 36 $1,130.00 $40,680.00 
• Sewer Impact Fee 36 $771.00 $27,756.00 

Subtotal   $68,436.00 
    
Other Fees and Charges    

• Administrative Fee = 12% of 
DIF($68,436) 

  $8,212.32 

• IEUA Fee 36 $5,107.00 $183,852.00 
• Water Connection Fee (1” Meter) 36 $623.40 $22,442.40 
• Encroachment Fee 1 lot  $143.00 
• Inspection Fee = $421+4.8% of 

Construction Cost ($455,813) 
  $22,300.02 

Subtotal   $236,949.74 
    

Total   $305,385.74 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The development of TT 18902 requires that it receive water and sewer service from the 
City of Chino. In order for the project to proceed to record the Final Tract Map, the 
developer must show proof of his ability to connect to the City of Chino’s water and 
sewer infrastructure - which is the Commission’s authorization for the extension of 
services. 
 
Staff has reviewed this request for authorization to provide water and sewer service 
from the City of Chino outside its corporate boundaries against the criteria established 
by Commission policy and Government Code Section 56133.  The parcels that make up 
TT 18902 are within the sphere of influence assigned to the City of Chino and are 
anticipated to become a part of the City sometime in the future.  Staff supports the City’s 
request for authorization to provide water and sewer service to the proposed residential 
development since its facilities are adjacent to the anticipated development, and there is 
no other existing entity available to provide the level of service required by the Tentative 
Tract within the area. 
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DETERMINATIONS: 
 
1. The project area, which includes three parcels—Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) 

1016-521-03, 1016-521-04, and 1016-521-05—is within the sphere of influence 
assigned the City of Chino and is anticipated to become a part of that City sometime 
in the future. The requirement to receive water and sewer service from the City is a 
condition of approval placed upon the project by the County Land Use Services 
Department. Therefore, approval of the City’s request for authorization to provide 
water and sewer service is necessary to satisfy this condition of approval allowing 
the project to proceed.  

 
2. The application requests authorization for the City of Chino to provide water and 

sewer service as outlined in the Irrevocable Agreement to Annex for APN 1016-521-
03, -04, and -05 located on the west side of Pipeline Avenue generally north of 
Riverside Drive.  While the property is contiguous to City boundaries, the City has 
identified that its annexation would not provide for a logical and efficient service 
boundary.  Therefore, this contract will remain in force in perpetuity or until such time 
as the area is annexed when a more comprehensive annexation can be identified 
and processed. Approval of this application will allow the property owner/developer 
and the City of Chino to proceed in finalizing the contract for the extension of these 
services.  

 
The fees charged this project by the City of Chino for water and sewer service 
are identified as totaling $305,385.74. Payment of these fees is required prior to 
connection to the City’s water and sewer facilities.  The property owner/developer 
is also required to provide all costs for all improvements needed to extend the 
water and sewer facilities to the parcel, which the City has estimated at 
$455,813.  The City has indicated there is no difference in monthly charge 
between in-city and outside city boundary service. 

 
3. As required by State Law, notice of the Commission’s consideration was 

provided through publication in a newspaper of general circulation, The Inland 
Daily Bulletin.  Individual notice was provided to registered voters (2 within the 
project area and 257 surrounding) and landowners (the landowner/developer 
within and 162 surrounding) as required by Government Code Section 56157 as 
well as affected and interested agencies, County departments, and those 
agencies and individual requesting mailed notice.  Comments from landowners 
and any affected local agency have been reviewed and considered by the 
Commission in making its determination.  
 

4. In November 2014, acting as the CEQA lead agency, the County prepared an 
environmental assessment for the proposed General Plan Land Use Zoning 
District Amendment, Planned Residential Development, and Tentative Tract Map 
18902. The County’s assessment indicates that the project would not have a 
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significant effect on the environment through its development under the 
Conditions of Approval that has been approved for the proposed project.  

 
LAFCO’s Environmental Consultant, Tom Dodson and Associates, has reviewed 
the County’s Initial Study and the Mitigated Negative Declaration issued for the 
proposed project. Mr. Dodson’s analysis has indicated that the County’s Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration are adequate for the Commission’s use as a 
CEQA responsible agency. The Commission will not be adopting alternatives or 
mitigation measures for this proposal, as these are the responsibility of the 
County and others, and are considered self-mitigating through implementation of 
the Conditions of Approval. Attachment #4 provides a copy of Mr. Dodson’s 
response and recommendation regarding the Commission’s review and 
necessary actions to be taken. 

 
KRM/sm 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Vicinity Map and Map of the Contract Area 
2. City of Chino’s Application and Contract 
3. County Conditions of Approval for the Planned Residential Development and 

Tentative Tract 18902 
4. Tom Dodson and Associates Response, the County’s Environmental 

Documents for the Conditional Use Permit  
5. Draft Resolution #3208 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Vicinity Map and Map of the Contract Area  
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GENERAL NOTES - 
1 ' 

OTES-
1. THIS PROJECT IS DESIGNED FOR A DEVELOPER BUILDOUT

2. THERE ARE 3, 275 LINEAR FEET OF NEW STREETS. 

3. THE SITE IS NOT SUBJECT TO FLOODING, OVERFLOW OR INUNDATION

COMPOSITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN ( CDP) NOTE
THE BUILDING SETBACKS NOTED HEREON WILL BE DELINEATED ON THE CDP
FOR THIS PROJECT. IN ADDITION, THE CDP WILL BE RECORDED AS A PART OF

THE CC& R FOR THE PROJECT. 

FEMA NOTE
THE PROJECT IS LOCATED IN ZONE X ( AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE
0. 2% ANNUAL CHANGE FLOODPLAIN) PER FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
NUMBER 06071C8615H DATED AUGUST 28, 2008. 

VIUINI IT MAr: 

W-ml!

to

EARTHWORK NOTE LEGEND
RAW CUT 2, 450 C. Y. RS - 20M COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO ZONING

RAW FILL 15, 687 C. V. 

1111
PAD OVEREXCAVATION 21, 318 C. Y. 

B. S. L. BUILDING SETBACK LINE
STREET OVEREXCAVATION 6. 802 C. Y. ,

TRN= 1749. 9 RETAINING WALL WITH EXPOSED HEIGHTTOTAL EARTHWORK 49, 300 C. Y. ' 
IMPORT 19, 483 C. V. 

FGA

SOURCE OF IMPORT TO BE DETERMINED PRIOR TO GRADING PERMIT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

EXISTING EASEMENTS AND DISPOSITION
LOT AREA, MINIMUM: 4, 500 S. F. 

Lor WIDTH, MINIMUM: 50 L. F. 

1O 5071 O. R. 571; GENERAL TELEPHONE EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED
LOT DEPTH, MINIMUM: 90 L. F. 

DENSITY, MAXIMUM: 8 DUAL
NOT PLOTABLE. 

O 6256 O. R. 539; EDISON EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. 
LOT COVERAGE: 60% 

FRONT BUILDING SETBACK MINIMUM: 20 FT

O INSTRUMENT NO. 02- 283156; INGRESS, EGRESS EASEMENTS; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. REAR BIULDING SETBACK MINIMUM: 15 FT

4O INGRESS EGRESS EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. 
INTERIOR SIDE SETBACK MINIMUM: 5 FT

STREET SIDE SETBACK MINIMUM: 10 FT

GENERAL NOTES - 
1 ' 

OTES-
1. THIS PROJECT IS DESIGNED FOR A DEVELOPER BUILDOUT

2. THERE ARE 3, 275 LINEAR FEET OF NEW STREETS. 

3. THE SITE IS NOT SUBJECT TO FLOODING, OVERFLOW OR INUNDATION

COMPOSITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN ( CDP) NOTE
THE BUILDING SETBACKS NOTED HEREON WILL BE DELINEATED ON THE CDP
FOR THIS PROJECT. IN ADDITION, THE CDP WILL BE RECORDED AS A PART OF

THE CC& R FOR THE PROJECT. 

FEMA NOTE
THE PROJECT IS LOCATED IN ZONE X ( AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE

0. 2% ANNUAL CHANGE FLOODPLAIN) PER FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
NUMBER 06071C8615H DATED AUGUST 28, 2008. 

VIUINI IT MAr: 

EARTHWORK NOTE LEGEND
RAW CUT 2, 450 C. Y. RS - 20M COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO ZONING

RAW FILL 15, 687 C. V. RD -8) CITY OF CHINO PREANNEXATION ZONING
PAD OVEREXCAVATION 21, 318 C. Y. 

B. S. L. BUILDING SETBACK LINE
STREET OVEREXCAVATION 6. 802 C. Y. ,

TRN= 1749. 9 RETAINING WALL WITH EXPOSED HEIGHTTOTAL EARTHWORK 49, 300 C. Y. ' 
IMPORT 19, 483 C. V. 

FGA

SOURCE OF IMPORT TO BE DETERMINED PRIOR TO GRADING PERMIT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

EXISTING EASEMENTS AND DISPOSITION
LOT AREA, MINIMUM: 4, 500 S. F. 

Lor WIDTH, MINIMUM: 50 L. F. 

1O 5071 O. R. 571; GENERAL TELEPHONE EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED
LOT DEPTH, MINIMUM: 90 L. F. 

DENSITY, MAXIMUM: 8 DUAL
NOT PLOTABLE. 

O 6256 O. R. 539; EDISON EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. 
LOT COVERAGE: 60% 

FRONT BUILDING SETBACK MINIMUM: 20 FT

O INSTRUMENT NO. 02- 283156; INGRESS, EGRESS EASEMENTS; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. REAR BIULDING SETBACK MINIMUM: 15 FT

4O INGRESS EGRESS EASEMENT; TO BE QUITCLAIMED. 
INTERIOR SIDE SETBACK MINIMUM: 5 FT

STREET SIDE SETBACK MINIMUM: 10 FT

STORIES: 2112

ACCOMPANYING ENITIEMENTS
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT; 35 FT

CUL DE SAC / KNUCKLE LOT

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT STREET FRONTAGE MINIMUM: 28 FT

ZONECHNGE

ADEVELOPMENTPLANNED LOT SIZES' 
LARGEST LOT: 16,908 S. F. 

BASIS OF BEARINGS' SMALLEST LOT: 4,500 S. F. 

THE BEARING OF THE CENTERLINE OF PIPELINE AVE. N D°06'05' E AS SHOWN
AVERAGE LOT: 5, 630 S. F. 

OF TRACT NO. 8726 PER MAP FILED IN BOOK 124 PAGES PAGES 10 THROUGH 12 OF BENCHMARK: 
MAPS WAS TAKEN AS THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THIS TENTATIVE TRACT MAP. 

NO: 125141 ELEV. 765.03 FT
LOCATION: A 2 1/ 2" BRASS DISC LOCATED IN TOP OF CURB MARKED
CITY OF CHINO BENCHMARK 125/41" AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER

OF WALNUT AVENUE AND PIPELINE AVENUE

LAND USE SUMMARY: 
LOTS 1- 36: 4.63 ACRES

LEGAL DESCRIPTION LOT A: 0.26 ACRES

LOT 0: 0.02 ACRES

THAT PORTION OF LOTS 48 AND 49, SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 8 LOT C: 0.02 ACRES

WEST, SAN BERNARDINO BASE AND MERIDIAN, AS PER PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF
PART OF RANCHO SANTA ANA DEL CHINO, AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN BOOK 6 OF

PIPELINE AVENUE: 0.25 ACRES

MAPS, PAGE 15, RECORDS OF SAID COUNTY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: STREETS A, B, C, & D; 1. 68 ACRES

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT 49 DISTANT NORTHERLY
TOTAL: 6. 86 ACRES

330 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID LOT 49 THENCE GROSS ACREAGE: 6. 86 ACRES
NORTHERLY ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF LOTS 48 AND 49, 608.20 FEET TO RESIDENTIAL LOTS: 36 LOTS
THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF RIGHT OF WAY OF THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAILROAD GROSS DENSITY: 5.25 DUAC
COMPANY THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY LINE SOUTH EASTERLY 463.5 FEET LETTERED LOTS: 3 (LOTS A, B & C) 
TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF LOT 49 THENCE OF WESTERLY ALONG

THE NORTHERLY LINE OF LOT 49, 237.56 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF EXISTING ZONING: RS -20M (COUNTY) 

SAID LOT 49, 139.24 FEET EAST OF THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF LOT 49 THENCE PROPOSED ZONING: PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (PD) ( COUNTY) 

3307.

THERLY AND PARALLEL WITH THE WESTERLY LINES OF LOTS 48 AND 49, 

20 FEET TO A POINT WHICH IS 330 FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS: 
49 THENCE WESTERLY 139. 24 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 

TOGETHER WITH: 
1016- 521- 03. 0-OWO, 1016- 521-04-M000, 1616-521- 05-0.0000

THE NORTH 82.5 FEET OF THE SOUTH 330 FEET OF THOSE PORTIONS OF LOTS 48
UTILITY COMPANIES: 

AND 49, SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 8 WEST, COUNTY OF SAN WATER: CITY OF CHINO

BERNARDINO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AS PER MAP OF SEWER: CITY OF CHINO

SUBDIVISION OF A PART OF THE RANCHO SANTA ANA DEL CHINO IN BOOK 6, TELEPHONE: VERIZON
PAGE 15 OF MAPS, IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, ELECTRICAL: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: GAS: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 49; THENCE NORTH 938.9
FEET THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF RIGHT OF WAV SOUTHERN PACIFIC

RAILROAD 54AD CO.; THENCE ALONG SAID LINE SOUTH 5q DEGREES 24' EAST 747 FEET TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 18902
TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOTS; THENCE SOUTH 463.75 FEET TO THE

SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 49; THENCE WEST 680 FEET TO THE POINT APPLICANT: 
OF BEGINNING. 
ALSO TOGETHER WITH: COASTAL COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES
THAT PORTION OF LOT 49, SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 8 WEST, SAN 503 NORTH PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY, SUITE C
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO MAP OF A PART OF RANCHO SANTA ANA SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075
DEL CHINO, AS PER MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 6, PAGE 15 OF MAPS, IN THE BRETT CROWDER
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAID COUNTY, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 

949) 632-3122
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 49, DISTANT

NORTHERLY 330 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWESTERLY COMER OF SAID LOT 49; BRETT@COASTALCOMPROPERTY.COM

THENCE EAST TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 49; A

OF 139.24 FEET TOTEEPONT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTHERLY AND

DISTANCE

PROPERTY OWNERS: 
PARALLEL WITH THE WEST LINE OF SAID LOT A DISTANCE OF 337.20 FEET TO THE

MARY E. PIAZZA FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, 
WESTERLY LINE OF LOT 49; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF
LOT 49, A DISTANCE OF237.56 FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF THE RIGHT OF

WAY OF THE SOUTHERN PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY; THENCE ALONG SAID

A CALIFORNIA LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
12730 PIPELINE AVENUE

LINE SOUTH 54 DEGREES 24 MINUTES EAST 307.65 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE CHINO, CA 91710
OF SAID LOT; THENCE SOUTH ALONG THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID LOT 157.35

MICHEL A. WALTERS, SUCCESSOR TRUSTEEFEET TO A POINT WHICH IS 330 FEET NORTH OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF

LOT 49; THENCE WESTERLY AND PARALLEL TO THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF SAID OF THE MARY E. PIAZZA LIVING TRUST DATED MAY 12, 1994
LOT 49, A DISTANCE OF 487.59 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING. 12756 PIPELINE AVENUE

CHINO, CA 91710

PREPARED BY' 
MDS CONSULTING

17320 REDHILL AVE, SUITE 350

IRVINE, CA 92614
949) 251- 8821

STANLEY C MORSE, P. E., L.S. 

REVISED: JULY 25, 2014 ( ADDED LOT C) 
REVISED: JUNE 13, 2014
REVISED: MAY 29, 2014
REVISED: MAY 23, 2014
REVISED: FEBRUARY 25, 2014
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Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES
2150 N. ARROWHEAD AVENUE

SAN BERNARDINO, CA 92405

TEL (909) 882-3612 - FAX (909) 882- 7015

E-MAIL tda@tdaenv.com

October 31, 2015

Ms. Kathleen Rollings- McDonald

Executive Officer

Local Agency Formation Commission
215 North D Street, Suite 204

San Bernardino, CA 92415- 0490

Dear Kathy: 

rp

L90

NOV 0 3 2015
LAFCo

San Bernardino County

LAFCO SC# 400 consists of a proposal by the City of Chino ( City) for an irrevocable agreement to
annex for water and sewer Service (APNs 1016- 521- 03,- 04 and - 05) to a site of about 6.86 acres

located on the west side of Pipeline Avenue and north of Riverside Drive, within the City of Chino' s
western sphere of influence. The area proposed to receive sewer service through an out -of -area

service agreement is being developed as Tentative Tract 18902, a 36 -lot subdivision. If the

Commission approves LAFCO SC# 400, the project site can be developed with the above referenced

36 residential units. 

The County of San Bernardino prepared an Initial Study and adopted a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for this project. The Notice of Determination was filed by the County on November 4, 
2014. The extension of water and sewer service by the City is required for the future occupancy of
this 6.86 -acre site. Based on the surrounding level of development as determined by a site visit, no
significant potential to induce growth will result from the extension of the potable water line and

sewer line to the proposed project. 

As indicated, the County prepared an Initial Study which concluded that implementation of Tentative
Tract 18902 would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts to the environment with

implementation of air quality, biology, geology and noise mitigation measures that must be
implemented under the County' s jurisdiction. Therefore, I am recommending that the Commission
consider the adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration as a CEQA Responsible Agency as the
appropriate CEQA environmental determination for LAFCO SC# 400. 

Based on a review of LAFCO SC# 400 and the pertinent sections of CEQA and the State CEQA

Guidelines, I believe it is appropriate for the Commission' s CEQA environmental determination to cite

the County" s Mitigated Negative Declaration as adequate documentation in accordance with the
Commission' s CEQA Responsible Agency status. The CEQA review process was carried out in 2014. 

Based on a field review of the site and review of the environmental issues in the County' s document, 
no substantial changes in circumstances have occurred since its adoption that would require additional

environmental documentation. Under this situation, I recommend that the Commission take the

following steps if it chooses to approve LAFCO SC# AOO, acting as a CEQA Responsible Agency: 



I Indicate that the Commission staff and environmental consultant have independently reviewed

the County' s Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration ( IS/ MND) and found them

adequate for the extension of water and sewer service decision. 

2. The Commission needs to indicate that it has considered the IS/ MND and environmental

effects, as outlined in the Initial Study, prior to reaching a decision on the project and finds
the information substantiating the Mitigated Negative Declaration adequate for approval
of the extension of water and sewer service decision. 

3. The Commission should indicate that it does not intend to adopt alternatives or mitigation

measures for this project. Mitigation measures were required for this project and it will be

the responsibility of the City to implement these measures. 

4. File a Notice of Determination with the County Clerk of the Board as a CEQA Responsible
Agency. 

If you have any questions regarding these recommendations, please feel free to give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

7  OJ4
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        PROPOSAL NO.:  LAFCO SC#400 
 
        HEARING DATE:  NOVEMBER 18, 2015 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 3208 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION FOR SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY MAKING DETERMINATIONS ON LAFCO SC#400 – CITY OF CHINO 
IRREVOCABLE AGREEMENT TO ANNEX FOR WATER AND SEWER SERVICE (TENTATIVE 
TRACT 18902 -- APNs 1016-521-03, -04, and -05)) 
 
 
On motion of Commissioner ______, duly seconded by Commissioner ______ and carried, 
the Local Agency Formation Commission adopts the following resolution: 
 
 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 56133 requires the Local Agency Formation 
Commission to review and approve or deny applications for agencies to provide services outside 
their existing boundaries; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, an application for the proposed service extension in the County of San 
Bernardino was filed with the Executive Officer of this Local Agency Formation Commission in 
accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
(Government Code Sections 56000 et seq.), and the Executive Officer has examined the 
application and determined that the filings are sufficient; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, at the times and in the form and manner provided by law, the Executive Officer 
has given notice of the public hearing by the Commission on this matter; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer has reviewed available information and prepared a report 
including her recommendations thereon, the filings and report and related information having been 
presented to and considered by this Commission; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the public hearing by this Commission was held upon the date and at the time 
and place specified in the notice of public hearing and in order or orders continuing the hearing; 
and, 
 
 WHEREAS, at the hearing, this Commission heard and received all oral and written protests; 
and all persons present were given an opportunity to hear and be heard in respect to any matter 
relating to the contract, in evidence presented at the hearing; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Local Agency Formation Commission of 
the County of San Bernardino does hereby determine, find, resolve and order as follows: 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
215 North “D” Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490  

(909) 388-0480  •  Fax (909) 885-8170 
E-mail: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 

www.sbclafco.org 
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DETERMINATIONS: 
 
SECTION 1.  FINDINGS.  The following findings are noted in conformance with Commission 
policy: 
 
1. The project area, which includes three parcels—Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) 1016-521-

03, 1016-521-04, and 1016-521-05— is located on the west side of Pipeline Avenue generally 
north of Riverside Drive.  The parcels are within the sphere of influence assigned the City of 
Chino and is anticipated to become a part of that City sometime in the future.  The application 
requests authorization to receive City of Chino water and sewer service for the proposed 
Planned Development and Tentative Tract 18902.  This requirement is a condition of approval 
placed upon the project by the County Land Use Services Department.  Therefore, approval of 
the City’s request for authorization to provide water and sewer service is necessary in order to 
satisfy this condition of approval. 

 
2. The Irrevocable Agreement to Annex considered is for the provision of water and sewer 

service by the City of Chino to Assessor Parcel Numbers 1016-521-03, 1016-521-04, and 
1016-521-05.  This contract will remain in force in perpetuity for the parcel or until such time 
as the area will be annexed.  Approval of this application will allow the property 
owner/developer and the City of Chino to proceed in finalizing the contract for the extension 
of water and sewer service. 

 
3. The fees charged this project by the City of Chino for water and sewer service are identified 

as totaling $305,385.74. Payment of these fees is required prior to connection to the City’s 
water and sewer facilities.  The property owner/developer shall bear all costs to complete 
improvements needed to extend the water and sewer service to the parcel.  All construction 
costs for all improvements needed to extend the water and sewer facilities are estimated at 
$455,813. 

 
4. As required by State Law, notice of the Commission’s consideration was provided through 

publication in a newspaper of general circulation, The Inland Daily Bulletin.  Individual notice 
was provided to registered voters (2 within the project area and 257 surrounding) and 
landowners (the landowner/developer within and 162 surrounding) as required by Government 
Code Section 56157 as well as affected and interested agencies, County departments, and 
those agencies and individual requesting mailed notice.  Comments from landowners and any 
affected local agency have been reviewed and considered by the Commission in making its 
determination. 
 

5. In November 2014, acting as the CEQA lead agency, the County of San Bernardino, 
prepared an environmental assessment for the proposed General Plan Land Use Zoning 
District Amendment, Planned Residential Development, and Tentative Tract Map 18902 on 
6.86+/- acres, and adopted a Negative Declaration which indicates that approval of the 
project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment.  The County’s Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration have been reviewed by the Commission’s staff and 
Environmental Consultant who have found them to be adequate for the service contract 
decision. 

 
 The Commission certifies that it has reviewed and considered the County’s Negative 

Declaration and environmental effects as outlined in the Initial Study prior to reaching a 
decision on the project and finds the information substantiating the Negative Declaration as 
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adequate for its use in making a decision as a CEQA responsible agency.  The 
Commission finds that it does not intend to adopt alternatives or mitigation measures for 
this project as all changes, alterations and mitigation measures are within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of the County and/or others, and are self-mitigating through the Conditions 
of Approval. 

 
 The Commission directs its Executive Officer to file a Notice of Determination within five (5) 

working days with the San Bernardino County Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
SECTION 2.  CONDITION.  The City of Chino shall indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the San 
Bernardino County Local Agency Formation Commission from any legal expense, legal action, or 
judgment arising out of the Commission’s approval of this service contract, including any 
reimbursement of legal fees and costs incurred by the Commission. 
 
SECTION 3.  The San Bernardino County Local Agency Formation Commission does hereby 
determine to approve the service extension contract submitted by the City of Chino to provide 
water and sewer service to APNs 1016-521-03, 1016-521-04, and 1016-521-05. 
 
SECTION 4.  The Commission instructs the Executive Officer of this Local Agency Formation 
Commission to notify the affected agencies that the application identified as LAFCO SC#400 – 
City of Chino Irrevocable Agreement to Annex for Water and Sewer Service (Tentative Tract 
18902 -- APNs 1016-521-03, -04, and -05), has been approved. 
 
THIS ACTION APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Local Agency Formation Commission for 
San Bernardino County by the following vote: 
 
      AYES:   COMMISSIONERS: 
 
      NOES:   COMMISSIONERS: 
 
 ABSENT:   COMMISSIONERS: 
 
 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 
 STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 
      )  ss. 
 COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO ) 
 
 I, KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-MCDONALD, Executive Officer of the Local Agency 
Formation Commission of the County of San Bernardino, California, do hereby certify this 
record to be a full, true, and correct copy of the action taken by said Commission by vote of 
the members present as the same appears in the Official Minutes of said Commission at its 
regular meeting of November 18, 2015. 
 
DATED: 
 
                        _________________________________ 
                          KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-MCDONALD 
                          Executive Officer  



LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
215 North D Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0490 

(909) 388-0480  •  Fax (909) 885-8170 
E-MAIL: lafco@lafco.sbcounty.gov 

www.sbclafco.org 
 

 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 10, 2015 
 
FROM: KATHLEEN ROLLINGS-McDONALD, Executive Officer 
 
TO:  LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item #8 -- Presentation Required Pursuant to Section IV - 

Application Processing, Policy 11 –Island Annexation Pursuant to 
Government Code Section 56375.3 – Proposed Annexation to the City 
of Rialto and West Valley Water District of the Lytle Creek Ranch 
Specific Plan Anticipating the Development of more than 500 Units 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

Staff recommends that the Commission continue the item to the December 16, 2015 
hearing.  
 

BACKGROUND:  
 
In September 2011, the Commission modified its Island Annexation Policy removing the 
requirement for a City to initiate the annexation of its islands when considering a major 
development application.  This amendment was based upon two changes in circumstances:  
(1) the passage of SB 89 by the legislature removing the discretionary Motor Vehicle In-lieu 
fee on a per capita basis made the determination of sustainability for service delivery 
questionable; and (2) the continuing desire of the Commission to look at these issues on a 
case-by-case basis.  The language now reads:   
 

4. The Commission directs that upon receipt of a development-related 
annexation or reorganization application, which anticipates development 
of 500 or more dwelling units and/or 500,000 square feet of commercial/ 
industrial development, LAFCO staff shall, within 90-days, place an item 
on the Commission’s discussion calendar to review that City’s 
unincorporated island areas which meet the criteria identified in 
Government Code Section 56375.3.  The questions to be reviewed shall 
include, but not be limited to, the feasibility of annexing the island areas 
as a condition of application approval, the anticipated revenues 
available to fund service extension should the areas be annexed, and 
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any special circumstance in reference to original change of organization 
application or the island areas.   

 
In September 2015, the City of Rialto submitted an application for annexation of two 
portions of the adopted Lytle Creek Rancho Specific Plan.  The area is shown on the map 
below and in Attachment #1.  The annexation proposal includes the anticipated 
development of 3,187 residential units and 235,645 square feet of commercial 
development.  The specific plan includes area already a part of the City of Rialto bringing 
the total residential unit development to 6,260 units and 668,732 square feet of commercial 
development.  The development criteria of the island annexation policy have clearly been 
met requiring the discussion of the unincorporated island areas adjacent to the project.    
 
 

 
 
 
The island areas which meet the criteria in Government Code Section 56375.3 of less 
than 150 acres, substantially or totally surrounded, etc. in close proximity to the project 
are shown on the graphic below along with their respective acreages.   
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Conspicuously missing from this graphic is the El Rancho Verde Island which will 
become totally surrounded through the processing of LAFCO 3201.  This island area is 
212 +/- acres; therefore, it does not meet the criteria allowing for an expedited 
annexation procedure.   
 
Staff was unable to gather the financial data and review this matter with the City in order 
to address the policy criteria at the November hearing.  Therefore, staff is requesting 
that the Commission continue the item to the December 16 hearing.   
 
/krm 
 
Attachment: 

1. Vicinity Map of LAFCO 3201 and Island Areas in close proximity 
2. Excerpts from Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan Adopted by the City of 

Rialto 
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PREFACE 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan represents one family’s strong commitment to the City of 
Rialto and its residents. For several decades, the Pharris family has served as good stewards of 
what is today the largest remaining tract of undeveloped land within the City. The property is 
located partially within the city limits of Rialto, with the remaining areas located within 
unincorporated San Bernardino County. As part of project entitlements, the portions of the site not 
currently within the city limits will be annexed into the City. 
 
In recent years, Rialto and the surrounding areas have experienced increasing pressures to 
accommodate the growing Inland Empire population. Recognizing this need, the Pharris family has 
embraced the opportunity to create a legacy project that is a departure from the “mass produced” 
look and resulting anonymity of conventional subdivision development. With more than a decade 
spent in planning and design, Lytle Creek Ranch, is envisioned as a multi-generational community 
where residents can live, work, shop, play, and relax within an intimate, “small town” setting of rich 
architecture and attractive landscaping. 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan has been prepared to serve as an overall framework to 
conscientiously guide development of this significant landmark project. This Specific Plan serves as 
a regulatory document for development of the Lytle Creek Ranch project site into a high-quality, 
master-planned community. This document will provide guidance to the City of Rialto, builders, 
developers, architects, and designers in implementing an exciting new collection of neighborhoods 
that will quickly become some of Rialto’s finest and most sought-after residential areas. 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch incorporates carefully crafted neighborhood design principles to ensure that the 
community develops with a “sense of place” that promotes security, strong neighborhood ties, and a 
lifestyle rich in amenities. The community’s design draws on inspiration from neighborhood-building 
design strategies and sustainability principles. Lytle Creek Ranch will incorporate “iconic” streets 
that are readily identifiable, definable neighborhoods with authentic architecture and a distinct 
sense of character, clustered development that preserves natural open space areas, a mixed-use 
center near the I-15 freeway that provides local- and regional-serving retail uses, and an extensive 
network of open space and walking and biking trails designed to promote health and fitness. Lytle 
Creek Ranch will offer a wide variety of housing sizes and styles designed to meet the needs of a 
families, couples, and singles. In addition, an age-restricted, Active-Adult neighborhood will offer a 
mix of residences designed specifically for the needs of individuals aged 55 and older who wish to 
remain in the Rialto area. 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch offers a range of amenities that will be accessible to all of the residents of Rialto. 
These public recreational amenities include neighborhood parks, a sports park, two joint-use 
park/school facilities with sports fields and/or playgrounds, a central “Grand Paseo,” and a public 
18-hole golf course. The project incorporates and further builds and refines upon the efforts to 
rehabilitate and redevelop the underperforming El Rancho Verde Royal Vista Golf Club that began 
in 2006 to create an entirely new public golfing experience. Meandering greens and scenic vistas 
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will be interspersed by a series of small lakes and water features. The golf course will include a 
dramatic new clubhouse that will be available for City and community events and banquets, golf 
tournaments, weddings, and other social events. In addition to the golf course improvements that 
are proposed, the project will make the golf course the featured recreational and community 
amenity for the proposed Active Adult community. The community also proposes new elementary 
and K-8 schools, which will be owned, maintained, and operated by the Rialto Unified School 
District. 
 
A new northern gateway into the City will be provided as a component of Lytle Creek Ranch, which 
will identify Rialto and serve as a community landmark. The gateway design will include an iconic 
representation of the celebrated Rialto Bridge near the Sierra Avenue/Riverside Avenue 
intersection, which will help to increase the visibility of the City to passing motorists. Lytle Creek 
Ranch will include several smaller “Welcome to Rialto” signs as well. 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch also incorporates Green building techniques designed to conserve energy and 
water, promote recycling and re-use of materials, and ensure that only clean water enters Lytle 
Creek from the development. Planned as an environmentally conscious community, the project will 
set aside a total of 1,253.8 acres (51 percent of the total project area) as open space, including 
natural open space, trails, parkways, and paseos. A minimum of 829.2 acres of the 1,253.8 acres 
will be preserved in its existing natural habitat as part of the Open Space and Conservation Plan 
prepared specifically for Lytle Creek Ranch. 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch will result in many benefits to Rialto and the community, including the following: 
 
1. A quality residential and mixed-use master planned community. 
 
2. An exciting new Active Adult community for residents aged 55 and older. 
 
3. A minimum of 829.2 acres of natural open space that will protect important habitat. 
 
4. More than 300 acres of parks, recreation areas, paseos, trails, and golf course uses ─ most 

of which will be available for use by the general public and citizens of Rialto. 
 
5. A mix of housing products to meet a wide variety of housing needs. 
 
6. Village Center Commercial development including retail centers that will generate important 

tax revenue for the City and provide residents with additional shopping opportunities close to 
home. 

 
7. Improvements to the El Rancho Verde Royal Vista Golf Club that will further enhance the 

public golf course. 
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8. Road and landscape improvements to Glen Helen Parkway, Riverside Avenue, Sierra 
Avenue/Lytle Creek Road, and Country Club Drive. 

 
9. A new decorative gateway element on Riverside Avenue at the northern entrance into the 

City of Rialto. 
 
10. A community that incorporates sustainable design strategies and offers potential 

homebuyers an opportunity to live in an environmentally-conscious community. 
 
11. Two potential new school sites – an elementary school and a K-8 school. 
 
When built-out in 2030, this new community will benefit the entire City of Rialto through the 
provision of new housing neighborhoods, additional parks and recreational amenities, new schools, 
and enhanced retail opportunities. Its residents will enjoy a lifestyle and level of amenities 
unsurpassed elsewhere in Rialto. Truly, Lytle Creek Ranch will be a model of the latest “state-of-
the-art” planning and design techniques in the Inland Empire and serve as a legacy project in 
Rialto. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan, hereafter referred to as “Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan” or 
“Specific Plan,” provides a detailed description of the proposed land uses and infrastructure 
requirements for the Lytle Creek Ranch project, which will be processed through the City of Rialto, 
California. The design and development standards contained in this document will assist in creating 
architectural themes and landscape character for development within Lytle Creek Ranch. The 
Specific Plan is expected to be adopted by Resolution with the exception of Chapter 5.0, 
Development Standards, which will be adopted by Ordinance and serve as the zoning for the Lytle 
Creek Ranch Specific Plan area. 
 
This Specific Plan is intended to serve the following purposes: 
  
 Promote quality development consistent with the goals and policies of the City of Rialto General 

Plan. 
 
 Provide for comprehensive planning that assures the orderly development of the project site in 

relation to surrounding existing development. 
 
 Assure appropriate phasing and financing for community facilities, including circulation and 

streetscape improvements, domestic water, urban runoff and flood control facilities, sewage 
disposal facilities, educational facilities, and parks. 

 
 Establish development regulations permitting a wide variety of detached and attached 

residential products. 
 
 Develop a plan that is economically feasible and capable of being implemented based on 

existing and anticipated future economic conditions such that no economic burden to the City 
occurs. 

 
 Provide for the creation of a compact, walkable community that concentrates development, 

accommodates residential and commercial/retail development, and establishes a strong “sense 
of place.” 

 
1.2 AUTHORITY AND FORMAT OF THE SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
The State of California Legislature has established the authority and scope to prepare and 
implement specific plans. The State requires that all cities and counties in California prepare and 
adopt a comprehensive General Plan for the physical development of their areas of jurisdiction. To 
implement the policies described in the General Plan, regulating programs need to be adopted (i.e., 



 
 
 
 

 
July 2010 1-2 Introduction 

zoning ordinances, subdivision ordinances, building and housing codes, etc.). California State law 
authorizes cities with complete General Plans to prepare and adopt specific plans (Government 
Code Section 65450 – 65457). Local planning agencies or their legislative bodies may designate 
areas within their jurisdiction as areas for which a specific plan is “necessary or convenient” 
(Government Code Section 65451). 
 
Specific plans are intended to serve as bridges between the local General Plan and individual 
development proposals. Specific plans contain both planning policies and regulations, and may 
combine zoning regulations, capital improvement programs, detailed development standards, and 
other regulatory requirements into one document, which are designed to meet the needs of a 
specific area. 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan has been created through the authority granted to the City of 
Rialto by the California Government Code, Sections 65450 through 65453. This Specific Plan has 
been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the California Government Code, which 
stipulate that a specific plan contain text and diagrams that specify the following: 
 
Land Use 
The specific plan must specify the distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including 
open space, within the area covered by the plan. 
 
Public Facilities 
The specific plan must show the proposed distribution, location, extent, and intensity of major 
components of public and private transportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal, 
energy, and other essential facilities located within the area covered by the plan, and needed to 
support the land uses described in the plan. 
 
Development Standards 
The specific plan must include standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and 
standards for the conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources, where applicable. 
 
Implementation Measures 
The specific plan must include a program of implementation measures, including regulation, 
programs, public works projects, and financing measures. 
 
General Plan Consistency 
The specific plan must include a statement of the relationship of the specific plan to the General 
Plan. 
 
Optional Contents 
The specific plan may address any other subject that, in the judgment of the planning agency, is 
necessary or desirable for implementation of the General Plan. 
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All future development plans, tentative parcel and/or tract map(s), and/or other similar entitlements 
for the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan area shall be consistent with the regulations set forth in this 
Specific Plan and with all other applicable City of Rialto regulations. Furthermore, all regulations, 
conditions, and programs contained herein shall be deemed separate, distinct, and independent 
provisions of the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan. In the event that any such provision, standard, or 
clause is held invalid or unconstitutional, the validity of all remaining provisions, standards, and 
clauses of this Specific Plan shall not be affected. 
 
1.3 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan project site is located partially within the city limits of Rialto 
and mostly within the City’s sphere of influence in unincorporated San Bernardino County. The site 
is bisected partially by both the Interstate 15 (I-15) Freeway and Lytle Creek Wash, an intermittent 
stream. The location of the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan in relation to the local and regional 
setting is displayed in Figure 1-1, Regional Map, and Figure 1-2, Local Vicinity Map. 
 
Regionally, the City of Rialto is located approximately 60 miles east of downtown Los Angeles and 
103 miles north of San Diego, in the western portion of the San Bernardino Valley, in the center of 
the Inland Empire. The primary regional transportation linkages include the Foothill Freeway (State 
Route 210), which traverses through the central portion of the City in an east-west direction, and the 
Ontario Freeway (Interstate 15), which borders the City to the north, providing regional access to 
the project area. Secondary regional transportation linkages include the Interstate 215 Freeway and 
U.S. Highway 66 to the northeast and, further south, Interstate. From the I-15, direct access to the 
project site is provided by Sierra and Riverside Avenues, which run along the southwestern 
boundary of the site. Access to the site from State Route 210 is available via an interchange at 
Riverside Avenue. 
 
1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
The Lytle Creek Specific Plan is designed to implement a series of project-related objectives that 
have been carefully crafted to ensure that the project develops as a high-quality master planned 
community that meets realistic and achievable objectives. These objectives, which are identified 
below, have been refined throughout the planning and design process for Lytle Creek Ranch: 
 
 Build upon the platform of high-quality design, architecture, and landscaping established by 

neighboring residential communities to provide a northern gateway to the City of Rialto that 
offers new and exciting amenities to residents. 
 

 Establish open space preservation areas that will provide functioning habitats for sensitive, 
threatened, and endangered species, preserve Lytle Creek Wash and minimize impacts to its 
riparian and alluvial fan sage scrub habitats, while providing other wildlife benefits and 
accommodating growth and development opportunities within the City.  
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 Locate and integrate the design of native habitat open space areas into the community by 

providing and promoting connectivity with significant blocks of wildlife habitat off-site and habitat 
linkages and wildlife movement corridors in the region. 

 
 Maximize opportunities for using native plant material/species in the project landscaping, 

especially in areas where such landscaping is located in proximity to areas of preserved native 
habitat. 

 
 Develop freeway-oriented commercial areas to serve regional needs and stimulate job and 

revenue growth in the City.  
 
 Concentrate development within neighborhoods to promote greater efficiency of land use and 

promote walking and bicycling. 
 
 Respond to the unmet need for Active Adult communities in the Rialto area by providing 

residents with a golf course-oriented community and a variety of conveniently located on-site 
amenities. 

 
 Provide the City and surrounding community with a redesigned public golf course and 

clubhouse, recreation and open space areas, parks, and trails to meet the City’s General Plan 
goals to provide such facilities to maintain and enhance the City’s quality of life.   

 
 Address the City of Rialto’s current and projected housing needs for all segments of the 

community by providing a range of family-oriented single- and multi-family residences, as well 
as an Active Adult golf course community. 
 

 Establish a mix of land uses and local-serving activities that meet the General Plan’s objectives 
concerning community character and pedestrian-friendly design. 
 

 Implement the City’s General Plan Land Use Element goal to facilitate annexation of large areas 
of land that are governed by a specific plan, which provides for compatibility of land uses, fiscal 
balance, recreation, and resource protection. 
 

 Create a transportation network that will fulfill the policies of the Rialto General Plan’s 
Circulation Element by allowing residents to live within proximity to schools, recreational 
opportunities, retail centers, and commercial development, and by minimizing vehicle trips 
through utilizing access to a variety of transportation opportunities, including pedestrian 
pathways, bikeways, regional freeways, transit, and trains/Metrolink. 
 

 Provide a network of pleasant, safe, and convenient pedestrian trails and bike lanes. 
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 Address regional infrastructure concerns by locating development in areas where opportunities 
for groundwater recharge are maintained and the life of groundwater aquifers are protected. 

 
 Incorporate “Green” and sustainable practices, as practicable, in developing buildings and 

infrastructure in Lytle Creek Ranch. 
 
 Identify and address safety hazards, such as wildfire and flooding dangers, through 

implementation of design safety features and levee improvements. 
 
 Undertake development of the project site in a manner that is economically feasible and 

balanced to address both the Applicant’s and the City’s economic concerns. 
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1.5 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch is the result of years of intensive planning and careful design to create one of 
the foremost master-planned communities in the Inland Empire and, indeed, in all of Southern 
California. The project site has been owned and protected by one family for several decades. Now 
that Rialto is nearing build-out, this family has decided the timing is right to develop portions of the 
last large remaining vacant land in the City with a beautiful, new master-planned community on 
approximately 2,447 acres. Portions of the site are located within the city limits of Rialto, while 
remaining areas of the site are located within the City’s sphere of influence in unincorporated San 
Bernardino County. 
 
The Lytle Creek Ranch community is designed as four separate and unique neighborhoods: 
 
 Neighborhood I – includes approximately 417 acres of land. A portion of this land (“Sycamore 

Flats East” and “Sycamore Flats West”) is located within the boundaries of the 3,400-acre Glen 
Helen Specific Plan. The remaining land in Neighborhood I includes acreage located within the 
boundaries of the Lytle Creek North Planned Development. The Lytle Creek North Planned 
Development encompassed parts of Sycamore Flats East and Sycamore Flats West, including 
the community of Rosena Ranch. Once approved, the “Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan” will 
supersede portions of the “Glen Helen Specific Plan” (County of San Bernardino) and the “Lytle 
Creek North Preliminary Development Plan” (County of San Bernardino). Areas to be removed 
from these adopted plans include Planning Areas 1 through 15 of the Lytle Creek Ranch 
Specific Plan. 

 
 Neighborhood II – is planned as a gated Active Adult golf course community on approximately 

802 acres and includes the entire 221-acre El Rancho Verde Specific Plan area. Once 
approved, the “Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan” will supersede the City-approved “El Rancho 
Verde Specific Plan.” Areas to be removed from the adopted El Rancho Verde Specific Plan 
include a portion of Planning Area 95, and all of Planning Areas 96 through 103 of the Lytle 
Creek Ranch Specific Plan. 

 
 Neighborhood III – is located south of the I-15 and is planned to appeal to young families and 

families with children and will include a mix of single-family detached and attached homes, as 
well as Village Center Commercial development on approximately 969 acres. 

 
 Neighborhood IV – includes multi-family residential and Village Center Commercial develop-

ment on approximately 259 acres located north of the I-15. 
 
Each of the neighborhoods will have a separate and unique identity based on its physical features 
and public amenities. Three of the neighborhoods will be built-out with housing targeted at a variety 
of family sizes, couples, and singles, while the fourth neighborhood will be built as a gated, age-
qualified community for residents age 55 and older. In all, a maximum of 8,407 dwelling units may 
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be constructed in Lytle Creek Ranch. The community will build-out at an overall gross density of 
approximately 3.5 dwelling units per acre. 
 
Approximately 95.6 acres of Village Commercial Center uses are planned on-site. These areas will 
develop with retail, commercial, office, business park, and medical/dental uses. One of the Village 
Center Commercial areas, located at the juncture of Sierra Avenue and Riverside Avenue, is 
expected to build-out as a major retail shopping center. 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch will include a wide variety of housing types in community settings that reflect the 
aesthetic charm and neighborhood structure reminiscent of traditional Southern California towns. 
The community is designed as a mix of family-oriented and Active Adult homes clustered into four 
distinct neighborhoods. Each neighborhood will have its own unique identity and character. This will 
be accomplished by promoting authentic architecture and creating iconic streets with consistent 
design elements and a unified landscape palette to create a readily identifiable streetscape. 
 
Like most areas, the baby boomer segment of the San Bernardino County population is quickly 
approaching retirement age. The southern portion of Lytle Creek Ranch (Neighborhood II) is 
planned as a lifestyle community targeted at households within the expanding active adult (age 55 
and older) population. Active adult communities such as Lytle Creek Ranch offer residents of similar 
ages and interests a place to come together to enjoy an active lifestyle and sense of community. 
Lytle Creek Ranch will focus on the health, wellness, and fitness of its residents. The project will 
include an extensive network of sidewalks, which will link together the Active Adult neighborhood. In 
addition, there will be a public 18-hole public golf course. The age-qualified community is designed 
to accommodate housing without burdening parks and local schools. 
 
An Active Adult recreation center is planned in Neighborhood II especially for those residents. The 
recreation center will be beautifully landscaped and designed to serve as a community focal and 
gathering point. It is anticipated that the Neighborhood II recreation center will include a community 
center building that may contain such amenities as meeting and game/craft rooms, exercise 
facilities, locker rooms, restrooms, and other facilities. There will also be a swimming pool with a 
spa, and an outdoor area with barbecues for picnics and special events. 
 
Of the 2,447 acres comprising the project site, half of the property will be preserved as open space 
by clustering development along Riverside Avenue, Lytle Creek Road, Glen Helen Parkway, 
Clearwater Parkway, and the I-15 corridor. Lytle Creek Wash bisects a portion of the project site. A 
minimum of 829.2 acres will be preserved as undisturbed open space in its natural condition for 
habitat and wildlife potential, including the areas located along and within Lytle Creek Wash and 
portions of the hillsides adjacent to Glen Helen Regional Park and the San Bernardino National 
Forest. 
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Another 296 acres will be devoted to open space, neighborhood parks, golf, and recreation areas. 
The project proposes an extensive system of green spaces, such as neighborhood parks, paseos, 
and recreation areas linked together by a network of trails and paseos.  
 
A comprehensive trail system is planned throughout Lytle Creek Ranch. This system includes multi-
purpose trails that run adjacent to Lytle Creek Wash in Neighborhoods II, III, and IV. Other trails 
include a pedestrian walkway along the length of Riverside Avenue in Neighborhoods II, III, and IV, 
and a variable width “Grand Paseo” that runs the length of Neighborhood III. A multi-purpose trail in 
the Grand Paseo will be a minimum of eight feet in width and will accommodate both bicycle and 
pedestrian traffic. In addition, a trail system will be provided in Neighborhood I that will link up to the 
pedestrian trail system planned in the adjacent Rosena Ranch community (formerly known as “Lytle 
Creek North”). 
 
Lytle Creek Ranch also includes three public neighborhood parks that will include a mix of passive 
uses including, but not limited to, picnicking areas, shade structure(s), playgrounds, gardens, 
seating areas, informal turf play areas, and attractive landscaping. Each of the neighborhood parks 
in Neighborhood III will contain private recreation facilities designed especially to serve the 
recreational needs of Lytle Creek Ranch residents of Neighborhood III. In addition, there will be two 
joint-use parks located adjacent to the two schools, which will include playgrounds and/or sports 
fields. 
 
In addition to the above recreational amenities, the project will include a re-designed and 
reconfigured 18-hole public golf course. The golf course will include a new 19,000-square-foot 
minimum clubhouse facility with pro shop, locker rooms, offices, bar, restaurant, and banquet 
facilities. Other features include a tournament lawn, driving range, and carts storage barn. Although 
the golf course will be surrounded by active adult housing, the course and clubhouse will be open 
for use by the general public. 
 
A key feature of Lytle Creek Ranch is the establishment of a new northern gateway into the City of 
Rialto. At present, there is no clearly defined edge to the northern portion of the City. Lytle Creek 
Ranch is designed as the gateway into the City from the north. A dramatic entry featuring an 
interpretation of the City’s symbol, the Rialto Bridge, will be constructed on Riverside Avenue, near 
the I-15. This gateway will become a community landmark and will announce to both residents and 
visitors that they are entering Rialto. The project will also include two “Welcome to Rialto” 
monument signs, one each in Neighborhoods I and IV. 
 
1.6 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS AND APPROVALS  
 
The City of Rialto is the Lead Agency for purposes of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
compliance and has prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to consider the following 
discretionary actions, for which applications have been submitted to the City. These actions are 
required to implement this Specific Plan: 
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 Approval of the General Plan Amendment: A General Plan Amendment will be necessary to 

change the entire property from the current General Plan land use designations of “Special 
Study Areas,” “Edison Easement,” “Residential – Low Density (0-3),” and “Residential – Medium 
Density (3-6)/Recreation-Golf Course” to “Specific Plan Area” on the City’s General Plan Land 
Use Map. 

 
 Approval of the Specific Plan: The Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan has been prepared to 

realize the objectives of the proposed project as defined here in this Specific Plan. The Specific 
Plan will be adopted by resolution by the City of Rialto City Council, with the Development 
Standards chapter adopted by ordinance. The existing “El Rancho Verde Specific Plan,” a 
portion of the existing “Glen Helen Specific Plan,” and a portion of the “Lytle Creek North 
Planned Development” will be superseded by the Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan, once the 
Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan is approved. 

 
 Approval of Prezoning: Once the Specific Plan is approved by the City, the Specific Plan will 

serve as the “pre-zoning” for the project site. The Specific Plan will pre-zone the property from 
the mix of current Rialto and San Bernardino County zoning designations to “Specific Plan 
Zone.” 

 
 Approval of Tentative Tract Maps (TTM): Concurrently with the General Plan Amendment, 

Specific Plan, and other entitlement requests, the master developer intends to process 
Tentative Tract Maps for portions of the Specific Plan area. The Tentative Tract Maps will be 
prepared and processed through the City in accordance with Section 17.16 of the City of Rialto 
Municipal Code and in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act of the California Government 
Code. 

 
 Approval of Grading Plans: In conjunction with the Tentative Tract Maps, the City will process 

the corresponding grading plans based on the grading permit process established by the City’s 
Building Codes. Grading permits will be required prior to commencement of on-site grading 
activities. 

 
 Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR): The City of Rialto has determined 

that an EIR is required to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the project and include 
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to reduce potential environmental impacts. The EIR has 
been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The City of Rialto will 
consider certification of the EIR prior to taking action on the requested approvals.  

 
 Adoption of Mitigation Monitoring Program: The City will evaluate and adopt a Mitigation 

Monitoring Program (MMP), which will be considered by the City related to the changes made to 
the project or conditions of project approval that were adopted in order to mitigate or avoid 
significant effects on the environment. 
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 Approval of a Development Agreement/Pre-Annexation Development Agreement: A 

Development Agreement/Pre-Annexation Development Agreement will be negotiated between 
the City of Rialto and the Project Applicant that will establish vesting of development rights and 
entitlements, identify project improvements, timing of improvements, as well as the 
responsibilities and rights of both the City and the project Applicant applying to development of 
the Lytle Creek Ranch project. 

 
 Annexation Determination:  All of the above land use entitlements will be acted on by the City 

prior to annexation of the unincorporated areas into the City. The above entitlements, including 
the Pre-Annexation Development Agreement, are premised upon “pre-annexation” approvals 
that will become “in effect” upon completion of the annexation process. Cities are permitted to 
process pre-annexation General Plan amendments, zone changes, and specific plans prior to 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) action on the proposed annexation; however, 
these land use entitlements are not considered in effect for the portions of the property located 
outside the city limits until the property is actually incorporated into the City. The annexation 
determination will involve the filing of a petition by the landowner(s) with the San Bernardino 
County LAFCO to annex the unincorporated portions of Lytle Creek Ranch into the City of 
Rialto. At the time of approval by the City Council, the land use entitlements for those portions of 
the project site located within the city limits will become effective immediately or as provided for 
by state law. 

 
The approximately 2,447.3-acre Lytle Creek Ranch project site is located partly within the City 
of Rialto (approximately 694.2 acres) and partly within an unincorporated portion of 
southwestern San Bernardino County (approximately 1,753.1 acres). The jurisdictional 
boundaries are depicted in Figure 1-3, Annexation Areas. As part of project entitlements for 
Lytle Creek Ranch, the following annexations/boundary adjustments will need to occur: 

 
o Annexation of all unincorporated lands (approximately 1,753.1 acres) within the project area 

into the City of Rialto; 
o Removal of Neighborhood I from the San Bernardino County GH-70 Service District for Fire 

and Sewer Service; 
o Adjustments between the Rialto Unified School District/San Bernardino Unified School 

District service boundaries in Neighborhood I; and 
o Annexation of those portions of the project site located within the Sphere of Influence (i.e., 

portions of Neighborhoods II, III, and IV) into the West Valley Water District. 
 
All entitlements will require approval by the Rialto City Council. The annexation request will require 
approval by LAFCO, as well. 
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Figure 1-3 
Annexation Areas 
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