
  

 
                     

 
          Memo 

 
To: Sam Martinez, Senior LAFCO Analyst 
From: Karl Drew, General Manager 
Date: November 18, 2010 
Subject: Comments on Draft Service Reviews for Crest Forest Community 
 
Following is our comments and concerns regarding the draft Service Reviews.   
 

1. On page 9 of the draft report, you reference the 2007 State Water Project Delivery Reliability 
Report and that SWP deliveries will be impacted by climate change and legal impacts in the 
Delta region.  The 2007 report shows that future average annual deliveries would be 66% to 
69% of the total water allocations.  There is a more recent report, the 2009 State Water Project 
Delivery Reliability Report, which indicates that the future average annual deliveries will be 60% 
of the total water allocations.  I believe that this is significant information that should be included 
in the discussion about the regional supplemental water supplied by CLAWA in this report and 
the Service Review for the Lake Arrowhead Community.   

 
In the report for the Lake Arrowhead Community and the Lake Arrowhead CSD, on page 23, 
item (3) there is an implication that since Lake Arrowhead withdrew from CLAWA at the last 
minute, but CLAWA’s entitlement did not change, there is an additional source of water for 
LACSD if they would combine or merge with CLAWA.  With the 2009 SWP report stating that 
they will only be able to deliver an average of 60% of the entitlement each year, CLAWA’s 5,800 
af entitlement now is effectively 3,480 af.  Again I believe this is significant and pertinent to the 
discussion presented in the report.   
 

2. Page 18 of the Crest Forest review, Section III, second paragraph, the phrase “annual negative 
change in net assets” is incorrect.  This would imply that the net assets are decreasing while 
they have increased each year.   

3. Page 21, Section on Budgets, your recommendations are actually already practiced by the 
District.  We did not submit to you the supplemental data along with the budget summary sheet.  
This information is included as an attachment for this document.   

4. Page 22, Section IV, states that “the District does have a connection with Crestline-Lake 
Arrowhead Water Agency”.  The District has 6 connections with CLAWA.   

5. Page 24, there is a typo in the item “Annexation of Dart Canyon”.  In the last line the word “is” 
should be “it”.   

6. Page 23-24, “Government Structure Options”:  In the Lake Arrowhead CSD and Crestline 
Sanitation reviews, the option “Maintenance of the status quo” is included and recommended.  
We were wondering why this option was not included and/or recommended in our service 
review.   



  

7. Page 23-24, “Consolidation of all public water agencies and/or service areas”.  Our concern is 
that this is the only “viable option” identified.  While it may be a practical solution from a 
governance point of view, when it is considered from other view points, we do not believe it is a 
“viable option” and would like that term removed from the discussion.  Following are some of the 
factors that we feel are pertinent to the discussion.   

a. Water Resources:  As discussed in the item 1 above, the supplemental water supply 
provided by CLAWA has been effectively reduced by 40% and in dry years that supply 
will be much less.  This effectively removes the amount of water that was allowed in the 
original entitlement for Lake Arrowhead.  While consolidation would benefit LACSD by 
providing them with an additional water supply, ALL of the other areas that currently 
receive supplemental water from CLAWA would most likely face chronic water shortages 
and higher water costs.  The current agreement between CLAWA, San Bernardino 
Municipal Water District and LACSD is a relative short-term arrangement and with the 
current and long-term projections for SWP deliveries, there is no guarantee that it would 
be renewed.  This option does not become an option worth considering until additional 
long term water supplies are secured for the mountain area.   

b. Community/Local Control:  As demonstrated by the Crestline Sanitation/County Special 
Districts situation, the benefits of economies of scale become lost in the inefficiencies of 
bureaucracy and the lack of concern for each communities interests.  Big government is 
not always better.   

In addition to the Crestline Sanitation situation, the general financial condition of the 
State of California and the fiasco in the City of Bell has made the general populace 
aware of a perceived or real disconnect between large government and the people.  On 
the County level, the interests of the mountain region have been muted by dividing their 
representation on the Board of Supervisors into two areas that are insignificant in the 
Supervisor Districts.   

The community approach that is being used for this review is also an example.  If a 
consolidated approach is a better, more efficient approach, why weren’t the 3 community 
areas, along with CLAWA, reviewed together, so that common issues could be 
discussed together and community issues be made know to the other communities.   

As stated above, we would like the phrase “viable option” removed from the discussion.   

Thank you for taking the time to review our comments and concerns and incorporating them into the 
service reviews.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
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