LAFCO 3076
SCH# 2007091035
STATEMENT OF FACTS AND FINDINGS

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) in Public Resou
21081 provides in part that: i

each significant effect:

or incorporated into, the
ffects on the environment.

(1) Changes or alterations have been requi
project which mitigate or avoid the signific

(2) F alterati ithi sibility and jurisdiction

e infeasible the mitigation measures or
nvironmental impact report.

PrOJect is a govern;
pursuant to the Corte:
construction of any p

 Knox and Hertzberg Act (Government Code Section 56000 et seq.). No
sical structures is proposed as part of the Project.

rdino County Local Agency Formation Commission (“San Bernardino
red a Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2007091035} to address the

Code of Regulations (“State CEQA Guidelines”), Sectlon 15105. Public comm,ents were
received, have been responded to, by San Bernardino County LAFCO, in accordance with
CEQA requirements.




On January 21, 2009, San Bernardino County LAFCO determined that the Final EIR,
comprised of the Draft EIR, comments received from the public and interested agencies, the
responses to comments prepared by San Bernardino County LAFCO, the Errata, and all
attachments and documents mcorporated by reference were complete and adequate,. and had

County LAFCQO’s Local Environmental Re\new Guidelines.

Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an E
significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not.r
insignificance.” Chapter 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR n
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project. No 51gn|f|cant environmen
were identified as resulting from the Project. As such, no significant unavoidable /
environmental impacts wouid occur as the result of Proje timplementation. Al potentlai
impacts would be less than significant and would not requ1 gation to reduce such Proj
effects.

A, Location and Custodian of the Record

The documents and materials that constitute the recor: eedings on which these
Findings have been based are located at the San Bernardino y LAFCO office at 215 N.
“D” Street, Suite 204, San Bernardino, Calf |a 92415. The custodi in for these records is the
Local Agency Formation Commission. T ‘ “incompliance with Public
Resources Code section 21081.6.

ict and San Bernardino County LAFCO approval, Valley District
provide all services currently provided by the Conservation
operation and maintenance of all recharge facilities for the
f the entire San Bernardino Basin Area, as clarified further below;

ndwater assessment presently being levied and collected by
ation District will be eliminated, resulting in savings of approximately
00 annually to groundwater producers and their constituents;

sposal of surplus property, as described in Section 3, Project Description,

“which may include the sale of three parcels, transfer of Mill Creek spreading

" basin facilities to the City of Redlands (“Redlands”), transfer of Mill Creek water
rights to historic water rights holders, and assuming the Conservation District's
role in various leases, management functions, agreemenis, committees and
advisory boards;




4} Revenue related to Conservation District assets will be placed in a segregated
basin management account to cover expenses necessary to prowde the services
of Conservation District; ,

5) Valley District will succeed to all rights, responsibilities, proper '
assets and liabilities of Conservation District, and will |mp
transition plan in accordance with the goals of the consolidati

6)

7)

experience.

3.0 FINDINGS
At a regular meeting assembled on July 15 2009, LAFCOd _tfermined that, based on ail

of the evidence presented, including but i Vil

(“Draft EIR” or “DEIR”), Final Environme

*'he publlc organizations and
|mp' tsassomated W|th the Project, the

sed Project does not have potential to cause significant
sthetics. (Draft EIR (“DEIR"), Appendix A, Initial Study p. 9.) The Project

Supporting Explanation: The proposed Project consists of the consolidation of the
Conservation District with the Valley District with no physical changes to any existing facilities.
(DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p. 2.) With no known physical changes in the environment
identified in conjunction with the proposed consolidation, this action has no potential to have an




impact on any aesthetic characteristic within the Project area. (/d.) Therefore, the approval of
the Project has no potential to cause any direct or indirect substantial alteration of the visual
character and setting of the Project area compared with what would occur without the Project
and, thus, this impact is less than significant. (/d.) Further, the proposed Project will not impede
scenic vistas, degrade visual resources, or modify any night lighting in a manner that could
cause substantial light or glare impacts that would affect either day or nighttime vi within the
Project area. (/d.) Therefore, all impacts on aesthetics are less than significan

B. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

1. Impact: The Project has no potential for causing dir_gctdg's gnificant ad
impacts on agricultural issues through the implementation of the consolidation of the
Conservation District with the Valley District. (DEIR, Appendix:A;:{aftial Study p. 10.) The
Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland:6r Farmland of Statewide
Importance (collectively “Farmland”) to non-agricultural us “herefore, the Project would have
no impact on Farmland, this impact is less than significant and no mitigation:is required. (/d.)

Supporting Explanation: The Project area contain:
has already replaced by urban and suburban development.“{(E
10.) The consolidation of the two Districts would hot cause any
the residual agricultural resources located:i
authorize any construction activities. (/d,
convert Farmland to non-agricultural use

P
t physical modiﬂcatlons to
e L AFCO does not

twould not directly cause the conversion of Farm!and and the
1t practices would not significantly impact water resources

available to agric
(DEIR p. 4-510 4. 6.

Valley District outlines how they will manage water resources after consolidation in the
LAFCO 3076 Plan for Service and in the Santa Ana River Water Right Applications for
Supplemental Water Supply (“SAR Water Rights Applications™) Final EIR. (/d.; see also DEIR,
Appendices B, Plan for Service and E, SAR Water Rights Applications Final EIR (Selected




Materials).) With approval of their pending SAR Water Right Applications, Valley District and
Western Municipal Water District are proposing to divert water at points of delivery above Seven
Oaks Dam in addition to water already diverted per the Santa Ana River-Mill Creek Cooperative
Water Project (“CWP”). (DEIR p. 4-5.) Valley District received approval from the State Water
Resources Control Board (“SWRCB") on February 21, 2008 for Temporary Permit 2 212,

of water could be availabie for exchange. (DEIR p. 4-5. ) This, ___er could be used inan :
exchange if (a) no local purveyors are able to take direct del ‘of the water; (b) no local
spreading facilities with adequate capacity are ava[iable orret harge of the water would be
inconsistent with groundwater management goals; ang; sonveyance cz pamty is available.
(id.)

rom the Santa Ana River,
pact agricultural
asins have first priority

Valley District's proposed diversions and conveyan
and operations invoiving groundwater recharge will not significa
resources. (DEIR p. 4-5.) Local purveyo ] groundwater recha
over water export and water exchanges’
their own water rights and would not be ¢
appendices to the LAFCO 3076 Plan for

ive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or create any
EIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p. 11.) Further, the proposed Project

Supporting Explanation: The Project consists of the consolidation of the Conservation
District with the Valley District with no physical changes to any existing facilities. (DEIR,
Appendix A, fnitial Study p. 11.) Because the Project will not cause any known physical




changes to the environment, it does not have the potential to generate any new air emission
and cause significant air quality impacts. (/d.) Al air quality impacts are less than significant
and no mitigation is required.

D. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

1. Impact: The Project will not have a substantial adverse effect, ei
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensil
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the:( nia De
of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. (DEIR pp. 4- 7:____%;;211 ) Therefore, this
impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required. A

rectly or

Supporting Explanation: The Project will not directly imp: tfany designated specie
because no grading, construction or other activity that would:cal se physical changesto the "1
environment are proposed as part of the Project. (DEIR p.:4-17; DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study. =
p. 13.) However, comment letters have raised the possibility sfer of operational '

nd Use Management Plan
' conservatlon plan that

was prepared with the coordination of se_\,
Cities of Highland and Redlands, the Col
County of San Bernardino, the U.8. Depa
and the East Valley Water District. (DEIR |

j : 'ﬁd the Valley District has adopted a resolution making a
pport for the Wash Plan. (Final EIR (“FEIR") p. 7; see also FEIR,
Attachment D, Valley District Resolution.) The Wash Plan Environmental Impact Statement
“EIS”) and Habitat Ci '"""servatlon Plan (“HCP") are anticipated to be completed by the Fall of

‘ Prolect would not result in new significant impacts 1o biological resources
=y District's substitution as lead agency for the Wash Plan.

Potential Impact 4.2-2: The Project will not result in new significant physical impacts to
biological resources as it relates to an element of the Wash Plan which proposes to use
100,000 acre-feet of water per year for wildlife enhancement. (DEIR p. 4-18; see also DEIR,
Appendix D, Correspondence, Center Letter, January 19, 2007.) This water is not currently




being used for wildlife enhancement. (/d.) While the Conservation District filed a water rights
application (No. 31371} that identified the use of 70,000 acre-fee per year for wildlife
enhancement, the Conservation District later filed a letter with SWRCB withdrawing this portion
of its appllcatlon (Letter from D. Burnell Cavender to M. Moody dated January 15 2003 DEIR

(FEIR p. 9.) Consequently, the proposed consolidation will have no lm“”pacton the am
water available for wildlife enhancement purposes. (DEIR p. 4-1 9; __EIR pp. 8-9.)

For all of these reasons, the Proj;
biological resources. (DEIR p. 4-19; FEI

SAR Water Rights Appli
potential adverse imp

uidelines §15231.) The SAR Water Rights
, i measures, including the monitoring and

e species and the restoration of kangaroo rat and wooly-star

acts to a less than significant level. (DEIR p. 4-20.) The SAR
independent from the Project and will move forward regardless of
proval. (/d.; FEIR p. 17.) The potential significant impacts

ant to the Applications are not atiributable to the Project and,
isures required by the Applications Final EIR are not required here.

oject itself would not result in increased water storage behind the Seven
gnificant impacts requiring mitigation. Therefore, the Project will not
-physical impacts to biological resources caused by increased storage
"‘Dam. (/d.)

presumed to ¢
Appllcatlons Fi

as such, mitigation:
(DEIR p. 4-20.) Th
Oaks Dam or any oth

addition to'c ,rﬁmrtments set forth in the recently adopted IRWMP, will protect water flow,
groundwater and related biological resources in the Project area. (DEIR pp. 4-18, 4-19.)

For all of the reasons stated above, the Project will not have a substantial adverse sffect,
either directly or through habitat modifications, on any candidate, sensitive, or special status




species. This impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

2. Impact: The Project will not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wlldhfe Service.
(DEIR pp. 4-7, 4-21.) This impact is less than significant and no mitigation is re uired.

Supporting Explanation: The Project will not directly impact any rlpanan abitat or other
sensitive natural community because no grading, construction or other a
cause physical changes to the environment are proposed as part of the =IR:
DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p. 13.) The Project will not indirectly impact riparian ha
other sensmve natural commumty for the reasons d:scussed under Petential Impacts 4.

of understanding and relate
in the Project area.

(DEIR pp. 4-18, 4-19.)

3. Impact: The Project will not have a substantial:
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean W_
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (DEIR pp. 4-
significant and no mitigation is required.

Hrough direct removal
.} This impact is less than

Supporting Explanation: The Pro

are proposed as part of the Project. (DEIR p
PrOJect will not indirectly have -a‘ substantiai ady

ect on wetlands for the reasons
in D'I above [n addition, commitments set

ignificant and no mitigation is required.

“The Project will not directly interfere with the movement of any
corridor, or the use of a native wildlife nursery site because no
.other activities that would cause direct physical changes fo the

d as part of the Project. (DEIR p. 4-17; DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study
not indirectly have a substantial adverse effect on these thresholds for

5. ° Impact: There is no potential for this Project to conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources. (DEIR, Appendix A, /nitial Study p. 13.) The Project
would not impact local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, this impact is less
than significant and no mitigation is required.




Supporting Explanation; The proposed Preject does not include any direct physical
modlflcatlon to the existing fac:lltles (DE]R Appendlx A, !mtlai Study p. 13.) Consohdatlon of

CEQA. (State CEQA Guidelines §15231.) The Wash Plan EIS 2
be complete until the Falt of 2009. (FEIR p. 7.) Regardless, forth
Potential Impacts 4.2-1 and 2in D.1 abg he:P

the Dlstnct pursuant to the PrOJect would

3076 and contractual obhga i
conditions. (FEIR p. 24,):

flict with any other plans, including the
Research Natural Area, the Santa Ana
Haul Road Conservation Easement,

s, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an HCP,
n Plan, or any other approved local, regional, or state habitat

Supporting Explanation: The Project consists of the consolidation of the Conservation
District and the Valley District with no physical changes to any existing facilities. (DEIR,
Appendix A, Initial Study p. 14; FEIR p. 3.) Any changes in operation will use the existing
facilities of the two Districts. (/d.) Because the Project will not cause any known physical
changes in the environment, either directly or indirectly, the Project has no potential to disturb or




otherwise damage any historical, archaeological, paleontological, or human remains or
otherwise have any direct or indirect impact on any culiural resource within the Project area.
(Id.) Therefore, no impacts to cultural resources will result from implementation of the Project,
the Project’s impact on cultural resources will be less than significant and no mltlgat N s
required. (FEIR, pp. 3-4.) ’

F. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

1. mpact: The Project has no potential to expose people or: structure
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death mvolvmg the ruptur
known earthquake fault, seismic shaking or ground failure, or Iandsindes (DEIR App
Initial Study p. 15.) The Project would have no impact due to f
landslides, this impact is less than significant and no mitigation:is:re

s through the: Project area and, in ™
x A, Initial Study p. 16.) As a result,

(ld:y These ground

. The Project area may

the proposed Project will

the Project area will experience strong ground shaklng“‘l
shaking events may cause ||quef|cat|on or other ground fal

impact any geology or soils issue within the:
seismic activity and landslides. (DEIR, App
than significant and no miti ation is required

:.topso;l unstable soil that result in onsite or
'f'c_atlon or collapse expanswe soil Creatmg

& soil, or sorl limitations to receive wastewater in the Project area (Id)
han significant and no mitigation is required.

significant'hazard fo the pub[ic or the environment; to emit any hazardous emissions or cause
the presence of any hazardous materials inside or outside of a quarter mile radius of a school;
to impact a known hazardous materials site in a way that creates a hazard to the public or the
environment; to impact the operations of any public or private airports within the Project area; to
interfere with any emergency response plan or emergency evaluation plan; or to expose new

10




facilities or people to any wildland fire hazards. (DEIR, Appendix A, /nitial Study pp. 18-19.)
The Project would have no impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials, these impacts
are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Supporting Explanation: There are known hazardous materials sites and _’gw’ -Eﬁ%lic

Appendix A, Initial Study pp. 20-21.) This impact is less thé'nr-;
required.

Supporting Explanation: While th
State CEQA Guidelines were utilized in prepa
Project would have no significant impacts asr
analyzed several additional thresholds of signifi
and the Conservation District ;

mpact water quality and water supply on the
right to charge a groundwater usage tax
ter assessment and the amount of water

Potential Impaci

< _ed On water pumpers, which are typically

vater providers, not consumers. (FEIR p. 5.) Between 2000 and
rlct raised its rates for water pumped for agricultural and non-

34 percent, respectively. (DEIR, p. 4-28.) The rafe for

1.25 per acre-foot (“AF”) to $1.65 per AF. (/d.) The rate for
om $4.50 per AF to $6.05 per AF. (/d.) Yet, the total
t:Valley Water District, the two water purveyors that comprise
bject to the tax, were virtually unchanged. (/d.)

here, will ave a direct effect on water conservation. (FEIR pp. 5- 6 ) For example, the City
of Rlver5|de ‘the largest assessment payee, paid close to $200,000 in groundwater
assessments in 2007 but this amounted fo less than 1/50" of one percent of its total annual
revenues of $639,000,000. (FEIR p. 6.)

11




As demonstrated in the Plan for Service, the loss of the groundwater usage tax would be
more than offset by the cost savings that would result from the consolidation, some of which
would be available to fund the enhancement of groundwater recharge operations. (FEIR p. 6;
see also DE]R Appendix B, Plan for Service pp. 23-32.) An updated cash flow analy31s shows

Thus, the Project’s impact on the quality and suppl
District’s inability to assess a groundwater tax will be less th
required.

source of water used for recharge (DEI
Correspondence, Conservation Disirict L

."(DEIR p. 4-29.) A study
‘Valley Water District in 2005 shows an

of Santa Ana River wate__r ' rf
average TDS level of

 analyzed and mitigation measures were
f_f:he SAR Water Rights App[ications Final

P
ect and LAFCO 3076. (/d.; FEIR p. 17.) The potential significant
taken pursuant to the Applications are not attributable to the

S begins to affect the potential use of water when levels reach
g/L, and at 2000 mg/L water is brackish and generally unusable.
a Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board ("SARWQCB”) adopts

d a “Cooperative Agreement” to protect water quality and protect conjunctive
d'water in the basin. (/d.) The Agreement allows for the monitoring and

f water quality consistent with SARWQCB water quality objectives. (/d.) The
Agreement addresses the use of imported water for groundwater recharge and requires
compliance with the Salinity Objectives for groundwater management zones. (/d.)

The IRWMP recommends managing TDS levels by assigning a credit when levels are

12




lower than the limit and a debt when levels are higher than the limit. (DEIR p. 4-30.) If the
account falls below zero, implementation of the region mitigation measures would be required
until a positive balance is achieved. (/d.)

Therefore, this potential impact is less than significant and no mitigation i

and Redlands. (DEIR p. 4-31.)

From 1921 fo 1979, Redlands held a fee ownershi
facilities. (DEIR p. 4-30.) Redlands sold its fee owneﬁs.
fo ensure contlnued recharge (Id.) Redlands has dete

tion District in 1979
ffectively resume the

the Valley District. (DEIR pp. 3-22, 4-31.) ..
Valley District would impose conditions u For example,
pursuant to Government Code section 5 his Project, LAFCO
would require the transfer fo be conditioned | inued use of the facilities for water
conservation. (DEIR p. 3-22; FEIR p. 4.) Unde anges in the operation of the
Mill Creek water rights is proposed or anticipated. act, the same
groundwater management fi 4 ill Creek recharge operation no matter
which agency is responsi . (DEIR p. 3-22; see also DEIR, pp. 4-31,

servation District Letfer September 19 2005 ) The MOU between
imposes conditions upon the facility fransfer. (DEIR p. 4-31.) In
tions that place enforceabile limits upon the transfer of assets
AFCO 3076 review process. (Id.) For example pursuant to

change operation of the facilities, particularly to operate in a less efficient
vailahility of Mill Creek water is essential o Redlands. (/d.) Furthermore,
‘District's comments assume that Conservation District is currently recharging
in the most efficient manner but, since the Conservation District acquired the facilities, Redlands
has determined that its needs related to Mill Creek water have not been met. (DEIR p. 4-31.)
Therefore, Redland may in fact increase the efficiency of recharge operations. Redlands
operates other water facilities in the Mill Creek area where they employ adequate maintenance
staff to properly and efficiently facilitate daily recharge operations. {(DEIR p. 4-32.) With the

13




direct involvement of the Valley District, Redlands will operate per existing agresments,
including the Seven Oaks Accord. (/d.)

The Project is not ant:cnpated to result in any c:hange in operatlon no matter_ Whlch

Materials). ) It is not foreseeable that the Project will result i |n any such
(FEIR pp. 20-12.)

The Project would not result in significant impacts to watg Ip
result of a change in ownership of the Mill Creek facilities. (DEIRp.
is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Potent:al lmpact 4.3-5. The Conservatlon Dist i€

River-Mill Creek Cooperative Water Project (“CWP"), potentlalm
absence. (DEIR pp. 4-28, 4-32.) It would be speculative to assur

project manager duties for the CWP. (D
selecting a PrOJect Manager and it is pre

|gnlficant im pact to water supply or water
of a PrOJect Manager for the CWP. (/d.)

,rently serves. (DEIR pp. 4-28, 4-32.} The Big Bear Watermaster
é,_:ﬂows that shouid or that have the potential to contribute fo the

respon5|b|I| ies of the Conservatlon Dlstrlct and how these respon3|b|llties would be assigned
following consolidation under the Project. (/d.; DEIR pp. 3-17 to 3-18, Table 3-3; see also FEIR
pp. 23, 28 (making corrections to Table 3-3).) There has been no evidence submitted to
suggest that the Valley District would perform its duties as a member of the Committee in a
manner that would result in significant impacts to water quality or water supply. (/d.) This

14




impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Potential Impact 4.3-7. The Project will not result in changes in groundwater
management that could resuit in an increase in contaminant plume size and/or extentr:--(DElR

reduce those impacts were developed during preparation of th
Final EIR. (DE!R p. 4-33; DEIR Appendlx E, SAR Water

only to the SAR Water nghts Appllcatlons are independent fr
regardless of the Project. (/d.) The Project will not result in signific
and water supply due to plume movement that.are not attributable to
Applications. (/d.) This impact is less th:

ussed in H.1 above regarding Potential
ve a S|gn|f|cant |mpact on groundwater

-rge operatlons currently conducted by the Consetrvation District.
ining revenue to the Conservation District over the last 19 years
895,000 when adjusted for current royalty rates. (/d.) However,

Jdwater management programs and activities. The Valley District has taken
olein e IRWMP, which seeks to ensure balanced management of the region’s water
resources. “(FEIR p. 21.) [n addition, the Valley District serves as the San Bernardino Basin
Area’s Watermaster and is the primary responsible agency for implementing and ensuring the
conditions of the Western Judgment. (/d.)

For all of the above stated reasons, the Project’s impact on groundwater supplies and

15




groundwater recharge is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

3. Impact: The Project has no potential to impact thresholds related to drainage
patterns, runoff, or flood plains. (DEIR p. 4-27; DEIR, Appendix A, /nitial Study pp. 20':_21 ) The
Project will have no impact on these hydrology issues, these impacts are less tha_ ‘significant,

and no mitigation is required.

Supporting Explanation: The Project does not propose any physma]__ ha_-_ges to any
existing facilities and any operational changes would be carried out using existing facilities.
(DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p. 21.) Because the Project is not knowh to cause’ any direct or
indirect physical changes to the environment, the Project has no petential to create or contribute
surface water runoff which would exceed the capacity of existing.or.planned storm water .
drainage systems or provide a substantial additional source of pelluted runoff within the PrOJec
area; place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area; o ‘place other structures within a 100- -
year flood hazard area which would impede or redirect f flows. (ld) The Project will have
no impact related to drainage patterns, runoff or floodg i
significant, and no mitigation is required.

4. Impact: The Project has no potential to exposé.persons or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involying flooding, or inund -by seiche, tsunami or
mudflow. (DEIR, Appendle Initial Study pp.:20-21. ) The Project w ild have no impacts

related fo flooding, seiche, tsunami or mudfiow, e-impacts are less than significant and no
mitigation is required.

2. Impact: The Project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. (DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p. 22.) This impactis less
than significant and no mitigation is required.
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Supporting Explanation: The Project may indirectly result in significant impacts to land

use or relevant planning if one of the following Potential Impacts is significant.

replaces the Conservation District as the lead agency for the Plan. (DEIR p.
DEIR, Appendlx D, Correspondence, Highiand Letter, January 17, 2007 ang:

cooperate in the CEQA documentation and lmplementa'

[ ”ilowmg consolidation
under the proposed Project. (DEIR p. 4- ‘]8 see also DEI

B, Plan for Service,

and Redlands.) Under

sh Plan, including complying

and approvals.  In addition,
.f

with subsequent implementation measur
on September 3, 2008, the Valley Dlstrlc
support for the Wash Plan. (FEIRp.7;s
Resolution.) Furthermore, the Valley Distri
Wash Plan. (DEIR p. 4-18.) Rather, pursu
amended in cooperation with the other coordi
the EIR. (DEIR pp. 4- 18 449y

ral nght to amend the
1:Plan may only be

n project area. (DEIR pp. 4-47, 4-48.)
erm[ts and/or approvals are requwed

| the Wash Plan, any other Iand use plan policy, or regulatlon
n. plan or natufal commun[ty conservation plan due to the Valley Districts
servation District as lead agency for the Wash Plan. This potential

or habitat conserva
replacement of the
impact is less than si

$3.2 million to be generated from the sale of Conservation District properties.
(DEIR p. 4-49, ) The three Conservation District properties that would be sold under the Project
include the 52,707 square foot ("SF”} “Redlands Plaza” shopping center at 1630 West Redlands
Boulevard, Redland, California, and two lots in Mentone, each approximately 104,000 SF, one
of which has an existing single family residence. (DEIR p. 4-46.) However, any effort fo
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evaluate the impacits of a change in land use of the Conservation District properties after they
are sold would be highly speculative. (DEIR p. 4-49.) Redlands Plaza is already a fully
developed commercial site. (DEIR pp. 4-46, 4-498.) There are no plans to further develop this
parcel upon consolidation of the district (DEIR p. 4-46.) The Mentone parce!s are zoned “‘RM",

3. Impact:
community conservat

D.1, D.6, and 1.2"abov! i
Wash Plan nor the" 3y Dig rlot S proposed of Conservation District property would cause

HCP, any other habitat conservation plan, cr a natural community

"EIR p. 24.) Fmally, there are no foreseeable plans to develop or
Conservatlon District properties that are proposed to be sold under the

The Project does not have the potential to conflict with any other plans, inciuding the
Bureau of Land Management Areas of Critical Concern Research Natural Area, the Santa Ana
River Wolly-Star Preservation Area, or the Robertson’s Haul Road Conservation Easement,
because the Project does not involve the physical alteration of facilities, grading, construction or
any other activity, inside or outside of the areas protected by these plans, that would alter the
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physical environment in any way and such activities would not foreseeably result from the sale
of the desighated Conservation District properties. (DEIR pp. 4-15, 4-17.)

For all of these reasons, this impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required.

J. MINERAL RESOURCES

1. Impact: The Project will not result in the loss of availability of ¢ an mineral
resource of value to the region or the state or a locaily important minera[ resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.: (DE]R p. 4-51.) The
Project will have a less than significant impact on mineral resources and no mitigation

required. (/d.)

Supporting Explanation: The Project could result in ¢
resources if the following Potential Impact is significant. -

) nificant impacts to mineral

within the Santa Ana
a currently permitted

sh area, Cemex

aggregate mining or processing companies €
L Robertson §7), are

Construction Materials, LP (*Cemex”) and
participating in the Wash Plan effort. (DEIR®
lease agreements with Cemex,. Robertson’s

“Valley DI:S'EI’I en!d delay, unllaterally change or abandon
VWash Pan was iriitiated in 1997 the Draft EIR was

ey District voluntarily entered into a contract with Redlands under
erate in the CEQA documentation and implementation of the Plan

including complying
approvals. (DEIR p.-
esolution that made

ormal declaration of support for the Wash Plan. (FEIR p. 7; see also
alfey District Resofution.) Thus, subsequent to the consolidation, Valley

be amended-in cooperation with the other coordinating agencies and may require recirculation
of the EIR. (DEIR pp. 4-18, 4-49.)

In addition, mineral leases represent considerable ongoing revenue and it would be
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speculative to assume that the Valley District would terminate the leases. (DEIR p. 5-54.) For
all of these reasons, evidence does not indicate that Valley District’s replacement of the
Conservation District as lead agency for the Wash Plan will impact mineral resources. (/d.)
This potential impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required. .

Therefore, the Project will not have a direct or indirect impact on minera
mineral resource impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is require

K. NOISE
1. Impact: The Project has no potential to expose persor;s to or generation

Ievels in excess of standards establlshed in the local general pla 'horse ordmances or

Project; or to expose people residing or working in thé
where the Pro;ect is w1th1n an alrport land use plan WI

District with the Valley DlStI’ICt with no phy.
Appendix A, Initial Study p. 24.) Becauseithe
implementation cause any direct or indirect ph:
has no potentlal to cause any direct or lndlr

& -Project would ha\}é"'ho impact on population and housing,
cts are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

. 25.) "‘Because the Project does not propose, nor will its
y direct or indirect physical changes fo the environment, the Project
any direct or indirect impact on population and housing that would
tion, remove any existing housing or displace any people within the
ct area. (/d.).Therefore, the Project would have no impact on population and housing
thresholds. (/d.): These impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

PUBLIC SERVICES

1. Impact: The Project has no potential to result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities or need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain performance objectives for fire protection,
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police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities. (DEIR, Appendix A, Initial Study p.
26.) Therefore, the Project would have no impact on public services, public service impacts are
less than significant and no mitigation is required.

including fire protection, police protectlon schools or parks, or the demahd for altered
governmental facilities with a potential for adverse impact from their constructlon (Id

or does the Project include
imes which mlght have an

adverse physical effect on the environm
the Project would have no impact on re
no mitigation is required.

fo any existing facilities. (DEIR,
include any recreational facilities or have
Project area for recreational activities. ({d.)
iplementation cause any direct or indirect
. no potential to cause any direct or indirect

ndard established by the county congestion management
i in air traffic patterns; substantially increase hazards due to a design
ature or incompatible Use; resulting inadequate emergency access; result in inadequate

arking capacity; or

Supporting Evidence: The Project consists of the consolidation of the Conservation
District with the Valley District with no physical changes to any existing facilities. (DEIR,
Appendix A, Initial Study p. 28.) Because the Project does not propose, nor will its
implementation cause any direct or indirect physical changes to the environment, the Project
has no potential {o cause any increase in trip generation in support of the consoclidation; to
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adversely impact or modify air traffic patterns; to modify the design of any roadway or cause an
increase in hazards as a result of implementing the Project; to have any impact on emergency
access at any location; to create any demand or have any impact on parking capacity
requirements at any location within the Project area; or to have any direct or indirect impact on
the adopted policies, plans or programs supporting aiternative transportation. (DEIR:pp, 28-29.)
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on transportation and traffic thresholds. .((DEIR p.
29.) These impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is required.

P. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

1. Impact: The Project has no potential to directly or indirectly exceed re
wastewater freatment requirements; require or result in the construction of new storm w.
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction’ of which could cause
significant environmental effects; result in a determination by:ff ‘wastewater treatment provig
which serves or may serve the Project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project's
demand; generate solid waste in excess of the permltted' Capacity of the landﬂl!( ); or conflict
with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations ¢ - (DEIR, Appendix A,
Initial Study pp. 30-31.) Therefore, the Project would ha utllltles and service
systems, utility and service system impacts are less than sig and no mitigation is
required.

of the Conservation
cilities. (DEIR,
nor will ltS

ists of the consolidati
I:'changes. to any existing facilit
 the Project does not propo e'f’

Supporting Evidence: The Project
District with the Valley District with no phy:
Appendix A, Initial Study pp. 30-31.) Bec
implementation cause direct or indirect ph
potential to generate wastewater that might

n wastewater operations or a
at its treatment capacity would be impacted;
he present, or to conflict with any solid

‘he F’roject does not propose the construction of any new
r or wastewater treatment facilities, nor will its implementation generate
es. (DEIR p. 4-56.) Any changes in operations, if any, would be

1 eguiatory documents and env:ronmental laws (/d ) As stated in the

Suooortlnq .
facmties including w;

Rights Applications Final EIR. (DEIR p. 4-56; DEIR, Appendix E, SAR Water Rights
Applications Final EIR (Selected Material).) If the applications are approved, it is reasonable to
expect that at least some of the improvements will be constructed. (DEIR p. 4-56.) Impacts and
mitigation measures for the construction of the proposed improvements are thoroughly
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discussed in the Applications Final EIR, are not part of the Project, and, as such, are not
discussed in the Project EIR. (DEIR p. 4-56; DEIR, Appendix E, SAR Water Rights Applications
Final EIR (Selected Material).) The Project does not propose the construction of any new
facilities. It is not foreseeable that the Project will result in any subsequent proposal. 10:construct
additional facilities. Thus, it would be speculative to analyze the impacts of any faci Itttes that
may or may not be constructed in the future. (/d.) -

Therefore, because the Project does not propose the constructlon 1

itation of activities
ter levels at wells outside
-58.) The Applications
er, the Project does not

analyzed whether the consolldatlon of the Districts and the |m_:""
proposed in the Applications EIR would lower the average gro
the Pressure Zone thus impairing groundwater productlon (D

propose any physical improvements, nor.
Thus, the mitigation measures provided in |
Furthermore, the Valley District will be bour
several water-related agreements, Judgmen
documents. (/d.) Thesed
the Santa Ana Narrows.
impacts to groundwate'r

to the Conserv‘
Cal. Gov. Code,

the avallablt-lty ef water resources to water users in the PrOJect area. (DEIR pp. 4-58 to 4-59.}
This impact is less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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5.0 FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

LAFCO hereby finds that, for the reasons discussed in Section 2, the Project will not
result in potentially significant environmental impacts. No mitigation measures have bee,n
identified in the Draft EIR because mitigation measures are not required to avoid or suk
lessen any potentially significant environmental impacts to a less than agmﬂcant,_i

6.0  FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT F JEL
A LEVEL OF LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

. LAFCO hereby finds that the Project will not result in any:impacts that cannot be ful}
mitigated to a less than significant level. All impacts of the Project are less than significant -
without mitigation measures and a Statement of Overriding Considerations is therefore
unnecessary.

7.0 FINDINGS REGARDING CUMULATIVE ENVIRON PACTS

al impacts of the Project
ly considerahle.

LAFCO hereby finds that all potential cumulative environms
are less than significant and/or the Proje ontribution | is not cumu_
Cumulative environmental impacts, there s
measures.

cumulative impact analysi
for projections of conditi

o-'compound or interrelate with those of the
7 IRWMP; the 2007 County of San Bernardino
 EIR. (DEIR pp. 5-6 to 5-8.)

changes fo Iand use or zoning designations and it would not involve
ion of facilities or any other activities that could potentially cause
cts on local resources. (DEIR p. 5-8.) As such, the Project’s

ca"nt regional impacts on nafural resources. (DEIR p. 5-9.) The Project
it i in changes in or contnbutlons to such reglonal issues as alr quality from

or water quality issues within regional water bodies. (/d.)

Mitigation of cumulative impacts is best accomplished by region-wide mitigation
programs that conform to the adopted general plan desighations and zoning, and by
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implementation of project-specific mitigation measures where approptiate. (DEIR p. 5-
9.) However, as the Project will not cause any significant impacts, no mitigation for
cumulative impacts is required. {/d.)

C. WATER RESOURCES

All impacts associated with the Valley District Master Plan EIR:wéré determined
to be either less than significant or de minimus, with the exception. al impacts to
groundwater resources. (DEIR p. 5-7.) The proposed Project is: ns'lstent-WIth the
Valley District Master Plan EIR and the Project would not affedt the type or phasing of
facilities addressed within the Master Plan EIR. (/d.)

The IRWMP was developed by the Upper Sant
Association to address water management issues f¢
Santa Ana River watershed, which includes resour

Ana Water Resources
hie communities of the Upper
s with the Valley District. (DEIR p.

resided in San Bernardino Count;
SCAG projections, the Valley Dis
IRWMP area will grow by 207,800:

p. 5-8.) The IRWMP estimated that tota
approximately 50 pe tby 2030, frc

ease the available water supply or add
tiribute to the projected increases in

r X, Implementatlon Program, indicates that the County may develop
ch as a “conjunctive groundwater surface water management program”
rate, and maintain various water facilities. (/d.) The proposed Project
t with the goals and polrcnes of the General Plan W|th regard to water

The SAR Water Rights Applications Final EIR evaluaies the potential
env1renmental impacts from the Valley District and Western Municipal Water District joint
application with the State Water Resource Boards to divert a maximum of 200,000 AF
per year of water from the Santa Ana River to the local area. (DEIR p. 5-8; see also
DEIR, Appendix E, SAR Water Rights Applications Final EIR (Sefected Material).) The
diverted water would increase the water supply reliability of the area by reducing
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dependence on imported water and would provide a long-term supply with operational
flexibitity to meet future demand. (DEIR pp. 5-8 to0 5-0.) The proposed Project would not
change local or regional water demand or otherwise effect the current or future
availability of water supply. Even if the SAR water rights applications are approved the
Project would not contribute to an increase in demand for the water that wol

generated by the applications or any other water supply. :

Therefore, the Project’s contribution to potential adverse cur ¥
water resources is not cumulatively considerable and no mitigation

8.0 FINDINGS REGARDING GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

llative impacts with respect to
ct impacts of any kind have been
_|on and, therefore, construction

ol _ ew or expanded

obal climate change. ({d.) In
iciency of operation and

- (Id.)

The Project would not result in project-specific or cul
global climate change. (DEIR p. 5-10.) No significant P
identified. (/d.} The Project does not propose any corig
activities would not produce temporary or short-term emis
facilities will result that could be subject to the adverse effec
fact, the proposed consolidation and associated improvements:i;
staffing may produce a slight reduction in greenhouse gas emiss

9.0 FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IRRE E'RSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL
CHANGES

The Project would n
physical environment becal
operations as they pr
renovation of existingf

con‘nnue the existing Conservation District
No physrca! construction of new facilities, or

- to significant long-t
energy shortfalls.

not impact current water conservation activities. (DEIR p. 5-1,) The
of water resources W]thln the Valley District, lncludlng the protection of

by various agreements, judgments and memoranda of understanding that require the
continuation of recharge activities. (DEIR pp. 5-1, 5-2.) The Valley District would also be
required to dedicate revenues related to Conservation District assets towards groundwater
management. (/d.)
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Based on the foregoing, the Project would not result in significant, irreversible
environmental damages. (DEIR p. 5-2.)

10.0 FINDINGS REGARDING GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

review for compl;ance with CEQA at that time. (/d.) The Project does not propose the
construction of any new facilities. It is not foreseeable that the__F_""'_}ect w1|| result in any

The Project is not intended to provide new ecdn
Rather, the Project would provide for more efficient wate
Groundwater Assessment currently levied by the Conservat
dupllcatlon of certain responsxbllttles and management tasks

years 2004-2014, which estimate the ad'
Thus, the Project will not induce growth

The County of San Bernardino is proj
approx1mately 2,958,939 i

tef supply availab[e to service area
and Conservation District jurisdictions.

or. (1d) Thus the PrOJect will not induce growth as a result of
ter supply. (/d.)

-or Riverside County General Plans and zoning ordlnances (DEIR p. 5-
lusions reached as to the environmental impacts of this consolidation
as a precedent for future LAFCO consolidation actions. Future

lidation of service Districts would be considered on a case-by-case basis

The Project will not encroach upon open space. (PEIR p. 5-5.) Although the Project
area includes areas of designated open space, the Project does not propose any physical
construction and would not result in changes in land use within these boundaries. (/d.) The
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Valiey District would continue to operate in its current manner after the approval of the Project.
(DEIR p. 5-6.) Thus, the Project would not result in growth inducement due to encroachment on
open space. (/d.)

Therefore, for all the reasons stated above, the Project would not induce gro
impact is less than significant.

and this

11.0 FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe a range of réasonable alte
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attaln most of the ba
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen-any
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alter,
alternatives in the Project EIR even though the Pro;ect WII )
impacts. (DEIR pp. 6-1 ta 6-6.)

None of the alternatives considered in the EIR are
proposed Project. (DEIR p. 6-6.) No feasible alternative wo__
level less than that associated with the Project, thereby repres _
superior” alternative, because the Project

Van “‘environmentally
icant impacts.

because such an action is not permitted
be feasible. (FEIR p. 20.)

stent with the findingé of LAFCO 29819. This includes elimination of
ater Assessment current[y levied and collected by the Conservation

To have:Valley District implement an efficient transition plan in accordance with
the.goals of the consolidation.

create an Advisory Board comprised of all current Conservation District Board
Members to ensure access to and benefit from their knowledge and experience.

(DEIR pp. 3-28, 6-2 10 6-3; FEIR p. 25.)
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A, “ALTERNATIVE SITE” ALTERNATIVE

Description: The “Alternative Site” Alternative would place the affected Project
area in a different geographical location than the current Project site. The current
Project site encompasses the existing boundaries of the Conservation District:a
Valley District. (DEIR pp. 1-4, 6-3.) Under this alternative, the Conserv_a;t_ign:Dlstrlct
would still be consolidated with the Valley District as proposed in the Project. (DEIR p.
‘I -4.} However, the boundaries of the Conservatlon Dlstnct and the: __-'Di_strict are

feasible. (DEIR pp. 1-5, 8-3.)

ssen any significant impéc

Impacts: This alternative would not eliminate o
' ave been identified. (DEIR p

identified for the Project because no significant imp
1-5.)

jectives because the
undaries. {DEIR pp. 1-5, 6-
ild not result in more

r. where the Districts’ are

Objectives: This alternative would not _
Districts cannot be operated outside of the current P
3.) Moreover, relocating the Project to an alternative si
efficient resource operations within the San Bernardino Val
located.

service from an alternative site that is
3.) This altematlve
efficient service

P
ive does not meet any of the Project’s basic obJectlves (DEIR pp. 1-5, 6-5.) In
addi jon, the "No Project” Alternative would be inconsistent with the policy goals of the
2005 Municipal Service Review, LAFCO 2919 and LAFCO Resolution No. 2893, which
all seek to achieve more cost-effective water resources operations in the San Bernardino
Basin. (FEIR p. 19.)
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Finding: LAFCO finds that the “No Project” Alternative is not feasible because it
fails to meet any of the Project’s basic objectives and is inconsistent with the 2005
Municipal Service Review, LAFCO 2919 and LAFCO Resolution No. 2893, (DEIR p. 6-
5, FEIR pp. 18-20.) In addition, this alternative would not substantially lessen or avoid
any significant Project impacts. (DEIR p. 6-5.) On these bases, LAFCO reJe ts-the “No
Project” Alternative.

C. “EXPANSION OF WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT BOUNDARIES”
ALTERNATIVE

District to be contiéuous with the San Bernardino Basin. (D_EIR p. 1-6.) Undei‘"ﬁ
alternative, the proposed Project would not be approvedlr '

n.District Boundaries”
Alternative, the Conservation Dist "'h:_ the Valley District.

(DEIR pp. 6-5.) The alternatlve dot

stanhal savmgs to affected groundwater
. (Id ) In addition, a Basm

; p
' -the most oost—efﬂment governmental structure, (DEIR p. 6-5.) The
' would also confllct with LAFCO’s 2005 Municipal Service
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12.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, section 15093, decision-makers are required to
balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable environmental risks in determining
whether to approve a project. In the event the henefits of a project outweigh the unavoiéable
adverse effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable.::
Guidelines require that, when a public agency allows for the occurrence of signi
which are identified within the final EIR but are not at least substantially mitig
shall state in writing the specific reasons the action was supported (CEQA Gu :
15093(b)). Any statement of overriding considerations should be included in the recor
project approval and should be mentioned in the notice of determmatlon

The Draft EIR does not identify the requirement for,: |gat|on measures th
associated with adoption and implementation of the Proj as noted in Section 1.0 abo
Based on a lack of significant impacts as associated with implementation of the LAFCO 3076
project, as set forth in the EIR, a Statement of Overridmg'Conmderatio' s:16 not necessary for
the proposed Project. '
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