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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft PEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the Draft PEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the Draft PEIR for the San Bernardino 
Countywide Plan during the public review period, which began June 17, 2019, and closed August 15, 2019. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of  the lead agency. This document and the circulated Draft PEIR compose the FEIR, 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons commenting 
on the Draft PEIR, and copies of  comment letters received during the public review period. To facilitate review 
of  the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a letter and number—A1 through A7 
for letters received from public agencies, OR through O8 for letters received from organizations, and I1 through 
I9 for letters received from individuals. Individual comments have been numbered for each letter, and the letter 
is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment numbers.  

Section 3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR. This section documents revisions to the Draft PEIR text and figures 
as a result of  the comments received from agencies and interested persons, as described in Section 2, and/or 
errors and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the Draft PEIR for public review.  
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The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. County 
of  San Bernardino staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  it constitutes the type of  
significant new information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  Draft PEIRs should be:  

. . . on the sufficiency of  the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which significant effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation 
measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. 
At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is determined in terms 
of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. 
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, 
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of  the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of  substantial evidence.” Section 15204(d) states, “Each responsible agency and 
trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory 
responsibility.” Section 15204(e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of  reviewers to 
comment on the general adequacy of  a document or of  the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 
recommended by this section.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 
The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the 
legal standards established for response to comments on Draft PEIRs.  
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (County of  San Bernardino) to evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the Draft 
PEIR and prepare written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the Draft PEIR and the County of  San Bernardino’s 
responses to each comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the Draft PEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the Draft 
PEIR text are shown in bold text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft PEIR during the public 
review period. They are categorized into agencies, organizations, and residents/individuals and listed in 
chronological order within each category by the date of  the comment. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies  

A1 Mojave Desert Air Quality Control Board June 24, 2019 2-3 

A2 Soboba Band Luiseno Indians August 6, 2019 2-7 

A3 State of California Attorney General August 15,2019 2-13 

A4 California Highway Patrol – Inland Division August 15,2019 2-53 

A5 South Coast Air Quality Management District August 15,2019 2-57 

A6 Ontario-Montclair School District August 15,2019 2-67 

A7 Ahamakav Cultural Society Fort Mojave Indian Tribe August 16,2019 2-73 

Organizations 

O1 Coalition of Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and 
Individuals in the High Desert of San Bernardino County August 14,2019 2-79 

O2 Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association (Part 1) August 14,2019 2-139 

O3 Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association (Part 2) August 14,2019 2-149 

O4 Defender of Wildlife and Sierra Club August 15,2019 2-163 

O5 Center for Biological Diversity August 15,2019 2-189 

O6 Morongo Basin Conservation Association August 15,2019 2-213 
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Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

O7 Wildlands August 15,2019 2-229 

O8 California Desert Coalition August 15,2019 2-233 

Residents - Individuals 

I1 Betty Munson August 8, 2019 2-249 

I2 Paula Deel August 12,2019 2-253 

I3 Jean McLaughlin August 14,2019 2-257 

I4 Colin Walcker on behalf of Dr. and Mrs. Brent Moelleken August 15,2019 2-263 

I5 Sarah Kennington August 15,2019 2-269 

I6 Sarah Kennington and Steve Bardwell August 15,2019 2-285 

I7 Bryan Baker August 15,2019 2-297 

I8 Susan V. Walker August 15,2019 2-301 

I9 Jane Hunt-Ruble Not Dated 2-305 
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LETTER A1 – Mojave Desert Air Quality (1 page[s]) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, dated June 24, 
2019. 

A1-1 Comment acknowledged. The County understands that industrial projects that are subject 
to the MDAQMD’s rules and regulations may require additional air pollution control 
equipment or offsets, as determined through MDAQMD’s permitting process. 
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LETTER A2 – Soboba Band Luiseno Indians (2 page[s]) 
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A2. Response to Comments Soboba Band Luiseno Indians, dated August 6, 2019. 

A2-1 Page 5.17-9 Chapter 5.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, indicates that the Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) search showed 23 different quadrangles containing sacred lands listed by the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The general location information provided by 
the NAHC shows sacred lands in the Valley Region, the Mountain Region, the East Desert 
Region, and the North Desert Region. Therefore, the Draft PEIR does note that the 
Desert and Valley regions also have tribal cultural resources. 

A2-2 Policy CR-1.3 is a General Plan policy and, as such, cannot be resource specific. Project-
specific review and mitigation, however, would be ensured by Draft PEIR mitigation 
measures CUL-2 through CUL-4. Moreover, the County shall comply with project-
specific AB 52 tribal consultation requirements. The Draft PEIR mitigation measures 
require an archeological resource assessment in areas of  documented or inferred 
archaeological resources. Assessments would be performed prior to any ground 
disturbance related to projects pursuant to the Countywide Plan and require a Phase I 
pedestrian survey and, if  necessary, a Phase II Testing and Evaluation investigation. If  the 
assessment does not identify potentially significant archaeological resources within a 
project area but indicates the area is highly sensitive for such resources, a monitoring plan 
shall be prepared and implemented. CEQA mandates implementation of  feasible 
mitigation measures. CEQA compliance in conjunction with the tribal cultural review 
processes ensure that the County, in coordination with the tribes, decide whether 
avoidance of  tribal cultural resources is feasible and if  not, whether the mitigation 
measures minimize the project’s impact to such resources. 

A2-3 The County has revised the language to include “coordination with and active 
participation by” in the policy. “Coordination” with local tribes shall also be ensured by 
County compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as the CEQA mitigation measures 
referenced in response to comment A2-2.  

A2-4 The County recognizes that there are important differences in the objectives and 
terminology of  federal and state regulations. A broader discussion of  the intended 
objectives and comparison between federal and state level regulations is not necessary to 
provide the context for the impact analysis for the proposed CWP. The distinctions noted 
in the comment do not affect the adequacy of  the impact analysis, conclusions, and 
recommended mitigation measures.  

A2-5 Comment acknowledged. The Biological Resources section of  the Draft PEIR addresses 
impacts to biological resources. Furthermore, the AB 52 process provides local tribes with 
the opportunity to comment on the cultural value of  and potential tribal-related impacts 
to biological resources.  

A2-6 As described in Draft PEIR Section 5.17, Tribal Cultural Resources, several federal and state 
regulations prevent significant impacts to tribal cultural resources. These regulations 
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would apply to all projects, including those outside of  unincorporated San Bernardino 
County. These regulations are intended to prevent the significant disturbance of  tribal 
cultural resources or to ensure that any affected tribal cultural resources are properly 
avoided, recorded, and/or documented pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074. 
This is typically accomplished by effective project design, the CEQA process, and agency-
specific mitigation measures that ensure compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 
The CWP would further minimize potential cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources 
by policies encouraging tribal notification, coordination, planning, and participation. Thus, 
the Draft PEIR concludes that implementation of  the CWP would not result in significant 
impacts to tribal cultural resources. Based on the application of  applicable regulations, 
implementation of  AB 52 and SB 18, and CEQA compliance for all jurisdictions within 
the County, the Draft PEIR appropriately concludes that implementation of  the proposed 
CWP would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable significant and unavoidable 
impact to tribal cultural resources. 

A2-7 Section 5.17.1, Regulatory Background, of  Chapter 5.17 has been corrected, as shown below 
in underline and strikeout format. This correction to the Draft PEIR is also included in 
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR.  

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of  1966 (NHPA) coordinates public and 
private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect the nation’s historic and archaeological 
resources. The act authorized the National Register of  Historic Places, which lists 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. 

Section 106 (Protection of  Historic Properties) of  the NHPA requires federal agencies 
to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties and to 
provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with a reasonable opportunity 
to comment. In addition, federal agencies need to consult on the Section 106 process 
with state historic preservation offices, tribal historic preservation offices, Indian tribes 
(to include Alaska Natives), and Native Hawaiian organizations. Tribal historic 
preservation offices, tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations need to be consulted 
about undertakings that may affect historic properties to which a tribe or Native 
Hawaiian organization attaches religious or cultural significance. 

A2-8 The methods used to characterize the existing conditions are described on pages 30 and 
31 in the cultural resources technical report (Draft PEIR, Appendix E). Due to the 
extraordinary size of  the county and number of  cultural resources known to exist within 
the unincorporated lands under County land-use jurisdiction, a comprehensive inventory 
of  all known resources and previous studies was not feasible. Therefore, lists of  site 
numbers and copies of  site records were not acquired. Instead, data from the California 
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Historical Resources Information System consisted of  resource type (e.g., prehistoric 
archaeological site, historical building), US Geological Survey quadrangle, and Community 
Plan Area. These results are in Appendix A of  the cultural resources technical report and 
were provided to the County.  

A2-9 The technical report provides professional recommendations for mitigation measures to 
be included in the EIR. The measure in question was modified for the Draft PEIR and is 
included as CUL-2 (Draft PEIR, Section 5.5, Cultural Resources). This measure requires a 
pedestrian survey for ground disturbances related to a development project in areas of  
documented or inferred archaeological resource areas. It does not specify a time period 
for allowable reliance on a previous survey. Note that the determination of  whether a site 
is within an area of  documented or inferred archaeological resource presence would be 
determined in consultation with tribal representatives, pursuant to AB 52 requirements. 

A2-10 The mitigation measure referenced in this comment was the basis for measure CUL-4 in 
the Draft PEIR. In response to this comment, the measure has been modified as shown 
below in strike-out /bold text. The modified measure has also been included in Chapter 
3, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

CUL-4 If  the archaeological assessment did not identify potentially significant 
archaeological resources within the proposed project area but indicated the 
area to be highly sensitive for archaeological resources, a qualified 
archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring plan for all ground-disturbing 
construction and pre-construction activities in areas with previously 
undisturbed soil. The archaeologist shall inform all construction personnel 
prior to construction activities of  the proper procedures in the event of  an 
archaeological discovery. The training shall be held in conjunction with the 
project’s initial on-site safety meeting, and shall explain the importance and 
legal basis for the protection of  significant archaeological resources. In the 
event that archaeological resources (artifacts or features) are exposed during 
ground-disturbing activities, construction activities in the immediate vicinity 
of  the discovery shall be halted while the resources are evaluated for 
significance by an archaeologist who meets the PQS., and, if  necessary, 
develop appropriate treatment or disposition of  the resources in 
consultation with the County and a representative of  the affected 
Native American tribe. Where it is determined that significant cultural 
resources with Native American affiliation are discovered, the 
collection policies, analysis, and curation of  any materials from the site 
shall be determined through consultation with the tribal representative 
designated by the County. Any significant cultural resources 
discovered that lack any Native American affiliation If  the discovery 
proves to be significant, it shall be curated with a recognized scientific or 
educational repository.  
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A2-11 Mitigation Measure No. 4 of  the technical report is incorporated into Mitigation Measure 
CUL-4 of  the Draft PEIR, as revised above (see response to A2-10.) 
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LETTER A3 – State of  California Attorney General (15 page[s]) 
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A3. Response to Comments State of California Attorney General, dated August 15, 2019. 

A3-1 A. Identification of  Disadvantaged Communities. The County’s May 2019 Draft 
Policy Plan contains a Policy Map that explicitly identifies disadvantaged communities 
(referred to as Environmental Justice Focus Areas or EJFAs). Policy Map HZ-10, 
Environmental Justice and Legacy Communities, precisely maps the extent of  the EJFAs 
throughout the unincorporated county. This map is available as both a PDF and web map. 
Users can see the full extent of  EJFAs in the unincorporated county or zoom into a 
specific EJFA. Users can also change the base map and even add data from other County 
or external maps or data sets.  

The definition of  an EJFA in the Countywide Plan glossary was not intended to be as 
detailed in its methodological breakdown as is presented in the EJ Background Report. 
To eliminate possible confusion or misinterpretation, the County has updated its glossary 
definition to match the EJ Background Report verbatim. Please note that the geographical 
areas depicted as EJFAs in the EJ Background Report and on draft County Policy Map 
HZ-10 are exactly the same.  

The County’s intent is to create a Policy Plan that facilitates use through streamlining while 
providing full and complete information through background reports. Incorporating all 
of  the background reports into the Policy Plan would expand the document to over 1,000 
pages and inhibit the Policy Plan’s use and printing. The County is also attempting to 
facilitate the use of  the Policy Plan through a dedicated web-based platform and filtering 
function. However, even with filtering, users can be overwhelmed with the amount of  
information presented on a web page and throughout a website. Accordingly, the County 
prefers to streamline the viewing and accessibility of  the goals and policies while placing 
the EJ Background Report right next to the goals and policies.  

The language on the report’s use, intent, and limitations is not intended to minimize the 
importance of  the EJ Background Report, but rather to emphasize that a single report 
cannot and should not be the sole source of  information informing daily and periodic 
decisions that affect and address matters related to environmental justice. Future 
community engagement; new and more precise data sets; and new local, state, and federal 
laws are but a few examples that can or must influence the County’s direction on 
environmental justice. Minor edits were made to ensure that future updates to the report 
will keep the public and County informed of  the issues facing EJFAs. 

However, the County also understands that some of  the key information in the EJ 
Background Report would be helpful if  placed in the Policy Plan as tables so that a 
member of  the public would not need to download the full EJ Background Report to 
understand the key issues involved in each EJFA. Additionally, there are key pieces of  
information that, while they may change and/or be influenced by new data sets or 
legislation, are important enough to warrant a more prominent and official placement in 
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the Policy Plan. Thus, in response to these comments, the revised draft Policy Plan now 
includes seven tables (Tables HZ-1 through HZ-7) that describe and list the individual 
census tracts and associated communities identified as EJFAs (with detailed 
CalEnviroScreen scores), the specific environmental conditions present in each EJFA, and 
key objectives for the EJFAs. 

 B. Environmental Justice Policies, commitment to affirmatively reduce health 
risks and pollution burdens. The County revised 11 policies, added 7 policies under 
Goal HZ-3 (Environmental Justice) of  the Hazards Element, and augmented 2 policies in 
the Transportation and Mobility Element to increase the level of  commitment and detail 
on addressing the reduction of  health risks and pollution burdens for EJFAs. The list 
below identifies the changes made to the draft Policy Plan. 

Also, the County has tagged these policies and others so that future users can easily 
identify which goals, policies, maps, and tables are associated with environmental justice.  

 Policy HZ-3.1, Health risk assessment. Revised to be more specific about the 
threshold and expand the required area of  analysis. 

 Policy HZ-3.2, Studying and monitoring. Revised to emphasize the importance of  
and commitment to publicize pollution data. 

 Policy HZ-3.3 (deleted), Relocation of  nonconforming residential units. While the 
intention was to protect those living in nonconforming residential units in industrial 
areas in EJFAs, this policy was removed due to the concern expressed about possible 
misinterpretation and the feasibility of  funding relocations into suitable nearby areas. 

 Policy HZ-3.3 (new), Community emissions reduction plans. New draft policy 
declares the County’s commitment to help establish and implement emissions 
reduction plans.  

 Policy HZ-3.4, Residential improvements. Rewritten to prioritize discretionary 
housing improvement investments into EJFAs and to use code enforcement activities 
to enhance safety in EJFAs. 

 Policy HZ-3.6, Contaminated water and soils. Revised to include stronger language 
and explicit references to County actions to obtain funding and establish partnerships 
to implement site remediation. 

 Policy HZ-3.7, Well water testing. Revised to include stronger language to identify 
funding sources and provide technical assistance to implement necessary 
improvements. 

 Policy HZ-3.9, Public improvements and services. Revised to prioritize discretionary 
investments in public facilities, infrastructure, and services in EJFAs. 
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 Policy HZ-3.10, Multi-use facilities. Augmented to be more specific about the ways 
in which public facilities should be assessed and designed for features and spaces that 
improve the community’s access to physical activity and/or healthy food options. 

 Policy HZ-3.11 (new), Public health. New draft policy to commit the County to 
leverage the Department of  Public Health to address specific health concerns for 
EJFAs. 

 Policy HZ-3.12 (new), Barriers to physical activity. New draft policy to commit the 
County to remove barriers to outdoor physical activity in the course of  conducting 
County projects in EJFAs. 

 Policy HZ-3.13 (new), Safe routes to school. New draft policy to commit the County 
to coordinating with local and regional agencies on safe routes to school, with 
prioritization given to schools in (or serving children from) EJFAs. 

 Policy HZ-3.14 (renumbered from 3.11), Community desired improvements. 
Revised to remove the word “may” to strengthen the level of  commitment.  

 Policy HZ-3.15 (new), Food access. New draft policy to commit the County to 
increasing access to healthy food, with priority given to EJFAs (and with substantial 
detail given on the ways in which the County can increase such access). 

 Policy HZ-3.17 (renumbered from 3.13), Community stakeholders. Revised to 
include assistance and coordination in increasing awareness of  potential funding 
opportunities. 

 Policy HZ-3.18 (renumbered from 3.14), Application requirements. Revised to be 
more specific and expand the requirements with more information and 
documentation. 

 Policy HZ-3.19 (new), Community education. New draft policy to promote civil 
engagement and expand the community’s knowledge of  materials related to 
environmental justice. 

 Policy HZ-3.20 (new), Updating EJFAs. New draft policy to require an updated 
assessment of  the information that guides and informs decisions about or that affects 
EJFAs. 

 Policy HZ-3.21 (new), Emerging pollutants. New draft policy to be proactive about 
pollutants found in EJFAs that are not officially considered dangerous, but may be in 
the future, given additional analysis and understanding. 

 Policy TM-4.2, Complete streets improvements. Augmented to prioritize complete 
streets improvements for EJFAs. 

 Policy TM-5.6, Unincorporated truck routes. Augmented with a commitment to 
establish routes where trucks are prohibited in EJFAs and to avoid overlaps with safe 
routes to school.  
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 C. Community Engagement, policies and outreach to promote civil engagement. 
While the majority of  the county’s communities are not classified as environmental justice 
focus areas, the County conducted outreach throughout the county to obtain input. Table 
1-3 (as numbered in the revised EJ Background Report), summarizes the input related to 
environmental justice that was received during activities between October 2015 and 
November 2018, followed by a narrative description of  the outreach efforts.  

Table 1-3 Environmental Justice Issues Identified in Public Outreach, 2015–2018 
Issues Identified by the Community Valley  Mountain  North Desert East Desert 
Lack of access to healthy food choices X X X X 
Lack of access to medical services X X X X 
Need more parks and recreational facilities X X X X 
Inadequate pedestrian facilities  X X X X 
Limited bicycle facilities X X X X 
Definition / identification of disadvantaged communities X X X X 
Buffering / transition zones from incompatible land uses, 
particularly for sensitive populations X X X X 

Limitation or cap on emissions or other pollutants X X X X 
Improved technology that can reduce pollution X X X X 
Poor housing conditions X  X X 
Lack of code enforcement X  X X 
Nonconforming housing in proximity to pollution sources X  X X 
Long response times for emergency services  X X X 
Insufficient time to respond to proposed projects  X X X 
Community-based agreements on truck-intensive uses X  X  
Baseline information for emissions and pollutants X  X  
Funding for project-based and subregional air quality 
improvements X  X  

Fugitive dust emissions and impacts on air quality   X X 
Drinking water quality / pollution   X X 
Groundwater contamination   X X 
Expansion of utility scale solar and impacts on air quality   X X 
Proximity to I-10 freeway and impacts on air quality X  X  
Proximity to rail yard and impacts on air quality X  X  
Expansion of logistics uses and impacts on air quality X    
Heavy truck traffic and impacts on air quality X    
Dust from cement factory and impacts on air quality   X  
Sewage sludge and impacts on water quality   X  

 
Engaging residents in a county as large and diverse as San Bernardino required a robust 
effort to reach residents, agencies, and other stakeholders who live, work, or serve one or 
more of  the county’s communities.  

The County initiated outreach in late 2015 with a focus on individual community planning 
areas. Between 2015 and 2017, the County engaged over 2,100 individuals from over 80 
unincorporated communities throughout the county’s four regions. The outreach 
consisted of  over 70 meetings in over 30 different locations, along with in-person and 
online surveys (total of  910 survey responses). Meetings in Muscoy and Bloomington 
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were conducted with bilingual materials and in-person translation assistance. The County 
also convened multiple meetings with the community in Bloomington to discuss concerns 
about the logistics industry.  

The public meetings were designed to engage residents in a workshop setting to identify 
problems and potential solutions to address specific issues unique to each community 
planning area. Attendees were given a presentation and handout materials on the overall 
Countywide Plan effort, including new topics of  focus like environmental justice. Specific 
questions asked of  the community (in person and through the surveys), included:  

 What areas are there for improvement in the community?  

 What internal or external factors or resources could be opportunities for your 
community? 

 What are threats to your community?  

 What outside factors outside of  the control of  the community could threaten your 
community? 

The second phase of  public meetings took place in 2017 and 2018 through two rounds 
of  17 regional meetings in 13 different locations throughout the county’s four regions. 
Over 600 individuals attended these meetings, including representatives from over 50 
agencies and organizations associated with federal, state, regional, and local services and 
interests. The first round of  regional meetings was designed to engage residents, agencies, 
service providers, advocacy groups, and other stakeholders to identify and discuss issues 
that are unique to specific communities or regions or are countywide. Environmental 
justice issues that were discussed included: air quality, decision-making, equitable 
development, healthy food, parks and green spaces, pollution, public facilities, public 
health, recreation, and social equity. The second round of  regional meetings presented 
draft policy recommendations based on input received and as directed by state law.  

Agencies, advisory entities, advocacy groups, and other organizations who participated (in 
person or online) during the regional meetings or were interviewed on the topic of  
environmental justice include: 

 Bloomington Municipal Advisory Council 
 California Air Resources Board 
 California Office of the Attorney General 
 Center for Community Action and Environmental 

Justice 
 Climate Resolve  
 Crest Forest Municipal Advisory Council 
 CSU Northridge 
 Department of Toxic Substances Control 
 Edwards Air Force Base  

 Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow  
 Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
 Mojave Water Agency  
 Morongo Basin Municipal Advisory Council 
 Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake  
 Oak Hills Municipal Advisory Council  
 Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority  
 San Bernardino Local Agency Formation 

Commission  
 San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
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 El Mirage Municipal Advisory Council 
 Fort Irwin National Training Center  
 Institute for Local Government 
 Joshua Tree National Park  
 Lake Arrowhead Municipal Advisory Council 
 Latinos for Water 
 League of Conservation Voters  
 Lucerne Valley/Johnson Valley Municipal 

Advisory Council 
 Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center 

Twentynine Palms 

 Sempra Utilities  
 Searles Valley-Trona Municipal Advisory Council 
 Sierra Club  
 SoCalGas 
 South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 Southern California Edison 
 State Water Resources Control Board 
 U.S. Forest Service 
 U.S. Bureau of Land Management  

 
Throughout 2018, the County conducted individual interviews with service agencies, 
advocacy groups, and other organization-oriented stakeholders. The County Department 
of  Public Health also conducted a Healthy Communities meeting in March 2018 in 
Fontana, where the County and its consultant presented information and led a discussion 
on environmental justice issues affecting the county and possible solutions.  

Finally, with over 100 communities spread across 20,000 square miles, the County 
anticipated that attendance at public meetings would not be feasible for many community 
members. To maximize input and access to information, the County posted all of  the 
meeting material online (countywideplan.com/cp) in advance of  public meetings (with 
summary information and electronic versions of  surveys posted after the meetings). An 
individual web page was dedicated to each community planning area so that community 
members could focus on information and provide input specific to their area of  interest.  

The County also maintained email addresses for each community (e.g., 
bakercp@lus.sbcounty.gov) and provided an online submission form (no email required) 
for people to submit comments and questions. Over the span of  the three-year outreach 
effort, the project website was used by over 13,000 unique visitors (excluding County and 
consultant usage), with the County receiving hundreds of  comments and questions 
through the email addresses and online submission forms (anonymous if  desired). A 
portion of  these comments and questions addressed matters related to environmental 
justice concerns. 

[INSERT LANGUAGE] County’s outreach in 2019 (Draft EIR with AG) and key 
stakeholders in 2020 to review revised policies and draft implementation.  

A3-2 This comment summarizes issues that are raised in the following comments in this letter 
regarding the DEIR’s analysis of  air quality and greenhouse gas impacts and evaluation 
of  project alternatives. Specifically, the AG is concerned about the cumulative impact and 
potential health risk posed by growth under the CWP to environmental justice 
communities.  
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As detailed in the following responses, in response to the AG’s concerns, the County has 
supplemented and refined CWP policies to further protect EJ communities. The following 
responses also provide additional information about quantifying the health risk impacts 
to these communities and the relationship of  the project alternatives to EJ concerns. As 
requested by the AG, the supplemental information has been included in this FEIR (see 
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR) and will be submitted to the Board of  Supervisors 
for their review.  

A3-3 Air Quality Impacts.  

This comment states several concerns regarding the Air Quality assessment in the Draft 
PEIR, and in general asserts that analysis of  cumulative impacts on sensitive receptors is 
not adequately analyzed or mitigated. The commenter notes that although the Draft PEIR 
concludes that project-related impacts would be significant, it does not sufficiently 
characterize the nature and magnitude of  the effect, which is required to inform 
recommended mitigation measures. The response below is divided into key components: 
1) impact identification; 2) modeling challenges; 3) CWP stationary sources impacts, and 
4) supplemental analysis—diesel truck emissions. The comments also reference the 
following appendices to this Final EIR, included to support the response: 

 Appendix A: “Assessing Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions Impacts Under CEQA 
In Light of  the Friant Ranch Ruling,” Association of  Environmental Professionals 
Climate Change Committee. 

 Appendix B: Filed amicus briefs, Sierra Club, Revive and San Joaquin, and League of  
Women Voters of  Fresno, v. County of  Fresno and Friant Ranch, L.P. (Friant Ranch 
case). Amicus brief, South Coast Air Quality Management District, April 2, 2015. 
Amicus brief, San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District, April 2, 2015 

 Appendix C: “Health Risk Assessment, San Bernardino Countywide Plan,” 
PlaceWorks, June 2020 

 Appendix D: “County of  San Bernardino Environmental Justice and Legacy 
Communities Background Report [[EJ Background Report],” PlaceWorks, November 
26, 2018. 

 Impact Identification. The commenter asserts that the Draft PEIR does not adequately 
identify the unique and compounded health risks facing EJFAs nor inform the public of  
the potential cumulative risks to these vulnerable communities. The following revisions to 
the Environmental Setting of  the Air Quality section have been incorporated into the 
PEIR by means of  this FEIR (see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR) to provide 
additional context related to health risks in unincorporated San Bernardino County: 

SB 1000. A summary of  SB 1000 and related requirements for environmental justice to 
be addressed in general plans, including requirement to include EJ policies, has been added 
to the PEIR regulatory discussion.  
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EJ Background Report. The EJ Background Report prepared for the CWP has been 
added as an appendix to the PEIR (see Appendix D of  this FEIR), and a summary of  
findings as well as tables and an exhibit showing the boundary of  the EJFAs is now 
included in the PEIR (via this FEIR, Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR).  

AB 617. The discussion of  AB 617 in the Draft PEIR has been supplemented to include 
the current status of  the program relative to unincorporated San Bernardino County and 
the County’s involvement as a stakeholder. 

Furthermore, since SB 1000 requirements extend beyond air quality into environmental 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, public 
services, recreation, transportation, and utilities and service systems a summary of  SB 
1000 requirements has been included in the regulatory setting of  these sections (via this 
FEIR, Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR).  

Modeling Challenges 

In this comment, the State Attorney General states that although the Draft PEIR provides 
an emission forecast for CWP implementation, it does not model potential increases of  
toxic air contaminants. The Draft PEIR quantifies the increase in criteria air pollutants 
emissions, including PM2.5 from vehicle exhaust, within unincorporated San Bernardino 
County. However, at a programmatic level analysis, it is not feasible to quantify the increase 
in toxic air contaminants from stationary sources associated with a general plan. 
Additionally, for determining cancer and noncancer health risk, the location, velocity of  
emissions, meteorology and topography of  the area, and locations of  receptors are equally 
important model parameters as the quantity of  toxic air contaminant emissions. The white 
paper in Appendix A of  this FEIR (also included in Appendix B of  the Draft PEIR), 
“Assessing Regional Criteria Pollutant Emissions Impacts Under CEQA in Light of  the 
Friant Ranch Ruling,” describes several of  the challenges of  quantifying local effects—
particularly health risks—for large-scale, regional projects, and these are applicable to both 
criteria air pollutants and toxic air contaminants. Similarly, the two amicus briefs in FEIR 
Appendix B (filed by the air districts on the Friant Ranch case) describe respective 
positions regarding CEQA requirements, modeling feasibility and variables; and reliability 
of  results for determining specific health risks associated with criteria air pollutants. The 
discussions also include the distinction between criteria air pollutant emissions and toxic 
air contaminants with respect to health risks. Additionally, the Air Quality Districts’ 
Significance Thresholds and Monitoring demonstrate the infeasibility based on the current 
guidance/methodologies of  the Air Districts. The following summarizes major points 
about the infeasibility of  assessing health risks from criteria air pollutant emissions and 
toxic air contaminants associated with implementation of  the CWP.  

 Air Quality Districts’ Criteria Air Pollutant Significance Thresholds and Modeling 
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To achieve and maintain air quality standards, the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
(MDAQMD) have established numerical emission indicators of  significance for regional 
and localized air quality impacts for both construction and operational phases of  a local 
plan or project. The SCAQMD and MDAQMD have established the thresholds based on 
“scientific and factual data that is contained in the federal and state Clean Air Acts” and 
recommend “that these thresholds be used by lead agencies in making a determination of  
significance.” The numerical emission indicators are based on the recognition that the air 
basin is a distinct geographic area with a critical air pollution problem for which ambient 
air quality standards have been promulgated to protect public health. The thresholds 
represent the maximum emissions from a plan or project that are not expected to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of  the most stringent applicable national or state ambient 
air quality standard. By analyzing the plan’s emissions against the thresholds, an EIR 
assesses whether these emissions directly contribute to any regional or local exceedances 
of  the applicable ambient air quality standards and exposure levels.  

SCAQMD and MDAQMD currently do not have methodologies that would provide the 
County with a consistent, reliable, and meaningful analysis to correlate specific health 
impacts that may result from a proposed project’s mass emissions. 1   

For criteria air pollutants, exceedance of  the regional significance thresholds cannot be 
used to correlate a project to quantifiable health impacts, unless emissions are sufficiently 
high to use a regional model. In the case of  San Bernardino County, the emissions 
generated span two air basins, each with its own distinct meteorology. Neither SCAQMD 
or MDAQMD have provided methodology to assess the specific correlation between 
mass emissions generated and their effect on health (see Appendix B, SJVACPD’s amicus 
brief  and SCAQMD’s amicus brief).  

Ozone concentrations are dependent upon a variety of  complex factors, including the 
presence of  sunlight and precursor pollutants, natural topography, nearby structures that 
cause building downwash, atmospheric stability, and wind patterns. Secondary formation 
of  PM and ozone can occur far from sources, as a result of  regional transport due to wind 
and topography (e.g., low-level jet stream). Photochemical modeling depends on all 
emission sources in entire domain (i.e., modeling grid). Low resolution and spatial 
averaging produce “noise” and modeling errors that usually exceed individual source 
contributions. Because of  the complexities of  predicting ground-level ozone 
concentrations in relation to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and 

 
1  In April 2019, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) published an Interim Recommendation 

on implementing Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502 (“Friant Ranch”)in the review and analysis of proposed projects 
under CEQA in Sacramento County. Consistent with the expert opinions submitted to the court in Friant Ranch by the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and SCAQMD, the SMAQMD guidance confirms the absence of an 
acceptable or reliable quantitative methodology that would correlate the expected criteria air pollutant emissions of projects to 
likely health consequences for people from project-generated criteria air pollutant emissions. The SMAQMD guidance explains 
that while it is in the process of developing a methodology to assess these impacts, lead agencies should follow the Friant Court’s 
advice to explain in meaningful detail why this analysis is not yet feasible.  
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California AAQS, it is not possible to link health risks to the magnitude of  emissions 
exceeding the significance thresholds.  

Current models used in CEQA air quality analyses are designed to estimate potential 
project construction and operation emissions for defined projects. The estimated 
emissions are compared to significance thresholds, which are keyed to reducing emissions 
to levels that will not interfere with the region’s ability to attain the health-based standards. 
While this serves to protect public health in the overall region, there is currently no CEQA 
methodology to determine the impact of  emissions (e.g., pounds per day) on future 
concentration levels (e.g., parts per million or micrograms per cubic meter) in specific 
geographic areas. CEQA thresholds, therefore, are not specifically tied to potential health 
outcomes in the region.  

 SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan FEIR Modeling: Toxic Air Contaminant 

The commenter references that the San Diego Association of  Governments’ (SANDAG) 
Final EIR for the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan includes modeling for toxic air 
contaminants on pages 4.3-67 through 4.3-84. This is not correct, however. The Final EIR 
referenced does not include regional modeling for health risk. What the EIR shows is an 
Air Quality Index (AQI) along freeway segments. An AQI says how clean or polluted the 
air is but does not translate that information into health risk or health incidences. For 
programmatic, general plan–level assessments, it is not feasible to conduct site-specific 
dispersion modeling countywide to determine the incremental contribution of  risks 
associated with land use changes in the unincorporated areas. 

 CWP Stationary Source Impacts 

Regional emissions are divided into two major source categories: stationary and mobile 
sources. The CWP provides a land use plan that designates land uses for employment-
generating uses, including Limited Industrial and General Industrial. These broad 
categories cover a wide variety of  potential uses. For a programmatic environmental 
document, it is speculative to determine the exact nature of  and location that would occur 
within these employment-generating categories for stationary sources. Therefore, it is not 
possible to determine what types of  toxic air contaminants would be generated on an 
individual site. Additionally, because the exact nature of  the future industrial uses is 
speculative for this programmatic assessment, the quantity of  toxic air contaminants 
generated by the proposed project is also unknown. Thus, for programmatic, general 
plan–level assessments, it is not feasible to conduct regional dispersion modeling to 
determine the incremental contribution of  risks associated with land use changes in the 
unincorporated areas. 

New stationary, industrial sources proximate to EJFAs would be minimal. The CWP only 
introduces new industrial land use designations in two small portions of  two EJFAs. In 
El Mirage, the El Mirage Field Airport was changed from Institutional to General 
Industrial to better reflect the existing land uses. In Bloomington, a group of  parcels is 
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proposed to transition to Limited Industrial. This area is in the southeast part of  the 
community and is immediately adjacent to the Agua Mansa Industrial Corridor. Out of  
the 55 total acres to be designated Limited Industrial, the southern 22 acres will continue 
to be reserved for electrical transmission right-of-way. The 33 remaining acres are adjacent 
to low and very low density residential to the west and north, but future truck traffic 
associated with new industrial development would not be able to travel north or west into 
Bloomington due to truck route restrictions the County currently has on Jurupa Avenue.  

Supplemental Toxic Air Contaminant Analysis: Health Risk Assessment for Truck 
Diesel Emissions 

 The Draft PEIR air quality analysis of mobile emissions was based on EMFAC2017. 
Modeling in the Draft PEIR captures the total increase in criteria air pollutant emissions, 
including PM2.5, within the entire unincorporated San Bernardino County. Individual 
roadway segments were not modeled because modeling available for the Draft PEIR and 
used for air quality and greenhouse gas emissions modeling does not discern between 
vehicle miles traveled on freeways, major arterials, and other local roadways; rather, it is 
aggregated VMT. The transportation sector summarizes emissions across the two air 
basins (South Coast Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin). For accurate modeling, it is 
necessary to have data regarding the sources and types of criteria air pollutants and toxic 
air contaminants, location of emission points, velocity of emissions, the meteorology and 
topography of the area, and the location of receptors (worker and residence). So, although 
exhaust PM2.5 identified in Table 5.3-8 and Table 5.3-9 may be a good surrogate to 
estimate the quantity of toxic contaminants from on-road vehicle travel countywide, 
emissions quantity alone does not include all the necessary modeling parameters to 
ascertain whether or not toxic air contaminant emissions generated would result in a 
cancer or noncancer health risk. Furthermore, as identified in Table 5.3-9, transportation-
related PM2.5 emissions in both the South Coast Air Basin (-3 lbs/day) and the Mojave 
Desert Air Basin (-26 lbs/day) would decrease from existing conditions. Health risks 
associated with mobile emissions, therefore, were not modeled for the Draft PEIR. 

On-Road Toxic Air Contaminant HRA Approach 

In response to the Attorney General’s comment letter, however, the PlaceWorks team 
evaluated potential CWP-related truck emission impacts on sensitive receptors (see 
Appendix C, Health Risk Assessment). Although countywide modeling was not feasible, 
an approach was designed to focus on the most affected sensitive receptors. Traffic 
modeling was conducted by Fehr & Peers (F&P) to identify existing and projected truck 
volumes along roadway segments within incorporated and unincorporated parts of the 
county, including the fleet mix or percentage breakdown of light-, medium-, and heavy-
duty trucks for each segment. 

The results of the traffic modeling indicate that overall truck traffic throughout the county 
would increase as a result of the CWP, future growth in incorporated areas, and planned 
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roadway network improvements through the horizon year of 2040. The amount and 
significance of the increase in truck traffic due to CWP implementation, and its associated 
generation of diesel particulate emissions, was the primary concern of the HRA. Study 
area roadway segments with an increase of 100 or more trucks per day due to 
implementation of the CWP were selected for analysis. The 100 trucks per day cutoff was 
selected consistent with the California Air Resources Board’s recommendation of this 
threshold for use in the health risk evaluation of truck distribution centers within 1,000 
feet of sensitive land uses (CARB 2005). 

The following South Coast AQMD significance thresholds for health risks were deemed 
appropriate and were used for this HRA: 

 Excess cancer risk of  more than 10 in a million 

 Noncancer hazard index (chronic or acute) greater than 1.0 

These thresholds are typically applied to new industrial projects. However, for purposes 
of the HRA, these thresholds were used to determine whether CWP implementation 
would result in significant health risk impacts from diesel particulate matter (DPM) 
emissions. Traffic modeling was conducted for all areas of the unincorporated county, but 
Bloomington and Muscoy were the only unincorporated communities that have sensitive 
receptors and exhibited more than 10 roadway segments with truck trips expected to 
exceed 100 compared to existing conditions. Detailed evaluation of Bloomington and 
Muscoy appropriately coincided with their high CalEnviro Screen score in the EJ 
Background Report as well as Muscoy’s selection as a ‘Year 1’ disadvantaged community 
for the AB 617 program based on its air pollution burden (see Section 3.2, Draft PEIR 
Revisions in Response to Written Comments): The AB 617 ‘Year 1’ communities identified by 
SCAQMD share common air quality priorities that are driven by the movement of goods 
throughout the region (e.g., trucks, equipment used at railyards, off-road diesel equipment, 
and trains). Mobile sources are the overwhelming source of DPM and cancer risk in these 
communities. Bloomington is designated a Year 2-5 community under AB 617.  

Projected truck traffic increases in all other unincorporated communities were either less 
than 100 per segment or less than the levels modeled in Bloomington and Muscoy. 
Accordingly, analysis was first conducted on Bloomington and Muscoy. Once it was 
determined that the incremental increase in cancer risk due to CWP implementation was 
below the SCAQMD significance thresholds for the maximum exposed receptor (MER) 
in those communities, it can be concluded that the incremental increase in cancer risk for 
other communities is also below the threshold—in almost all cases, substantially below. 
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Summary of HRA Findings 

CWP Implementation Impacts 

For residential receptors in Bloomington and Muscoy, the incremental cancer risks and 
chronic hazard indices were calculated at MER due to CWP implementation. The results 
of the HRA are shows in the HRA Summary table, Health Risk Assessment Results for 
Maximum Exposed Receptors. 

HRA Summary Health Risk Assessment Results for Maximum Exposed Receptors 
Scenario Incremental Cancer Risk1 

(per million) Chronic Hazard Index 

Bloomington – Existing No Project2 261 0.0765 
Bloomington – Existing with Project2 263 0.0772 

Bloomington – Net Change Due to CWP Implementation2 2.4 0.0007 

South Coast AQMD Threshold 10 1.0 
Exceeds Threshold Due to CWP Implementation? No No 

Muscoy – Existing No Project3 49.1 0.0144 
Muscoy – Existing with Project3 50.4 0.0148 

Muscoy – Net Change Due to CWP Implementation3 1.3 0.0004 

South Coast AQMD Threshold 10 1.0 
Exceeds Threshold Due to CWP Implementation? No No 
1 OEHHA (2015) recommends that a 30-year (high-end residency time) exposure duration be used to estimate individual cancer risk for the residential MER. 2040 

DPM emission rates used for cancer risk calculations (EMFAC2017). 
2 The Bloomington residential MER is on Church Street, east of Cedar Avenue and north of I-10. 
3 The Muscoy residential MER is on W Highland Avenue, east of N State Street and north of SR-210. 

 

As shown in the HRA Summary table, the incremental cancer risk for the residential MER 
in Bloomington and Muscoy due to CWP implementation would be 2.4 and 1.3 per 
million, respectively. Therefore, the incremental cancer risks would be below the 
significance threshold of 10 in a million. For noncarcinogenic health risks, the chronic 
hazard indices were well below the significance threshold of 1.0 for the residential MERs 
for both Bloomington and Muscoy. The existing cancer risks from existing truck traffic 
volumes, prior to CWP implementation, are 261 in a million in Bloomington and 49 in a 
million in Muscoy. For Bloomington, increased truck traffic due to CWP implementation 
is projected to potentially increase total cancer risk by 0.9 percent. For Muscoy, CWP 
implementation is projected to potentially increase the total cancer risk by 2.6 percent.  

Figures 3 and 4, respectively, from the HRA (Appendix C), depict the increase in DPM 
concentration due to CWP implementation in the Bloomington and Muscoy 
communities. These figures are also reproduced on the following pages for easy reference.  

Cumulative Impacts to Bloomington and Muscoy 
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The HRA also evaluated cumulative growth in the county, comparing the change in truck 
traffic due to CWP implementation to truck traffic changes from planned growth in the 
incorporated county areas and using a roadway network with planned improvements 
(SCAG 2016).  

When comparing the Cumulative with Project to the Cumulative No Project scenarios, 
only 5 roadway segments in Bloomington (all freeway-related segments) result in an 
increase of 100 trucks per day due to CWP implementation, compared to 14 segments for 
the Existing with Project/Existing No Project comparison.  

No surface streets would result in an increase in daily trucks over 100 in Bloomington in 
the Cumulative with Project/Cumulative No Project comparison. A similar reduction in 
roadway segments with an increase in 100 trucks per day is noted for Muscoy (6 freeway-
related segments, no surface streets) for the Cumulative with Project/Cumulative No 
Project comparison. Therefore, the incremental cancer risks due to CWP implementation 
for residents in Bloomington and Muscoy would be reduced for the Cumulative with 
Project/Cumulative No Project scenario because the number of segments and overall 
increase in trucks due to CWP implementation are projected to be less for the cumulative 
growth scenario than the existing setting scenario. 

Overall, residents and other sensitive receptors in Bloomington and Muscoy would not 
be subject to excess cancer risk and noncancer hazards due to implementation of the 
project, and impacts of the project would be less than significant. 
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A3-4 The commenter states that the mitigation measures do not reduce impacts in 
environmental justice communities. The PEIR considered mitigation measures that would 
avoid, minimize, rectify, or reduce the environmental impacts of  the project. The 
proposed project is a regional plan that applies to a variety of  different projects across a 
very long-term development horizon. The mitigation measures, therefore, cannot be 
static. They must be flexible enough to provide an opportunity for the County to consider 
changes in emissions control technology and emissions reductions strategies that may 
occur throughout the lifetime of  the Countywide Plan. In contrast to the comment that 
the EIR mitigation measures are not effective, the mitigation measures identify 
performance standards that individual discretionary development projects will have to 
meet and mitigation measures that these projects can consider to achieve the performance 
standards. As identified in response to Comment A3-3, the project’s air quality analysis is 
a cumulative analysis; therefore, the mitigation measures are intended to satisfy the 
project’s contribution to cumulative air quality (criteria air pollutant and TACs) in the 
South Coast Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  

As detailed under response A3-1B, the County has increased its commitment to reduce 
health risks and pollution burdens. The updated policies reflect changes to respond to 
recommendations in the EJ Background Report and also suggestions provided in the AB 
617 Community Emission Reduction Plan (CERP) for San Bernardino, Muscoy 
Community, adopted by SCAQMD on September 6, 2019. Note that many of  the CERP 
recommendations are beyond the jurisdiction of  the County to implement. Policies, 
however, are included to work with state, regional regulatory agencies to study and 
monitor pollution, pursue funding opportunities, and to assist air quality management 
districts in establishing and implementing community emission reduction plans (see 
Policies HZ-3.2 and HZ-3.3). In response to these comments, and based on the County’s 
own review of  the Environmental Justice policies in the plan, the County revised 11 
policies and added 7 policies under Goal HZ-3 (Environmental Justice) of  the Hazards 
Element, and augmented 2 policies in the Transportation and Mobility Element to 
increase the level of  commitment and detail addressing the reduction of  health risks and 
pollution burdens for EJFAs. The list included in Response A3-1B identifies the changes 
made to the draft Policy Plan. These updated policies, including both the new policies and 
augmented policies, have been updated in Section 3.2, Draft PEIR Revisions in Response to 
Written Comments, in strikeout/underlined text for clarity. 

A3-5 Mitigation Measure AQ-3 already included a requirement that HRAs consider cumulative 
impacts from industrial/warehouse projects within 1,000 feet of  the boundary of  the 
project site for all projects that generate 100 or more truck trips per day. At the request 
of  the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 has been modified to also require an HRA 
for projects that generate 50 or more truck trips per day if  surrounding land uses within 
1,000 feet generate 50 or more truck trips per day. The modified mitigation measure is 
included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. Buffer distances were not incorporated 
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into the mitigation measure because the individual health risk assessment will determine 
the site-specific cancer risks based on the actual distance to the sensitive receptors, and 
mitigation measure will be implemented to achieve the SCAQMD significance thresholds.  

A3-6 GHG Analysis. The Draft PEIR comprehensively assesses the significant environmental 
effects of  the project, provides a reasonable range of  alternatives to the proposed project, 
and feasible mitigation measures to reduce and avoid significant environmental impacts. 
See responses A3-7 and A3-8 for a discussion of  the two primary concerns raised by the 
commenter.  

A3-7 Long-Term GHG Emissions Efficiency. The commenter states that the conclusion in the 
alternatives analysis in Chapter 7 contradicts the conclusions in Section 5.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, which states additional state and federal regulations are needed, because 
the alternative reduces GHG emissions. We disagree.  

The EIR evaluated impacts associated with the land use plan proposed. CEQA requires 
consideration of  potential mitigation measures and project alternatives as means to reduce 
or eliminate significant impacts of  the proposed project. In accordance with CEQA, Draft 
PEIR Chapter 7 identifies and evaluates a reasonable range of  land use alternatives to the 
proposed CWP that have the potential to attain most of  the basic project objectives. As 
noted by the commenter, the alternatives section of  the Draft PEIR concludes that the 
Concentrated Suburban Growth Alternative has the potential to reduce VMT and 
associated VMT-generated GHG emissions. The scenario modeling as described in Draft 
PEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project quantified the 11,203 VMT/capita/year 
for the scenario closest analog to the CWP in comparison to 10,716 VMT/capita/year for 
the Concentrated Suburban Growth Alternative. A project alternative, however, is not 
mitigation, and therefore the relative environmental impacts of  alternatives in comparison 
to the proposed CWP are appropriately evaluated in Chapter 7. Please refer to Response 
A3-9 for a discussion of  the evolution of  project alternatives and rejection of  the 
environmentally superior alternative.  

The regional transportation plan / sustainable communities strategy of  SCAG and other 
MPOs in the state show that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is increasing. It is for this reason 
that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has concluded that that state is not 
achieving its goals to reduce VMT. The county’s projected increase in VMT over baseline 
(existing conditions) could therefore be anticipated. The proposed CWP, however, would 
reduce VMT in comparison to the current, 2007 General Plan. The current plan 
accommodates growth in the unincorporated areas of  the county (see PEIR Chapter 7, 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project). As described in PEIR Chapter 7, the CWP drastically 
scales back the allowable development potential in the outlying areas of  the 
unincorporated county. For instance: 
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 The 2007 General Plan would result in a substantial increase in employment as well 
as more dispersed housing in comparison to the CWP, and the current land use plan 
would increase vehicle miles traveled, and related traffic air quality emissions. (see 
PEIR page 7-12) 

 The 2007 General Plan would result in more dispersed housing growth and a larger 
nonresidential building footprint that could expose a greater number of  sensitive 
receptors to pollutants concentrations from construction activity and other sources. 
(see PEIR page 7-12) 

Additionally, though the alternatives considered in Chapter 7 and mitigation measured 
identified in the Draft PEIR can reduce VMT, they alone will not be able to reduce VMT 
sufficiently to achieve California’s GHG reduction goals. As documented in the Draft 
PEIR, further state and federal regulations are necessary to decarbonize our energy and 
transportation economies to achieve the aggressive reductions needed to achieve the 
state’s long-term climate stabilization goal (see PEIR page 5.7-60).  

Thus, the CWP would provide environmental benefits compared to the No Project 
scenario (i.e., the current 2007 General Plan). Therefore, although the magnitude of  
emissions associated with growth allowed in unincorporated areas under the Countywide 
Plan is considered a significant impact, the No Project scenario would result in 
substantially higher impacts.  

Therefore, the County is making the right steps toward creating a more efficient land use 
plan. However, as correctly identified by the commenter, the total magnitude of  VMT 
would increase from the current baseline but, as shown in PEIR Table 5.7-8, emissions 
from on-road transportation sources would decrease by 32 percent from the CEQA 
baseline. In general, GHG emissions associated with development in the unincorporated 
County would decrease. Despite this, GHG impacts were considered a significant 
unavoidable impact of  the project because the ultimate goal of  the State is to achieve an 
80 percent reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 levels. None of  the alternatives 
eliminated this impact. Consequently, we disagree that there is an inconsistency between 
the alternative analysis conclusion and the conclusion in Section 5.7, because the 
alternatives and the proposed project would result in significant GHG impacts. 

A3-8 Consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan’s Recommended Local Actions. At the request of  the 
commenter, the consistency analysis is revised to reflect the current language of  Policy 
TM-3.1. The County has since adopted VMT criteria in response to SB 743, which 
identifies a goal of  reducing VMT per service population by 4 percent for development 
projects to align with the state’s VMT goals. Changes to the Draft PEIR requested by the 
commenter can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR.  

As identified in the Natural Resources Agency’s Final Statement of  Reasons for the recent 
changes to the CEQA Guidelines, consistency with land use plans should not be based on 
the “conflict” with the plan, but instead, on any adverse environmental impact that might 
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result from a conflict. The CEQA checklist question asks whether a project would conflict 
with plans adopted for the purpose of  reducing GHG emissions. The Scoping Plan 
includes a list of  recommended local actions, divided into two categories: (A) local actions 
that apply broadly to general plans or climate action plans; and (B) mitigation measures 
for individual projects under CEQA. The County considered each action under A 
identified by CARB when drafting the policies in the Countywide Plan. Policies in a 
general plan do not necessarily need to be prescriptive in order to align with the overall 
goals in the CARB Scoping Plan. Although the Countywide Plan includes language such 
as “consider” and “support,” this is consistent with CARB’s recommended local actions 
for type A projects (i.e., programmatic general plans and climate action plans). Therefore, 
the PEIR does not overstate consistency or mislead the public about the extent to which 
CWP policies reduce GHG emissions. In fact, no GHG reductions from the policies were 
accounted for in the GHG analysis, so it is not likely to mislead the public about the extent 
to which CWP policies reduce GHG emissions. Furthermore, not including prescriptive 
language such as “shall” in the policies does not result in a physical impact on the 
environment.  

A3-9 CEQA Alternative Requirements. The County concurs that mitigation and alternative 
sections represent the core of  an EIR. The EIR alternatives sections pulls together all of  
the impact conclusions for the proposed project and requires the lead agency to consider 
options to the project to reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts of  the project as 
proposed. It basically mandates that the lead agency consider the broader, overall 
consequences of  a project. As described in Draft PEIR, Chapter 7, Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project, the proposed CWP (preferred project) evolved from a comprehensive 
modeling and evaluation process based on both defined CWP goals and environmental 
protection criteria. The scenarios evaluated in this process (over a year long) were a logical 
starting point for the CEQA alternatives review. As detailed in Section 7.2, Policy Plan 
Background: Alternative Growth Scenarios, the scenarios were each designed to identify suitable 
sites to accommodate the 18,000-unit projected growth in SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS and to 
prohibit or minimize new development within defined hazard and specific natural 
resource areas. The Draft PEIR appropriately eliminated the Dispersed Rural Growth 
scenario from evaluation because this scenario did not incorporate sufficient 
environmental constraints. To ensure a reasonable range of  CEQA alternatives, however, 
the Draft PEIR defined an additional project alternative, Limited Suburban Growth, as 
defined in Section 7.4.1, Alternative Description and Statistical Description.  

Meaningful Evaluation. The commenter asserts that the alternatives chapter fails to “evaluate 
the comparative merits of  the alternatives” and provides insufficient information about 
each alternative “to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison to the proposed 
project.” The County disagrees. As described above, Section 7.2.1 describes the 
environmental constraints applied to the scenario modeling for each alternative. Section 
7.4.1 provides the statistical comparison (population, housing, and employment) for each 
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alternative and the net change in comparison to the proposed CWP. This table also 
summarizes the reason each alternative was selected for evaluation – the reasons the 
respective alternative was considered. Table 7-2, Environmental Impact Comparison, provides 
a meaningful comparison of  alternative impacts in comparison to the proposed CWP. The 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), specifically notes that a matrix format is 
appropriate: 

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. 
A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental 
effect of  each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.  

Integrated into the matrix (i.e., Table 7-2) are additional alternative details and relative 
comparison to the proposed CWP. Impacts are quantified for several categories. The 
comparison is meaningful and an effective method to portray complex alternatives, 
particularly considering the scale and diversity of  the County’s 20,000-square-mile 
geography. For each impact, the table concludes whether the respective alternative would 
reduce or increase or be similar to the impact, and whether it would eliminate a significant 
impact of  the proposed CWP. 

 Concentrated Suburban Growth Alternative Conclusions. The commenter notes the number of  
impacts that would be reduced by the Concentrated Suburban Growth alternative, but 
fails to mention the environmental impacts that would be greater than the proposed CWP. 
This alternative would increase impacts to aesthetics, agricultural and forestry resources, 
geology and soils, and land use and planning. As detailed in Table 7.2, this alternative 
would significantly intensify development in the Mentone area, converting 850 acres of  
Prime Farmland and 8 acres of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance to suburban-type 
residential development. It would also convert 16 acres of  Prime Farmland and 32 acres 
of  Farmland of  Statewide Importance to residential uses in the Chino sphere of  influence. 
Although the PEIR concludes that the agricultural resource impact for this alternative 
could be mitigated to less than significant with the CWP policy to replace agricultural 
acres, it is an important disclosure that this would be an increased impact relative to the 
proposed CWP.  

The commenter asserts that Draft PEIR Chapter 7 “fails to adequately compare the merits 
of  the alternative with the project to allow the public to understand why the 
environmentally superior alternative was not chosen.” CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a) states that  

[a]n EIR shall describe a range of  reasonable alternatives ... which would feasibly attain 
most of  the basic objectives of  the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of  the significant effects of  the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of  the 
alternatives. An EIR ... must consider a reasonable range of  potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.  
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The Draft PEIR meets these requirements and discloses the comparative impacts of  each 
alternative and its ability to achieve the project objectives. This information, including the 
conclusion that the Concentrated Suburban Development alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, is objectively presented to the public and decision-
makers for their use in considering the proposed project. It is not the role of  an EIR to 
“select” or “reject” a project alternative. The choice of  which alternative to adopt will be 
made by the County Supervisors when they consider the information in the EIR and make 
findings, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 
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LETTER A4– California Highway Patrol – Inland Division (1 page[s]) 
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A4. Response to Comments from California Highway Patrol – Inland Division, dated August 15, 
2019. 

A4-1 Comment acknowledged. 
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LETTER A5 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (7 page[s]) 
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A5. Response to Comments from South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated August 15, 
2019. 

A5-1 This comment summarizes SCAQMD’s understanding of  the project. No response is 
needed. 

A5-2 This comment summarizes SCAQMD’s understanding of  the project’s impacts. No 
response is needed. 

A5-3 The Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP) for the Muscoy community has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their review and considerations. As part of  this Final 
PEIR, the County has considered additional policies to reduce the air pollution burden on 
the Muscoy community to support the following objectives: 

 Reduce emissions from heavy-duty trucks transiting the community by working with 
local land use agencies to establish designated truck routes. Policy TM-5.6, 
Unincorporated Truck Routes, has been amended to prohibit truck routes in 
unincorporated environmental justice focus areas.  

 Promote the installation of  infrastructure needed to support zero emission vehicles 
and equipment at warehouses. Policy HZ-3.1, Health Risk Assessment, requires new 
projects to evaluate the impact of  truck traffic and incorporate mitigation. 
Additionally, Policy HZ-3.3, Community Emissions Reductions Plans, identifies the 
County’s commitment to implementing the measures in the Muscoy Community 
Emissions Reduction Plan. 

 Support a transition to zero emission transit buses. Policy HZ-3.1, Health Risk 
Assessment, requires new projects to evaluate the impact of  truck traffic and 
incorporate mitigation. Additionally, Policy HZ-3.3, Community Emissions 
Reductions Plans, identifies the County’s commitment to implementing the measures 
in the Muscoy Community Emissions Reduction Plan. 

 Replace older diesel-fueled equipment with cleaner technologies at railyards. Policy 
HZ-3.3, Community Emissions Reductions Plans, identifies the County’s 
commitment to implementing the measures in the Muscoy Community Emissions 
Reduction Plan. 

 Reduce children’s exposure to harmful air pollutants by working with local schools to 
install high-efficiency filtrations systems. Policy HZ-3.3, Community Emissions 
Reductions Plans, identifies the County’s commitment to implementing the measures 
in the Muscoy Community Emissions Reduction Plan. Policy HZ-3.8, Indoor Air 
Quality, targets funding for environmental justice focus areas to raise awareness and 
address asthma and other respiratory illnesses.  

A5-4 Pursuant to the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. S213478), impacts of  the environment on the 
proposed project are not CEQA impacts. Therefore, additional mitigation measures are 
not warranted in the Draft PEIR. Policy NR-1.5 of  the Countywide Plan requires the 
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County to consider the siting recommendations identified by the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB). The request for the County to require a health risk assessment (HRA) as 
a Standard Condition of  Approval (COA) for new sensitive receptors proximate to major 
sources of  air pollution, such as freeways, will be forwarded to decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. Additionally, Policy NR-1.5, Sensitive Land Uses, identifies that 
the County considers these recommendations when reviewing new land use projects.  

A5-5 Comment noted.  

A5-6 See response to Comment A5-4. Impacts of  the environment on the proposed project are 
not CEQA impacts. The request for the County to require an HRA for new sensitive uses 
within 500 feet of  a major source of  air pollution will be forwarded to decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

SCAQMD has also identified additional health risk reduction strategies, including but not 
limited to: 

 Use of  Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 filters or better for projects 
within 500 feet of  a freeway. 

 Require that disclosure notices to residents that the filtration is only effective when 
used in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations when the heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system is in use.  

 For rental units, require ongoing monitoring and replacement of  filters in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s recommendations.  

The request to incorporate the strategies listed in Comment A5-6 into the development 
review process for projects within 500 feet of  a major source of  air pollution will be 
forwarded to decision-makers for their review and consideration.  

A5-7 At the request of  the commenter, the EIR has been amended to include additional 
potential measures for warehouse facilities in Mitigation Measure AQ-3. Changes to the 
Draft PEIR requested by the commenter can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft 
PEIR. 

A5-8 At the request of  the commenter, the EIR has been amended to include additional 
potential measures to foster periodic review of  strategies and tools over the life of  the 
General Plan as part of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2. Changes to the Draft PEIR 
requested by the commenter can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. 
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A6. Response to Comments from Ontario-Montclair School District, dated August 15, 2019. 

A6-1 Comment acknowledged. 

A6-2 The school district is concerned about how future development and construction near 
schools could impact the school operation. Because this is a General Plan, no specific time 
horizons have been identified as to when development will occur.  

Projects processed that are consistent with the Countywide Plan (CWP) will require 
additional environmental review. At that time, the applicant(s) and the County will have 
the opportunity to engage with the school district. This additional environmental review 
will need to address impacts associated with construction activities, including the potential 
impact on emergency services response. 

Goal TM-4 of  the CWP addresses complete streets and supports implementation of  a 
complete streets network (which would include many of  the treatments described in the 
comment). Finally, one of  the most effective transportation demand management 
techniques for future development (especially residential development) is implementing a 
variety of  measures that support better access to schools and student transportation 
services. With the County’s new VMT impact criteria and policies supporting VMT 
reduction, these measures will likely be supported through that process. 

As identified in Section 5.3, Air Quality, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would require that 
future development projects analyze potential air quality impacts during construction 
activities, including emissions generated during demolition activities, to ensure less than 
significant impacts at sensitive receptors, such as schools.  

Any exposure to hazardous materials during transport is governed by Section 31303 of  
the California Vehicle Code and the US Department of  Transportation, which regulates 
hazardous materials transport. Furthermore, the California Governor's Office of  
Emergency Services provides emergency response services involving hazardous material 
incidents that may occur during transport. 

 Exposure to hazardous materials during abatement of  asbestos-containing materials, lead-
based paints, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury-containing light ballast, and 
mold would be regulated as described in RR HAZ-4 and RR HAZ-5 in Section 5.8.1.3 of  
the Draft PEIR. New development associated with the Countywide Plan that is on a list 
of  hazardous materials sites and requires site remediation will be regulated as described in 
RR HAZ-1 through RR HAZ-4 and RR HAZ-6 in Section 5.8.1.3. 

As identified in Draft PEIR Section 5.12, Noise, Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 would 
require that future development projects analyze potential noise and vibration impacts 
during construction activities to minimize noise and vibration levels at sensitive receptors, 
such as schools.  
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 Construction stormwater infrastructure deficiencies are regulated by the Construction 
General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002). The permit requires routine weekly 
inspections of  all best management practices (BMPs) and daily inspections during rain 
events. Inspections consist of  visual inspection to ensure that the BMPs were 
implemented and maintained according to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). Corrective actions for deficiencies identified during inspections must be 
initiated within 72 hours and need to be completed as soon as possible.2  

A6-3 The potential for implementation of  the CWP to result in hazards and hazardous 
materials–related impacts is addressed in Draft PEIR, Section 5.8. As concluded under 
Impact 5.8-1, upon compliance with regulatory requirements HZ-1 through HZ-6, 
potential impacts, including potential impacts to schools, would be reduced to less than 
significant. Individual development projects under the CWP would comply with 
regulatory requirements for testing demolished materials as well as regulatory 
requirements for transport of  hazardous materials. The County acknowledges this 
commenter’s request to limit the transport of  hazardous materials to nonschool 
days/hours of  operation. This measure is not required to mitigate potential impacts to 
less than significant, and may not be feasible for individual projects. The District will be 
noticed on future projects affecting the Ontario-Montclair area and will have the 
opportunity to comment and provide project-specific requests during the scoping 
processes and public review of  the respective environmental document. The County 
welcomes this participation and the District’s ongoing input into the environmental review 
process.  

A6-4 The San Bernardino County Technical Guidance Document for Water Quality 
Management Plans includes technical specifications for infiltration basins, infiltration 
trenches, and bioretention basins with no underdrains to percolate runoff  into the 
underlying soils in 48 hours or less.3 The California Department of  Public Health and the 
Mosquito and Vector Control Association of  California recommend that stormwater 
storage and infiltration systems be designed so that they do not hold standing water for 
more than 96 hours to prevent mosquito development. 4  Therefore, the County has 
employed mitigation measures that minimize the risk of  retention systems increasing the 
risk for West Nile Virus and other mosquito-borne illnesses.  

A6-5 PEIR Section 5.12, Noise, designates school sites as a sensitive receptor in the analysis. 
Noise and vibration impacts to sensitive receptors are analyzed in Impacts 5.12-1, 5.12-2, 
and 5.12-3, and mitigation measures are identified. With the implementation of  identified 

 
2  California Stormwater Quality Association. August 2011. California Stormwater BMP Handbook – Construction.  
3  San Bernardino County, June 7, 2013. Technical Guidance Document for Water Quality Management Plans. 

http://cms.sbcounty.gov/Portals/50/Land/SantaAnaRiver-WQMP-Final-June2013.pdf?ver=2019-06-11-140312-780 
4  California Department of public Health and the Mosquito and Vector Control Association of California, July 2012. Best 

Management Practices for Mosquito Control in California. 
http://westnile.ca.gov/downloads.php?download_id=2376&filename=BMPforMosquitoControl07-12.pdf 
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mitigation measures, impacts to sensitive receptors due to vibration are reduced to less 
than significant. However, even with the implementation of  all feasible mitigation 
measures, as provided in accordance with CEQA, temporary construction noise and 
operational noise were both identified as significant and unavoidable impacts.  
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LETTER A7 – Ahamakav Cultural Society Fort Mojave Indian Tribe (3 page[s]) 
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A7. Response to Comments from Ahamakav Cultural Society Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, dated 
August 16, 2019. 

A7-1 Comment acknowledged. 

A7-2 Comment acknowledged. 

A7-3 Comment acknowledged. 

A7-4 Air quality impacts of  the project are evaluated in PEIR Section 5.3, Air Quality. Mitigation 
measures have been identified for future development projects to ensure that their short-
term and long-term impacts are minimized to the extent feasible.  

A7-5 Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 is included among the regulations cited in the 
cultural resources report (Draft PEIR Appendix E ), which applies the same preservation-
in-place consideration to unique archaeological resources. It is the County’s intention to 
follow the CEQA Guidelines and comply with applicable regulatory compliance measures, 
including those requiring preservation in place for archaeological resources described in 
Section 15123.4(b)(3). 

A7-6 The AhaMakav are among the groups listed on the County’s consultation list pursuant to 
the revisions of  AB 52 and SB 18. Among the required topics discussed in any project 
subject to tribal consultation is mitigations measures, which include those that apply to 
treatment of  inadvertent discoveries. This will be confirmed on a project-to-project basis. 
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LETTER O1 – Coalition of  Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and Individuals in the High Desert 
of  San Bernardino County (206 page[s]). Please note, due to the large number of  pages, only the pages 
with comments are below. The comment letter in total is provided as Appendix E of  this Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 
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O1. Coalition of Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and Individuals in the High 
Desert of San Bernardino County, dated August 14, 2019. 

O1-1 Comment acknowledged. The County has coordinated with the members of  the Coalition 
through in-person meetings, conference calls, responses to comment letters, and 
preparation of  additional documentation on the topic of  the proposed Countywide 
Continuum and Policy Plan, as well as on goals and policies adopted through the separate 
effort of  the Renewable Energy and Conservation Element. Some of  the feedback from 
members of  the Coalition have been incorporated directly into the Countywide Plan, such 
as the retention of  previous Community Plan content into the Community Action Guides. 

O1-2 The County Policy Plan proposes to replace the current Resource Conservation (RC) land 
use category with a new Resource/Land Management (RLM) land use category and an 
expansion of  the Open Space (OS) land use category. The County Policy Plan proposes 
to expand the application of  the OS land use category to very large portions of  the area 
currently designated RC to reflect the vast areas permanently preserved and/or protected 
in some manner by local, regional, state, and federal ownership, designation, or regulations. 
The balance of  the area currently designated RC is proposed for RLM in recognition of  
the need to manage, preserve, and protect natural resources while minimizing the 
expansion of  development outside of  existing communities. 

 Though utility-scale energy facilities have been and will continue to be a permitted use in 
the unincorporated county, the potential locations for such uses have already been 
substantially reduced through the policies adopted in the Renewable Energy and 
Conservation Element (RECE). In 2019, the County amended the RECE to prohibit 
utility-oriented renewable energy development in the RL land use district, currently 
adopted Community Plan areas, and other community planning areas as determined in the 
Development Code update. Additional policy amendments were adopted regarding 
focusing on existing energy generation sites and greater collaboration to encourage 
development of  utility-oriented renewable energy generation facilities on public lands, 
apart from unincorporated communities. The adopted changes (see below) will be 
reflected in the Countywide Plan.  

RE Policy 4.10: Prohibit utility-oriented RE project development on sites that would 
create adverse impacts on the quality of  life or economic development opportunities in 
existing unincorporated communities. Any exceptions or revisions to the following policy 
direction would require approval by the Board of  Supervisors. 

RE 4.10.1: Prohibit development of  utility-oriented RE projects in the Rural Living land 
use districts throughout the County. 

RE 4.10.2: Prohibit development of  utility-oriented RE projects within the boundaries of  
existing community plans, which at the time of  adoption of  this Element are the 
Bloomington, Muscoy, Bear Valley, Crest Forest, Hilltop, Lake Arrowhead, Lytle Creek, 
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Oak Glen, Homestead Valley, Joshua Tree, Lucerne Valley, Morongo Valley, Oak Hills and 
Phelan/Pinon Hills Community Plans. 

RE 4.10.3: Establish exclusion areas in the Development Code regulations for renewable 
energy development, beginning with the prohibitions in Policies 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 and 
provide for additional exclusion areas, such as new community plan areas, to be designated 
by amendment to the Development Code. 

RE Policy 5.2: Utility-oriented RE generation projects on private land in the 
unincorporated County will be limited to the site-types below, in addition to meeting 
criteria established herein and in the Development Code: 

1. Private lands adjacent to the federal Development Focus Areas supported by the 
Board of  Supervisors that meet siting criteria and development standards 

2. Waste disposal sites 

3. Mining sites (operating and reclaimed) 

4. Fallow, degraded and unviable agricultural lands 

5. Airports (existing and abandoned or adaptively re-used) 

6. Brownfields 

7. California Department of  Toxic Substance Control Cleanup Program sites 

8. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act sites 

9. Sites within or adjacent to electric transmission and utility distribution corridors 

10. Existing energy generation sites 

11. Industrial zones proven to not conflict with economic development needs 

12. Other sites proven by a detailed suitability analysis to reflect the significantly disturbed 
nature or conditions of  those listed above 

RE Policy 5.9: Collaborate with utilities, the California Energy Commission (CEC) and 
the Bureau of  Land Management (BLM) to plan for RE generation facilities to be located 
on public lands, apart from existing unincorporated communities. 

Additionally, over a dozen other policies were adopted in the RECE in 2017 that provide 
further direction, requirements, and restrictions to further environmental compatibility 
and appropriate siting of  renewable energy facilities. 
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In the proposed Land Use Element, Table LU-1, Land Use Categories, the column listing 
typical uses for the Resource/Land Management (RLM) includes “Community-scale and 
utility-scale energy facilities (see note 3 on limitations).” This has been revised as 
“Renewable energy facilities consistent with the Renewable Energy and Conservation 
Element (see note 3 on limitations)” Additionally, note 3 was revised slightly to state,  

The list of  typical uses is also subject to and limited by policies in every 
element of  the County Policy Plan. Policy 4.10 of  the Renewable Energy and 
Conservation Element, for example, prohibits utility-oriented renewable 
energy projects in the Rural Living land use category and any land use 
category within the boundaries of  multiple community planning areas.  

The County considers the land proposed for RLM—that which is outside of  community 
planning areas and outside of  areas proposed to be designated as Open Space—to be 
suitable for land uses associated with managing essential resources like minerals and solar 
energy. As cited in the comment letter and previous correspondence with members of  the 
Coalition, the siting and development of  utility-scale energy facilities would be further 
subject to regulations in the Development Code. The proposed County Policy Plan also 
includes policies LU-2.1, Compatibility with existing uses; LU-2.2, Compatibility with 
planned uses; LU-2.3, Compatibility with natural environment; LU-2.5, Hillside 
preservation; NR-4.1, Preservation of  scenic resources; and NR-5.1, Coordinated habitat 
planning. 

Regardless of  the County’s assessment of  land use compatibility, the vast majority of  land 
proposed for RLM is owned and/or under the administrative authority of  the federal 
government. The County has no jurisdictional land use authority on land owned or under 
the administrative control of  the federal or state government. 

About 90 percent of  the total acreage of  the land proposed for RLM is either inside of  
community planning areas and/or under the ownership or administrative control of  
federal or state governments, leaving only 10 percent of  the land where the County could 
permit utility-scale energy facilities (provided they are compliant with all other County, 
State, and federal policies, plans, and standards). While the remaining balance is still quite 
large (relative to typical sizes of  communities or incorporated areas), other current and 
proposed policies (as noted previously in this response) would further discourage the 
introduction of  utility-scale energy facilities throughout much of  the potentially suitable 
lands. 

Accordingly, given the strength of  current and proposed policies, the County considers 
inclusion of  utility-scale energy facilities in Table LU-1 for RLM to be accurate and 
informative for the public and future decisions. The County does not agree that such a 
listing, when combined with dozens of  current and proposed policies and restrictions, 
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would enable developers or applicants to contend that utility-scale energy facilities are 
presumptively appropriate throughout the RLM. 

O1-3 As referenced in the comment letter and as stated in the response to comment O1-2, the 
County amended the RECE to prohibit utility-oriented renewable energy development in 
the RL land use district, currently adopted Community Plan areas, and other community 
planning areas as determined in the Development Code update.  

As stated in the response to comment O1-2, the County does not consider the listing of  
utility-scale energy facilities as a typical use to perpetuate or imply any specific amount of  
development. The intent of  listing a description of  typical uses is to convey the nature of  
land uses that may be developed in a given category. 

The County does not consider the inclusion of  utility-scale energy facilities to be a de facto 
amendment of  the RECE. Throughout the entirety of  the RECE, only one land use 
district is mentioned—Rural Living in the set of  policies grouped under Policy 4.10, which 
address where utility-oriented RE project developments are prohibited.  

As stated in the response to comment O1-2, the County Policy Plan proposes to replace 
the current Resource Conservation (RC) land use category with a new Resource/Land 
Management (RLM) land use category and an expansion of  the Open Space (OS) land 
use category. The RECE did not include any reference to the RLM land use category 
because such a category had not yet been adopted by the County. However, the RECE 
was also silent (text or policies) regarding the RC land use zoning district, which would be 
the equivalent district for the RLM land use category. The County, under the currently 
adopted General Plan Land Use Element, has permitted utility-scale energy facilities in 
the Resource Conservation Land Use District. The County Development Code, both 
prior to and after the adoption and amendment of  the RECE, explicitly permitted and 
continues to permit renewable energy generation facilities, electrical power generation, 
and utilities facilities in the Resource Conservation and Agriculture land use zoning 
districts with a conditional use permit. Accordingly, the County does not consider the 
listing of  utility-scale energy facilities as a typical use to be an amendment or distortion 
of  the content and policies adopted in the RECE. 

As referenced by the commenter, the PEIR clarifies that the RECE will be incorporated 
into the CWP after the CWP is adopted, and that renewable energy developments are not 
part of  this project (i.e., the CWP) and therefore are not addressed in the PEIR. Relative 
to the existing General Plan, the creation of  the new RLM district does not expand the 
geographical area that would potentially allow renewable energy development projects 
beyond what is already permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and Development 
Code. Moreover, the RECE policies would further restrict properties and conditions 
under which energy facilities could be approved. In accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Addendum to the Program Environmental 
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Impact Report for the San Bernardino County General Plan Update (2007), including the 
Supplemental EIR for the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (2011), was completed and 
approved for the RECE. The Addendum presented evidence to support the conclusion 
that no additional environmental analysis was required to adopt the RECE as a new 
element of  the County General Plan, because none of  the conditions specified in Section 
15162 of  the State CEQA Guidelines applied to the RECE.  

State law requires that all of  the elements in a general plan (or the equivalent Policy Plan) 
be internally consistent. Accordingly, the siting and development of  utility-scale energy 
projects would be governed not just by the RECE, but by the entirety of  the Countywide 
Plan, regardless of  a proposed project’s location (with the exception of  projects proposed 
on land outside of  the County’s jurisdictional land use authority).  

About 90 percent of  the total acreage of  the land proposed for RLM is either inside of  
community planning areas and/or under the ownership or administrative control of  
federal or state governments, leaving only 10 percent of  the land where the County could 
permit utility-scale energy facilities (provided they are compliant with all other County, 
State, and federal policies, plans, and standards). The vast majority of  areas of  critical 
environmental concern (mapped in Policy Map NR-2), are owned by or under the 
administrative land use authority of  the federal government. 

While the remaining balance is still quite large (relative to typical sizes of  communities or 
incorporated areas), other current and proposed policies (as noted elsewhere in this 
response) would further discourage the introduction of  utility-scale energy facilities 
throughout much of  the potentially suitable lands. 

The County Policy Plan would likely need to be amended were it inconsistent with current 
or future protections and restrictions provided by habitat plans adopted by the County 
that address unincorporated lands or restrictions enforced by the state or federal 
government. However, the identification of  utility-scale energy facilities as a typical use in 
the RLM land use category is not inherently in conflict with a habitat plan that covers a 
specific area. The County relies on more specific planning documents like habitat 
conservation plans to implement the Policy Plan and provide more detailed, area-specific 
policy direction. The participation of  the County in landscape-scale conservation planning 
and hab natural resource management plans is reinforced in Policy NR-5.1 of  the 
proposed County Policy Plan. 

O1-4 This comment contends that the proposed CWP would introduce industrialization into 
the RLM area and that it would not result in a positive change to preserve the 
environment. As described in Response O1-2 and listed in the RECE policies in that 
response, potential utility-oriented renewable energy development project would be 
limited to properties that are already disturbed, including waste disposal, mining, 
degraded/fallow agriculture, airports, and mining sites. Such projects would not displace 
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designated USFWS Critical Habitat or any natural habitat or other valuable environmental 
resources. As noted in this comment, development of  these disturbed properties would 
represent a long-term, irreversible commitment of  these parcels. As noted above, the 
RECE is not part of  the ‘project’ evaluated in the Draft PEIR for the CWP, and future 
development of  renewable energy projects on private lands would proceed in accordance 
with the RECE policies. Future projects would also be subject to project-level 
environmental review under CEQA. 

O1-5 As detailed in response O1-2, the RLM classification and designation of  utility-scale 
projects as a typical use would not encourage or accelerate development of  utility-scale 
energy projects any more than the previous General Plan, which also allowed these uses 
with a conditional use permit. It would not revise the RECE, which would be incorporated 
into the CWP upon adoption of  the CWP. All policies that further restrict renewable 
energy projects would remain intact.  

As reproduced above, the RECE includes Policy 5.2, which limits development of  utility-
oriented RE projects to disturbed sites. Furthermore, it requires that sites are “within or 
adjacent to electric transmission and utility distribution corridors” (provision No. 9 
above). This would inherently limit the ‘acreage-consuming infrastructure’ assumed by 
this commenter for future projects.  

This commenter also contends that the Draft PEIR could have projected future utility-
scale growth based on California Renewable Energy Standard (RPS) for 2040 and SB 100 
renewable energy requirements for the state. Although it would be possible to estimate 
the renewable energy needed to meet these goals, the distribution of  public vs. private 
facilities, and potential development projects within the unincorporated county would be 
speculative. Moreover, the environmental impact of  future projects would be substantially 
restricted by the RECE policies, and these projects would be the subject of  project-
specific CEQA review, including public participation and comment.  

This comment concludes that the PEIR should have assessed the degree to which utility-
scale projects under the CWP would impact the county’s wildlands, open space, and 
communities. As summarized under response O1-2, the restrictions on future utility-scale 
renewable energy projects under the RECE would restrict development to disturbed sites 
with available utility corridors for energy transmission. The RECE would encourage the 
construction of  community-oriented renewable energy project to ensure that benefits of  
a project offset its costs to the community. Project siting and design for such facilities were 
anticipated to be six acres or less and on-site or adjacent to already developed properties. 
Moreover, the 2019 amendment to the RECE prohibits RE project development within 
currently adopted Community Plan areas and other community planning areas as 
determined in the Development Code update. 
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O1-6 The CWP would not result in a proliferation of  utility-scale projects in the County. The 
creation of  the new RLM district does not expand the geographical area that would 
potentially allow renewable energy development projects beyond what is already permitted 
by the County’s existing General Plan and Development Code. As stated in Draft PEIR 
Chapter 2 and reproduced by this commenter, the RECE will be incorporated into the 
CWP after the CWP is adopted, and renewable energy development are not part of  the 
project addressed in the Draft PEIR. The Addendum approved for the RECE notes that 
attempts to evaluate actual physical effects to the environment, with nearly two million, 
unincorporated, privately held acres under County jurisdiction, would be an exercise in 
conjecture. The Addendum, however, also notes that the GHG Plan SEIR embraced and 
evaluated multiple renewable energy and conservation scenarios that, as applied to new 
and existing development, resulted in a level of  quantified impacts used as a basis for its 
impact analysis. These impacts apply directly to the RECE, as many of  the GHG Plan’s 
greenhouse gas reduction policies are directly tied to implementation policies in the 
RECE.  

O1-7 The County understands the reluctance of  community members to relinquish what they 
believe to be safeguards in their Community Plans. As stated in previous correspondence, 
as part of  the Countywide Plan preparation, the County took a fresh look at the purpose, 
functionality, and cost implications of  Community Plans. The County determined then 
and still believes that it does not have the financial resources to implement many of  the 
policies in the current Community Plans without potentially compromising existing local 
and regional levels of  service. The updated goals and policies guide and improve the 
County while remaining fiscally sustainable. The new system also allowed the County to 
eliminate what it still considers a substantial amount of  redundancy and to resolve 
consistency issues by consolidating all goals and policies into one Policy Plan. Finally, the 
County was able to expand the application of  key goals and policies beyond single 
communities to help guide multiple communities and regions. 

The County believes the community planning areas are provided protection from 
“destructive development” through the policies of  the currently adopted RECE and the 
following proposed County Policy Plan policies: 

Land Use Element 

 Goal LU-2 Land Use Mix and Compatibility. An arrangement of  land uses that 
balances the lifestyle of  existing residents, the needs of  future generations, 
opportunities for commercial and industrial development, and the value of  the natural 
environment.  

• Policy LU-2.1 Compatibility with existing uses 
• Policy LU-2.2 Compatibility with planned uses 
• Policy LU-2.3 Compatibility with natural environment 
• Policy LU-2.5 Hillside preservation 
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 Goal LU-4 Community Design. Preservation and enhancement of  unique 
community identities and their relationship with the natural environment. 

• Policy LU-4.1 Context-sensitive design in the Mountain/Desert regions 
• Policy LU-4.5 Community identity 
• Policy LU-4.7 Dark skies 

 Goal LU-6 Amendments to the Policy Plan. Growth and development in the 
unincorporated county in a manner that requires few and infrequent amendments to 
the Policy Plan. 

• Policy LU-6.1 Residential amendments that increase density in the Desert and 
Mountain regions 

• Policy LU-6.2 Large residential development in the Desert and Mountain regions 

• Policy LU-6.3 Commercial amendments 

• Policy LU-6.4 Industrial amendments near schools and parks 

Natural Resources Element 

 Goal NR-4 Scenic Resources. Scenic resources that highlight the natural 
environment and reinforce the identity of  local communities and the county. 

• Policy NR-4.1 Preservation of  scenic resources 
• Policy NR-4.3 Off-site signage 

 Goal NR-5 Biological Resources. An interconnected landscape of  open spaces and 
habitat areas that promotes biodiversity and healthy ecosystems, both for their 
intrinsic value and for the value placed on them by residents and visitors. 

• Policy NR-5.1 Coordinated habitat planning 
• Policy NR-5.2 Capacity for resource protection and management 
• Policy NR-5.3 Multiple-resource benefits 
• Policy NR-5.7 Development review, entitlement, and mitigation 

In particular, Policy LU-4.5 directs the County to ensure that new development is 
consistent with the physical and historical character and identity of  an unincorporated 
community planning area. This policy also directs the County to ensure consistency with 
the values and aspirations as defined by each community in its Community Action Guide. 
To further assist the County in determining the consistency of  new development with a 
community’s character, Table LU-3, Community Character, identifies key characteristics 
and features that new development should reinforce and/or not detract from in order to 
maintain and protect the identity and character of  the community planning areas.  
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The intent of  the 2007 Community Plan Goals and Policies Matrix, as stated in the 
document’s introduction, is to enable residents to better understand how the County 
updated the current Community Plan goals and policies as well as where they will be found 
or addressed in the future. The matrix did not state that the proposed County Policy Plan 
goals were the same as those in the 2007 Community Plans. 

The commenter also noted that the Draft PEIR did not include the “requisite” statement 
of  overriding considerations. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, when a lead agency 
approves a project that will result in significant effects which, pursuant to the Final EIR, 
are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency is required to state in writing the 
specific reasons to supports its action based on the Final EIR and/or other information 
in the record. The decision-making agency is required to balance, as applicable, the 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide 
environmental benefits, of  a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks. 
The commenter is correct in noting that a statement of  overriding considerations would 
be required to adopt the proposed CWP. The Draft PEIR has concluded that 
implementation of  the CWP would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. This 
statement is required to be adopted at the time a project is approved and is typically not 
drafted until the after the Final EIR is completed, and the projects’ Findings (pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091) have been prepared.  

O1-8 As detailed in the previous responses to this comment letter, the CWP’s RLM district 
would not increase opportunities for utility-scale projects in the County compared to the 
existing General Plan. It would not expand the geographical area that would potentially 
allow renewable energy development projects beyond what is currently permitted by the 
County’s existing General Plan and Development Code. Moreover, the RECE 
substantially reduced the potential locations for such uses through adopted policies. In 
2019 the County amended the RECE to prohibit utility-oriented renewable energy 
development in the RL land use district, currently adopted Community Plan areas, and 
other community planning areas. The potential environmental impacts of  implementing 
the RECE were addressed in an Addendum to the Program Environmental Impact 
Report for the San Bernardino County General Plan Update (2007), including the 
Supplemental EIR for the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (2011)(RECE General Plan 
Amendment, CEQA Addendum dated September 2016).  

 The Draft PEIR for the proposed CWP is required to address the project as proposed. 
Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP project description that serves as the basis for 
the impact analysis. This section describes the project background, existing Community 
Plans and boundaries, and the structure for the new CWP as discussed in response O1-7. 
In accordance with CEQA, the potential environmental impacts of  implementing the 
project (CWP) are evaluated relative to existing, physical conditions. As such, the Draft 
PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan that includes the proposed land use designations 
and policies that have the potential to result in physical environmental impacts. To the 
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extent that it would be appropriate to analyze the CWP in comparison to the existing 
Community Plans, this analysis would belong in the Alternatives analysis for the No 
Project Alternative (Existing General Plan). Alternatives, however, are analyzed at a less 
detailed level to provide a relative comparison of  impacts to the proposed project. Review 
of  the existing 14 Community Plans and related policies would be beyond CEQA 
requirements for alternative analyses.  

O1-9 As reiterated in previous responses, the RECE is not part of  the project analyzed for the 
CWP Draft PEIR, and review of  potential impacts are addressed in the Addendum to 
General Plan Program EIR and the Supplemental EIR for the GHG Reduction Plan. 
Moreover, as concluded in response O1-8, the proposed CWP and RLM land use 
designation would not increase the potential for utility-scale renewable energy projects 
relative to the RECE. The air quality and dust analyses included in Draft PEIR Section 
5.3, Air Quality, meet the programmatic EIR requirements to address the potential 
environmental impacts of  the proposed CWP. Note also that an evaluation of  the 
potential extent of  Valley Fever spores in various soils and their potential to be wind-
blown by construction activities related to implementation of  the CWP is beyond the 
scope of  CEQA. 

O1-10 The RECE Addendum noted that the primary scenic concerns of  county residents 
include preservation of  views in the desert communities and limited development on ridge 
tops in the mountain communities. The Addendum acknowledged that wind generators 
are often located along hillsides and ridgelines (in order to take advantage of  wind 
conditions), creating objectional intrusions on the landscape. The RECE Addendum 
recognized the significant, unavoidable impacts associated with energy projects as 
evaluated in the General Plan EIR and the GHG Reduction Plan Supplemental EIR and 
concluded that adoption of  the RECE would not result in new or substantially more 
severe significant impacts. All future projects would be subject to applicable state 
regulations and requirements and further CEQA analysis.  

O1-11 Please refer to responses O1-3 and O1-8. The proposed CWP would not “trigger” 
development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects. Under the currently adopted 
General Plan Land Use Element, the County has permitted utility-scale energy facilities in 
the Resource Conservation Land Use District. The County Development Code, both 
before and after the adoption and amendment of  the RECE, explicitly permitted and 
continues to permit renewable energy generation facilities, electrical power generation, 
and utilities facilities in the Resource Conservation and Agriculture land use zoning 
districts with a conditional use permit. Accordingly, the County does not consider the 
listing of  utility-scale energy facilities as a typical use to be an amendment or distortion 
of  the content and policies adopted in the RECE. 

The RECE will be incorporated into the CWP after the CWP is adopted, and therefore, 
renewable energy developments are not part of  the project analyzed in the Draft PEIR. 
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As described above, pursuant to the RECE (as amended in 2019), development of  utility-
scale renewable energy projects would be limited to disturbed sites, and therefore would 
not result in the biological resource impacts described in this comment. Moreover, private, 
community-level renewable energy developments are anticipated to be six acres or less. 
All renewable energy projects would be subject to future, project-level CEQA review.  

The RECE Addendum relied on the findings of  the GHG Reduction Plan Supplemental 
EIR, which concluded that project implementation would result in new or substantially 
more severe significant impacts beyond those considered in the General Plan Program 
EIR. A Statement of  Overriding Considerations was adopted by the Board of  Supervisors 
for biological resources. With the subsequent RECE Amendment as approved in 2019 
(see Response O1-2), biological resource impacts related to renewable energy 
development would be substantially reduced.  

O1-12 As reiterated in previous responses, the RECE is not part of  the project analyzed for the 
CWP Draft PEIR, and review of  potential impacts are addressed in the Addendum to 
General Plan PEIR and the SEIR for the GHG Reduction Plan. Moreover, as concluded 
in response O1-8, the proposed CWP and RLM land use designation would not increase 
the potential for utility-scale renewable energy projects compared to the RECE. And 
finally, the Addendum prepared for the RECE concludes that impacts to groundwater and 
water supply are adequately addressed for renewable energy projects in the SEIR for the 
GHG Reduction Plan. 

O1-13 Please refer to responses O1-9 and O1-12. The potential environmental impacts of  utility-
scale renewable energy projects are addressed in the Addendum prepared for the RECE 
and the previous CEQA documents on which it relies. Moreover, the detailed cumulative 
analysis as recommended in this comment for potential renewable energy projects within 
the jurisdiction of  the County in conjunction with projects on BLM land is beyond the 
scope of  this programmatic-level EIR for the CWP. 

O1-14 The comment asserts that the Draft PEIR did not adequately address the potential 
cumulative effects, direct and indirect impacts, and growth-inducing impacts of  the 
proposed CWP. The specific approach to address each topical impact is described in Draft 
PEIR Section 4.4 in accordance with CEQA requirements. The commenter does not 
specify the indirect or secondary impacts that they believe have not been addressed, with 
the exception of  raising the potential impacts of  the utility-scale renewable energy 
projects. As described in previous responses, the RECE was previously approved with its 
own CEQA processing and is not a part of  the project for the CWP Draft PEIR. 
Moreover, the RLM land use designation and substantial development restrictions of  the 
RECE would not facilitate or foster development of  utility-scale renewable energy 
projects beyond the 2007 General Plan, Supplemental GHG Reduction Plan, and RECE. 
The CWP would designate approximately 5.8 million acres as RLM. Approximately 90 
percent of  the total acreage of  the land proposed for the County’s RLM is either inside 
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of  community planning areas and/or under the ownership or administrative control of  
federal or state governments, leaving only 10 percent of  the land where the County could 
permit utility-scale renewable energy facilities (provided they are compliant with all other 
County, State, and federal policies, plans, and standards). In comparison, the multiagency 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) was developed as a 
comprehensive habitat conservation plan for streamlined federal permitting for renewable 
energy projects on 22 million acres of  public land (state and federally owned). The 
EIR/EIS for the DRECP was approved in September 2016 (Record of  Decision).  

 Potentially growth-inducing impacts of  the proposed CWP are addressed in Draft PEIR 
Section 9.2. 

O1-15 Adoption of  the CWP and RLM land use designation would not increase the potential for 
utility-scale renewable energy projects relative to the RECE. It would not foster, 
encourage, or validate previously approved renewable energy projects nor affect projects 
in the entitlement process. Individual projects would continue to be reviewed objectively 
and would be subject to the public disclosure and participation processes inherent in the 
California Environmental Quality Act, to which the County shall comply.  

O1-16 Please refer to previous responses to this letter, including O1-7. The County believes the 
community planning areas are provided protection from “destructive development” 
through the policies of  the currently adopted RECE and the numerous proposed County 
Policy Plan policies (many of  which are listed in response O1-7). 

O1-17 Addressing a project’s economic effects, with the exception of  effects that would result in 
physical environmental effects, is beyond the scope of  CEQA and the CWP Draft PEIR. 
Moreover, whether or not Highway 247 will be designated an official state scenic highway 
is speculative, and the effect of  such a designation on the level of  tourism and the 
economy would also be speculative.  

As noted in previous responses to this comment letter, the RECE is not part of  the project 
as analyzed in the CWP Draft PEIR. The environmental impacts of  utility-scale energy 
projects are addressed in the CEQA Addendum for the RECE, including the 
Supplemental EIR for the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. And finally, note that 
development issues related to site-specific issues such as soil types, Valley Fever spores, 
and access roads, are beyond the programmatic scope of  a General Plan EIR. Future, 
specific projects will be required to comply with focused review under CEQA. 

O1-18 Draft PEIR Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, addresses the proposed CWP’s 
consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. As detailed in Response O1-2, 
the CWP’s RLM district would not increase opportunities for utility-scale projects in the 
County compared to the existing General Plan. It would not expand the geographical area 
that would potentially allow renewable energy development projects beyond what is 
already permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and Development Code. 
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Moreover, the RECE substantially reduced the potential locations for such uses through 
adopted policies. In 2019 the County amended the RECE to prohibit utility-oriented 
renewable energy development in the RL land use district, currently adopted Community 
Plan areas, and other community planning areas, as determined by the development code 
update. The proposed CWP does not introduce any conflicts with applicable land use 
plans, policies, or regulations and does not create any internal inconsistencies within the 
CWP. 

O1-19 The proposed CWP is consistent with the RECE. Upon the adoption of  the County 
Policy Plan, the RECE, as an element of  the current General Plan, will become part of  
the overall County Policy Plan (as will the currently adopted housing element). 

O1-20 This comment acknowledges the strict siting criteria for potential utility-scale renewable 
energy projects in the RECE, including policy 4.10 that prohibits utility-oriented 
renewable energy projects in the Rural Living land use districts and any land use district 
within the boundaries of  multiple community planning areas. The comment further 
asserts that the introduction of  the utility-scale projects in the RLM could compromise 
the County’s “core values” and could ultimately defeat the central purpose behind 
formulating the RECE. As referenced in the comment letter (O1-3), the RECE will be 
incorporated into the CWP after the CWP is adopted. The policies prohibiting utility-scale 
renewable energy projects in the Rural Living land use districts and any land use district 
within the boundaries of  multiple community planning areas would not be modified. 
Response O1-3 describes the relationship between the previous land use designations and 
the RLM designation. The policy protecting Rural Living land use districts would continue 
with incorporation of  the RECE into the CWP. 

O1-21 The RECE was adopted in 2017 and amended in February 2019, both subsequent to the 
February 17, 2016, Board of  Supervisors resolution referenced in this comment. It is 
beyond the scope of  the Program EIR to evaluate consistency with decision-maker 
resolutions, but as noted previously, Draft PEIR Section 5.10 evaluates CWP consistency 
with applicable plans, programs, and regulatory requirements. The RECE will be 
incorporated as part of  the CWP upon CWP adoption, and since the referenced resolution 
predates the RECE adoption and amendment, it would seem that the RECE reflects the 
Board of  Supervisors’ position on renewal energy policies and restrictions as discussed in 
this comment.  

O1-22 Please refer to Response O1-8 regarding CEQA’s requirement to compare the proposed 
project (CWP) to existing conditions, and the definition of  the proposed CWP relative to 
Community Plans. 

O1-23 The CWP updates the existing General Plan, and upon adoption would supersede it. 
Therefore, the Draft PEIR focuses on the impacts of  implementing the CWP and does 
not have to evaluate potential conflicts with the existing General Plan that it will replace. 
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The development code will be updated to be consistent with the new County Policy Plan 
upon adoption of  the CWP.  

O1-24 This comment relates to a GIS database. Updates of  relevant databases to reflect updated 
plans and programs is not within the realm of  CEQA. 

O1-25 As detailed in Response O1-2, the CWP’s RLM district would not increase opportunities 
for utility-scale renewable energy projects in the County compared to the existing General 
Plan. It would not expand the geographical area that would potentially allow such projects 
beyond what is already permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and development 
code. The CWP is internally consistent, and the Draft PEIR sufficiently addresses 
potential impacts related to land use and planning.  

O1-26 CEQA requires the evaluation of  a reasonable range of  alternatives that have the potential 
to reduce or eliminate significant environmental impacts of  the project as proposed and 
which could feasibly attain most of  the basic objectives of  the project. As described 
throughout the responses to this letter, the RLM designation would not increase the 
potential for utility-scale renewable energy projects beyond projects that could be 
approved under the existing General Plan and Development Code. It would not change 
the likelihood of  development of  this use relative the approved RECE, and the RECE is 
not part of  the project description for which an alternative can be defined for the Draft 
PEIR. Moreover, it is unclear whether the commenter recommends an alternative that 
would allow the utility-scale renewable energy projects, but would like an evaluation of  
the alternative if  the word “typical” was dropped from the description. Therefore, 
dropping this designation would not be a meaningful alternative and would not have the 
potential to reduce environmental impacts.  

The No Project alternative evaluates the relative environmental impacts under 
implementation of  the existing General Plan in comparison to the proposed CWP. It is 
beyond the scope of  CEQA alternatives analysis to evaluate each policy in the existing 
General Plan, including the 14 community plans. Moreover, the RECE policies (see 
response O1-2) prohibit development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects in 
community planning areas and limit development of  such projects to disturbed lands and 
properties void of  sensitive habitat and resources. The broad range of  alternatives 
analyzed represents a reasonable range of  alternatives with the potential to 
reduce/eliminate significant impacts of  the proposed CWP. The County believes that the 
current project alternatives provide a wide-range of  alternatives to assist decision-makers 
in understanding and weighing the environmental impacts associated with CWP 
implementation in comparison to the benefits of  implementing the CWP. 

This comment also suggests that the Draft PEIR should have evaluated whether adopting 
the two variants of  the CWP (No Designation and Community Plan Retention) would 
save the County money, perhaps by reducing the time and resources that County staff  and 
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decision-making bodies would otherwise have to devote to consideration of  an influx of  
utility-scale applications in the RLM. This type of  economic consideration is not in the 
realm of  CEQA or the Draft PEIR for the CWP. Although economic and social effects 
may be presented in an EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131, Economic and Social 
Effects), these impacts shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. They 
are relevant to the extent they indirectly result in physical impacts to the environment. 

O1-27 Please see previous responses. The Draft PEIR evaluates the potential impacts of  the 
proposed CWP, which includes allowable uses and the new policies in the County Policy 
Plan. Renewable energy projects are specifically the scope of  the approved RECE and 
related, approved CEQA Addendum. The land use, planning, and infrastructure decisions 
for the Community Plan areas are part of  the County Policy Plan and evaluated in the 
Draft PEIR. The restructuring of  the General Plan to replace the existing Community 
Plans with the County Policy Plan in conjunction with Community Action Guides (with 
a greater focus on community self-reliance, grass-roots action, and implementation) is not 
within the scope of  the Draft PEIR. The assertion that the designation of  utility-scale 
renewable energy projects would result in a proliferation of  such projects has not been 
substantiated, particularly in light of  the stringent RECE policies restricting these projects 
to disturbed properties and prohibiting them within Community Planning areas. The 
degree to which additional, unavoidable, and irreversible adverse impacts could occur that 
have not been addressed in the Draft PEIR is speculative. The County disagrees that the 
protections afforded by the RECE and Community Plans would be eroded. To the 
contrary, the RECE would be integrated into the CWP, and supplemental policies 
(including those listed in Response O1-2), along with PEIR mitigation measures, would 
strengthen existing environmental protections. 

O1-28 The County recognizes the relationships that the commenter raises with respect to CEQA 
and the environmental effects projects can have on human beings. The environmental 
justice background and information related to general planning and CEQA, as provided 
in the legal background summary on the Attorney General’s website, is also appreciated. 
The County, however, disagrees that the Draft PEIR should provide “an in-depth study 
of  the array of  environmental justice impacts” that would arise from implementation of  
the CWP. The Draft PEIR complies with CEQA requirements for assessing the potential 
impacts of  the proposed CWP, and CEQA does not currently require an in-depth review 
of  potential impacts on disadvantaged or potentially overburdened communities.  

The CWP and the Draft PEIR, however, have been supplemented and revised to respond 
to the Attorney General’s comment letter on both documents. Please refer to their letter 
and the County’s response (comment letter A3). Revisions to the Draft PEIR include 
supplementing background and setting information to disclose SB 1000 requirements and 
the delineation of  environmental justice communities as determined in the EJ Background 
report for the CWP. The comprehensive background report has also been appended to 
this Final PEIR (see Appendix ___). Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, includes 
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revisions/supplements to the CWP policies to respond to EJ comments from the 
Attorney General. As detailed in response to the Attorney General’s comment letter, a 
health risk assessment was also prepared to address the potential health impact of  
increased diesel emissions to disadvantaged, EJ communities.  

O1-29 This comment, as others in this comment letter, is based on the presumption that the 
utility-scale renewable energy development projects would be inherently encouraged and 
fostered by the definition of  this use as a “typical” use in the RLM land use district. 
Response O1-2 explains the relationship between the proposed designation and the 
allowed uses in the existing General Plan and RECE. In comparison to the existing 
General Plan, the new RLM district does not expand the geographical area that would 
potentially allow renewable energy development projects beyond what is currently 
permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and development code. Moreover, the 
RECE policies further restrict properties and conditions under which energy facilities 
could be approved. 

 Previous responses also clarify that, pursuant to CEQA, the Draft PEIR evaluates the 
potential environmental impacts of  the proposed CWP. Chapter 3, Project Description, 
describes the project background, including replacement of  the Community Plans, and 
explains that the Draft PEIR focuses on analyzes the impact of  the County Policy Plan 
(land use and policies). Evaluation of  the existing General Plan, including Community 
Plans, would be for purposes of  comparing the proposed project to the No Project 
alternative. It is beyond the scope of  Alternatives analyses to evaluate detailed policies in 
the existing General Plan, including the 14 individual community plans. 

As noted in Response O1-28, CEQA does not require an in-depth analysis of  EJ or 
disadvantaged communities. SB 1000 is a requirement for general plans to address 
environmental justice. EJ policies benefit disadvantaged communities, but as of  the 
preparation of  this DEIR, CEQA does not require that burdens specific to disadvantaged 
communities be addressed. Moreover, the potential impacts on rural lifestyle and potential 
impacts on home values are not CEQA considerations. Social and economic impacts are 
required to be evaluated pursuant to CEQA to the extent that they directly or indirectly 
result in physical environmental impacts.  

The RECE was previously approved and is not considered part of  the project evaluated 
for the CWP Draft PEIR. The respective air quality, noise, and biological resources 
sections of  the Draft PEIR address construction and operational impacts of  CWP 
implementation, and as applicable, evaluate these impacts by four county subregions 
(Valley, North Desert, East Desert, and Mountains). Specific impacts related to renewable 
energy projects, such as dust, noise, and visual impacts, however, are not addressed in the 
CWP EIR but in the GHG Reduction Plan Supplemental EIR and Addendum for the 
RECE. 
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Note also that future renewable energy projects would require project-specific CEQA 
review and public participation at a greater level possible than in the programmatic 
documents prepared to date. 

O1-30 Please refer to Responses O1-28 and O1-29 about addressing environmental justice 
considerations in EIRs. Potential hazards, including area-specific Valley Fever spore, 
would be the subject of  project-specific environmental review.  

O1-31 Comment acknowledged. In documenting the public scoping process, the Draft PEIR 
acknowledges agency and community input and concerns regarding the project and 
requests for the EIR in 30+ pages of  detailed tables by commenter. These tables are 
referenced in Section 1.7, Areas of  Controversy. The San Bernardino County CWP 
represents a comprehensive planning process for approximately 20,000 square miles of  
land covering very unique subregions and development and conservation issues. It would 
not be possible to address all the potential areas of  controversy or history in this 
introductory section of  the Draft PEIR. This section has been revised, however, to read 
as follows. This revision is also included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

In accordance with Section 15123(b)(2) of  the CEQA Guidelines, the PEIR summary 
must identify areas of  controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by 
agencies and the public. There are no specific areas of  known controversy concerning the 
proposed Project. Although the County has no knowledge of  expressed opposition to the 
Project, Development of  the CWP was a process that took more than 4 years of  
plan development and public outreach and participation. With a plan area 
encompassing approximately 20,000 square miles and four distinct subregions, a 
proactive and organized constituency provided extensive input, including specific 
opposition to some proposed components of  the CWP. Nnumerous requests and 
comments have been received during the CWP and CWP Program EIR process 
related to potential Project impacts associated with implementation of  the proposed CWP, 
including: transportation, air quality, cultural tribal resources, water quality, biological 
resources and conservation, environmental justice, land use compatibility, impact of  
renewal energy projects, aesthetics and viewshed impacts. These comments were received 
as part of  the PEIR scoping process and are summarized in Chapter 2.0, Introduction, 
Tables 2-1 and 2-2, from the Notice of  Preparation comments and public scoping 
meeting, respectively. The 30-day public review period for the NOP was from October 
17, 2017, through November 20, 2017, and the public scoping meeting was held on 
October 26, 2017, at the San Bernardino Government Center, 385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 
San Bernardino, CA 92415. Remote videoconferencing of  the scoping meeting was also 
made available at the Jerry Lewis High Desert Government Center, 15900 Smoke Tree 
Street, Suite 131, Hesperia, CA 92345, and the Bob Burke Joshua Tree Government 
Center, 63665 Twentynine Palms Highway, Joshua Tree, CA 92252.  
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O1-32 This comment essentially summarizes the primary issues raised by this commenter 
throughout the letter and has been addressed in preceding responses.  
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LETTER O2 – Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association (Part 1) (8 page[s]) 
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O2. Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association (Part 1), dated August 14, 2019. 

O2-1 As noted in the introduction, this comment letter is a resubmittal of  Lucerne Valley 
Economic Development Association’s (LVEDA) scoping comments for the Draft PEIR 
as originally submitted 11/20/17 and included in Draft PEIR, Appendix A. Chapter 2, 
Introduction, Table 2-1, NOP Written Comments Summary, addresses the Draft PEIR scoping 
comments received from the LVEDA. As noted in the table, the majority of  the 
comments were requests for issues to be addressed in the CWP. Few comments related 
directly to recommendations regarding the scope of  the Draft PEIR. As acknowledged 
by the commenter, the comments do not specifically comment on the Draft PEIR as 
publicly distributed for review.  

Specific comments related to the scope of  the Draft PEIR included aesthetics and noise 
comments. LVEDA commented that the natural viewsheds of  desert communities along 
roads designated “County Scenic” need to be maintained through the use of  zoning and 
development standards. Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics, addresses viewsheds along designated 
scenic highways. And per LVEDA’s noise-related comment, long-term project noise, 
including highway/road traffic noise, is addressed in Section 5-12, Noise, of  the Draft 
PEIR. 
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O3. Lucerne Valley Economic Development Association (Part 2), dated August 14, 2019. 

O3-1 Comment acknowledged and forwarded to the appropriate decision makers. 

The following draft policies are:  

 2007 LU 1.3: This is addressed in Policy LU-6.1, Residential amendments that increase 
density in the Desert and Mountain regions, and Policy LU-6.2, Large residential 
development in the Desert and Mountain regions. 

 2007 LU 1.6: This will be addressed in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates 
to the Development Code. 

 2007 LU 1.8: The County felt that the draft policy would be appropriate to ensure 
compatibility and buffering regardless of  size, and addresses appropriate siting and 
size in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates to the Development Code. 

 2007 LU 2.3: The Draft Land Use Plan continues to designate a concentrated node 
of  commercial land use at the intersection of  Highway 18 and Highway 247. Policy 
LU-2.10, Unincorporated commercial development, provides the policy foundation 
for support of  new commercial development. 

 2007 LU 3.3: See response to 2007 LU 2.3. 

 2007 LU 3.4: The Draft Land Use Plan continues to support industrial designations 
near Crystal Creek toward Highway 18. 

 2007 LU 3.5: A note was added to Action Statement B.3, Action Item #2 regarding 
community monitoring of  land exchanges with BLM adjacent to industrial and mining 
zones and the community’s request that private lands be designated as industrial. 

 2007 LU 3.6: This will be addressed in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates 
to the Development Code. 

 2007 CI 1.4: The High Desert Corridor is being proposed by a Joint Power Authority 
(JPA), created as a separate entity on November 8, 2006. The purpose of  the JPA is 
to connect Antelope Valley in Los Angeles County with Victor Valley in San 
Bernardino County. Any modifications to the proposed roadway location would occur 
through the JPA. The County Administrative Office has been involved with the 
proposed project and JPA. 

 2007 CI 1.5: The direction on SR-18 was incorporated into the Other Potential 
Actions section of  the Community Action Guide (CAG). 

 Action Statement C3: The County is working with the SR247 Community Committee 
to designate California State Highway 247 as a Scenic Highway. Caltrans has 
requirements that must be met for designation. Caltrans will decide if  the entire 
highway from Yucca Valley to Barstow meets the requirements.  
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 2007 CI 1.7: This 2007 policy was not carried over to the CWP Policy Plan because it 
is an implementation action. Public Works makes decisions on paving priorities and 
sets annual schedules.  

 2007 CI 1.8: The traffic analysis did not indicate a need for Clark Road to be 
designated as a Controlled/Limited Access Collector. Portions of  Clark Road along 
the identified stretch are outside of  the County-Maintained Road System. 

 Policy Map TM1C: The web maps provide a way for residents to view roadways down 
to the most detailed level. All levels of  roadways cannot be presented on PDF maps 
in a legible manner. 

 List of  roadways and notes: The road paving priorities were incorporated into the 
Other Potential Actions section of  the CAG, along with updated status information. 
These road paving priorities can be updated and prioritized in the CAG anytime in 
the future. 

 2007 CI 2.1: The County determined that Policy NR-3.12, Rights-of-way and 
easement, reflects the extent to which the County is willing to require rights-of-way 
and easements (along with Policy NR-3.9, Local parks, trails, and recreation, and 
Policy TM-4.8, Local bicycle and pedestrian networks). 

 2007 CI 2.2: Policy NR-3.9, Local parks, trails, and recreation, reflects the County’s 
support of  local communities establishing local trails. 

 2007 CI 2.3: Policy NR-3.9, Local parks, trails, and recreation reflects the County’s 
support of  local communities establishing bicycle trails and facilities. The preference 
for paved bicycle facilities was incorporated into the Other Potential Actions section 
of  the CAG. 

 Policy IU-1.1: The draft policy used the term “County approved well” for uses that 
cannot connect to a centralized water system and “public water system” for those that 
can. A public water system is defined in the Glossary as “A system for the provision 
of  water for human consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances 
that has 15 or more service connections or regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily 
at least 60 days out of  the year, or as otherwise defined in the California Health and 
Safety Code. The three main types of  public water systems are: community, transient-
noncommunity, and nontransient, noncommunity.” 

 Action Statement D3: No change made because the Action Statement already states 
“recharge basins.” As described in the CAG, when the community chooses an Action 
Statement to work on, they will review the statement and the Actions and determine 
exactly the action they want to make at that time. They may choose to specifically 
discuss recharge basins to percolate state water via the Morongo Pipeline with the 
County Flood Control District.  

 2007 LU 1.3: This will be addressed in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates 
to the Development Code. 
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 2007 LU 1.4: The Carbonate Habitat Management Strategy was authorized in the early 
2000s and will be addressed by the Resource Conservation Investment Strategy. 

 2007 CO 2: Policy NR-7.1, Protection of  agricultural land, explicitly addresses the 
protection of  agricultural lands from urban encroachment and other concerns. 

 Development Code Update: Yes, the updates of  the Development Code will be 
conducted through a public process. 

 Policy NR-3.3: Action Statement A.3 was modified to include language related to 
protection of  public access to open space or resource conservation areas.  

 Policy NR-3.4: There are statutes and laws that dictate sales of  surplus land. Noticing 
requirements must be followed for all land disposal.  

 2007 OS 1.3: This will be addressed in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates 
to the Development Code. 

 2007 OS 1.5: Language regarding the importance and protection of  the foothills was 
incorporated into the Other Potential Actions section of  the CAG. 

 2007 OS 3.2: Language regarding the development of  a local trail system was 
incorporated into the Other Potential Actions section of  the CAG 

 2007 OS 3.3: This will be addressed in the Implementation Plan as it relates to updates 
to the Development Code. 

 2007 OS 3.4: Language regarding the installation of  trail crossings was incorporated 
into the Other Potential Actions section of  the CAG. 

 2007 OS 4.1: Enforcement of  Off-Highway Vehicles is shared by many entities. The 
Sherriff ’s Department is responsible for most unincorporated private lands, the Code 
Enforcement Division for county flood control channels, and Forest Service and 
BLM for federal lands. 

 LU 4.1 and 4.5: When the Countywide Plan is adopted, the County will use standards 
and guidance in the Development Code when it evaluates proposed development, but 
the County does not have architectural design guidelines. The County will also use the 
goals and policies from the Policy Plan to determine whether a proposed development 
would positively reinforce or negatively affect the desired community character and 
identity of  an unincorporated community. In particular, Policy LU-4.5 directs the 
County to ensure that new development is consistent with the physical and historical 
character and identity of  an unincorporated community planning area. This policy 
also directs the County to ensure consistency with the values and aspirations defined 
by each community in their Community Action Guides. To further assist the County 
in determining the consistency of  new development with a community’s character, 
Table LU-3 of  the Policy Plan land use tables identifies key characteristics and features 
that new development should reinforce and/or not detract from in order to maintain 
and protect the identity and character of  the community planning areas. Planners for 
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new projects in a Community Planning Area will recommend the applicant review the 
relevant Community Action Guide and talk with the community about the project in 
order to develop a project that best achieves consistency with the community’s 
character. 

 2007 ED 1.2: The County Development Code includes requirements for Home 
Occupations countywide (Chapter 84.12). Procedures and fees are the same for all 
County residents. Section 84.12.060 does specifically address home occupations in the 
Desert Region, allowing the Director to consider normally prohibited home 
occupations on a case-by-case basis. 

 2007 ED 1.4: Language regarding the enhancement of  the rail spur’s economic 
attributes was incorporated into the Other Potential Actions section of  the CAG. 

 Focus Statement B3: As noted in 2007 LU 3.5 above, a note was added to Action 
Statement B.3, Action Item #2 regarding community monitoring of  land exchanges 
with BLM adjacent to industrial and mining zones and the community’s request that 
private lands be designated as industrial. The County determines new or revisions to 
zoning designations upon proposal by an applicant during project application review 
or staff  during plan updates. No changes to land use designations are proposed as 
part of  the Countywide Plan. 
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O4. Defender of Wildlife and Sierra Club, dated August 15, 2019. 

O4-1 Comment acknowledged.  

O4-2 This comment restates information provided in the Draft PEIR and does not raise an 
environmental issue within the meaning of  the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The comment is noted for the record and no response is required.  

O4-3 This comment restates information provided in the Draft PEIR Table 5.4-13, Summary of  
Potential Resources Impacts by Land Use Change, and states the PEIR does not reveal the 
analysis or basis for the claims that “Positive impacts to Open Space and Resource/Land 
Management” are expected, and that “No impacts to Open Space or Resource/Land 
Management in existing Undeveloped County land use…or to existing Water use” are 
expected. The comment further states the definition of  “positive land use changes” is 
unclear, and lack of  clarity results in failure of  fundamental purpose of  a CEQA 
document. 

The PEIR analyzes potential impacts as a result of  changes from the current General Plan 
to the proposed Countywide Plan. Page 5.4-41 and Table 5.4-13 of  the PEIR provide the 
methods by which potential impacts to biological resources were assessed. As described 
on page 5.4-41 of  the PEIR,  

... proposed land use changes that would result in development in previously 
conserved areas (e.g., existing open space to proposed low density residential) or 
would result in higher density development (e.g., existing rural residential to proposed 
commercial) had the potential to impact special-status biological resources. Changes 
in the opposite direction—from more to less dense or from developed to open 
space—would have a positive impact.  

Therefore, where land uses are currently shown as developed (agriculture/ranches, 
commercial, residential, under construction, etc.) and are proposed in the CWP to be in 
Open Space or Resource/Land Management, there would be a positive result to biological 
resources because potential habitat has changed from developable to conserved. As the 
PEIR describes, Table 5.4-13 gives an overview of  where CWP-proposed land uses would 
be more or less intensive than existing land uses as a way of  summarizing potential impacts 
to biological resources. 

The definition for positive land use changes at the footnote of  Table 5.4-18 is a summary 
of  the information provided on page 5.4-41 and Table 5.4-13.  

Therefore, the Draft PEIR provides a clear description of  the methods for analysis to 
biological resources and provides necessary information to support informed decision-
making. 
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O4-4 This comment provides excerpts from the Draft PEIR regarding buildout of  the CWP 
within designated USFWS Critical Habitat in the Desert Region.  

This comment restates information provided within the Draft PEIR and does not raise 
an environmental issue within the meaning of  the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The comment is noted for the record and no response is required.  

O4-5 This comment states that the sentence “Some areas…are within proposed conserved land 
uses such as Resource Land Management…where they are not currently designated for 
preservation” in the Draft PEIR is internally inconsistent. The comment further states all 
Resource Land Management acreage which has been designated as Critical Habitat where 
associated acreage is not designated for “proposed conserved land uses,” should also be 
identified to facilitate understanding of  the CWP. This comment concludes that the 
DPEIR would benefit from clear, concise mapping effort depicting where Critical Habitat 
is within “Proposed Conserved Land Uses” and by adopting a recovery plan 
implementation approach within such areas for long term conservation consideration in 
individual County communities.  

The statement quoted at the beginning of  this response was intended to clarify how the 
proposed CWP land uses would potentially impact designated Critical Habitat. “Positive 
Land Use Changes” identified in Table 5.4-18 would occur where designated Critical 
Habitat is (a) currently not protected under its existing land use designations, but would 
be in a conserved land use (e.g., Resource Land Management) under the CWP; or (b) 
currently in a more intense land use designation than under the proposed CWP. 

The comment states that the PEIR should include a clear mapping effort depicting where 
Critical Habitat is within “Proposed Conserved Land Uses.” Table 5.4-18 provides 
information regarding Critical Habitat that would be impacted versus conserved.  

O4-6 This comment states the PEIR does not appear to have been integrated in any substantial 
way into proposed CWP actions, and the analysis of  potential impacts to biological 
resource is insufficient. The PEIR also fails to include sufficient description of  how 
planning effort dovetails with the ongoing SBC Regional Conservation Investment 
Strategy (RCIS) effort, including an appropriate description of  planning components that 
will enhance long-term conservation and open space planning for county communities. 
Additionally, PEIR Figure 5.4-5 and Table 5.4-9, Special Status Vegetation Communities in the 
Desert, identify “Waterways” as a community but the associated mapping identifies only 
open water and certain riverine segments of  waterways. Most definitions of  waterways 
recognize state streambeds in their entirety, particularly in the desert where there are 
numerous intermittent and/or ephemeral streams/washes that have been mapped and are 
classified Waters of  the State, subject to Fish and Game Code Regulation and potentially 
the Clean Water Act. 
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As stated in the Intended Uses of  the EIR (PEIR Section 3.4), the PEIR “is a Program 
EIR that examines the potential environmental impacts of  the proposed Countywide 
Plan.” As stated in the methodology (Section 5.4.4.1) of  the Biological Resource section,  

... programmatic impacts are discussed in broad, qualitative terms of  habitat types 
that could be impacted due to the buildout of  the CWP. This assessment does not 
satisfy the need for project-level CEQA analysis for individual projects. Individual 
projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis at the time these 
projects are proposed based on the details of  the projects and the existing conditions 
at the time such projects are pursued. Future projects that may result in significant 
impacts to biological resources will require identification of  project-specific 
mitigation measures at that time consistent with the CWP, the County Development 
Code, appropriate local HCPs, and federal and state laws, policies, and regulations as 
applicable. 

In PEIR Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, Impact 5.10-3 describes that conservation 
planning efforts have been initiated in the County but not formally adopted, including a 
description of  the SANBAG Countywide Habitat Preservation/Conservation Framework 
Study (Phase 1) developed in 2015, and that the second phase of  that study is to develop 
a Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS). The RCIS planning process is 
ongoing and it would be speculative at this time to include additional information in the 
PEIR about how the RCIS planning effort will dovetail with the CWP. 

As listed in PEIR Appendix D, Table 4, the Waterway community in the Desert Region 
includes more than just open water and riverine segments. Table 4 lists “Waterways” as 
consisting of  intermittent stream channels, Madrean warm semi-desert wash 
woodland/scrub, open water, riparian vegetation, and wetlands. Furthermore, the 
Regulatory Requirements (PEIR Section 5.4.3.1) of  the biological resources analysis 
describes that the proposed CWP would be subject to and implemented in consistence 
with existing laws and regulations, which would provide for biological resources 
protections. With regard to state streambeds, existing regulatory requirements provide for 
protection of  these resources, including RR BIO-1 (Jurisdictional Waters Permitting). 
Individual projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis at the time 
they are proposed, which will address their potential effects on waters of  the State subject 
to the Fish and Game Code and potentially the Clean Water Act. 

O4-7 This comment states that open space buffers and wildlife corridors under County 
jurisdiction should be described more fully and should form part of  the fundamental 
CWP base in addition to the potential open space lands that are adjacent to County 
communities. Similarly, waterways should be discussed in their entirety. 

The “Habitat Linkages and Wildlife Corridor” sections in PEIR Section 5.4.1.2, Existing 
Conditions, and Appendix D provide detailed descriptions and mapping of  the habitat 
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linkages and corridors in each region of  the county. Several CWP policies also apply to 
habitat linkages and wildlife corridors.  

 Policy LU-2.3, Compatibility with natural environment, states that “[w]e require that 
new development is located, scaled, buffered, and designed for compatibility with the 
surrounding natural environment and biodiversity.”  

 Policy NR3.1, Open Space Preservation, would benefit wildlife corridors by 
preserving such resources.  

 Policy NR-5.1, Coordinated Habitat Planning, would conserve wildlife corridors 
through coordination with landscape-scale habitat conservation planning.  

 Policy NR-5.2, Capacity for Resource Protection and Management, would benefit 
wildlife corridors by increasing funding and other resources to protect, restore, and 
maintain wildlife corridors. 

Individual projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis at the time 
they are proposed, which would address their potential effects on wildlife 
movement/corridors, open space buffers, and waters of  the State. DPEIR Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 requires that development projects assess potential impacts to biological 
resources and, if  applicable, include avoidance and mitigation measures to reduce the 
impact below a level of  significance.  

O4-8 This comment states that more emphasis should be on integrating the SBC RCIS Program 
into the CWP in the Valley and Desert Regions, and that the PEIR should describe the 
mutual open space and long-term conservation benefits that RCIS planning brings to the 
CWP. The comment further states that depicting all stream courses as waterways in their 
entirety would avoid adverse CWP action impacts to waterways and the wildlife habitat 
linkage/travel ways these streambeds provide.  

As noted in Response to Comment O4-6, an RCIS is still in development that would cover 
portions of  the County of  San Bernardino, and it is too early to integrate the RCIS with 
the CWP. Under the Policy Plan for biological resources (per Policy NR-5.1 Coordinated 
habitat planning), the County will:  

... participate in landscape-scale habitat conservation planning and coordination with 
existing or proposed Habitat Conservation and Natural Resource Management Plans 
for private and public lands to increase certainty for both the conservation of  species, 
habitats, wildlife corridors, and other important biological resources and functions 
and for land development and infrastructure permitting. 

This would apply to the RCIS as it is developed. 

The “Existing Conditions” sections for PEIR Sections 5.4, Biological Resources, and 5.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, describe the drainage and waterway features in the county. The 
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descriptions and mapping of  these features are provided in terms of  vegetation 
communities, jurisdictional resources, wildlife movement corridors, and flood control. 
The description and mapping of  stream courses and waterways were considered sufficient 
for the scale of  the county and for purposes of  a program EIR. The PEIR acknowledges 
that it does not provide project-level analysis of  impacts and that individual projects will 
require project-level analysis. 

O4-9 This comment states that the Draft PEIR mapping/table nomenclatures should be 
corrected to depict the entirety of  previously recognized state streambeds in the planning 
area and how the CWP may affect them, or that the PEIR should specifically disclose that 
the maps do not detail the entire stream courses and open water areas in the planning area. 

As noted in Response to Comment O4-8, the description and mapping of  stream courses 
and waterways provided in the PEIR were considered sufficient for the scale of  the county 
and the purposes of  a program EIR. The Draft PEIR acknowledges that it does not 
provide project-level analysis of  impacts and that individual projects under the CWP will 
require project-level analysis. 

O4-10 This comment states that Draft PEIR Table 5.4-12, Open Space Overlay Features in the Desert 
Region within County Jurisdiction, has errors and omissions that must be corrected, including 
seven County-recognized wildlife corridors that are missing information about significant 
public land acreages, known conflicts/impacts, and notable listed/special status species. 
The comment recommends that the seven wildlife corridors be depicted on maps. The 
comment also recommends that the PEIR describe the DRECP more fully relative to 
long-term conservation of  special status wildlife/plants in these corridors, particularly 
where the DRECP’s areas of  critical environmental concern (ACEC) dovetail with the 
County-jurisdictional wildlife corridors. The comment also notes spelling errors: in Figure 
5.4-6, “Bontail Chub” should be “Bonytail Chub,” and on Page 5.4-35 under 
“Jurisdictional Waters,” “Armargosa River” should be “Amargosa River.”  

The listing of  Open Space Overlay features in Table 5.4-12 is one source of  mapped 
information on wildlife corridors and buffer areas in the county and was based on the 
County’s Open Space Element from 2007. The County appreciates the detailed 
information provided in this comment regarding each of  these features/areas; however, 
this information does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of  the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 2007 Open Space Element map does 
refer to the “Joshua Tree Monument Buffer” as a buffer, as it is referred to in the Draft 
PEIR.  

Under “Local Habitat Conservation Planning” at the end of  Draft PEIR Section 5.4.1.1., 
Regulatory Background, the DRECP is described.  

The Draft DRECP was originally developed as an HCP/NCCP and a BLM land use 
plan amendment covering public and private lands across seven counties, including 
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the entire Desert Region of  the County. In 2016, the DRECP BLM Land Use Plan 
Amendment was adopted by the BLM to address renewable energy, land use, and 
conservation on BLM lands only in the California Desert Region including the 
County. The DRECP does not provide HCP/NCCP coverage for private lands in 
the County.  

Since the DRECP was not an approved habitat conservation plan and does not apply to 
County lands addressed by the Draft PEIR, the proposed CWP is not in conflict with the 
plan under CEQA. Some of  the underlying information used to develop the DRECP, 
namely the Desert Linkage Network and California Essential Habitat Connectivity 
linkages, were incorporated into the existing setting for the Draft PEIR to evaluate wildlife 
movement. ACECs designated on BLM lands under the DRECP were including in 
baseline mapping of  land ownership and land designations used in developing the 
proposed CWP and Draft PEIR. 

O4-11 The County acknowledges that the DRECP did not ultimately result in a final HCP. Draft 
PEIR Page 5.4-7 says that the “Draft DRECP was originally developed as an 
HCP/NCCP” but that it “does not provide HCP/NCCP coverage for private lands in the 
County.” In Draft PEIR Chapter 4, the DRECP is in a list of  plans that “have been 
completed or are being planned in the County,” but the Draft PEIR does not specify 
approval status of  the plans listed.  

O4-12 Draft PEIR Page 5.4-25 describes the Sand to Snow National Monument under 
“Protected and Wilderness Areas.” Critical habitat in the Desert Region for each species 
relative to County jurisdiction is shown in PEIR Table 5.4-10 and Figure 5.4-6. Habitat 
linkages and wildlife corridors in the Desert Region are described on Pages 5.4-28 through 
p. 5.4-33. PEIR Figure 4-11 and Pages 5.4-34 to 5.4-35) describe the Sand to Snow 
National Monument and Mojave Trails National Monument, and the California Desert 
National Conservation Area administered by the BLM. Impacts to critical habitat in the 
Desert Region as a result of  proposed land use changes is shown in PEIR Table 5.4-18. 
An evaluation of  the proposed land uses relative to wildlife corridors and linkages is 
provided on Pages 5.4-70 and 5.4-71. Draft PEIR Appendix I (Pages I-307 through I-310) 
describe the monuments and land designations (Areas of  Critical Environmental 
Concern) managed by BLM in the county. 

The WEMO Plan amendment referenced in this comment is assumed to refer to the West 
Mojave Route Network Project, which had a Record of  Decision signed in October 2019. 
This amendment to the WEMO Plan amended the BLM California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan and approved a travel and transportation route network on BLM-public lands. 
This act was signed into law after Notice of  Preparation for the PEIR and was not part 
of  baseline. 

The 2019 John D. Dingell Jr. Conservation, Management, and Recreation Act (Public Law 
116-9) was signed on March 12, 2019. The Dingell Act amended the California Desert 
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Protection Act (CDPA) to designate five off-highway vehicle recreation areas and 
expanded the Johnson Valley off-highway vehicle recreation area. It also transferred public 
land administered by the BLM to the National Park Service (NPS) for additions to Death 
Valley National Park, Mojave National Preserve, and Joshua Tree National Park. Upon 
enactment of  Public Law 116-9, the lands identified became part of  the NPS, 
extinguishing all BLM allocations and designations. The Dingell Act also amends the 
CDPA to add the Avawatz Mountains, Great Falls Basin, Soda Mountains, Milpitas Wash, 
and Buzzards Peak Wildernesses to lands administered by the BLM and expands the 
existing (1) Golden Valley, (2) Kingston Range, (3) Palo Verde Mountains, and (4) Indian 
Pass Mountains Wildernesses administered by the BLM. The Dingell Act also found that 
the lands not designated as wilderness in the act or previous acts in the (A) Cady 
Mountains, (B) Soda Mountains, (C) Kingston Range, (D) Avawatz Mountains, (E) Death 
Valley, and (F) Great Falls Basin Wilderness Study Areas are released and no longer subject 
to Section 603(c) of  the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of  1976 (FLPMA). 
The Dingell Act was signed into law after Notice of  Preparation for the PEIR and was 
not part of  baseline. 

The plans and land use designations mentioned in this comment relate to public (federal) 
lands that would not be subject to the proposed land use plan changes in the County’s 
jurisdiction. 

O4-13 See also the responses above regarding the plans and designations listed in this comment 
that relate to public (federal) lands. As described above, the proposed land use 
designations of  the CWP address private lands under the County’s jurisdiction and would 
not conflict with resource plans or designations on public lands. 

LU-2.6 states that “We require that new and amended development projects notify and 
coordinate with adjacent local, state, and federal entities to maximize land use 
compatibility, inform future planning and implementation, and realize mutually beneficial 
outcomes.” In this way, the Countywide Plan reinforces the need for increased 
coordination with other entities, like BLM, and for new and amended development 
projects to ensure that resources managed in BLM lands, like wildlife corridors in ACECs, 
are adequately addressed. 

The Draft PEIR acknowledges that proposed development areas could result in significant 
impacts to wildlife movement corridors (Page 5.4-71) and habitat linages that link to public 
(federal) lands. Consistency of  the CWP with adopted habitat conservation plans is 
addressed in Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning (Pages 5.10-22 and 5.10-23), and Section 
5.4, Biological Resources (Pages 5.4-71 and 5.4-72). 

O4-14 Policy LU-5.1 states:  

We coordinate with military stakeholders to ensure compatible land uses in areas 
where military operations on or off  installations could affect public health and safety, 
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or where civilian activities could have an impact on current or future military 
operations. We will coordinate with military stakeholders to resolve existing land use 
conflicts and protect public safety in the Military Influence Overlay. 

In this way the Countywide Plan reinforces the need for increased coordination with the 
Department of  Defense to ensure compatible land uses adjacent to their facilities. 

O4-15 The comment does not specify the lands in question; however, the Fort Irwin expansion 
mitigation lands occur generally southwest of  Fort Irwin within a “checkerboard” area of  
public and private land holdings. The Draft PEIR identified this whole region as land use 
category Resource/Land Management, which would be compatible for lands adjacent to 
mitigation lands. 

Additionally, page 5.10-23 (Section 5.10.6) has been amended to cite Impacts 5.10-1, 5.10-
2, and 5.10-3, not 5.11-1, 5.11-2, and 5.11-3. See Chapter 3 of  this Final PEIR, Draft PEIR 
Revisions in Response to Written Comments. 

O4-16 Though GHG and transportation impacts of  the CWP were identified as a significant 
unavoidable impact, the County considered the impact of  vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and GHG emissions when drafting the preferred land use plan. The 2007 San Bernardino 
County General Plan is the current plan that accommodates growth in the unincorporated 
areas of  the county (see Draft PEIR Chapter 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project). As 
described in Chapter 7, the proposed project drastically scales back the allowable 
development potential in the outlying areas of  the unincorporated county. For instance: 

 The 2007 General Plan would result in a substantial increase in employment as well 
as more dispersed housing in comparison to the proposed CWP, and the current land 
use plan would increase vehicle miles traveled and related traffic air quality emissions. 
(See Page 7-12.) 

 The 2007 General Plan would result in more dispersed housing growth and a larger 
nonresidential building footprint that could expose a greater number of  sensitive 
receptors to pollutants concentrations from construction activity and other sources. 
(See Page 7-12.) 

Thus, the CWP will provide environmental benefits for transportation and GHG 
compared to the No Project scenario (i.e., the current 2007 General Plan). Therefore, 
though the magnitude of  emissions associated with growth allowed in the unincorporated 
county under the CWP is considered a significant impact, the No Project scenario would 
result in substantially higher impacts.  

Measures identified in Traffic Impact Analysis, Draft PEIR Appendix L, on Pages L-1013 
and L-1014, were incorporated into the project as policies (TM-3.1 through TM-3.3; TM-
1.9; TM-4.1 through TM-4.11; and TM-5.1).  
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The County adopted its VMT threshold in July 2019. The Draft PEIR uses the thresholds 
adopted by the County. The County evaluated the maximum amount of  VMT reductions 
that could be attained through land use and transportation demand management (TDM) 
measures throughout the unincorporated county. Based on the extensive analysis, the 
County identified that 4 percent was the maximum a development project could achieve 
in the Valley Region. This was adopted countywide, despite the fact that mitigation 
measures in the Mountain, North Desert, and East Desert may not achieve this.  

The third paragraph of  the comment discusses the OPR recommendation of  15 percent 
VMT reduction below existing and states that the 4 percent below existing is extremely 
low. However, the 15 percent reduction identified by OPR is based on statewide data 
compiled by the California Air Resources Board to achieve an 80 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions by 2050, and it is not necessarily achievable for individual projects. Also, 
the OPR recommendation is for metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) and is 
peripherally based on the CAPCOA TDM reduction information, which notes a 
maximum TDM reduction in suburban areas of  15 percent. Page 15 of  the OPR technical 
advisory states,  

In rural areas of  non-MPO counties (i.e., areas not near established or incorporated 
cities or towns), fewer options may be available for reducing VMT, and significance 
thresholds may be best determined on a case-by-case basis. Note, however, that 
clustered small towns and small town main streets may have substantial VMT 
benefits compared to isolated rural development, similar to the transit oriented 
development described above.  

This discussion is based on the fact that rural, unincorporated areas cannot achieve VMT 
reductions that are achievable in urban and suburban areas. The county is rural in nature 
and, although it is part of  the SCAG MPO, most of  the development in the 
unincorporated area cannot achieve the OPR-recommended reduction targets. Therefore, 
the County’s threshold is based on a realistic and feasible TDM reduction strategy that 
could be implemented on projects throughout the county. As noted in the County 
guidelines, the 4 percent TMD VMT reduction is the maximum feasibly achievable 
reduction that the County could obtain. It is also important to recognize that some 
strategies, such as TOD development, are not feasible in the unincorporated county area 
because it has no transit priority areas (they are all in incorporated cities). Policies 
connecting to these TOD areas are part of  the policy direction in the Policy Plan. 

The County went through extensive land use outreach and used a land use allocation 
model to assist with determining feasible development in the area. The land use allocation 
model, UrbanFootprint, was used to evaluate feasibility of  development in specific areas 
with the intent of  comparing land use development scenarios for maximum sustainability. 
This exercise led to the development of  the proposed CWP, but most of  the employment 
in the SCAG region is accommodated in incorporated jurisdictions, locations that the 
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County does not control. Although additional employment growth is anticipated in these 
cities, the unincorporated county includes feasible employment growth.  

Finally, the mobility element does include the following policies that address VMT 
reductions: 

Goal TM-3 Vehicle Miles Traveled: A pattern of  development and transportation system 
that minimizes vehicle miles traveled. 

 Policy TM-3.1VMT Reduction. We promote new development that will reduce 
household and employment VMT relative to existing conditions. 

 Policy TM-3.2 Trip reduction strategies. We support the implementation of  
transportation demand management techniques, mixed use strategies, and the 
placement of  development in proximity to job and activity centers to reduce the 
number and length of  vehicular trips. 

 Policy TM-3.3 First mile/last mile connectivity. We support strategies that strengthen 
first/last mile connectivity to enhance the viability and expand the utility of  public 
transit in unincorporated areas and countywide. 

O4-17 The Draft PEIR evaluated mitigation to reduce VMT impacts from new development in 
the unincorporated county. In addition, the CWP identifies policies that help achieve the 
goals of  the County with regard to reducing VMT. The County is not a transit agency that 
has the ability to construct the rail transit component of  the High Desert Corridor in lieu 
of  the road-widening components. The impacts identified in the Draft PEIR are based 
on the planned/programmed improvements identified by the transportation agencies.  

Assumptions for the High Desert Corridor were developed consistent with the SCAG 
RTP–funded transportation network. The RTP description, which is also defined in the 
Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP), is noted below: 

High desert corridor, an approximate 63-mile east-west multi-purpose corridor from 
Avenue P-8/SR-14 in LA County to Bear Valley Road/SR-18 in San Bernardino 
County. This multi-purpose corridor includes TSM/TDM, freeway, expressway, 
tollway, high-speed rail, green energy transmission/production, and bikeway 
elements.  

Since the rail transit component of  the High Desert Corridor is identified as a funded 
improvement in the RTP/SCS, it is reasonable to assume it in the transportation 
assessment. Furthermore, the County policy noted below supports implementation of  
this facility: 

 Policy TM-5.3 High Desert Corridor: We support the development of  the High 
Desert Corridor to improve the regional goods movement network and foster 
economic development in the North Desert region. 
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The VMT assessment must incorporate all reasonably foreseeable projects. As noted 
above, the HDC is programmed in the RTP/SCS, and it is reasonably foreseeable that it 
will be constructed consistent with those assumptions. 

The comment is noted that the RTP/SCS does forecast additional growth in the area, 
which is also noted in the Draft PEIR appendices. 

O4-18 Comment acknowledged. 
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LETTER O5 – Center for Biological Diversity (13 page[s]) 
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O5. Center for Biological Diversity, dated August 15, 2019. 

O5-1 Comment acknowledged.  

O5-2 This comment summarizes the requirements of  CEQA and asserts that the Draft PEIR 
fails to provide decision-makers and the public with a substantive analysis and enforceable 
mitigation measures. This comment does not include any specific comments on the Draft 
PEIR’s inadequacy and thus no response is necessary. 

O5-3 This comment implies that Draft PEIR Section 1.2.2, Type and Purpose of  This PEIR, is 
self-contradictory because it states both that 1) Program EIRs are typically more 
conceptual than Project EIRs with a more general discussion of  impacts, alternatives, and 
mitigation measures, and 2) according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, Program EIRs 
have the advantage of  providing “a more exhaustive consideration of  impacts and 
alternatives than would be practical in an individual EIR.” These statements are not 
contradictory but it is understood why they are confusing. The CWP covers approximately 
20,000 square miles and encompasses four distinct subregions, as discussed and evaluated 
throughout the Draft PEIR. Clearly, analysis of  such a large geographical area and a 
comprehensive planning program is necessarily conceptual compared to an individual 
development project and project-level EIR. As listed within the context of  Program EIR 
advantages, this type of  EIR, however, can more exhaustively address broader-scale 
impacts and alternatives than a project-level EIR. For example, the transportation 
modeling for the CWP encompasses the Countywide transportation network and the 
complex analysis of  vehicle trips throughout the region. Similarly, the air quality and 
greenhouse gas analyses are based on complex modeling for the entire region. Alternatives 
were based on exhaustive scenario modeling for land use alternatives encompassing each 
subregion. But the CWP Draft PEIR is conceptual in that, unlike a project-level EIR, it 
cannot analyze land use, resources, or potential impacts at a parcel level. The County 
disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the Draft PEIR fails to analyze potential 
impacts at an adequate level of  specificity. This is demonstrated in the individual responses 
that follow as well as indicated by the fact that the Draft PEIR is supported by 13 topic-
specific technical reports, included as its Appendices.  

 This comment further states that the Draft PEIR should include analysis of  the “new 
Community Plans and Action Guides” because these documents are subject to CEQA 
and will cause a reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect impact to the environment. 
Draft PEIR Section 3.3.3, Description of  the Project, describes the four major components 
of  the CWP: 1) County Policy Plan, 2) Community Planning Continuum, 3) County 
Business Plan, and 4) Regional Issues Forum. As described under the Community 
Planning Continuum, the Community Plans have been replaced. The goals, policies, land 
use, and infrastructure decisions from Community Plan areas are addressed in the County 
Policy Plan, and the Community Action Guides will offer a set of  potential tools and 
action plans framed in a set of  community-driven values and aspirations. This section 
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explains that the Draft PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan because it is this 
component that includes the proposed land use designations and policies that have the 
potential to result in physical environmental impacts. Future Community Action Guides 
may or may not have the potential to result in environmental impacts, but as noted by this 
commenter, will be subject to CEQA review. The Action Guides, however, represent a 
subsequent and ongoing implementation phase and would not include land use changes 
or policies anticipated to result in direct or indirect CEQA impacts.  

 This comment further alleges that many of  the “deficiencies of  the Draft PEIR results 
from the failure to adequately analyze the impacts, including cumulative impacts, and the 
tendency of  the Draft PEIR to avoid a comprehensive analysis of  the impacts that may 
occur….” The County respectfully disagrees, as supported by the topical responses to 
comments that follow. Moreover, this comment quotes court cases stating the general plan 
analysis “reaches beyond the mere changes in language in policies to the ultimate 
consequence of  changes to the physical environment.” The Draft PEIR provides detailed, 
quantified analysis of  potential buildout by land use and subregion, then analyzes potential 
operational impacts accordingly. Similarly, and described below, potential resource impacts 
are evaluated and quantified as possible. The approach to analyzing cumulative impacts is 
appropriate for the general plan level of  the Draft PEIR, and is described for each topical 
section in Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts  

As described in response to the topical comments that follow, the Draft PEIR does meet 
the requirements outlined in this comment regarding biological resources, air quality, 
GHG, fire hazards, water supply, aesthetics, public utilities, and enforceable measures as 
feasible to mitigate impacts. It also appropriately analyzes the scale of  the project and the 
“secondary” effects of  adoption of  the CWP. In conclusion, the Draft PIER does analyze 
“in a detailed, quantifiable fashion” the impacts that could result from implementation of  
the CWP, including the impacts that could negatively affect the environment. 

O5-4 This comment asserts that the Draft PEIR mitigation measures are insufficient, vague, 
and unenforceable. Yet the commenter doesn’t provide any examples or otherwise 
substantiate this assertion. In the Executive Summary section, Draft PEIR Table 1-2 
provides a list of  all the impacts and required mitigation measures. This table is 26 pages 
and includes detailed mitigation measures, including responsibility and timing 
specifications, for air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gases, minerals, noise, and 
transportation. Additionally, each topical Draft PEIR section details applicable regulatory 
measures and CWP policies that mitigate potential impacts. 

O5-5 This comment states that the Draft PEIR contains no detailed, quantitative analyses of  
project impacts on populations of  special-status species or habitats, and does not provide 
any discussion or analysis of  edge effects such as domestic pets and their potential impacts 
on endemic, rare, threatened, and endangered species. The County is proposing mitigation 
measures for impacts to species that have not yet been properly identified or analyzed.  
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As stated in Draft PEIR Section 3.4, Intended Uses of  the EIR, the PEIR “is a Program EIR 
that examines the potential environmental impacts of  the proposed Countywide Plan.” 
As stated in Section 5.4.4.1, Methodology, of  the biological resources section,  

... programmatic impacts are discussed in broad, qualitative terms of  habitat types 
that could be impacted due to the buildout of  the CWP. This assessment does not 
satisfy the need for project-level CEQA analysis for individual projects. Individual 
projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis at the time these 
projects are proposed based on the details of  the projects and the existing conditions 
at the time such projects are pursued. Future projects that may result in significant 
impacts to biological resources will require identification of  project-specific 
mitigation measures at that time consistent with the CWP, the County Development 
Code, appropriate local HCPs, and federal and state laws, policies, and regulations as 
applicable. 

 Section 5.4, Biological Resources, provides quantitative and qualitative analysis of  direct and 
indirect impacts to biological resources in each of  the county regions and evaluates these 
impacts against the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Thresholds of  Significance provided 
in Section 5.4.2. Potential direct impacts to potential habitat for special-status species are 
quantified in Table 5.4-15, Potential Habitat for Special-Status Species in the Valley Region within 
Proposed Land Use Changes; Table 5.4-17, Potential Habitat for Special-Status Species in the 
Mountain Region within Proposed Land Use Changes; and Table 5.4-19, Potential Habitat for 
Special-Status Species in the Desert Region within Proposed Land Use Changes. Potential impacts to 
designated critical habitat for each region are quantified in Table 5.4-14, Critical Habitat in 
the Valley Region within Proposed Land Use Changes; Table 5.4-16, Critical Habitat in the Mountain 
Region within Proposed Land Use Changes; and Table 5.4-18, Critical Habitat in the Desert Region 
within Proposed Land Use Changes. 

This analysis of  potential impacts in the Draft PEIR was supported by a thorough 
environmental setting in Section 5.4.1, and a Biological Resources Existing Conditions 
Report (PEIR Appendix D). 

O5-6 This comment requests a biotic resources analysis of  all special status species and their 
habitat range that adequately addresses environmental impacts. The commenter also 
asserts that the County should incorporate all critical habitat designations in the PEIR, 
and mapping and analysis should include an adequate buffer to prevent edge effects (e.g., 
reserves for the federally endangered Stephen’s kangaroo rat and San Bernardino 
kangaroo rat should have a ½ mile buffer). 

As described in detail in Draft PEIR Appendix D, Section 3.4, Special-Status Species, a 
variety of  authoritative sources were used to provide information on special-status 
species’ ranges, distributions, and presence in the county, including CNDDB records, the 
CNPS inventory, USFS occurrence data, USFWS occurrence data, occupied quadrangles 
as range surrogate for plants, and CDFW Wildlife Habitat Relationship data for wildlife 
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ranges. The biological resources impact analysis used this information to evaluate the 
potential loss of  habitat for special-status species based on buildout of  the proposed land 
uses under the CWP. Please see response to comment O5-6 regarding assessment of  
impacts to critical habitat. Specific avoidance measures, such as buffers adjacent to critical 
habitat, will be addressed in project-specific CEQA analysis. 

O5-7 This comment states that the Draft PEIR failed to adequately analyze impacts to oak 
woodlands and did not propose alternatives to mitigate the significant effect of  converting 
oak woodlands to other vegetation types.  

Impacts to special-status vegetation communities are evaluated under Impact 5.4-2. PEIR 
Table 5.4-20 shows the acreage of  potential impacts from developed land uses and 
partially developed land uses on canyon live oak woodland and coastal live oak woodland 
in the Valley Region of  the county; Table 5.4-21 shows the acreage of  potential impacts 
in the Mountain Region; and Table 5.4-22 shows the acreage of  potential impacts in the 
Desert Regions.  

The Policy Plan of  the proposed CWP includes policies that address avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation of  special-status vegetation communities, including:  

 Policy NR-5.7, Development review, entitlement, and mitigation, which states that 
“[w]e comply with state and federal regulations regarding protected species and 
vegetation through the review, entitlement, and environmental clearance process.” 

 Policy LU-2.3, Compatibility with natural environment, which states that “[w]e require 
that new development is located, scaled, buffered, and designed for compatibility with 
the surrounding natural environment and biodiversity.” 

Finally, DPEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires that development projects assess 
potential impacts to biological resources and, if  applicable, include avoidance and 
mitigation measures to reduce the impact below a level of  significance.  

O5-8 This comment states that the Draft PEIR fails to adequately address direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to the Santa Ana River; fails to propose potentially adopting strategies 
of  the Wash Plan and Upper Santa Ana River Habitat Conservation Plan into the CWP; 
and must address the potential to conflict with local plans implementing protection and 
conservation of  species that rely upon the riparian environment of  the Santa Ana River. 

Potential impacts to the biological resources of  the Santa Ana River in the Valley and 
Mountain regions of  the county are evaluated in the Draft PEIR, including impacts to 
special-status vegetation, special-status species, and wildlife movement. As evaluated 
under Impact 5.4-5, there are no CWP policies that would negatively affect HCPs, NCCP, 
or local ordinances. Also as evaluated under Impact 5.4-5, the Upper Santa Ana River 
Habitat Conservation Plan is an HCP currently in development by several water agencies, 
and the planned HCP will address primarily aquatic resources of  the Santa Ana River 
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potentially affected by water infrastructure projects and operations and maintenance of  
those facilities. Neither the Upper Santa Ana River HCP nor the Wash Plan are approved, 
and therefore it would be too speculative to evaluate the effects of  the CWP on plans 
currently in the development stages. Further, individual projects under the proposed CWP 
will require project-level analysis, which would address their potential effects on the HCPs 
if  the HCPs are approved at that time. Additionally, the proposed CWP includes: 

 Policy NR-5.1 Coordinated habitat planning. We participate in landscape-scale habitat 
conservation planning and coordination with existing and proposed Habitat 
Conservation and Natural Resource Management Plans for private and public lands 
to increase certainly for both the conservation of  species, habitats, wildlife corridors, 
and other important biological resources and functions and for land development and 
infrastructure permitting. 

O5-9 This comment states that riparian habitat in the Desert Region is rare and cannot be 
replaced, so it should be completely protected. CWP policies address avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation of  special-status vegetation communities, including:  

 Policy NR-5.7, Development review, entitlement, and mitigation, which states that 
“[w]e comply with state and federal regulations regarding protected species and 
vegetation through the review, entitlement, and environmental clearance process” 

 Policy LU-2.3, Compatibility with natural environment, which states that “[w]e require 
that new development is located, scaled, buffered, and designed for compatibility with 
the surrounding natural environment and biodiversity.” 

Additionally, PEIR Section 5.4.3.1, Regulatory Requirements, describes that the proposed 
CWP would be subject to and implemented in consistence with existing laws and 
regulations, which would provide for biological resources protections. With regard to 
desert riparian habitats, existing regulatory requirements provide for protection of  these 
resources, including RR BIO-1, Jurisdictional Waters Permitting; RR BIO-5, Special-
Status Species; and RR BIO-7 Desert Native Plant Protections. 

Further, individual projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis to 
address their potential effects on desert riparian habitat. 

O5-10 This comment contends that the CWP’s encroachment into wildlife corridors and 
increases in adverse “edge effects” of  fragmented habitat will create significant adverse 
effects on wildlife migration.  

Draft PEIR Section 5.4.1 and Appendix D provide detailed information on mapped 
regional habitat linkages and major washes and riparian corridors that provide for wildlife 
movement through each region of  the county. Biological resources Impact 5.4-5 describes 
the potential for direct impacts to wildlife movement of  the proposed CWP where 
proposed land uses overlap habitat linkages. The impact analysis also describes potential 
indirect impacts to wildlife movement from the proposed CWP, including construction 
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and operational noise and emissions, light pollution, and increased human activity (“edge 
effects”). Individual projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis 
to address their potential effects on wildlife movement. 

O5-11 This comment states the DPEIR fails to adequately address the full range of  biological 
impacts from development, such as indirect impacts to sensitive habitats—including 
impacts associated with the establishment of  fuel modification zones; unpermitted 
recreational activities; the introduction of  nonnative plants and nonnative wildlife (e.g., 
Argentine ants); the introduction of  pets, lighting, and noise; increases in traffic (and thus 
wildlife road mortalities); and loss and disruption of  essential habitat due to edge effects.  

Section 5.4 of  the Draft PEIR, Biological Resources, provides quantitative and qualitative 
analysis of  direct and indirect impacts to biological resources in each of  the county regions 
and evaluates these impacts against the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Thresholds of  
Significance, provided in Section 5.4.2.  

As stated in Section 5.4.4.1, Methodology, “Future projects implemented under the 
proposed CWP could result in both direct and indirect impacts to biological resources.” 
An evaluation of  indirect impacts to special-status vegetation communities by bioregion 
is presented in Section 5.4.4.2, Impacts. Impact 5.4-2 states,  

Indirect impacts could result from generation of  fugitive dust, increased sediment 
loads in runoff  from construction activities or the adverse effect of  invasive plant 
species. Indirect impacts could also result from permanent alterations to hydrology 
upstream of  habitats, including increased runoff, sedimentation, or pollutant loads, 
and increased human activity, which could result in trampling and disturbance. 

These potential impacts are discussed by bioregion on Pages 5.4-61 through 5.4-67. CWP 
policies would address avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of  special-status 
vegetation communities, including:  

 Policy NR-5.7, Development review, entitlement, and mitigation, which states that 
“[w]e comply with state and federal regulations regarding protected species and 
vegetation through the review, entitlement, and environmental clearance process.”  

 Policy LU-2.3, Compatibility with natural environment, which states that “[w]e require 
that new development is located, scaled, buffered, and designed for compatibility with 
the surrounding natural environment and biodiversity.” 

The impact analysis also describes potential indirect impacts to wildlife movement from 
the proposed CWP, including construction and operational noise and emissions, light 
pollution, and increased human activity (“edge effects”). Individual projects under the 
proposed CWP will require project-level analysis to address their potential effects on 
wildlife movement. Finally, PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires that development 
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projects assess potential impacts to biological resources and, if  applicable, include 
avoidance and mitigation measures to reduce the impact below a level of  significance. 

O5-12 This comment states that specific, feasible, and enforceable mitigation measures for 
impacts associated with fuel modification zones; unpermitted recreational activities; 
introduction of  nonnative plants; introduction of  pets, lighting, and noise; and the loss 
and disruption of  essential habitat due to edge effects were not incorporated in the Draft 
PEIR.  

As stated in PEIR Section 5.4.3.2, Policy Plan, “The County proposes to establish goals, 
together with implementation policies, related to the protection of  special-status 
biological resources and cooperation with federal, state, and local resource agencies.” The 
CWP includes policies that address avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of  biological 
resources. Indirect impacts would be minimized with implementation of: 

 Policy NR-5.7 Development review, entitlement, and mitigation. We comply 
with state and federal regulations regarding protected species of  animals and 
vegetation through the development review, entitlement, and environmental clearance 
processes.  

 Policy NR-5.8 Invasive species. We require the use of  non-invasive plant species 
with new development and encourage the management of  existing invasive plant 
species that degrade ecological function. 

 Policy LU-2.3 Compatibility with natural environment. We require that new 
development is located, scaled, buffered, and designed for compatibility with the 
surrounding natural environment and biodiversity. 

Finally, individual projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis to 
address their potential effects on wildlife movement. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires 
that development projects assess potential impacts to biological resources and, if  
applicable, include avoidance and mitigation measures to reduce the impact below a level 
of  significance. 

O5-13 The Draft PEIR comprehensively assesses the significant environmental effects of  the 
project, presents a reasonable range of  alternatives to the proposed project, and provides 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce and avoid significant environmental impacts. The 
County disagrees with the commenter that the air quality analysis is cursory and overlooks 
substantial information (see responses to Comments O5-14 and O5-15). 

O5-14 Section 5.3, Air Quality, evaluates potential environmental impacts from air pollutants, 
including criteria air pollutant and toxic air contaminants (TACs). Hazardous air pollutants 
(i.e., TACs) are evaluated under Impact 5.3-4 on Pages 5.3-40 through 5.3-41. The current 
federal standards for PM2.5 are listed in Table 5.3-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria 
Air Pollutants. Impact 5.3-1 includes a comprehensive analysis of  consistency with the 
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latest air quality management plans adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. Criteria air pollutants 
generated by land uses in the unincorporated county under existing conditions and at 
buildout are provided under Impact 5.3-2. In addition, mitigation measures were included 
in Section 5.3 to reduce the project’s air quality impacts (see response to Comment O5-
15).  

O5-15 The Countywide Plan provides an outline for development in the unincorporated areas 
of  the county. Therefore, the mitigation measures in the EIR must cover a broad range 
of  project types that have the potential to occur over the lifetime of  the plan. Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 in the PEIR commit the County to require additional studies 
that are triggered during subsequent environmental review for discretionary projects. The 
mitigation measures are prescriptive and require that applicants for these development 
projects incorporate mitigation to achieve the Air District’s significance thresholds. 
Therefore, the mitigation measures are fully enforceable through the County’s permit 
conditions, agreements, or other legally binding actions because they (1) commit the 
County to mitigation, (2) include specific performance standards that the mitigation will 
achieve, and (3) provide a list of  potential actions that can feasibly achieve the 
performance standards consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.  

The County of  San Bernardino does not provide mass transit (bus or rail). Policies in the 
Countywide Plan encourage the use of  alternative modes of  transportation (policies TM-
3.1 through TM-3.3, TM-1.9, TM-4.1 through TM-4.11, and TM-5.1). In addition, the 
Countywide Plan identifies coordination with the transit agencies as an essential strategy 
to achieve the County’s overall VMT reduction goals (TM-4.5). However, implementation 
of  transit infrastructure is outside of  the County’s jurisdictional authority; therefore, this 
mitigation measure was considered and rejected.  

O5-16 Comment noted. Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, provides a comprehensive analysis 
of  the GHG emissions impacts of  the project. As noted by the commenter, GHG 
emissions were identified as a significant unavoidable impact of  the project.  

O5-17 Comment noted. Section 5.7 identifies the potential climate change impacts for California 
on pages 5.7-4 through 5.7-7. 

O5-18 The CWP discourages developers from building in areas of  extreme fire hazard. Policy 
HZ-1.2 of  the CWP does not allow new development in high or very high fire hazard 
severity zones. Furthermore, regulatory requirements described in Section 5.8.3.1 and 
5.8.3.3 of  the Draft PEIR mandate setbacks and restrictions on the density of  
developments in forested and fire-prone areas. With the implementation of  these 
regulatory requirements, unincorporated growth under the CWP would not expose people 
to a significant risk of  loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
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wildlands. However, as described in Impact 5.8-6 and 5.8-8, impacts from pollutant 
concentrations, downstream flooding, or landslides associated with wildfires are 
significant and unavoidable. Even though the County has numerous policies, regulations, 
and comprehensive mitigation programs in place, feasible mitigation for these impacts has 
not been identified. 

O5-19 The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for the 
construction and operational phases of  future development regulate water quality issues 
and ensure that impacts are mitigated. These permits mandate studies and plans that need 
to be conducted prior to approval of  a project. At this stage, genuine flexibility still 
remains, and project-specific mitigation measures can be assessed and implemented based 
on project-specific impact analyses. These plans are implemented as early as feasible in 
the planning process to enable consideration in the project design.  

With respect to water supply, the Draft PEIR relied on water supply and demand 
projections provided by local water districts. Local water districts assess available water 
supply and shortfalls, identify other potential sources, and identify and analyze the 
environmental consequences of  tapping those resources. The Draft PEIR relied on this 
analysis to show that potential growth would not affect water supply. Furthermore, local 
water suppliers, cities, and counties will make decisions about land use in accordance with 
SB 610 and SB 221, which require an affirmative verification of  sufficient water supply 
before larger developments can proceed. 

Residential densities, as projected under the CWP, would not be in areas where water 
supplies are being overdrawn by current development or compromised by natural or man-
made contaminants. Also, uses with heavy water demands would not be in areas with a 
shortage in water supply. All development is in areas with sufficient water supply to service 
future development, and regulatory requirements are in place to ensure that any 
development that cannot be serviced by available water supplies cannot proceed. 
Additionally, policies and regulations relating to water conservation, landscaping 
regulations, and runoff  reduction are described in PEIR Sections 5.18.2.3 and 5.18.3.2. 
These requirements are sufficient to reduce impacts relating to water supply, hydrology, 
and water quality.  

O5-20 This comment states that the Draft PEIR should be withdrawn, redrafted, and recirculated 
because it meets the conditions in CEQA Guidelines 15088.5 that require recirculation, 
including that 1) new information shows a new substantial environment impact, that 2) 
new information shows a substantial increase in the severity of  an environmental impact 
and 3) that the Draft PEIR is so “fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature” that public comment on the Draft PEIR is essentially meaningless. The County 
strongly disagrees with this conclusion and does not believe that information to support 
redrafting and recirculating the Draft PEIR has been provided in this comment letter. The 
specific responses to this letter; all other responses to agencies, organizations, and 
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individuals in this Final PEIR; and supplemental information and revisions in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the Draft PEIR, address outstanding questions and information requests for this 
project. The conditions in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 for recirculation have not 
been met. 
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LETTER O6 – Morongo Basin Conservation Association (13 page[s]) 
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O6. Morongo Basin Conservation Association, dated August 15, 2019. 

O6-1 Comment acknowledged.  

O6-2 The Executive Summary includes a summary of  the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
impacts of  the project, which are evaluated in Section 5.7 of  the PEIR. The Countywide 
Plan includes adaptation and resiliency policies in accordance with Senate Bill 379 to 
protect the community associated with the effects of  climate change. However, climate 
change impacts on the proposed project are not CEQA impacts. California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (Case No. 
S213478). 

O6-3 Section 5.3, Air Quality, evaluates impacts from construction activities associated with 
buildout of  the Countywide Plan, including fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5)—which 
includes fugitive dust generated from wind erosion (i.e., eolian erosion)—under Impact 
5.3-3. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 lists potential measures beyond those required in 
MDAQMD Rule 403 to reduce particulates from development activities in the 
unincorporated county. 

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) maintain a comprehensive air quality 
monitoring network to address state and federal Clean Air Act requirements. The 
MDAQMD provides attainment plans to reduce particulates to meet the state and federal 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) to minimize the health effects of  air pollutants. 
These plans are reviewed and updated by the District to ensure reasonable progress to 
meeting the AAQS. The health effects associated with particulate matter are identified on 
pages 5.3-10 through 5.3-11. In accordance with Policy NR-1.3, the County will 
collaborate with the MDAQMD to monitor and reduce major pollutants affecting the 
county. This includes existing fugitive dust generated by utility-scale solar projects in the 
county.  

The request for monitoring of  existing particulates generated by utility-scale projects in 
the Morongo Basin is noted; however, the County is not responsible for implementation 
of  the MDAQMD’s air quality monitoring network, including the informal Purple Air 
monitors.  

O6-4 Comment acknowledged. The PEIR addressed the geomorphology at a countywide level, 
broken into Valley, Mountain, and Desert regions using readily available geologic maps 
and soil data. 

O6-5 In accordance with Policy NR-1.3, the County will collaborate with the MDAQMD to 
monitor and reduce major pollutants affecting the county. This includes existing fugitive 
dust generated by utility-scale solar projects in the county. As stated in Section 5.3, Air 
Quality, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 lists potential measures beyond those required in 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-226 PlaceWorks 

MDAQMD Rule 403 to reduce particulates from development activities in the 
unincorporated county. In accordance with Policy HZ-1.8, new development in wind 
erosion hazard areas is required to minimize the effects of  wind-blown soil through site 
design features. Examples of  wind erosion controls are shown in Table 5.6-2 in Section 
5.6, Geology and Soils. 

O6-6 This comment states that Draft PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is not a mitigation 
measure and suggests comparing Mitigation Measure BIO-1 with the 2007 Mitigation 
Measure for biological resources, which includes coordination with local interest groups, 
state, and federal agencies, prior to the approval of  land use conversion. The comment 
concludes that the County must provide better guidelines and assurances than Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would require that development projects assess potential 
impacts to biological resources and, if  applicable, include avoidance and mitigation 
measures to reduce the impact to below a level of  significance.  

As stated in the “Intended Uses of  the EIR” (PEIR Section 3.4), the Draft PEIR “is a 
Program EIR that examines the potential environmental impacts of  the proposed 
Countywide Plan.” As stated in Section 5.4.4.1, Methodology,  

... programmatic impacts are discussed in broad, qualitative terms of  habitat types 
that could be impacted due to the buildout of  the CWP. This assessment does not 
satisfy the need for project-level CEQA analysis for individual projects. Individual 
projects under the proposed CWP will require project-level analysis at the time these 
projects are proposed based on the details of  the projects and the existing conditions 
at the time such projects are pursued. Future projects that may result in significant 
impacts to biological resources will require identification of  project-specific 
mitigation measures at that time consistent with the CWP, the County Development 
Code, appropriate local HCPs, and federal and state laws, policies, and regulations as 
applicable. 

Additionally, the CWP includes the following policies:  

 Policy NR-5.1 Coordinated habitat planning. We participate in landscape-scale habitat 
conservation planning and coordinate with existing or proposed habitat conservation 
and natural resource management plans for private and public lands to increase 
certainty for both the conservation of  species, habitats, wildlife corridors, and other 
important biological resources and functions and for land development and 
infrastructure permitting.  

 Policy NR-5.2 Capacity for resource protection and management. We coordinate with 
public and nongovernmental agencies to seek funding and other resources to protect, 
restore, and maintain open space, habitat, and wildlife corridors for threatened, 
endangered, and other sensitive species.  
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Analyses in the Draft PEIR incorporate the CWP policies and therefore do not restate 
actions in mitigation measures that would be conducted through implementation of  the 
policies. 

O6-7 This comment states that the Morongo Basin covers a major portion of  the East Desert 
Region and includes factual background information on the 2012 “Morongo Basin 
Conservation Priorities Report: A Strategy for Preserving Conservation Values” 
(MBCPR). The comments further states the MBCPR provides the baseline information 
for this major area in the East Desert and that currently the MBCPR is not accepted by 
the County. The comment concludes by stating that if  the County chooses not to accept 
the Conservation Priorities Report as the baseline for planning decisions in the Morongo 
Basin, the Community Planning Continuum being proposed in the CWP and stated in the 
PEIR emphasizing “Action Plan” and grass roots engagement must be questioned. 

The 2012 MBCPR is a document prepared by the Sonoran Institute and the Morongo 
Basin Open Space Group to identify priorities for biological resource conservation actions 
in the Morongo Basin area of  San Bernardino County. There are numerous approaches 
to prioritizing conservation lands, and the 2012 MBCPR used an approach that 
incorporated numerous factors, including wildlife linkages, land ownership, land 
protection status, and species planning missions, including protection of  Joshua Tree 
National Park, protection of  the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, protection 
of  community identity, and protection of  community views and treasures. The 2012 
MBCPR provides a valuable resource for information about potential target areas for 
conservation acquisitions or areas suitable for biological mitigation in this portion of  the 
county; however, it was not appropriates for use as the baseline for planning decisions in 
the Morongo Basin. See XX for a description of  the comprehensive planning process 
used to develop the CWP. That being said, elements of  the MBCPR were included in the 
CWP and analysis in the PEIR. The South Coast Wildlands Joshua Tree–Twentynine 
Palms Wildlife Corridor was the basis of  the wildlife corridor inputs into the 2012 
MBCPR, and the CWP and PEIR used that habitat linkage data as well as other data 
sources, including the South Coast Wildlands Desert Linkage Network and the California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project corridors, which were not used in the 2012 
MBCPR. Further, the CWP and Draft PEIR used current data on land ownership and 
protected status of  land, both of  which are now outdated in the 2012 MBCPR analysis.  

O6-8 This comment states that the basic linkage network connecting habitat within and between 
the Valley, Mountain, and Desert Regions should be mapped to gain a better 
understanding of  the extent of  flow across the county’s open and wild spaces. Draft PEIR 
Appendix D, Figure 6, fails to demonstrate connectivity between habitat blocks, does not 
name habitat blocks, nor is there reference to highways. The comment concludes that 
maps are intended to provide visual information and strongly urges careful examination 
of  the maps provided in the PEIR.  
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Draft PEIR Appendix D, Figure 6, Habitat Connectivity–Desert Region; Figure 12, 
Habitat Connectivity–Mountain Region; and Figure 18, Habitat Connectivity–Valley 
Region, display the basic linkage networks connecting habitats that relied largely on 
existing sources. PEIR Section 5.4.1 and Appendix D provide detailed information on the 
existing conditions of  biological resources in the county, including detailed information 
on mapped regional habitat linkages and major washes and riparian corridors that provide 
for wildlife movement through each region of  the county. Appendix D, Figure 6, does 
depict connectivity between habitat blocks, mapping out South Coast Wildlands Desert 
Linkage Network, South Coast Wildlands Joshua Tree–Twentynine Palms Wildlife 
Corridors, South Coast Wildlands Missing Linkages Wildlife Corridors, and California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project. Appendix Figure 6 also depicts large habitat blocks 
based on land ownership, such as lands owned by National Forest/Park/Preserve, 
Department of  Defense Military Lands, Tribal Lands, and Desert Tortoise Conservation 
Areas/Least Cost Corridor. In addition, Appendix D Figure 6 includes reference to 
interstate highways and freeways.  
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O7. Wildlands, dated August 15, 2019. 

O7-1 This comment states that Wildlands recommends strengthening the langue of  Policy 
NR-5.6 (Mitigation Banking) and adopting a policy to encourage the use of  approved 
mitigation and conservation banks as the preferred method of  mitigation impacts to 
biological resources, similar to the 2008 Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule. Purchase 
of  approved credits by development projects in the county provides the County with a 
biologically superior outcome, with the most certainty and durability for long-term 
protection of  vital biological resources. 

 In addition to CWP Policy NR-5.6, which already provides support for the use of  
mitigation banking, Draft PEIR Section 5.4.4.2 (Page 5.4-51) further supports the use of  
mitigation banks in stating that mitigation banking benefits have been shown to result in 
larger patches of  higher value habitat than individual mitigation, reaffirming this as the 
preferred means of  mitigating impacts. PEIR Section 5.4.4.2 (Page 5.4-61) also states 
mitigation banking would benefit special-status vegetation communities through their 
preservation in perpetuity, and Page 5.4-68 states that Policy NR-5.6 benefits jurisdictional 
waters as it is one of  the preferred mitigation vehicles of  the resource agencies.  

Finally, under the 2008 Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule, mitigation banks, in-lieu 
fee programs, and permittee-responsible mitigation are recognized mechanisms for 
providing compensatory mitigation, with mitigation banks being the preferred alternative 
by the resource agencies.  

O7-2 This comments states background information on the Lytle Creek Conservation Bank 
(LCCB) in the Lytle Creek wash area of  San Bernardino County and the Black Mountain 
Conservation Bank (BMCB) in the west Mojave portion of  San Bernardino County.  

This comment provides factual background information and does not raise an 
environmental issue within the meaning of  the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The comment is noted for the record and no response is required. 
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O8. California Desert Coalition, dated August 15, 2019. 

O8-1 The County’s current Land Use District (LUD) system serves as its zoning and policy map 
(i.e., a one-map system). The County is proposing to transition to a two-map system that 
retains the current LUD system as zoning districts and introduces a second land use 
mapping system that groups the current LUDs into simplified land use categories (LUCs). 
While the draft land use plan may look different because of  the introduction of  simplified 
LUCs, the vast majority of  areas retain the same intent, nature, and development potential 
as under the currently adopted land use plan. 

The RC LUD is currently applied to almost all of  the land that is proposed to be covered 
by the RLM and OS land use categories. (Some small areas were proposed for conversion 
from RL to RLM or OS.) The current OS LUD is applied primarily to public parks. The 
proposed land use plan would expand the OS land use category dramatically. In effect, the 
proposed RLM category allows the same uses as the current RC LUD, and the proposed 
massive expansion of  the OS land use category, which is largely limited to open space and 
recreation (with a focus on land conservation and state/federal open space designations), 
will only reduce the potential for environmental impacts. 

O8-2 Please refer to Response O1-2. The CWP’s RLM district would not increase opportunities 
for utility-scale projects in the county compared to the existing General Plan. It would not 
expand the geographical area that would potentially allow renewable energy development 
projects beyond what is permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and development 
code. Moreover, the RECE substantially reduced the potential locations for such uses 
through adopted policies. In 2019 the County amended the RECE to prohibit utility-
oriented renewable energy development in the RL land use district, currently adopted 
Community Plan areas, and other community planning areas. The potential environmental 
impacts of  implementing the RECE were addressed in an Addendum (dated September 
2016) to the 2007 General Plan EIR, including the Supplemental EIR for the Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Plan (2011). 

O8-3 Please also refer to Response to Letter O2, Lucerne Valley Economic Development 
Association. This comment states that the inclusion of  a utility-scale energy facilities as a 
“typical” use in the RLM classification is a departure from the policy enunciated in the 
February 17, 2016, resolution of  the Board of  Supervisors that identifies specific areas as 
suitable for utility-scale projects. The comment notes that the areas designated were based 
primarily on the “proximity of  transmission lines and the previously disturbed condition.”  

As noted in the previous response, in 2019 additional RECE policy amendments were 
adopted. Among others, these policies set substantial limitations on siting new utility-scale 
energy projects, including requirements to be within or adjacent to sites with existing 
electric transmission and utility corridors, and to be limited to previously disturbed sites. 
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Upon CWP adoption, the RECE would be integrated into the CWP, including the adopted 
RECE changes below:  

 RE Policy 4.10: Prohibit utility-oriented RE project development on sites that would 
create adverse impacts on the quality of  life or economic development opportunities 
in existing unincorporated communities. Any exceptions or revisions to the following 
policy direction would require approval by the Board of  Supervisors. 

 RE 4.10.1: Prohibit development of  utility-oriented RE projects in the Rural Living 
land use districts throughout the County. 

 RE 4.10.2: Prohibit development of  utility-oriented RE projects within the 
boundaries of  existing community plans, which at the time of  adoption of  this 
Element are the Bloomington, Muscoy, Bear Valley, Crest Forest, Hilltop, Lake 
Arrowhead, Lytle Creek, Oak Glen, Homestead Valley, Joshua Tree, Lucerne Valley, 
Morongo Valley, Oak Hills and Phelan/Pinon Hills Community Plans. 

 RE 4.10.3: Establish exclusion areas in the Development Code regulations for 
renewable energy development, beginning with the prohibitions in Policies 4.10.1 and 
4.10.2 and provide for additional exclusion areas, such as new community plan areas, 
to be designated by amendment to the Development Code. 

 RE Policy 5.2: Utility-oriented RE generation projects on private land in the 
unincorporated County will be limited to the site-types below, in addition to meeting 
criteria established herein and in the Development Code: 

• Private lands adjacent to the federal Development Focus Areas supported by the 
Board of  Supervisors that meet siting criteria and development standards 

• Waste disposal sites 
• Mining sites (operating and reclaimed) 
• Fallow, degraded and unviable agricultural lands 
• Airports (existing and abandoned or adaptively re-used) 
• Brownfields 
• California Department of  Toxic Substance Control Cleanup Program sites 
• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act sites 
• Sites within or adjacent to electric transmission and utility distribution corridors 
• Existing energy generation sites 
• Industrial zones proven to not conflict with economic development needs 
• Other sites proven by a detailed suitability analysis to reflect the significantly 

disturbed nature or conditions of  those listed above 

• RE Policy 5.9: Collaborate with utilities, the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) and the Bureau of  Land Management (BLM) to plan for RE generation 
facilities to be located on public lands, apart from existing unincorporated 
communities. 
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O8-4 Please refer to Response to Letter O2, Lucerne Valley Economic Development 
Association. Also note that the May 2019 version of  the Draft Policy Plan, including a 
tracked changes version, explicitly comes into compliance with the February 2019 
amendments to the RECE (see link).  

 http://countywideplan.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/ 
CWP_PolicyPlan_PubReviewDraft_TrackedChanges_20190515.pdf 

As explained in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.3, Expanded Discussion of  Scoping Comments, the 
RECE will be incorporated in its entirety into the CWP after the CWP is adopted. 
Therefore, renewable energy developments are not part of  the project as analyzed in the 
Draft PEIR. 

O8-5 Please refer to Responses O1-7 and O1-8. The Draft PEIR for the proposed CWP is 
required to address the project as proposed. Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP 
project description that serves as the basis for the impact analysis. This section describes 
the project background, existing Community Plans and boundaries, and the structure for 
the new CWP, as discussed in response O1-7. Justification for making the change from 
Community Plans to Community Action Plans is not within the scope of  the PEIR. 

O8-6 The CWP’s RLM district would not increase opportunities for utility-scale projects in the 
county compared to the existing General Plan. It would not expand the geographical area 
that would potentially allow renewable energy development projects beyond what is 
already permitted by the County’s existing General Plan and development code. Moreover, 
the RECE substantially reduced the potential locations for such uses through adopted 
policies. In 2019 the County amended the RECE to prohibit utility-oriented renewable 
energy development in the RL land use district, currently adopted Community Plan areas, 
and other community planning areas. The potential environmental impacts of  
implementing the RECE were addressed in an Addendum (dated September 2016) to 
2007 General Plan Update PEIR, including the Supplemental EIR for the Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Plan (2011).  

The RECE Addendum noted that the primary scenic concerns of  county residents 
included preservation of  views in the desert communities and therefore limited 
development on ridge tops in the mountain communities. The Addendum acknowledged 
that wind generators are often located along hillsides and ridgelines (in order to take 
advantage of  wind conditions), creating objectional intrusions on the landscape. The 
RECE Addendum recognized the significant, unavoidable impacts associated with energy 
projects as evaluated in the General Plan EIR and the GHG Reduction Plan Supplemental 
EIR and concluded that adoption of  the RECE would not result in new or substantially 
more severe significant impacts. All future projects would be subject to applicable state 
regulations and requirements and further CEQA analysis.  
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O8-7 The California Department of  Fish and Wildlife’s ACE 3 (Areas of  Conservation 
Emphasis) system is an example of  an external dataset that can be considered in a 
decision-making process, but this dataset is a statewide source not considered of  sufficient 
scale or detail for use as a default policy. As stated by CDFW, “The ACE data represent 
broad-scale patterns across the landscape, and the value of  any single hexagon should be 
interpreted with caution. ACE is a decision support tool to be used in conjunction with 
species-specific information and local-scale conservation prioritization analyses.” 

The County Policy Map NR-2 includes the following data sets related to biological 
resources:  

 Local, Regional, and State Parks  
 National Monuments 
 BLM Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas 
 BLM Areas of  Critical Environmental Concern 
 California Desert National Conservation Lands 
 National Parks and Preserve 
 National Forest 

Additionally, the County provided the ability to view mapped wildlife corridor data on this 
and other maps (data set called “Modeled Habitat Linkage,” viewable when activated 
through the layers tool on the web map). The following description of  this data set (also 
provided as part of  the data) can explain why the mapped wildlife corridor data was 
inappropriate to use as a default data set for where future development or conservation 
cannot or must take place. 

The Modeled Habitat Linkage map shows a statewide network of  850 relatively intact 
“natural landscape blocks” (ranging in size from 2,000 to about 3.7 million acres) 
connected by 192 “essential connectivity areas” (Table 3.1). There are fewer essential 
connectivity areas than natural landscape blocks because each essential connectivity area 
connects at least 2 and as many as 15 natural landscape blocks. Due to the broad, statewide 
nature of  this map and its focus on connecting very large blocks of  mostly protected 
natural lands, the network omits many areas that are important to biological conservation. 
Natural areas excluded from this broad-brush linkage network cannot, however, be 
"written off" as unimportant to connectivity conservation or to sustaining California's 
natural heritage. Neither should natural areas included in this map be automatically 
considered critical for conservation or incompatible with all human activities. Note that 
data mapped through the San Bernardino County Regional Conservation Investment 
Strategy (RCIS) will supersede this map once it is published (estimated 2019).  

Data sources for the modeled habitat linkages in the county include California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer et al. 2010), South Coast Wildlands Desert Linkage 
Network (Penrod et al. 2012), Joshua Tree Twentynine Palms Wildlife Corridors (South 
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Coast Wildlands 2008), Missing Linkages Wildlife Corridors (South Coast Wildlands 
2008), and Desert Tortoise Conservation Areas and Linkages (Averill-Murray et al. 2013). 

O8-8 The commenter states that it is their view that the Draft PEIR is inadequate and should 
be revised and reissued. The County disagrees. The CEQA conditions under which a 
Draft EIR requires recirculation have not been met. The responses to comments in this 
Final PEIR contain material and revisions that have been added to the Draft PEIR via 
Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. County of  San Bernardino staff  has reviewed this 
material and determined that none of  it constitutes the type of  significant new 
information that requires recirculation of  the Draft PEIR for further public comment 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the 
Countywide Plan will result in a significant new environmental impact not previously 
disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Additionally, none of  this material indicates that there would 
be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified environmental impact 
that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring 
recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 
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I1. Response to Comments from Betty Munson, dated August 8, 2019. 

I1-1 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to eliminate the Community Area Plans and create Community Action Guides.  

The Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP project description that serves as the basis 
for the impact analysis. This section describes the project background, existing 
Community Plans and boundaries, and the structure for the new CWP, as discussed in 
response O1-7. In accordance with CEQA, the potential environmental impacts of  
implementing the project (CWP) are evaluated relative to existing physical conditions. As 
such, the Draft PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan, which includes the proposed 
land use designations and policies that have the potential to result in physical 
environmental impacts. To the extent that it would be appropriate to analyze the CWP in 
comparison to the existing Community Plans, this analysis would belong in the 
Alternatives analysis for the No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan). Alternatives, 
however, are analyzed at a less detailed level to provide a relative comparison of  impacts 
to the proposed project. Review of  the existing 14 Community Plans and related policies 
would be beyond CEQA requirements for alternative analyses.  

 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-252 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-253 

LETTER I2 – Paula Deel (2 page[s]) 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-254 PlaceWorks 

 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-255 

I2. Response to Paula Deel, dated August 12, 2019. 

I2-1 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to eliminate the Community Area Plans and create Community Action Guides.  

The Draft PEIR Chapter 3 provides the CWP project description that serves as the basis 
for the impact analysis. This section describes the project background, existing 
Community Plans and boundaries, and the structure for the new CWP, as discussed in 
response O1-7. In accordance with CEQA, the potential environmental impacts of  
implementing the project (CWP) are evaluated relative to existing, physical conditions. As 
such, the Draft PEIR focuses on the County Policy Plan that includes the proposed land 
use designations and policies that have the potential to result in physical environmental 
impacts. To the extent that it would be appropriate to analyze the CWP in comparison to 
the existing Community Plans, this analysis would belong in the Alternatives analysis for 
the No Project Alternative (Existing General Plan). Alternatives, however, are analyzed at 
a less detailed level to provide a relative comparison of  impacts to the proposed project. 
Review of  the existing 14 Community Plans and related policies would be beyond CEQA 
requirements for alternative analyses.  
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I3. Response to Jean McLaughlin, dated August 14, 2019. 

I3-1 This comment is not directly related to the Draft PEIR. It is acknowledged and has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

I3-2 Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response O1-7 regarding the County’s decision 
to replace Community Area Plans.  

I3-3 This comment is not directly related to the Draft PEIR. It is acknowledged and has been 
forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

I3-4 Under CEQA, the Draft PEIR is required to address the potential impacts of  the 
proposed CWP in comparison to existing conditions. The comments regarding existing 
lighting issues are not within the scope of  the Draft PEIR, but will be forwarded to 
decision-makers. 

The East Desert Region (which includes Joshua Tree) is not targeted for growth under 
the CWP. Individual development projects could increase nighttime illumination or glare 
on a localized level. But the minimal amount of  growth anticipated in the region would 
be expected to have a negligible impact on the region’s overall light environment. The 
region is expected to continue to be a haven for dark skies and viewing of  stars, since the 
region’s BLM lands, military-owned land, and designated open space (e.g., Joshua Tree 
National Park) would not experience growth or development due to implementation of  
the Countywide Plan.  

I3-5 This comment relates to regulatory enforcement, which is not the purview of  CEQA or 
the Draft PEIR. The comment is acknowledged and has been forwarded to decision 
makers.  

I3-6 The specific comments regarding future development within Joshua Tree are not within 
the scope of  the Draft PEIR. Please refer to Draft PEIR, Section 5-4, Biological Resources, 
regarding the inventory of  existing natural biological resources, and related CEQA 
mitigation.  

I3-7 Comment acknowledged. Please see responses to Letter O1 from the Coalition of  
Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and Individuals in the High Desert of  San 
Bernardino County regarding applicable plans and policies regarding the potential 
development of  renewable energy projects, including solar projects  

I3-8 PEIR Table 3-3, Projected Growth in San Bernardino County, 2016 to 2040, in Chapter 3, Project 
Description¸ shows a projected increase of  39,970 square feet of  nonresidential uses and an 
additional 238 housing units in Joshua Tree over a 24-year period. Furthermore, PEIR 
Section 5.18.2.4, Environmental Impacts, in Chapter 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems, compares 
projected water demand to available water supplies. Net increases in water demand in the 
East Desert Region would involve a slight increase. Growth in the region would be 
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dispersed among many purveyors’ service areas, and impacts to each purveyor’s water 
supplies would be minor. 

I3-9 The Draft PEIR addresses potential climate change–related impacts in Section 5.7, 
Greenhouse Gases.  

I3-10 Population growth projections for the unincorporated areas under the CWP focus on 
residential development in two areas: the Bloomington community (Rialto sphere of  
influence [SOI]) and future master planned communities in the Town of  Apple Valley 
SOI. Little to no growth is projected for other unincorporated areas, including the Mojave 
Desert and Joshua Tree, based on the availability of  water and infrastructure systems, 
presence of  natural hazards and topographical constraints, and the desires of  residents.  
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LETTER I4 – Dr. and Mrs. Brent Moelleken (338 page[s]). Please note, due to the large number of  pages, only 
the pages with comments are below. The comment letter in total is provided as Appendix F of  this Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 
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I4. Response to Comments from Dr. and Mrs. Brent Moelleken, dated August 15, 2019. 

I4-1 The commenter, on behalf  of  Dr. and Mrs. Bren Moelleken, states that the purpose of  
the letter is to provide evidence and request that the PEIR be supplemented with 
additional analysis regarding the County’s failure to adopt a Mills Act ordinance to 
preserve its historic properties. The comment is acknowledged and no response is 
required. 

I4-2 This comment references goals in the 2007 General Plan regarding adoption of  an 
ordinance pursuant to the Mills Act under which property owners are granted relief  under 
the tax code based upon the contributions made by those owners to restore and to 
preserve the resource. The comment notes that the CWP and PEIR recognize the 
aspiration goals of  preservation and references the following policies (page 5.5-30 of  the 
Draft PEIR): 

Policy CR-2.1 National and state historic resources. We encourage the 
preservation of archaeological sites and structures of state or 
national significance in accordance with the Secretary of 
Interior’s standards. 

Policy CR-2.2 Local historic resources. We encourage property owners to 
maintain the historic integrity of resources on their property by 
(listed in order of preference): preservation, adaptive reuse, or 
memorialization. 

  The commenter notes that the environmental and economic impacts of  not adopting an 
ordinance (“as the General Plan recommends”) have not been analyzed. The commenter 
further provides examples of  jurisdictions that have adopted ordinances similar to what 
they recommend. 

The General Plan does not “recommend” adoption of  an ordinance. In addition to 
summarizing regulatory requirements, the Draft PEIR includes Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1 to ensure protection of  historical resources. The commenter’s letter, supplemental 
information, and request for decision-makers to consider an ordinance under the Mills 
Act is forwarded to decision-makers. It is beyond the scope of  the General Plan and 
supporting technical studies to address the economic and environmental impact of  
adopting versus failing to adopt a historic preservation ordinance that gives property 
owners tax relief  under the Mills Act. 

I4-3 Comment acknowledged. Historic-period built environment resources listed on National 
and State Registers, as well as those designated as Landmarks, are included in the 
discussion of  existing conditions in the cultural resources report (Draft PEIR, Appendix 
E, Table 5).  
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I4-4 Comment acknowledged.  

I4-5 Please refer to response to I4-2. 

I4-6 Comment acknowledged.  

I4-7 The comments and referenced documents have been incorporated into the Final 
Environmental Impact Report and will be included in the Administrative Record..  
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LETTER I5 – Sarah Kennington (10 page[s]) 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-270 PlaceWorks 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-271 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-272 PlaceWorks 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-273 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-274 PlaceWorks 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-275 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-276 PlaceWorks 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-277 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-278 PlaceWorks 

  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-279 

I5. Response to Comments from Sarah Kennington, dated August 15, 2019. 

I5-1 Comment acknowledged.  

I5-2 The Draft PEIR addresses impacts to scenic routes in the East Desert under Impact 5.1-2. 
These impacts are reviewed by county subregion at the appropriate specificity for a 
programmatic DEIR addressing a 20,000-square-mile area. The analysis acknowledges 
some land use changes along SR-247 in Homestead Valley, but notes that these areas are 
not targeted for growth, and in most cases, proposed land use changes would allow less 
intense development than under existing land use designations.  

This commenter suggests that Mitigation AES-11 from the 2007 General Plan EIR should 
be included in the CWP Draft PEIR to evaluate viewshed impacts along scenic corridors. 
Mitigation AES 11 noted criteria that should be considered for designated scenic 
resources, including: 

• A roadway, vista point, or areas that provides a vista of undisturbed natural 
areas: 

• Includes a unique or unusual feature that comprises an important or 
dominant portion of the viewshed 9 the area within the field of view of the 
observer). 

• Offers a distant vista that provides relief from less attractive views of nearby 
features (such as views of mountain backdrop from urban areas). 
 

This mitigation is presumed to be directed to assist the County in designating resources, 
and would not serve at an individual project-level to protect visual resources from 
development projects. A viewshed analysis for potential impacts along scenic highways is 
required (as noted by the commenter under Comment I5-3) under the County 
Development Code for the Open Space Overlay (Section 82.19.040). This is a regulatory 
requirement with specific components ensuring the analysis on a project-level basis 
recommended by the commenter.  

The County concurs that desert landscape is unique and that measures that would be 
appropriate in the mountains would not necessarily be appropriate for the desert. As 
described in Draft PEIR, Section 3.3.3, Description of  the Project, under the CWP, existing 
community plans are proposed to be replaced with a Community Planning Continuum 
with a greater focus on community self-reliance, grass-roots action, and implementation. 
Goals, policies, land use, and infrastructure decisions for the Community Plan areas will 
be addressed in the County Policy Plan, and a set of  new action-oriented Community 
Action Guides (CAGs) will offer a set of  potential tools and action plans framed in a set 
of  community-driven values and aspirations. These Guides would provide an opportunity 
to customize guidance for aesthetic policy implementation relative to the desert landscape.  
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Furthermore, County Development Code Section 82.19.040 has been added to the PEIR, 
as shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. The code applies to areas extending 200 
feet on both sides of  the ultimate road right-of-way of  State- and County-designated 
Scenic Highways as identified in the General Plan. A specialized viewshed analysis shall 
be conducted for projects with significant negative impacts on scenic resources. This 
analysis shall identify mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate potentially 
significant impacts to the viewshed. 

I5-3 The County agrees that it is appropriate to include the information regarding County 
Development Code Section 82.19.040 in the Draft PEIR. The code applies to areas 
extending 200 feet on both sides of  the ultimate road right-of-way of  State- and County-
designated Scenic Highways as identified in the General Plan. A specialized viewshed 
analysis shall be conducted for projects with significant negative impacts on scenic 
resources. This analysis shall identify mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate 
potentially significant impacts to the viewshed. This information has been added to the 
PEIR in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR. 

I5-4 Draft PEIR Figure 5.1-1, County Designated Scenic Routes, is a reproduction of  County Policy 
Plan Map NR-3, Scenic Routes and Highways. Both accurately reflect county scenic routes 
as well as State-designated and -eligible routes. Upon adoption of  the CWP, Map NR-3 
would represent the designated county scenic routes. The web-based map would also be 
updated upon any County and/or State amendments to their designations. This is more 
efficient and appropriate than the listing provided as EIR mitigation. The CWP PEIR 
does not need to list the county scenic highways, and the policy and protections are 
adequately reflected in Draft PEIR (including the addition of  County Development Code 
Section 82.19.040, as discussed in Response I5-3)  

I5-5 It is unclear what this commenter means by “anticipating revised land use zone 
designations” in this comment. Impact 5.11.1 in Draft PEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, reviews 
the potential for CWP implementation to adversely impact vistas in the East Desert. 
Region. The analysis concludes that the region does have numerous scenic vistas, but that 
the region is not planned for substantial changes in development patterns, level of  
urbanization, or the types of  development previously allowed. Additionally, Section 5.1 
lists the numerous policies that would protect aesthetic resources (see Section 5.1.3.2, 
Policy Plan).  

I5-6 This comment recommends more specific policy language in the proposed CWP to 
protect visual resources in the desert environment. Policy language and detailed design 
guidelines are not within the purview of  the Draft PEIR. This comment is acknowledged 
and will be forwarded to decision makers.  

I5-7 This comment provides examples to support comment I5-8. No response necessary.  
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I5-8 It is neither feasible nor appropriate for a programmatic level EIR covering 20,000 square 
miles to detail carefully articulated building standards as suggested in this comment. The 
Draft PEIR provides the potential aesthetics impacts, including cumulative impacts, to the 
East Desert Region, and provides appropriate substantiation (including regulatory and 
policy detail) to conclude that the impact is less than significant.  

I5-9 The commenter references specific Caltrans requirements for evaluation of  potential 
impacts to their designated scenic highways. As noted above and in this comment, the 
County has implemented its own requirements for viewshed analysis of  potential impacts 
to County scenic highways. The detail regarding Caltrans criteria and process is not 
relevant to the Draft PEIR.  

I5-10 The commenter states that County Overlay Protections along certain routes may require 
strengthening for Caltrans compliance. Individual projects that could impact State-
designated scenic highways and corridors would be subject to future CEQA review and 
analysis relative to Caltrans criteria. The County is not required to mirror the State’s 
requirements. 

I5-11 This comment suggests that County Scenic Highway 247 is not adequately analyzed or 
protected by the Draft PEIR, particularly since this highway may be considered by 
Caltrans for State designation as a scenic highway. As noted, this highway has already been 
designated by the County as a scenic highway. As such, it is protected by CWP policies, 
and Development Code Section 82.19.040. Under the code provision, new development 
which could potentially affect scenic resources along this corridor would require a 
viewshed analysis in conjunction with CEQA review. The County believes that the Draft 
PEIR adequately addressed the potential scenic impacts to Highway 247.  

I5-12 Comment acknowledged. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of  the Draft 
PEIR. 

I5-13 This comment recommends that the County work with local committees and stakeholders 
to ensure that development along scenic highway, including Highway 247, reflects existing 
structures and honors the unique history environment along respective scenic corridors. 
The comment provides a bullet list of  specific actions and guidance that could be 
considered. The list also suggests that the Draft PEIR include the level of  specificity 
described in the comment. As noted in previous responses, this kind of  specificity is not 
feasible nor required for a programmatic level EIR, especially in the case of  San 
Bernardino County, which encompasses 20,000 square miles of  diverse regions. The 
planning recommendations are beyond the scope of  CEQA and the Draft PEIR and are 
forwarded to decision-makers. This level of  grassroots involvement by local stakeholders 
and residents, however, would seem appropriate to be incorporated into the Community 
Action Guides (see Response O1-7 regarding intent of  CAGs).  
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I5-14 This comment recommends that the Draft PEIR include language to reflect a high 
probability that Highway 247 will be designated as a State Scenic Highway. It is not the 
role of  an EIR to speculate, and such speculation regarding Highway 247 would not alter 
the analysis or conclusions for potential CWP impacts.  

I5-15 The Development Code provision referenced in this comment has been added to the 
Draft PEIR. Please see Chapter 3, Revisions to the Draft PEIR, and refer to Response I5-3. 
The effort to designate Highway 247 as a State Scenic Highway and the related 
coordination with Caltrans is noted, but is not within the scope of  the Draft PEIR.  

I5-16 Please refer to Responses I5-2 through I5-15.  

I5-17 The County of  San Bernardino, County of  Los Angeles, and the cities of  Adelanto, 
Victorville, Apple Valley, Lancaster, and Palmdale have formed a Joint Powers Authority 
(JPA) to develop a new freeway/expressway from SR-14 to I-15. The High Desert 
Corridor (HDC) began as a proposed highway project connecting the counties of  Los 
Angeles and San Bernardino. However, through the leadership of  the HDC Joint Powers 
Authority together with Metro, SANBAG, and Caltrans, the HDC has evolved into a 
proposed multipurpose corridor that could connect Antelope Valley in Los Angeles 
County with Victor Valley in San Bernardino County. Consequently, the HDC study also 
considers how a high-speed rail connection, a bikeway, and green energy element may be 
integrated to create a truly sustainable project.  

 The High Desert Corridor is not a component of  the CWP, and therefore is not addressed 
in the Draft PEIR. Potential environmental impacts related to implementation of  the 
HDC were addressed the environmental clearance (CEQA and NEPA) for the project 
that was completed and certified in June 2016.  

I5-18 As described in Draft PEIR Section 2.2.3, Expanded Discussion of  Scoping Comments, the 
Renewable Energy and Conservation Element (RECE) was adopted in 2017 and is not 
being updated through the Countywide Plan. On February 28, 2019, the County of  San 
Bernardino Board of  Supervisors amended the RECE, placing further restrictions on 
development of  utility-scale renewable energy projects.  

The RECE will be incorporated in its entirety into the Countywide Plan after the 
Countywide Plan is adopted. Therefore, renewable energy developments are not part of  
this project and are not addressed in this PEIR. Individual, future renewable energy 
development projects, however, would be subject to environmental review under CEQA. 

I5-19 Please refer to Response I5-18 and Response O1-3. The development of  renewable 
energy projects are addressed in the RECE and are not part of  the project description for 
the CWP and the CWP Draft PEIR. In accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), an Addendum to the Program Environmental Impact Report for 
the San Bernardino County General Plan Update (2007), including the Supplemental EIR 
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for the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan (2011), was completed and approved for the 
RECE. The Addendum presented evidence to support the conclusion that no additional 
environmental analysis was required to adopt the RECE as a new element of  the County 
General Plan, because none of  the conditions specified in Section 15162 of  the State 
CEQA Guidelines applied to the RECE.  

I5-20 The Draft PEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, describes the proposed land use designation 
map and related land use designations, including RLM. This comment suggests that the 
RLM district would violate the intent of  several proposed policies. The commenter, 
however, does not substantiate the reasons for this assertion. The County believes the 
policies are consistent with the proposal land use map and allowable uses, including the 
RLM district.  

I5-21 Please refer to previous responses to this letter, responses to the “Coalition” letter 
(Letter O2), and responses to the Letter A3 from the Attorney General (with respect to 
environmental justice issues and supplemental information provided in this FEIR). 
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I6. Response to Comments from Sarah Kennington and Steve Bardwell, dated August 15, 2019. 

I6-1 This comment is an introductory comment and no response is necessary.  

I6-2 This comment provides excerpts from the Draft PEIR but does not include a comment 
requiring a response.  

I6-3 This comment provides excerpts from the Draft PEIR but does not include a comment 
requiring a response.  

I6-4 This comment reproduces narrative from the Draft PEIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, and 
questions why projects in the Mountain Region would be subject to project-level design 
review, but that this phrase is not included for Desert Region projects. Projects in both 
regions would be subject regulatory requirements and policies, as described in this Draft 
PEIR section. Each section of  the Draft PEIR is structured to include a summary of  
regulatory requirements followed by proposed CWP policies, both of  which would 
mitigate potential project impacts. The regions have not been treated differently, but the 
policies do recognize their unique characters. The comparable policies for the Desert 
Region and Mountain Region as reproduced in the Aesthetics section of  the Draft PEIR 
are as follows: 

 Policy LU-4.1  Context-sensitive design in the Mountain/Desert regions. We 
require new development to employ site and building design techniques and use 
building materials that reflect the natural mountain or desert environment and 
preserve scenic resources 

 Policy M/H-1.2 Building design. We require architecture and outside 
facades of  residential development that are in keeping with the mountain character; 
use natural woods, wood composite materials, and masonry as much as practicable 

I6-5 This comment regards detailed zoning and density considerations for the Pioneertown 
area and does not comment specifically on the contents or conclusions of  the Draft PEIR. 
No response necessary.  

I6-6 Comment acknowledged. Please see Response O1-7. 

I6-7 This comment states that the Draft PEIR must provide greater assurance and mitigation 
where impacts to regional ecology occur, must incorporate wildlife linkage designs, and 
must accurately identify data relevant to the Desert Region, including high priority 
conservation areas.  

As stated in Draft PEIR Section 3.4, Intended Uses of  the EIR, the Draft PEIR “is a Program 
EIR that examines the potential environmental impacts of  the proposed Countywide 
Plan.” As stated in Section 5.4.4.1, Methodology, of  Section 5.4, Biological Resources, 
“programmatic impacts are discussed in broad, qualitative terms of  habitat types that 
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could be impacted due to the buildout of  the CWP. This assessment does not satisfy the 
need for project-level CEQA analysis for individual projects.”  

The Draft PEIR Biological Resources section provides quantitative and qualitative analysis 
of  direct and indirect impacts to biological resources in each of  the county subregions 
and evaluates the potential significance of  impacts based on Section 5.4.2, Thresholds of  
Significance (which reflect CEQA Guidelines Appendix G). Potential biological resource 
impacts associated with CWP implementation were evaluated based on the existing 
conditions inventory as included in Draft PEIR, Appendix D. This analysis of  potential 
impacts in the PEIR was supported by a thorough biological resource environmental 
setting (Section 5.4.1) and biological resources existing conditions report (Draft PEIR 
Appendix D). Mitigation measures are provided for identified impacts to reduce impacts 
to less than significant.  

The CWP includes policies specific to wildlife linkages and conservation areas, including: 
Policy NR-5.1, Coordinated Habitat Planning, which prioritizes landscape-scale habitat 
conservation planning; and Policy NR-5.2, Capacity for Resource Protection and 
Management, which includes coordination with public and nongovernmental agencies to 
seek funding and other resources to protect, restore, and maintain open space, habitat, 
and wildlife corridors.  

I6-8 This comment states that the Biotic Resources and Open Space map lists only a small 
fraction of  wildlife corridors and linkages, that the County must fully integrate linkage 
designs, and that the County should utilize specific sources listed in the comment. 

As described in Section 3.4, Special Status Species, of  Appendix D, Biological Resources 
Existing Conditions, of  the DPEIR, a query of  the CNDDB was conducted and results 
are included as Appendix C of  the Existing Conditions Report. As described in Section 
3.2, Habitat Linkages and Corridors, of  the Existing Conditions Report, the South Coast 
Wildlands Joshua Tree–Twentynine Palms Connection and Linkage Network for the 
California Deserts mentioned in the comment were included in the analysis. The Apple 
Valley MSHCP was also discussed in Appendix D, and this plan was not sufficiently 
developed to provide an analysis in the Draft PEIR. Please see response to comment O6-7 
regarding the Morongo Basin Conservation Priorities Report. 

I6-9 This comment states that wildlife corridors must be clearly called out and visible in GIS 
map overlays and that the 2019 PEIR Biotic Resource Overlay should also recognize that 
some lands need to be preserved from development altogether.  

Policy Map NR-2, Parks & Open Space Resources, available at 
http://countywideplan.com/policy-plan/beta/nr/ depicts modeled habitat linkages. 
Further details regarding mapped linkages are provided Appendix D to the Draft PEIR. 
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The Land Use Map of  the CWP includes lands that are designated Resource/Land 
Management and Open Space, which are defined by Table LU-1, Land Use Categories, as 
follows: 

 Resource/Land Management:  
• Manage, preserve, and protect natural resources such as agricultural/grazing 

lands, watersheds, minerals, and wildlife habitat areas, as well as open space areas 
not otherwise protected or preserved. 

• Provide areas for military operations and training while minimizing impacts on 
and from surrounding civilian uses 

• Allow for limited rural development while minimizing the expansion of  
development outside of  existing communities 

 Open Space: 
• Provide and preserve publicly owned land for parks and open space and manage, 

preserve, and protect natural areas, habitats, and wildlife corridors. 

Therefore, the CWP includes lands that would be preserved from development. 

I6-10 This comment states that the addition of  Resource Land Management (RLM) zoning in 
the Desert Regions to replace Rural Conservation zones would significantly impact 
habitats and that the PEIR did not consider environmental impacts that would arise in the 
RLM zone from utility-scale energy projects. The commenter objects to the rezoning of  
Rural Conservation zoning into RLM zones because it would not protect rural residents’ 
quality of  life, and the fugitive impacts of  RLM industrialized zones would hugely impact 
residents of  the East Desert.  

As described in response to comment I6-9, the RLM includes a variety of  land uses, 
including preserving natural resources, habitat areas, and open spaces as well as allowing 
for limited rural development. Although utility-scale energy projects are a component of  
RLM, Policy 4.10 of  the Renewable Energy and Conservation Element prohibits utility-
oriented renewable energy projects in the Rural Living land use districts and any land use 
district within the boundaries of  multiple community planning areas. Upon adoption of  
the CWP, the RECE would be integrated into the CWP. 

Please also see Response O1-3 regarding the potential for utility-scale renewable energy 
projects within the RLM district, and the environmental review conducted for the RECE. 

I6-11 This comment provides information regarding wind-driven dust impacts in the Morongo 
Basin, and in particular the potential impact of  renewable energy development and Sand 
Transport Paths (STPs). The commenter requests that the Draft PEIR recognize the 
existence of  STPs and that more data is provided to map STPs, soil, and geology for 
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planners to make sound evaluations on how disturbance of  the soil crust and the removal 
of  desert vegetation affects erosion and the release of  sand/dust. 

As explained in Section 2.2.3, Expanded Discussion of  Scoping Comments, construction 
emissions of  particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) are addressed in Section 5.3, Air Quality. 
Blow sand is a type of  coarse particulate matter (PM10). At this programmatic phase of  
analysis, it is not possible to evaluate the potential impacts of  STPs or blow sand at the 
level of  specificity requested by this commenter. Moreover, the programmatic level 
impacts of  renewable energy projects were addressed in the CEQA review of  the RECE 
(see Response O1-3). Future, discretionary projects would require future environmental 
review to evaluate potential air quality impacts associated with site-specific development.  

I6-12 The relevant background, regulatory requirement, existing conditions ,and potential CWP 
impacts related to climate change are in Draft PEIR Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
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I7. Response to Comments from Bryan Baker, dated August 15, 2019. 

I7-1 Comment acknowledged. As required by CEQA, the Draft PEIR evaluates the potential 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts of  implementation of  the Countywide Plan 
and proposes feasible mitigation measures for an identified significant GHG impact. As 
noted by the commenter, Draft PEIR Section 5.16, Transportation and Traffic, also addresses 
GHGs relative to transportation-related emissions, as evaluated for vehicles with the 
vehicles miles traveled (VMT) evaluation metric. The analysis does conclude that the CWP 
would reduce GHG emissions in comparison to existing conditions, and also 
demonstrates consistency with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2017 Scoping 
Plan. Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, demonstrate the CWP’s consistency with the 
RTP/SCS. Nevertheless, GHG emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. As 
summarized in the following response (I7-2) and in Draft PEIR Section 5.7.8, Level of  
Significance After Mitigation, at this time, there is no plan past 2030 that achieves the long-
term climate stabilization goal established under Executive Order S-03-05, and the state 
cannot meet the 2050 goal without major advancements in technology. 

I7-2 The County considered mitigation and alternatives to reduce GHG emissions impacts of  
the project. However, no alternative land use plan has been identified that would achieve 
the statewide GHG reduction goals; because, as stated in the Draft PEIR, achieving the 
carbon neutrality goals of  the state will require a fundamental shift to clean energy in 
every sector of  the economy. The primary sources of  emissions in the unincorporated 
county are from energy use and on-road transportation sources. The transportation and 
electricity sectors in the state are transitioning to carbon-neutral sources in accordance 
with Senate Bill 100 and Executive Order B-55-18. However, for the foreseeable future, 
there will be blended technology in the transportation sector (i.e., fossil fuel cars and zero 
emissions vehicles). 
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I8. Response to Comments from Susan V. Walker, dated August 15, 2019. 

I8-1 The commenter states a general concern about the impacts on air quality, biological 
resources and greenhouse gases, referencing Draft PEIR, Chapter 6, Significant Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts. The commenter notes that these impacts should be minimized as much as 
possible. As mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act, feasible mitigation 
measures have been included to reduce these impacts to the extent possible.  

The remaining comments in this letter are related to the Lake Arrowhead Community 
Plan and Action Plan and do not relate to the Draft PEIR. The comments are 
acknowledged, but no response is required.  
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I9. Response to Comments from Jane Hunt-Ruble, dated - undated. 

I9-1 Comment acknowledged. Please also refer to Response O1-7 regarding Community Plans 
and Community Action Guides. Note also the detailed evaluation of  the Muscoy 
community in the Environmental Justice Background Report (see Appendix D of  this 
Final PEIR) and related environmental justice policies as summarized in Response A3-1.  

I9-2 In this comment, the commenter lists several concerns regarding community issues, 
including safety issues and code enforcement. Public services, including fire and 
emergency, police, schools, and libraries, are addressed in the Draft PEIR, Section 5.14, 
Public Services. Issues regarding vehicle sound systems and fireworks are not environmental 
issues required to be analyzed in an environmental impact report. These issues would 
relate to the County’s Development Code and related code enforcement.  

The commenter inquires how impacts were determined to be less than significant for 
aesthetics and for sheriff  and fire services. The impact analysis is detailed in the respective 
Draft PEIR sections, and conclusions regarding significance are compared to the 
Thresholds of  Significance, which are defined in each topical section.  

I9-3 Comment acknowledged..  



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-308 PlaceWorks 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 

August 2020 Page 3-1 

3. Revisions to the Draft PEIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the Draft PEIR based on (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  Draft PEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation 
measures, if  needed, to fully respond to commenter concerns and provide additional clarification to mitigation 
requirements included in the Draft PEIR. The provision of  additional mitigation measures does not alter any 
impact significance conclusions as disclosed in the Draft PEIR. Changes made to the Draft PEIR are identified 
here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to signify additions. 

3.2 DRAFT PEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft PEIR. 

Page 1-12, Section 1.7, Areas of  Controversy, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. The following text has been modified 
in response to Comment O1-31 from the Coalition of  Community Groups, Businesses, Organizations and 
Individuals in the High Desert of  San Bernardino County. 

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

In accordance with Section 15123(b)(2) of  the CEQA Guidelines, the PEIR summary must identify areas of  
controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. There are no specific 
areas of  known controversy concerning the proposed Project. Although the County has no knowledge of  
expressed opposition to the Project, Development of  the CWP was a process that took more than 4 years of  
plan development and public outreach and participation process. With a plan area encompassing approximately 
20,000 square miles and four distinct subregions, a proactive and organized constituency provided extensive 
input, including specific opposition to some proposed components of  the CWP. Nnumerous requests and 
comments have been received during the CWP and CWP Program EIR process related to potential Project 
impacts associated with implementation of  the proposed CWP, including: transportation, air quality, cultural 
tribal resources, water quality, biological resources and conservation, environmental justice, land use 
compatibility, impact of  renewal energy projects, aesthetics and viewshed impacts. These comments were 
received as part of  the PEIR scoping process and are summarized in Chapter 2.0, Introduction, Tables 2-1 and 
2-2, from the Notice of  Preparation comments and public scoping meeting, respectively. The 30-day public 
review period for the NOP was from October 17, 2017, through November 20, 2017, and the public scoping 
meeting was held on October 26, 2017, at the San Bernardino Government Center, 385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 
San Bernardino, CA 92415. Remote videoconferencing of  the scoping meeting was also made available at the 
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Jerry Lewis High Desert Government Center, 15900 Smoke Tree Street, Suite 131, Hesperia, CA 92345, and 
the Bob Burke Joshua Tree Government Center, 63665 Twentynine Palms Highway, Joshua Tree, CA 92252.  

Page 5.1-2, Section 5.1.1.1, Regulatory Background, Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics. The following text has been modified 
in response to Comments I5-2 and I5-3 from Sarah Kennington. 

San Bernardino County Development Code 

The following provisions from the San Bernardino County Development Code help minimize aesthetic and 
light and glare impacts associated with new development projects and are relevant to the Countywide Plan. 

 Chapter 82.19 (Open Space (OS) Overlay). Section 82.19.040, Development Criteria Within Scenic Areas, 
details criteria to be used within scenic areas in Open Space Overlays with:  

 Unique views of  the county's desert, mountain, and valley areas or any other aesthetic natural land 
formations. 

 Areas extending 200 feet on both sides of  the ultimate road right-of-way of  State and County 
designated Scenic Highways as identified in the General Plan.  

 Chapter 83.02 (General Development and Use Standards). This chapter provides development 
standards that ensure an environment of  stable and desirable character that is harmonious and compatible 
between existing and future development. Sections within this chapter detail requirements pertaining to 
maximum building heights, screening and buffering, setbacks, and allowed projections/structures within 
setbacks. 

 Chapter 83.06 (Fences, Hedges, and Walls). This chapter establishes requirements for fences, hedges, 
and walls to ensure that these elements do not unnecessarily block views and sunlight; provide adequate 
buffering between different land uses, provide screening of  outdoor uses and equipment; and provide for 
noise mitigation. Overall, the requirements are designed to provide aesthetic enhancement of  the County. 
This chapter of  the code discusses requirements for fences, hedges, and walls, including maximum height 
limit, walls required between different land uses, special wall/fencing for different uses, and prohibited 
fence materials. 

 Chapter 83.07 (Glare and Outdoor Lighting). This chapter encourages outdoor lighting practices and 
systems that minimize light pollution, glare, and light trespass; conserve energy and resources while 
maintaining nighttime safety, visibility, utility and productivity; and curtail the degradation of  the nighttime 
visual environment. Section 83.07.030 provides standards for outdoor lighting in the Valley Region and 
Section 83.07.040 provides stricter standards for the Mountain and Desert Regions. 
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Page 5.3-28 and 5.3-29, Section 5.3.3.2, Policy Plan, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-4 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Policy HZ-3.1 Cumulative hHealth risk assessment. We require projects processed by the County to 
provide a cumulative health risk assessment when a project could potentially increase the 
incremental cancer risk by 10 in 1 million or more potentially effects sensitive receptors 
in unincorporated environmental justice focus areas. We, and we require such assessments 
to evaluate impacts of truck traffic from the project to freeways. We establish appropriate 
mitigation prior to the approval of new construction, rehabilitation, or expansion permits. 

Policy HZ-3.2 Studying and monitoring. We coordinate with state and regional regulatory entities to 
monitor pollution exposure, publicize pollution data, and identify solutions in 
unincorporated environmental justice focus areas. We work with state and regional 
regulatory entities to obtain grant funding to study cumulative health risks affecting such 
areas. 

Policy HZ-3.3 Relocation of nonconforming residential units. We pursue grant funding and other 
assistance to relocate residents living in residential units that are nonconforming uses in 
unincorporated environmental justice focus areas and to eliminate those nonconforming 
residential units. Community emissions reduction plans. We assist the air quality 
management districts in establishing community emissions reduction plans for 
unincorporated environmental justice focus areas and implement, as feasible, those parts 
of the plans, that are within the jurisdiction and authority of the County, with particular 
emphasis in addressing the types of pollution identified in the hazard element tables. 

Policy HZ-3.8 Indoor air quality. We educate and raise awareness in unincorporated environmental 
justice focus areas about indoor air quality, and we pursue grant funding for public health 
initiatives targeting to address asthma and other respiratory illnesses. 

Policy TM-3.3 First mile/last mile connectivity. We support strategies that strengthen first/last mile 
connectivity to enhance the viability and expand the utility of public transit in 
unincorporated areas and countywide. 

Page 5.3-30, Section 5.3.3.2, Policy Plan, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has been modified in 
response to Comment A3-4 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Policy TM-4.1 Complete streets network. We maintain a network of complete streets within mobility 
focus areas that provide for the mobility of all users of all ages and all abilities, while 
reflecting the local context. 

Policy TM-4.2 Complete streets improvements. We evaluate the feasibility of installing elements of 
complete street improvements when planning roadway improvements in mobility focus 
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areas, and we require new development to contribute to complete street improvements in 
mobility focus areas. In evaluating complete street improvement, we prioritize those in 
mobility focus areas that are within unincorporated environmental justice focus areas. 

Policy TM-4.3 Funding. We partner with SBCTA, Caltrans, and local agencies to fund active 
transportation systems in the county. We encourage unincorporated communities to apply 
for funding and cooperate with them in their funding applications for active 
transportation improvements that are identified in a non-motorized transportation plan 
that is accepted or adopted by the County. 

Page 5.3-17 and 5.3-18, Section 5.3.1.2, Regulatory Setting, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

AB 617, Community Air Protection Program 

In response to Assembly Bill (AB) 617 (C. Garcia, Chapter 136, Statutes of  2017), CARB has established the 
Community Air Protection Program. AB 617 requires local air districts to monitor and implement air pollution 
control strategies that reduce localized air pollution in communities that bear the greatest burdens.  

Air districts are required to host workshops in order to help identify disadvantaged communities 
disproportionately affected by poor air quality. Once the criteria for identifying the highest priority locations 
has been identified and the communities have been selected, new community monitoring systems would be 
installed to track and monitor community-specific air pollution goals. Under AB 617, CARB must prepare an 
air monitoring plan by October 1, 2018, that evaluates the availability and effectiveness of  air monitoring 
technologies and existing community air monitoring networks.  

Under AB 617, CARB is also required to prepare a statewide strategy to reduce TACs and criteria pollutants in 
impacted communities; provide a statewide clearinghouse for best available retrofit control technology 
(BARCT), adopt new rules requiring the latest BARCT for all criteria pollutants for which an area has not 
achieved attainment of  California AAQS, and provide uniform state-wide reporting of  emissions inventories. 
Air districts are required to adopt a community emissions reduction program to achieve reductions for the air 
pollution impacted communities identified by CARB.  
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In the county, the Muscoy community has been identified as a “year 1” disadvantaged community for its air 
pollution burden. Communities under consideration for subsequent years (i.e., years 2 through 5), include 
Bloomington/Fontana/Rialto; Colton/Grand Terrace/San Bernardino (southwest); and Rancho 
Cucamonga/Ontario (east). SCAQMD adopted the Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP) for Muscoy 
under AB 617 on September 6, 2019. The AB 617 “year 1” communities identified by SCAQMD share common 
air quality priorities that are driven by the movement of  goods throughout the region (e.g., trucks, equipment 
used at railyards, off-road diesel equipment, and trains). Mobile sources are the overwhelming source of  DPM 
and cancer risk in these communities. Air quality priorities for the Muscoy community include: 

 Reducing emissions from heavy-duty trucks transiting the community by working with local land use 
agencies to establish designated truck routes. 

 Promoting the installation of  infrastructure needed to support zero emission vehicles and equipment at 
warehouses.  

 Supporting a transition to zero emission transit buses. 

 Replacing older, diesel-fueled equipment with cleaner technologies at railyards. 

 Reducing children’s exposure to harmful air pollutants by working with local schools to install high 
efficiency filtrations systems (SCAQMD 2019).  

Page 5.3-22, Section 5.3.1.3, Existing Conditions, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has been added in 
response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Environmental Justice Focus Areas 
SB 1000’s definition of  a disadvantaged community includes areas that: 1) are disproportionately affected by 
environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative public health effects, exposure, or 
environmental degradation; and 2) have concentrations of  people with low income, high unemployment, low 
levels of  homeownership, high rent burden, sensitive populations, or low levels of  educational attainment. 
Accordingly, the County refers to those areas considered to be disadvantaged communities under SB 1000 as 
environmental justice focus areas (EJFA). Figure 5.3-2, Environmental Justice Focus Area, shows areas in San 
Bernardino County that are considered EJFAs. 

The California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool, or CalEnviroScreen (CES), was developed 
by the Office of  Environmental Health Hazards Assessment on behalf  of  CalEPA. CES is a method for 
identifying communities that are disproportionately burdened by pollution and/or have a disproportionately 
vulnerable population. Once such communities are identified, local governments can better understand their 
needs and target resources appropriately to improve conditions and outcomes in those communities. 

CES generates a composite score at the census-tract level that assesses disproportionate impacts on California 
communities. It uses 18 indicators organized across four categories—pollution exposure, environmental effects, 
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sensitive populations, and socioeconomic factors. These categories are summed into two primary metrics—
pollution burden and population characteristics—which CES multiplies to arrive at the CES score. Table 5.3-4 
shows the CalEnviroScreen scores for the EJFAs in San Bernardino County. Tables 5.3-5 through 5.3- 9 include 
an environmental justice assessment for the census tracts identified in Table 5.3-4.  

Table 5.3-4 CalEnviroScreen Scores for Environmental Justice Focus Areas 

CES Rankings Quartile 1 = Good Quartile 2 = Moderate Quartile 3 = Poor Quartile 4 = Challenged 

Variables/Factors in the CES model: 
POLLUTION EXPOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS SENSITIVE POPULATION SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 
AQ = Air Quality  
PEST = Pesticides 
DW = Drinking Water 
TR = Toxic Releases 
TD = Traffic Density 

CS = Toxic Cleanup Sites 
GW: Groundwater Threats 
HZ = Hazardous Waste 
IW = Impaired Waters 
SW = Solid Waste Sites/Facilities 

AS = Asthma 
LB = Low Birth Weight 
CVD = Heart Disease 

LI = Linguistic Isolation 
POV = Poverty 
UE = Unemployment 
HB = Housing Burden 
ED = Educational Attainment 

Census Tract 
Low 

Income 

Percentile and Quartile Rank Scores in the Upper Quartile 
Composite 

Score 
Pollution 

Score 
Population 

Score Pollution Factors Population Factors 

El Mirage Valley 

6071009117 Yes 92 63 99 AQ, DW, CS, HW  AS, LB, CVD, ED, 
POV, UE, HB 

North High Desert 

6071009300 
Barstow Yes 88 62 95 AQ, DW  AS, LB, CVD, POV, 

ED, UE 
6071010300 
Daggett/ Newberry 
Springs/Baker 

Yes 77 67 75 AQ, DW, CS GW, 
HW, SW LB, UE 

Mountain Communities 
6071010802 
Crest Forest No 78 60 81 AQ, DW, SW AS, CVD, UE 

Bloomington-Colton 
6071003606 Yes 83 81 74 AQ, DW, TD, HZ  ED, POV, UE, HB 
6071004001 Yes 86 91 68 AQ, TD, HZ  ED, UE 
6071004003 Yes 98 97 86 AQ, DW, GW, HZ, 

SW 
LB, ED, POV, UE, 
LI  

6071004004 Yes 98 100 78 AQ, DW, TD, CS, 
GW, HZ, SW 

LB, ED, POV, UE 

6071003302 Yes 85 88 70 AQ, DW, TR, TD  LB, ED, LI, POV, 
UE 

6071006601 Yes 95 80 97 AQ, DW, TD  AS, LB, CVD, ED, 
LI, POV, UE 

 

Muscoy-San Bernardino 
6071004104 Yes 98 91 96 AQ, DW, CS AS, CVD, ED, 
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Table 5.3-4 CalEnviroScreen Scores for Environmental Justice Focus Areas 

CES Rankings Quartile 1 = Good Quartile 2 = Moderate Quartile 3 = Poor Quartile 4 = Challenged 

Variables/Factors in the CES model: 
POLLUTION EXPOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS SENSITIVE POPULATION SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 
AQ = Air Quality  
PEST = Pesticides 
DW = Drinking Water 
TR = Toxic Releases 
TD = Traffic Density 

CS = Toxic Cleanup Sites 
GW: Groundwater Threats 
HZ = Hazardous Waste 
IW = Impaired Waters 
SW = Solid Waste Sites/Facilities 

AS = Asthma 
LB = Low Birth Weight 
CVD = Heart Disease 

LI = Linguistic Isolation 
POV = Poverty 
UE = Unemployment 
HB = Housing Burden 
ED = Educational Attainment 

Census Tract 
Low 

Income 

Percentile and Quartile Rank Scores in the Upper Quartile 
Composite 

Score 
Pollution 

Score 
Population 

Score Pollution Factors Population Factors 

6071004101 Yes 93 85 89 AQ, DW, CS, TR POV, UE  
6071004103 Yes 95 84 95 AQ, DW, CS 
Valley Unincorporated Islands: Chino-Montclair 
6071000303 Yes 94 97 74 AQ, DW, TR, CS 

HZ, SW 
ED, LI, POV 

6071000403 No 78 95 52 AQ, DW, TR, HZ, 
SW 

LB, CVD 

Valley Unincorporated Islands: Western Fontana  
6071002402 Yes 92 77 93 AQ, TR, SW  AS, CVD, ED, 

POV, UE, HB, LI 6071002204 Yes 98 98 87 AQ, TR, CS, HZ, 
SW 

6071002501 No 99 99 90 AQ, TR, TD, HZ, 
SW 

AS, CVD, ED, LB 

6071002401 Yes 94 91 85 AQ, TR, CS, HZ, 
SW 

CVD, ED, LI  

Valley Unincorporated Islands: San Bernardino 
6071006302 Yes 87 61 94 AQ, DW AS, CVD, ED, 

POV, UE, HB 6071006500 Yes 95 81 96 AQ, DW, CS 
6071006100 Yes 76 43 93 AQ, DW AS, CVD, LB, POV, 

UE 
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Table 5.3-5 EJ Assessment in the El Mirage Valley 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

Pollution Exposure 
El Mirage has hazardous waste cleanup sites from past military and aerospace 
uses, groundwater threats, and a remediated/closed hazardous waste storage 
facility.  
Air Quality 
El Mirage is in the Mojave Air Quality Management District. Like much of 
southern California, the region has air quality issues. The region does not meet 
federal standards for ozone and respirable particulate matter (PM10) or state 
standards for ozone and respirable and fine PM2.5.  

Promoting public 
facilities (including 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

Water and Sewer 
El Mirage has limited water infrastructure and relies on private wells that tap 
into the aquifer. El Mirage is also reliant on septic tanks and leach fields, with 
no ability to support the installation of a regional wastewater treatment plant 
due to the extremely low levels of population and density. Groundwater has 
been known to be vulnerable to contaminants.  
Fire and Sheriff 
County Fire Station 311 serves El Mirage and responds in an average of 19 
minutes, due primarily to the extremely low levels of population and density. 
Police service is provided by the County Sheriff in Victorville and response time 
is not known. 

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

Health Needs 
Health needs for El Mirage are significant—including a 39% adult obesity (13 
points above the state average), 30% of working age adults in fair or poor 
health (50% higher than state averages), 14% diabetes rate (50% above the 
state average), and higher asthma rates among adults. Heart disease is also a 
significant concern in the area. 
Health Care Infrastructure 
El Mirage is designated a HPSA for mental health and primary care services and 
is a medically underserved area. Both areas have limited medical infrastructure, 
and residents must travel some distance to access facilities in other 
communities. 

Promoting food 
access 

Food Security 
The poverty rate in El Mirage and Oro Grande is 30%, which is twice the state 
average. As a result, food insecurity is similarly high, affecting 16% of low 
income households, twice the state average. In El Mirage schools, over 70% of 
children are eligible for free or reduced-price meals. 
Food Access 
El Mirage has limited grocery outlets, limited to a cluster near SR-395 in 
Adelanto. There are no WIC (Women, Infants, and Children) vendors and only 1 
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Table 5.3-5 EJ Assessment in the El Mirage Valley 

Topic Environmental Conditions 
Cal-Fresh-certified vendor in El Mirage. Due to the general lack of access to 
nearby stores, El Mirage is designated a food desert.  

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

Housing 
As part of the consolidated plan process, residents indicated a need to promote 
safe and sanitary housing. Although housing is relatively affordable in El Mirage 
compared to other areas, concerns remain. Residents mentioned that 
abandoned homes should be demolished or rehabbed; code enforcement is 
understaffed; more is needed.  

Promoting physical 
activity 

Level of Physical Activity 
Among youth ages 5 to 17, 26% participated in at least of one hour of physical 
exercise regularly versus 24% in the county and 21% in the state. For adults, the 
percentages of adults who walked more than 150 minutes per week was lower 
in the area versus the county and state averages.  
Opportunities for Physical Activity 
Recreational outlets include trails and outdoor sports, including opportunities in 
state and federal parks. The unincorporated areas in the community plan areas 
have few developed parks. Road have limited pedestrian and bicycling facilities. 
This is not uncommon for desert roads.  

Civil Engagement 

Community Participation 
With daytime Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings and a 
conventional notification process, it can be difficult for residents in this area to 
learn about and provide input on proposed development in a timely manner 
that substantively and effectively impacts the decision making process. 
Additionally, this area is far from public meeting sites, most households do not 
have good internet access, and approximately 11 percent of households do not 
speak English well. 

 

Table 5.3-6 EJ Assessment in the North High Desert 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

Pollution Exposure 
The area’s primary exposure to pollution is groundwater threats, hazardous 
wastes, and solid wastes. It should be noted, however, that this area extends 
200 square miles to the Nevada border. Many of these pollutant sources are in 
unpopulated areas, far from Daggett, Newberry Springs, and Yermo.  
Air Quality 
This area is in the Mojave Air Quality Management District. Although the area 
has very high levels of ozone, there are few other appreciable air pollutants, 
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Table 5.3-6 EJ Assessment in the North High Desert 

Topic Environmental Conditions 
except for a small area around the Barstow BNSF railyard, which has high levels 
of diesel particulate matter.  

Promoting public 
facilities (including 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

Water and Sewer 
LAFCO identified Daggett as a hotspot for insufficient water supply, water 
quality concerns, deficient infrastructure, and financial concerns. 
Unincorporated areas rely on individual septic systems. Drinking water is known 
to be at risk of contamination from nitrate, lead, and radioactive elements.  
Fire and Sheriff 
County Sheriff’s Barstow Station serves this area; response times are not 
available. County Fire provides fire protection services from stations #52, #53, 
#56, and #4. Response times vary—from 20 to 50 minutes depending staffing 
for the paid-call firefighter station. 

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

Health Needs 
Health issues include a 28% obesity rate and 10% diabetes rate—all close to 
state averages. Despite more modest income levels compared to other parts of 
the county, the health conditions of residents are better than many other areas 
of the county. 
Health Care Infrastructure 
Currently, the area is designated an HPSA for primary care, mental health, and 
dental services and a medically underserved area/population. There is a 
significant need for all the major medical services; residents must now travel to 
Barstow for service. 

Promoting food 
access 

Food Security 
The poverty rate in the area for adults is high (21%), far above the state 
average, and 11% of low income households are food insecure. Food insecurity 
affects children in the area as well. Approximately 78% of children in Barstow 
Unified School District were eligible for free/reduced-price meals in 2016. 
Food Access 
Except for small markets, these areas lack a full-service grocery store, and 
residents must drive to Barstow. There are no WIC vendors or Cal-Fresh–
certified vendor closer than Barstow. Due to limited access to grocery stores, 
the entire area is designated a food desert by the USDA.  

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

Housing 
Limited information is available about safe and sanitary housing in the area. 
Generally, the housing stock has a high proportion of mobile home units on 
septic service. Given the construction type and age of structures, there is a 
significant need to rehabilitate aging housing and demolish abandoned or 
dilapidated homes. Code enforcement issues may be concentrated in certain 
areas as well. 
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Table 5.3-6 EJ Assessment in the North High Desert 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Promoting physical 
activity 

Level of Physical Activity 
State physical fitness tests show one-third of students need improvement in 
aerobic capacity. However, the percentage of youth (age 5 to 17) getting 
regular physical activity is greater (31%) than in California (21%). The level of 
physical activity (as measured by walking) among adults is lower than state 
averages.  
Opportunities for Physical Activity 
Recreational outlets include trails, hiking, and outdoor sports. Outside of 
Barstow and schools, formal park facilities are limited to Newberry Springs Park. 
Roadways have no pedestrian and bicycling facilities or other amenities. 
However, residents can walk and bicycle on public streets because traffic is very 
light. 

Civil Engagement Community Participation 
With daytime Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings and a 
conventional notification process, it can be difficult for residents in this area to 
learn about and provide input on proposed development in a timely manner 
that substantively and effectively impacts the decision making process. Many 
parts of this area are far from public meeting sites. Additionally, the Daggett, 
Newberry Springs, and Baker communities do not have good internet access 
and approximately 10 percent of households do not speak English well. 

 

 

Table 5.3-7. EJ Assessment in Mountain Communities 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

Pollution Exposure 
While the area is affected by solid waste facilities and some impaired 
waterways, the greatest concern is drinking water. Drinking water tests have 
shown elevated levels of arsenic, nitrate, lead, uranium, and other 
contaminants in certain areas. Maximum contaminant level violations may 
have also occurred.  
Air Quality 
This area is in the South Coast Air Quality Management District. Although the 
area has very high levels of ozone, air pollutant concentrations are low, except 
for a small area affected by PM2.5 around Crestline. Due to the lack of heavy 
industry and trucking, air quality is good in the mountain communities.  

Promoting public 
facilities (including 

Water and Sewer 
The Mountain area has 8 public and 16 private water systems. According to 
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Table 5.3-7. EJ Assessment in Mountain Communities 

Topic Environmental Conditions 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

LAFCO, there are no areas with significant water issues.  
Fire and Sheriff 
In the Crest Forest area, San Bernardino County Fire response times vary 
between 6 and 13 minutes. Hilltop communities have a similar fire response 
time, less than 15 minutes. The entire area is served by the County Sheriff. 

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

Health Needs 
While there are some variations among different communities, the overall 
health needs for the Mountain areas generally mirror the county and state. 
There are few differences in rates of asthma, diabetes, obesity, mental health 
problems, or other chronic diseases, according to statewide surveys. Obesity 
rates for the mountain communities (33%) are lower than the County (35%), 
but higher than in California (26%).  
Health Care Infrastructure 
The Crest Forest area is served by Mountain Community Hospital. All the 
communities are designated HPSAs for primary care and mental health.  

Promoting food 
access 

Food Security 
The poverty rate in the area for adults is like the county and California as a 
whole, but only 5% of low income households are food insecure, which is half 
the state and county average. Percentages of children eligible for free and 
reduced-price meals is 50% in Rim of the World.  
Food Access 
parts of the area south to Rim of the World Highway and parts of Crestline are 
considered food deserts.  

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

Housing 
Limited information is available about safe and sanitary housing in the area. 
However, residents reported issues with junk and trash, excessive outside 
storage, inoperative vehicles, group homes, construction without permits, and 
vacant or seasonal housing.  

Promoting physical 
activity 

Level of Physical Activity 
Limited data is available. Based on California Health Interview Survey, youth 
appear to get more regular exercise than youth in the county and state, but 
the reverse is true for adults. The size of this area and its unpopulated nature 
make it difficult to create accurate comparisons. 
Opportunities for Physical Activity 
Recreational outlets include trails, hiking, and outdoor sports. In addition to 
access to the surrounding National Forest, Bear Valley, Crest Forest, Lake 
Arrowhead, and Hilltop have public parks. Outside of the downtown areas, 
roadways generally have limited pedestrian and bicycling facilities. This is not 
uncommon for areas with mountain roads and periodic inclement weather.  
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Table 5.3-7. EJ Assessment in Mountain Communities 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Civil Engagement Community Participation 
With County Government Centers located outside of the Mountain region, 
daytime Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings, and a 
conventional notification process, it can be difficult for residents in this area to 
provide input on proposed development in a timely manner that substantively 
and effectively impacts the decision making process.  

 

Table 5.3-8 EJ Assessment in Bloomington and Muscoy  
Topic Environmental Conditions 
Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

Pollution Exposure 
Nearly all census tracts (11 of 13) has high levels of air pollution and drinking 
water contamination concerns. Other pollution exposure issues include traffic 
density, toxic releases form industry, hazardous waste and cleanup sites from 
military and industrial land uses.  
Air Quality 
This area is in the South Coast Air Quality Management District and as a 
nonattainment status for ozone and particulate matter. Pollutant concentrations 
are high for particulate matter, including diesel particulate matter due to trucking 
routes in and around both communities.  

Promoting public 
facilities (including 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

Water and Sewer 
Water and sewer challenges are significant. For Muscoy, water service is provided 
by the Muscoy Mutual Water Company, and septic tanks and leach fields are used 
for its wastewater needs. For Bloomington, several water districts provide potable 
water for the community. For sewer, Bloomington was also developed with 
reliance on septic tanks and leachfield systems.  
Fire and Sheriff 
San Bernardino County Fire Station #75 serves Muscoy and response times are 4 
to 6 minutes, which is generally with NFPA standards. Bloomington Fire Station 
#76 serves the community and response times are unknown but are assumed to be 
also within NFPA standards due to the size of the community. Both areas are 
served by County Sheriff and response times were not available.  

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

Health Needs 
Within this area, Muscoy has elevated levels of asthma and high levels of obesity 
(35%) versus statewide average of 26%, and emergency room admits for 
cardiovascular disease. For Bloomington, key health needs include diabetes, a 43% 
obesity rate, and high rate of emergency room admits for heart disease. 
Health Care Infrastructure 
Access to health-supporting land uses is mixed. While Bloomington is not defined 
as a HPSA, all areas south of I-10 are designated a medically underserved 
population/area. Muscoy is also not a HPSA, although utilization of existing 
clinics in the area is mixed. 
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Table 5.3-8 EJ Assessment in Bloomington and Muscoy  
Topic Environmental Conditions 
Promoting food 
access 

Food Security 
The poverty rate in both Bloomington and Muscoy is high. Low income 
household food insecurity is high in Bloomington (13%) and Muscoy (10%) versus 
state averages (8%). County has designated both areas as an HPLA–high poverty 
low access food desert. 
Food Access 
Food access is generally poor. In Bloomington, the area south of I-10 is designated 
by the USDA as a food desert, bit other areas north of the I-10 have adequate 
access. Muscoy is also considered a food desert. There is a high preponderance of 
fast food outlets, liquor markets, and convenience stores.  

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

Housing 
Limited information is available about safe and sanitary housing in the area. No 
code enforcement data are available. However, residents reported issues with the 
need for demolition and/or rehabilitation of homes, illegal dumping, junk and 
trash, and vacant homes in certain locations. 

Promoting physical 
activity 

Level of Physical Activity 
Among youth ages 5 to 17, 20% in Bloomington and 24% in Muscoy participated 
in at least of one hour of physical exercise regularly versus 24% in the county and 
21% in the state. The percentage of adults who walked more than 150 minutes per 
week was lower in the area versus the county and state averages.  
Opportunities for Physical Activity 
Recreational outlets include bicycling, walking, and active recreation at parks. 
Roadways generally have limited pedestrian and bicycling facilities. Safety concerns 
(traffic and trucking) along streets makes active transportation uses generally not 
optimal. 

Civil Engagement Community Participation 
Despite the area’s proximity to the primary County Government Center, daytime 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings and a conventional 
notification process can make it difficult for residents in such areas to learn about 
and provide input on proposed development in a timely manner that substantively 
and effectively impacts the decision making process. Additionally, approximately 
13 to 23 percent of households in Bloomington, 15 percent of households in the 
Colton SOI, and 5 to 13 percent of households in selected portions of Muscoy do 
not speak English well. 
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Table 5.3-9 EJ Assessment in Valley Unincorporated Islands 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

Pollution Exposure 
Pollution exposure is significant for valley unincorporated islands, particularly 
those located within or near to industrial land uses or transportation 
infrastructure. Locations and issues where the CES scores exceeds the 75th 
percentile are as follows:   
Chino-Montclair: drinking water, cleanup sites, and hazardous and solid waste 
facilities 
Western Fontana: cleanup sites, and hazardous and solid waste facilities 
San Bernardino: drinking water, cleanup sites, and hazardous and solid waste 
facilities 
Air Quality 
The San Bernardino Valley is in the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District and is designated as a nonattainment status for ozone and particulate 
matter. Pollutant concentrations are high for particulate matter, including 
diesel particulate matter due to trucking routes in these communities. Of 
concern, west Fontana and Chino-Montclair areas are near industrial centers. 
Toxic releases from industrial uses exceed the 75th percentile in every census 
tract within these two communities. None of the other census tracts in 
unincorporated San Bernardino or the Mentone area score high in toxic 
releases from industries. 

Promoting public 
facilities (including 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

Water and Sewer 
None of the four valley unincorporated islands were noted by the San 
Bernardino LAFCO as a hotspot for providing water. Wastewater service 
capacity is being studies by LAFCO. Based on technical reports for the 
countywide plan, infrastructure in all the unincorporated islands is able to 
provide water and sanitation services to support projected residential and 
nonresidential growth over the foreseeable future. However, it should be 
noted that drinking water contamination levels exceeded the 75th percentile 
in the Chino-Montclair and San Bernardino unincorporated islands.  
Fire and Sheriff 
Chino-Montclair: Montclair FD and Chino Valley FD provides service; response 
times are unknown 
Western Fontana: County Station #72 serves west Fontana; response times 
are unknown  
San Bernardino: County Fire provides services to these areas; response times 
are unknown 
County Sheriff provides law enforcement services for all areas; response 
times are unknown 
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Table 5.3-9 EJ Assessment in Valley Unincorporated Islands 

Topic Environmental Conditions 

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

Health Needs 
Chino-Montclair: high levels of diabetes (13%), obesity (37%), and emergency 
room visits for heart disease 
Western Fontana: high levels of diabetes (13%), obesity (41%), and 
emergency room visits for heart disease  
San Bernardino: high levels of diabetes (12%), obesity (40%), and emergency 
room visits for heart disease  
Health Infrastructure 
While the desert regions are known for a lack of health care infrastructure, 
most areas in the valley are fairly well-served with health care professionals, 
with a few exceptions by area. 
Chino-Montclair: not designated as a HPSA 
Western Fontana: not designated as a HPSA 
San Bernardino: designated as a HPSA for medically underserved area 
/population only 

Promoting food 
access 

Food Security 
A significant portion of children in these areas are eligible for free or reduced 
meals at local schools. With respect to household food insecurity, rates vary 
by community. 
Chino-Montclair: food insecurity similar to state (8%) and county averages 
(9%) 
Western Fontan: a-high levels of food insecurity among low income 
households (15%) 
San Bernardino: moderate levels of food insecurity among low income 
households (11%) 
Food Access 
Food access according to the USDA is generally good, with a few exceptions. 
Chino-Montclair: small portion along Mission Boulevard is a food desert 
Western Fontana: southeast quadrant is a food desert 
San Bernardino: selected unincorporated census tracts are food deserts 

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

Housing 
There is no source of data documenting the condition of safe and sanitary 
housing in unincorporated islands. Most cities and the County do not track 
the data nor is this information included in consolidated plans or other 
mandated reports for individual areas. However, visual inspection indicates a 
need for housing rehabilitation, demolition of dilapidated structures, code 
enforcement concerns, property maintenance, and debris and vehicle 
clearance. While not all unincorporated islands display these issues, many of 
the lower income census tract areas have one or more of the above 
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Table 5.3-9 EJ Assessment in Valley Unincorporated Islands 

Topic Environmental Conditions 
conditions affecting neighborhood quality.  

Promoting physical 
activity 

Level of Physical Activity 
Levels of physical activity are similar for most valley communities as follows. 
Chino-Montclair: 22% of youth exercised regularly and 30% of adults walked 
at least 150 minutes per week 
Western Fontana: 21% of youth exercised regularly and 31% of adults walked 
at least 150 minutes per week 
San Bernardino: 24% of youth exercised regularly and 30% of adults walked at 
least 150 minutes per week 
Opportunities for Physical Activity 
As the Valley is urbanized, there are ample opportunities for bicycling, 
walking, and active recreation at parks. Roadways generally have limited 
pedestrian and bicycling facilities. However, safety concerns (traffic and 
trucking) along streets makes active transportation uses generally not 
optimal. Certain neighborhoods may also have elevated levels of crime and 
vagrancy that may discourage use of physical activity opportunities. 

Civil Engagement Community Participation 
Despite the area’s proximity to the primary County Government Center, 
daytime Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings and a 
conventional notification process can make it difficult for residents in such 
areas to learn about and provide input on proposed development in a timely 
manner that substantively and effectively impacts the decision making 
process. Additionally, approximately 17 percent of households in the 
Montclair SOI, 14 to 17 percent of households in the western Fontana SOI, 
and 7 to 20 percent of households in the City of San Bernardino SOI do not 
speak English well. 

 

Based on the assessments shown in Table 35.3-5 through 5.3-9, objectives for the EJFA were formulated for 
the CWP.  
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Table 5.3-10 Objectives for Unincorporated Environmental Justice Focus Areas 

Topic Objective 

Reduction of 
pollution exposure 
and improving air 
quality 

 Contaminated soils. Remediation of hazardous waste sites and other 
contaminated sites.  

 Water quality. Improved water quality and elimination of groundwater 
threats. 

 Air quality. Reduction of ozone emissions and particulate matter to levels 
that meet federal and state standards. 

Promoting public 
facilities (including 
infrastructure and 
community services)  

 Fire and Sheriff. Improved response times for public safety services. 
 Public facilities. Improved access to existing and new public facilities that 

serve community needs for safety, health, and physical activity. 
 Water and wastewater infrastructure. Adequate leach fields for onsite 

wastewater treatment systems and safe drinking water. 

Promoting health 
care Infrastructure 

 Health needs and infrastructure. Reduction in the number of residents that 
lack access to health care professionals. 

Promoting food 
access 

 Food access. Improved food security and access to fresh food. 

Promoting safe and 
sanitary housing 

 Housing. Improved housing conditions for homeowners and renters. 

Promoting physical 
activity 

 Joint use facilities. New joint use facilities that reduce barriers to exercise 
opportunities and increase access to physical fitness facilities. 

 Opportunities for physical activity. New alternative transportation 
improvements in mobility focus areas.  

Civil Engagement  Community participation. Increased awareness and understanding of 
potential projects and more opportunities for meaningful public 
participation that can affect the decision making process. 

 

The Countywide Plan, Hazards Element, Figure HZ-10, Environmental Justice and Legacy Communities, 
identifies communities in San Bernardino County that may be burdened by poor air quality in the SCAQMD 
and MDAQMD regions. The Muscoy community in the Valley Region was selected as a “year 1” disadvantaged 
community by SCAQMD under AB 617.  
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Page 5.3-44 through 5.3-48, Section 5.3.7, Mitigation Measures, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has 
been modified in response to Comments A3-3, A3-4, A3-5, A5-7, and A5-8 from the State of  California 
Attorney General. 

Impact 5.3-2 

AQ-1 Prior to discretionary approval by the County for development projects subject to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review (i.e., nonexempt projects), project applicants shall 
prepare a technical assessment evaluating potential air quality impacts related to the project 
operation phase and submit it to the County Land Use Services Department for review and 
approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in conformance with South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) methodology, for projects in the South Coast Air Basin 
(SoCAB), and conformance with the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
(MDAQMD) for projects in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). If  operation-related air 
pollutants are determined to have the potential to exceed the SCAQMD/MDAQMD-adopted 
thresholds of  significance, the County Land Use Services Department shall require that 
applicants for new development projects incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air 
pollutant emissions during operational activities. The identified measures shall be included as 
part of  the conditions of  approval. Possible mitigation measures to reduce long-term 
emissions can include, but are not limited to the following, and shall consider new and 
emerging strategies that may be available during the project lifetime:  

 For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the construction 
documents shall demonstrate an adequate number of  electrical service connections at 
loading docks for plug-in of  the anticipated number of  refrigerated trailers to reduce 
idling time and emissions. 

 Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider energy storage and 
combined heat and power in appropriate applications to optimize renewable energy 
generation systems and avoid peak energy use. 

 Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas and truck parking spaces 
shall include signage as a reminder to limit idling of  vehicles while parked for 
loading/unloading in accordance with Section 2485 of  13 CCR Chapter 10. 

 Provide changing/shower facilities as specified, at minimum, or greater than in the 
guidelines in Section A5.106.4.3 of  the CALGreen Code (Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures). 

 Provide bicycle parking facilities equivalent to or greater than as specified in Section 
A4.106.9 (Residential Voluntary Measures) of  the CALGreen Code. 
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 Provide preferential parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van 
vehicles equivalent to or greater than Section A5.106.5.1 of  the CALGreen Code 
(Nonresidential Voluntary Measures). 

 Provide facilities to support electric charging stations per Section A5.106.5.3 
(Nonresidential Voluntary Measures) and Section A5.106.8.2 (Residential Voluntary 
Measures) of  the CALGreen Code. 

 Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star-certified appliances or appliances of  
equivalent energy efficiency (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). 
Installation of  Energy Star-certified or equivalent appliances shall be verified by Building 
& Safety during plan check. 

 Applicants for future development projects along existing and planned transit routes shall 
coordinate with the County of  San Bernardino and the applicable transit agency to ensure 
that bus pad and shelter improvements are incorporated, as appropriate. 

Impact 5.3-3 

AQ-2 Prior to issuance of  any construction permits for development projects subject to California 
Environmental Quality Act review (i.e., non-exempt projects), development project applicants 
shall prepare and submit to the County Land Use Services Department a technical assessment 
evaluating potential project construction-related air quality impacts. The evaluation shall be 
prepared in conformance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
methodology for projects within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), and conformance with 
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) for projects in the Mojave 
Desert Air Basin (MDAB). If  construction-related criteria air pollutants are determined to 
have the potential to exceed the adopted thresholds of  significance of  the applicable air 
district, the County Land Use Development Services Department shall require that applicants 
for new development projects incorporate mitigation measures to reduce air pollutant 
emissions during construction activities to below these thresholds. These identified measures 
shall be incorporated into appropriate construction documents (e.g., construction 
management plans) submitted to the County and shall be verified by the County’s Public 
Works Department. Mitigation measures to reduce construction-related emissions could 
include, but are not limited to the following, and shall consider new and emerging strategies 
that may be available during the project lifetime:  

 Use of  construction equipment rated by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency as having Tier 3 (model year 2006 or newer) or Tier 4 (model year 2008 or newer) 
emission limits, applicable for engines between 50 and 750 horsepower. A list of  
construction equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the construction 
contractor on-site and available for County review upon request. 

 Ensure construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s 
standards. 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

August 2020 Page 3-23 

 Use of  alternative-fueled or catalyst-equipped diesel construction equipment, if  available 
and feasible. 

 Clearly posted signs that require operators of  trucks and construction equipment to 
minimize idling time (e.g., five minute maximum). 

 Preparation and implementation of  a fugitive dust control plan that may include the 
following measures: 

 Disturbed areas (including storage piles) that are not being actively utilized for 
construction purposes shall be effectively stabilized using water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant, or covered with a tarp or other suitable cover (e.g., revegetated). 

 On-site unpaved roads and offsite unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized 
using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

 Land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and 
demolition activities shall be effectively controlled utilizing application of  water or by 
presoaking. 

 Material shall be covered or effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 
six inches of  freeboard space from the top of  the container shall be maintained when 
materials are transported off-site. 

 Operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of  mud or dirt from 
adjacent public streets at the end of  each workday. (The use of  dry rotary brushes is 
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit 
the visible dust emissions. Use of  blower devices is expressly forbidden.) 

 Following the addition of  materials to or the removal of  materials from the surface of  
outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized to prevent fugitive dust 
emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

 Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more 
feet from the site and at the end of  each workday. 

 Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day shall prevent carryout and trackout. 

 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff  to public 
roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1 percent. 

 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks or wash off  all trucks and equipment leaving 
the project area.  
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Impact 5.3-4 

AQ-3 Applicants for new discretionary industrial or warehousing projects or commercial land uses 
that would generate substantial diesel truck travel—i.e., 100 diesel trucks per day or 40 or more 
trucks with diesel-powered transport refrigeration units per day based on the California Air 
Resources Board recommendations for siting new sensitive land uses, or 50 or more truck 
trips per day if  surrounding land uses within 1,000 feet generate 50 or more trucks per day—
shall contact the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) or Mojave Desert 
Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) in conjunction with County staff  to determine 
the appropriate level of  health risk assessment (HRA) required. If  preparation of  an HRA is 
required, all HRAs shall be submitted to the County Land Use Services Department and the 
SCAQMD or MDAQMD for evaluation. 

The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of  the State Office of  
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and SCAQMD, for projects within the South Coast 
Air Basin (SoCAB), or MDAQMD for projects within the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). 
The HRA shall consider cumulative impacts from industrial/warehouse projects within 1,000 
feet of  the boundary of  the project site. If  the HRA shows that the project-level or cumulative 
incremental cancer risk exceeds ten in one million (10E 06) or the risk thresholds in effect at 
the time a project is considered, or that the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0 
or the thresholds as determined by SCAQMD or MDAQMD at the time a project is 
considered, the applicant will be required to identify and demonstrate that measures are 
capable of  reducing potential cancer and noncancer risks to an acceptable level, including 
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are not limited to: 

 Restricting idling onsite beyond Air Toxic Control Measures idling restrictions, as feasible. 

 Electrifying warehousing docks. 

 Require operators of  heavy-duty trucks visiting the project site commit to using 2010 
model year or newer engines that meet the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 2010 
engine standard of  0.01 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr) for particulate 
matter and 0.02 g/bhp-hr for NOx.  

 Requiring use of  newer equipment and/or vehicles. 5 

 Restricting offsite truck travel through the creation of  truck routes and require trucks to 
utilize the truck routes identified. 

 
5 A current example of newer vehicles include the use of zero-emissions (ZE) or near zero emissions (NZE) heavy-duty trucks during 

operations, such as heavy-duty trucks with natural gas engines that meet the CARB adopted operational NOx emissions standard 
at 0.02 g/bhp-hr. 
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 Require that entrances and exits are designed to avoid or minimize truck travel on 
roadways with sensitive receptors. 

 Require truck docking bays be positioned away from sensitive receptors.  

 Restrict overnight parking of  trucks in residential areas.  

 Require operators maintain records of  all trucks entering and existing the site, including  

• Type of  truck (straight truck or tractor-trailer),  

• Vehicle identification number,  

• Model year of  the truck, and 

• Truck fuel type.  

Measures identified in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation measures in the environmental 
document and/or incorporated into the site development plan as a component of  the 
proposed project. 

Page 5.3-54, Section 5.3.9, References, Chapter 5.3, Air Quality. The following text has been modified in response 
to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

[South Coast Air Quality Management District]. 2018, July 1. Annual Air Quality Monitoring Network Plan. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/monitoring-network-plan. 

———. 2019, September 6. Community Emissions Reduction Plan (CERP), San Bernardino, Muscoy 
Community. 

US Energy Information Administration (EIA). 2018, May (Revised). 2015 Residential Energy Consumption 
Survey. Fuel Used & End Uses In the South and West Regions (HC 1.8). 
https://www.eia.gov/consumption/residential/data/2015/#fueluses. 

Page 5.5-37, Section 5.5.7, Mitigation Measures, Chapter 5.5, Cultural Resources. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A2-10 from Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of  Luiseno Indians. 

CUL-4 If  the archaeological assessment did not identify potentially significant archaeological 
resources within the proposed project area but indicated the area to be highly sensitive for 
archaeological resources, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring plan for all 
ground-disturbing construction and pre-construction activities in areas with previously 
undisturbed soil. The archaeologist shall inform all construction personnel prior to 
construction activities of  the proper procedures in the event of  an archaeological discovery. 
The training shall be held in conjunction with the project’s initial on-site safety meeting, and 
shall explain the importance and legal basis for the protection of  significant archaeological 



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Page 3-26 PlaceWorks 

resources. In the event that archaeological resources (artifacts or features) are exposed during 
ground-disturbing activities, construction activities in the immediate vicinity of  the discovery 
shall be halted while the resources are evaluated for significance by an archaeologist who meets 
the PQS., and, if  necessary, develop appropriate treatment or disposition of  the resources in 
consultation with the County and a representative of  the affected Native American tribe. 
Where it is determined that significant cultural resources with Native American affiliation are 
discovered, the collection policies, analysis, and curation of  any materials from the site shall 
be determined through consultation with the tribal representative designated by the County. 
Any significant cultural resources discovered that lack any Native American affiliation If  the 
discovery proves to be significant, it shall be curated with a recognized scientific or educational 
repository.  

Page 5.7-24 and 5.7-25, Section 5.7.3.2, Policy Plan, Chapter 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The following text has 
been modified in response to Comment A3-4 and A3-8 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Policy TM-3.1 VMT Reduction. We promote new development that will reduce household and 
employment VMT relative to existing conditions per capita by at least __ [pending} 
percent relative to existing VMT per capita in each of  the county regions (Valley, 
Mountain, and Desert). 

Policy TM-3.2 Trip reduction strategies. We support the implementation of  transportation 
demand management techniques, mixed use strategies, and the placement of  
development in proximity to job and activity centers to reduce the number and length 
of  vehicular trips. 

Policy TM-3.3 First mile/last mile connectivity. We support strategies that strengthen first/last 
mile connectivity to enhance the viability and expand the utility of  public transit in 
unincorporated areas and countywide. 

Policy TM-1.9 New transportation options. We support the use of  transportation network 
companies, autonomous vehicles, micro transit, and other emerging transportation 
options that reduce congestion, minimize land area needed for roadways, create more 
pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly streets, reduce VMT, or reduce dependence on 
privately-owned vehicles. 

Policy TM-4.1 Complete streets network. We maintain a network of complete streets within 
mobility focus areas that provide for the mobility of all users of all ages and all abilities, 
while reflecting the local context. 

Policy TM-4.2 Complete streets improvements. We evaluate the feasibility of  installing elements 
of  complete street improvements when planning roadway improvements in mobility 
focus areas, and we require new development to contribute to complete street 
improvements in mobility focus areas. In evaluating complete street improvements, 
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we prioritize those in mobility focus areas that are within unincorporated 
environmental justice focus areas. 

Page 5.7-39, Table 5.7-10, Consistency with the Local Actions in CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan, Chapter 5.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions. The following text has been modified in response to Comment A3-8 from the State of  California 
Attorney General. 

Table 5.7-10 Consistency with the Local Actions in CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan 

2017 Scoping Plan Local Actions Consistency with 2017 Scoping Plan Local Action 
Transportation and Land Use  
Update Lead Agency’s transportation impact analysis guidelines and congestion 
management plans to comply with SB 743 

Consistent. The County is in the process of 
establishing has established transportation thresholds 
for SB 743. [TBD -thresholds pending] Pursuant to 
Policy TM-3.1, the County promotes development that 
would reduce household and employment VMT per 
capita relative to existing conditions by at least TBD 
percent relative to existing VMT per capita in each of 
the County Regions (Policy TM-3.1). 

Adopt general plan policies and diagram designations and zone map and 
standards that are consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Consistent. Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning, 
identifies that the Countywide Plan is consistent with 
SCAG’s RTP/SCS. For example, Policy TM-4.6 
identifies that where public transit is available, the 
County prefers public facilities and activity centers to 
be within one-half mile of a transit stop.  

In appropriate locations, adopt: 1) as-of-right zoning, and 2) design standards and 
guidelines, to enable mixed use, walkable, compact, infill development that 
includes a range of housing types and affordability levels 

Consistent. The Transportation and Mobility Element 
of the Countywide Plan provides for on- and off-site 
street improvements that provide functional 
alternatives to private car usage and promote active 
transportation. Policies TM-4.1 and TM-4.2 identify 
that the County will maintain a complete streets 
network. The County supports infill development 
where public services and infrastructure are available. 
(Policy LU-1.2).  

 

Page 5.8-3, Section 5.8.1.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following 
text has been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
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related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.9-2, Section 5.9.1.1, Regulatory Background, Chapter 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. The following text has 
been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.10-13, Section 5.10.3.2, Policy Plan, Chapter 5.10, Land Use and Planning. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-4 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Policy TM-4.1 Complete streets network. We maintain a network of complete streets within mobility 
focus areas that provide for the mobility of all users of all ages and all abilities, while 
reflecting the local context. 

Policy TM-4.2 Complete streets improvements. We evaluate the feasibility of installing elements of 
complete street improvements when planning roadway improvements in mobility focus 
areas, and we require new development to contribute to complete street improvements in 
mobility focus areas. In evaluating complete street improvements, we prioritize those in 
mobility focus areas that are within unincorporated environmental justice focus areas. 

Policy TM-4.7 Regional bicycle network. We work with SBCTA and other local agencies to develop 
and maintain a regional backbone bicycle network. 

Policy TM-4.8 Local bicycle and pedestrian networks. We support local bike and pedestrian facilities 
that serve unincorporated areas, connect to facilities in adjacent incorporated areas, and 
connect to regional trails. We prioritize bicycle and pedestrian network improvements that 
provide safe and continuous pedestrian and bicycle access to mobility focus areas, schools, 
parks, and major transit stops.  

Policy TM-4.9 Bike and pedestrian safety. We promote pedestrian and bicyclist safety by providing 
separated pedestrian and bike crossings when we construct or improve bridges over 
highways, freeways, rail facilities, and flood control areas. We monitor pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic accidents and promote safety improvements in unincorporated high-
accident areas. 
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Policy TM-5.5 Countywide truck routes. We support SBCTA’s establishment of regional truck routes 
that efficiently distribute regional truck traffic while minimizing impacts on residents. We 
support funding through the RTP to build adequate truck route infrastructure. 

Policy TM-5.6 Unincorporated truck routes. We may establish local truck routes in unincorporated 
areas to efficiently funnel truck traffic to freeways while minimizing impacts on residents. 
We establish routes where trucks are prohibited in unincorporated environmental justice 
focus areas and to avoid overlaps or conflicts with safe routes to schools. 

Page 5.10-23, Section 5.10.6, Level of  Significance Before Mitigation, Chapter 5.10, Land Use and Planning. The 
following text has been modified in response to Comment O4-15 from the Defenders of  Wildlife and the 
Sierra Club. 

Impacts 5.1110-1, 5.1110-2, and 5.1110-3 would be less than significant. 

Page 5.14-1, Section 5.14.1.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.14, Public Services. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

California Health and Safety Code 

Sections 13000 et seq. of  the California Health and Safety Code include fire regulations for building standards 
(also in the California Building Code), fire protection and notification systems, fire protection devices such as 
extinguishers and smoke alarms, high-rise building and childcare facility standards, and fire suppression training. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.14-19, Section 5.14.2.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.14, Public Services. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

5.14.2.1  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Regulatory Background 
SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 
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SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Existing Conditions 

Page 5.14-27, Section 5.14.3.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.14, Public Services. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Existing Conditions 

Page 5.14-36, Section 5.14.4.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.14, Public Services. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Regulatory Background 
SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  
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Existing Conditions 

Page 5.15-2, Section 5.15.1.1, Regulatory Background, Chapter 5.15, Recreation. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.16-2, Section 5.16.1.1, Regulatory Background, Chapter 5.16, Transportation. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.16-34, Section 5.160.3.2, Policy Plan, Chapter 5.16, Transportation and Traffic. The following text has been 
modified in response to Comment A3-4 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Policy TM-4.1 Complete streets network. We maintain a network of  complete streets within mobility 
focus areas that provide for the mobility of  all users of  all ages and all abilities, while 
reflecting the local context. 

Policy TM-4.2 Complete streets improvements. We evaluate the feasibility of  installing elements of  
complete street improvements when planning roadway improvements in mobility focus 
areas, and we require new development to contribute to complete street improvements in 
mobility focus areas. In evaluating complete street improvements, we prioritize those in 
mobility focus areas that are within unincorporated environmental justice focus areas. 

Policy TM-4.3 Funding. We partner with SBCTA, Caltrans, and local agencies to fund active 
transportation systems in the County. We encourage unincorporated communities to 
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apply for funding and cooperate with them in their funding applications for active 
transportation improvements that are identified in a non-motorized transportation plan 
that is accepted or adopted by the County 

Policy TM-4.4 Transit access for residents in unincorporated areas. We support and work with local 
transit agencies to generate a public transportation system, with fixed routes and on-
demand service, that provide residents of  unincorporated areas with access to jobs, public 
services, shopping, and entertainment throughout the County.  

Policy TM-4.5 Transit access to job centers and tourist destinations. We support and work with local 
transit agencies to generate public transportation systems that provide access to job 
centers and reduce congestion in tourist destinations in unincorporated areas.  

Policy TM-4.6 Transit access to public service, health, and wellness. In unincorporated areas where 
public transit is available, we prefer new public and behavioral health facilities, other public 
facilities and services, education facilities, grocery stores, and pharmacies to be located 
within one-half  mile of  a public transit stop. We prefer to locate new County health and 
wellness facilities within one-half  mile of  a public transit stop in incorporated 
jurisdictions. We encourage public K-12 education and court facilities to be located within 
one-half  mile of  public transit. 

Policy TM-4.7 Regional bicycle network. We work with SBCTA and other local agencies to develop 
and maintain a regional backbone bicycle network. 

Policy TM-4.8 Local bicycle and pedestrian networks. We support local bike and pedestrian facilities 
that serve unincorporated areas, connect to facilities in adjacent incorporated areas, and 
connect to regional trails. We prioritize bicycle and pedestrian network improvements that 
provide safe and continuous pedestrian and bicycle access to mobility focus areas, schools, 
parks, and major transit stops.  

Policy TM-4.9 Bike and pedestrian safety. We promote pedestrian and bicyclist safety by providing 
separated pedestrian and bike crossings when we construct or improve bridges over 
highways, freeways, rail facilities, and flood control areas. We monitor pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic accidents and promote safety improvements in unincorporated high-
accident areas. 

Policy TM-4.10 Shared parking. We support the use of  shared parking facilities that provide safe and 
convenient pedestrian connectivity between adjacent uses. 

Policy TM-4.11 Parking areas. We require publicly accessible parking areas to ensure that pedestrians and 
bicyclists can safely access the site and onsite businesses from the public right-of-way.  

Policy TM-5.1 Efficient goods movement network. We advocate for the maintenance of  an efficient 
goods movement network in southern California. 
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Policy TM-5.2 Intermodal facility. We support the development of an intermodal facility in connection 
with the Southern California Logistics Airport.  

Policy TM-5.3 High Desert Corridor. We support the development of the High Desert Corridor to 
improve the regional goods movement network and foster economic development in the 
North Desert region. 

Policy TM-5.4 Grade separations. We support grade separations to reduce conflicts between rail 
facilities and roadways, subject to available funding. 

Policy TM-5.5 Countywide truck routes. We support SBCTA’s establishment of regional truck routes 
that efficiently distribute regional truck traffic while minimizing impacts on residents. We 
support funding through the RTP to build adequate truck route infrastructure. 

Policy TM-5.6 Unincorporated truck routes. We may establish local truck routes in unincorporated 
areas to efficiently funnel truck traffic to freeways while minimizing impacts on residents. 
We establish routes where trucks are prohibited in unincorporated environmental justice 
focus areas and to avoid overlaps or conflicts with safe routes to schools. 

Page 5.18-30, Section 5.18.2.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5-18, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text 
has been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.18-46, Section 5.18.3.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text 
has been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

State 

 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 

 General Construction Permit Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-
0006-DWQ) 
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 Projects creating and/or replacing 2,500 square feet or more of  impervious surfaces will be constructed 
and operated in accordance with the Statewide Small MS4 Permit, Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ, issued by 
the SWRCB in 2013. 

 SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

Regional 

 Santa Ana RWQCB MS4 Permit Order No. R8-2010-0036  

Page 5.18-52, Section 5.18.4.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text 
has been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

California Green Building Standards Code 

Section 5.408 (Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal, and Recycling) of  the 2016 California Green Building 
Standards Code (CALGreen; Title 24, California Code of  Regulations, Part 11) requires that at least 65 percent 
of  the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste from nonresidential construction operations be 
recycled and/or salvaged for reuse. 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.  

Page 5.18-60, Section 5.18.5.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.18, Utilities and Service Systems. The following text 
has been modified in response to Comment A3-3 from the State of  California Attorney General. 

Regulatory Background 

SB 1000, Environmental Justice in Local Land Use Planning 

SB 1000 adds to the required elements of  a general plan an environmental justice element, or related goals, 
policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, that identifies disadvantaged communities, as defined, 
within the area covered by the general plan of  the city, county, or city and county, if  the city, county, or city and 
county has a disadvantaged community. This bill would also require the environmental justice element, or 
related environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives integrated in other elements, to identify objectives 
and policies to reduce the unique or compounded health risks in disadvantaged communities.   



S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  C O U N T Y W I D E  P L A N  F I N A L  P R O G R A M  E I R  
C O U N T Y  O F  S A N  B E R N A R D I N O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

August 2020 Page 3-35 

Page 5.17-1, Section 5.17.1, Environmental Setting, Chapter 5.17, Tribal Cultural Resources. The following text has 
been modified in response to Comment A2-7 from the Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Band of  Luiseno Indians. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of  1979 regulates the protection of  archaeological resources and 
sites on federal and Indian lands (see further description in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources). 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 

NAGPRA is a federal law passed in 1990 that mandates museums and federal agencies to return certain Native 
American cultural items—such as human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of  cultural 
patrimony—to lineal descendants or culturally affiliated Indian tribes.  

National Historic Preservation Act 

The National Historic Preservation Act of  1966 (NHPA) coordinates public and private efforts to identify, 
evaluate, and protect the nation’s historic and archaeological resources. The act authorized the National Register 
of  Historic Places, which lists districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. 

Section 106 (Protection of  Historic Properties) of  the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the 
effects of  their undertakings on historic properties and to provide the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) with a reasonable opportunity to comment. In addition, federal agencies need to consult 
on the Section 106 process with State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation 
Offices (THPO), Indian Tribes (to include Alaska Natives), and Native Hawaiian Organizations (NHO). 
THPOs, Tribes, and NHOs need to be consulted about undertakings that may affect historic properties to 
which a Tribe or NHO attaches religious or cultural significance. 
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