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The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Slover Distribution Center Project (project) has 

been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public 

Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations, 

Division 6, Chapter 3). CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 indicates that the contents of a Final EIR shall 

consist of:  

▪ The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR;  

▪ Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary;  

▪ A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;  

▪ The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process; and  

▪ Any other information added by the lead agency.  

The Draft EIR and the Final EIR, along with public comments, will be considered by the County of San 

Bernardino Board of Supervisors in determining whether to certify the Final EIR and approve the project.  

1.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR provides the requisite information required under CEQA and is organized as follows: 

▪ Section 1.0 Introduction. This section introduces the Final EIR, including the requirements under 

CEQA, and to the organization of the document, as well as a summary of the CEQA process 

activities to date.  

▪ Section 2.0 Introduction to Comments and Responses. This section lists the public agencies, 

organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR, provides a copy of each written 

comment received, and includes any response required under CEQA.  

▪ Section 3.0 Errata to the Draft EIR. This section details changes to the Draft EIR.  

▪ Attachments. This section provides additional content where needed and cross-references from 

the body of the Final EIR.  

1.2 CEQA PROCESS SUMMARY 

Pursuant to CEQA, the discussion of potential effects on the environment is focused on those impacts 

that the lead agency determined could be potentially significant. On January 12, 2017, the County issued 

a Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) to inform agencies and the 

general public that a Draft EIR was being prepared and to invite comments on the scope and content of 

the document and participation at a public scoping meeting held January 25, 2017. The NOP was 

distributed to state and local agencies, responsible and trustee agencies, interested parties, and 
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organizations. The NOP public review period was from January 12, 2017, through February 10, 2017, 

consistent with the CEQA-required 30-day comment period. 

The Draft EIR includes an in-depth evaluation of seven environmental resource areas and other CEQA-

mandated issues (e.g., cumulative impacts, growth-inducing impacts, alternatives, impacts that are less 

than significant). The eight environmental issue areas upon which the EIR focuses include air quality, 

biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, land 

use, noise, and transportation and circulation.  

The County released the Draft EIR to the public on December 14, 2017, for a 45-day review ending on 

January 30, 2018. During the public review period, the Draft EIR was available for review on the County’s 

website at http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/Valley.aspx. 

In addition, hard copies were available at the County Land Use Services Department, Planning Division at 

385 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92415, and at the Bloomington Branch Library at 

18028 Valley Boulevard, Bloomington, CA 92316. See Attachment A2 for the Notice of Availability.  

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the subsequent errata have been incorporated into the Final 

EIR document. The Board of Supervisors will consider the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, and public comments 

in determining whether to certify the Final EIR and approve the project. 

1.3 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR, details the changes to the Draft EIR. The changes to the Draft EIR 

represent minor modifications and clarifications to the existing content.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 describes when an EIR requires recirculation prior to certification, 

stating in relevant part:  

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under 

Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can 

include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 

information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed 

in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 

substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 

avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement. 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/Valley.aspx
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The changes to the Draft EIR described herein clarify or make insignificant changes to an adequate EIR, 

and are not significant new information, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Therefore, this 

Final EIR is not subject to recirculation prior to certification. 
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Table 2.0-1 lists those parties that provided written comments on the Draft EIR during the public review 

period. Each comment document has been assigned a brief description as indicated in the table.  

A copy of each document providing written comments is included in this section, and each comment has 

been annotated with the assigned letter along with a number for each comment. Each comment 

document is followed by written responses that correspond to the comments provided.  

Table 2.0-1 Comments from Public Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals 

Assignment Organization/Name 

Agencies 

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control  January 4, 2018 

LEGIS California Legislators: Senator Leyva and Representative Reyes January 30, 2018 

CJUSD Colton Joint Unified School District January 30, 2018 

FONTANA City of Fontana, Land Use Services Department December 4, 2017 

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission January 12, 2018 

PWORKS San Bernardino County Department of Public Works  January 30, 2018 

WVWD West Valley Water District January 22, 2018 

CARB California Air Resources Board February 13, 2018 

Organizations 

— — — 

Individuals 

JAIME Enrique G. and Carmen Jaime  January 30, 2018 

ROCHA Thomas and Kim Rocha January 30, 2018 

CARLOS Ernesto Carlos January 23, 2018 

ANA Ana Carlos January 18, 2018 

CHAVEZ Martin Chavez January 18, 2018 

ESQUIVEL Emilia Esquivel January 18, 2018 

FERNANDEZ Salvador Fernandez January 18, 2018 

GALINDO Arturo Galindo January 18, 2018 

GALVAN Eduardo Galvan January 18, 2018 

HERRERA Thomas Herrera January 18, 2018 

JOHNNY Johnny Herrera January 18, 2018 

MARLINA Marlina Herrera January 18, 2018 

ELEINA Eleina Herrera January 18, 2018 

MENDOZA Arcelia Mendoza January 18, 2018 

ORMONDE Maria Ormonde January 18, 2018 

PEREZ Eduardo Perez January 18, 2018 
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Assignment Organization/Name 

PORCHO Angel Porcho January 18, 2018 

RAZO Rafael Razo January 18, 2018 

MARGARET Margaret Razo January 18, 2018 

KIM Kim Rocha January 18, 2018 

THOMAS Thomas Rocha January 18, 2018 

RODRIGUEZ Cecilia Rodriguez January 18, 2018 

SALDANA Lawrence Saldana January 18, 2018 

SMITH Thelma Smith January 18, 2018 

PETITION Various (336 individuals) January 15, 2018 

MEMBERS 

 

Various (148 individuals) – [FORM LETTER] January 18, 2018 

 
1. Soledad Acevedo 

2. Ramon Aguilar 

3. Delia Alvarado 

4. Eloisa Alvarado 

5. Guillermina Amezcua 

6. Brenda Arce 

7. Karla Arnold 

8. Shelton Arnold 

9. Petra B 

10. Alma Baltazar 

11. Rene Baltazar 

12. Irma Barajas 

13. Sandra Becerra 

14. Antonio Bernaidino 

15. Yesenia Bocanegra 

16. Bundage 

17. Moises Cabrera 

18. Aria Cabrera 

19. Ernesto Cabrera 

20. Maria Cabrera 

21. Basiliar Camacho 

22. Miguel Cano 

23. Ernesto Carlos 

24. Ana Carlos 

25. Roman Carrillo 

26. Eddie Carrillo 

27. Maria Castanado 

28. Obed Camacho 
Cazarez 

29. Carlos Martinez 
Cerdona 

30. Jesus Cerrato 

31. Cynthia Cerrato 

32. Javier Cerrato 

61. Mariela Gomez 

62. Juan Granados 

63. Maria Granados 

64. Benjamin Granillo 

65. Christine Granillo 

66. Benjamin Granillo III 

67. Hiram Gravelos 

68. Davana Green-Jackson 

69. Adrian Gutema 

70. Brianna Hernandez 

71. Angelica Hernandez 

72. Crystal Hernandez 

73. Modesta Hernandez 

74. Miguel Hernandez 

75. Hortencia Hernandez 

76. Elisa Hernandez 

77. Natalie Hernandez 

78. Hector Hernandez 

79. Emma Herrera 

80. Thomas Herrera 

81. Thomas Herrera 

82. Jose Herrera 

83. Elaina Herrera 

84. Johnny Herrera 

85. David Herring 

86. Daniel Hoizar 

87. Tanja Horrera 

88. Belica Huizod 

89. Phillip Jackson 

90. Alicia Jaime 

91. Edgar E. Jaime; 

92. Enrique Jaime; 

93. Maria Del Carmen 
Jaime 

120. Omar Parra 

121. Linda Partain 

122. Tom Partain 

123. Jim Partain 

124. Shirley Partain 

125. Leti Peralta 

126. Edith Perez 

127. Eduardo Perez 

128. Reyes Perez 

129. Lucia Perez 

130. Eduardo Perez 

131. Patricia Radago 

132. Luis Ramero 

133. Mariela Ramirez 

134. Cynthia Ramirez 

135. David Ramirez 

136. Margaret Razo 

137. Rafael Razo 

138. Alondra Rivera 

139. Eduardo Rivera 

140. Cecilia Rodriguez 

141. Dolores Rodriguez 

142. Alma Rodriguez 

143. Esteban Rodriguez 

144. Felipe Romero 

145. Benjamin Ruiz 

146. Maria Ruiz 

147. Juan Ruiz 

148. Lourdes Ruiz 

149. Desidedio Ruiz 

150. Erica Ruiz 

151. Maria Sainz 

152. Maria Salazar 

153. Lawrence Saldana 
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Assignment Organization/Name 

33. Juan Cervantes 

34. Martin Chavez 

35. Josie Chavez 

36. Ilda Cortez 

37. Maria Damian 

38. Connie Damian 

39. Teresa de Reobles 

40. Froilan DeCasas 

41. Daisy DeCasas 

42. Rosario DeCasas 

43. Sammy DecCasas 

44. Pilar Dela Cruz 

45. Jimy Delgado 

46. Wendy Dominguez 

47. Areli Dominguez 

48. Francisco Esquivel 

49. Salvador Fernandez 

50. Maria Galiudo 

51. Tina Gallaso 

52. Arturo Galuido 

53. Eduardo Galvan 

54. Laura Garcia 

55. Saul Garcia 

56. Santos Garcia 

57. Maria Juana Garcia 

58. Martin Garcia 

59. Soledad Acevedo 

60. Gabriela Garcia 

94. Henry Jaime 

95. Alma Lagallones 

96. Oscar Leal Jr. 

97. Rebecca Lee 

98. Silvestre Aguilar Lopez 

99. Lucia Lopez 

100. Lucila Machura 

101. Mariana Machura 

102. Jeanette Martin 

103. Maria Martinez 

104. Jose Martinez 

105. Loreno P Martinez 

106. Bertha Martinez 

107. RJ McKinney 

108. Arcelia Mendoza 

109. Marco Mendoza 

110. Monica Mendoza 

111. Rito Meza 

112. Linda Meza 

113. Carlos Montes de Oca; 

114. Imelda Montes de Oca 

115. Agueda Moreno 

116. Roger Morrell 

117. Alma Morrell 

118. Maria Ormonde 

119. Soledad Acevedo 

154. Pat Saldano 

155. Fiji Saleem 

156. Felicitas Salgado 

157. Jesus Sanchez 

158. Haydn Sanchez 

159. Leslie Sandoval 

160. Alejandro Sandoval 

161. Evelyn Shul 

162. Pablo Shul 

163. Mayra Shul 

164. Gabriel Silva 

165. Thelma Smith 

166. Jonathan Torres 

167. Alejandro Torres 

168. Norma Torres 

169. Thomas Torres 

170. Julio Tovar 

171. Hector Vargas 

172. Jaime Vazquez 

173. Lueita Vazquez 

174. Joel Velasco 

175. Rabio Velasco 

176. Yvonne Velazquez 

177. Juan Velazquez 

178. Alex Ybarra 

179. Marcela Ybarra 

180. Maria 

NEIGHBORS 181. Various (79 individuals) – [FORM LETTER] January 15, 2018 

 1. Nicole Aguirre 

2. Itzel Araujo 

3. Priecilla Avela 

4. Emilio Cano 

5. Martin Chavez 

6. Maria Teresa Chavez 

7. Andres Chavez 

8. Josue Chavez 

9. Martin Chavez Jr 

10. Cornelius Clark 

11. Shawntee Clark 

12. Brigitte Clark 

13. Lupe Duran 

14. Martin Encisco 

15. Emilia Esquivel 

16. Arturo Galuido 

17. Rosalie Galuido 

18. Asteria Garcia 

28. Cristina Gutierrez 

29. Lizeth Gutierrez 

30. Jasmine Gutierrez 

31. Jasefina Gutierrez 

32. Ruben Gutierrez 

33. Elaina Herrera 

34. Emma Herrera 

35. Thomas Herrera 

36. Henry Jaime 

37. Maria Del Carmen 
Jaime 

38. Enrique Jaime  

39. Renae Jones 

40. Don Jones 

41. Jerry Liao 

42. Flora Ordaz 

43. Jose E Orosco 

44. Jeanette Orosco 

54. Marlina Perez 

55. Victoriano Ponce 

56. Emily Porcho 

57. Rafael Razo 

58. Margaret Razo 

59. Michael Reagan 

60. Thomas Rocha 

61. Kim Rocha 

62. Ivan Rochez 

63. Salvador Rocoa 

64. Adriana Rodriguez 

65. Carlos Rolon 

66. Rosalinda Ruiz 

67. Alberto Salazar 

68. Jeremy Sewell 

69. Pedro Pacheco Sierra 

70. Emmanuel Ugalda 

71. Juan Ugalda 
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Assignment Organization/Name 

19. Brehanna Garcia 

20. Monica Garcia 

21. Joe Garcia 

22. Alicia Garcia 

23. Patricia Guerrero 

24. Alejandro Guerrero 

25. Patriai Gutierra 

26. Adrian Gutierrez 

27. Juan Gutierrez 

45. Orlando Orosco 

46. Esperanza Orosco 

47. Jonathan Ortega 

48. Emilio Pacheco 

49. Gregorio Pacheco 

50. Blanea Pacheco 

51. Agustin Pacheco 

52. Warren Parks 

53. Laurie Parks 

72. Manuel Ugalde 

73. Juan Velazquez 

74. Yvonne Velazquez 

75. Alison Whiteker 

76. Dan Whiteker 

77. Annie Rose Marie 
Whiteker 

78. Minu Wu 

79. Dorina 

RESIDENTS Various (170 Individuals) – [FORM LETTER] January 18, 2018 

 1. Soledad Acevedo 

2. Javier Aguilar 

3. Delia Alvarado 

4. Eloisa Alvarado 

5. Guillarmina Amezuca 

6. Linda Amezuca 

7. Ramona Andrade 

8. Ricardo Andrade 

9. Brenda Arce 

10. Karla Spicer Arnold 

11. Shleton Arnold 

12. Alma Baltazar 

13. Rene Baltazar 

14. Peter Baltazar 

15. Emma Barajas 

16. Lorena Baralona 

17. Patricia Barbago 

18. Sandra Becerra 

19. Antonio Bernardino 

20. Yesenia Bocanegra 

21. Obed Camacho 

22. Basiliso Camacho 

23. Miguel Cano 

24. Maria Carillo 

25. Ana Carlos 

26. Ernesto Carlos 

27. Eddie Carrillo 

28. Maria Castaneda 

29. Juan Cervantes 

30. Martin Chavez 

31. Andres Chavez 

32. Maria Chavez 

33. Martin Chavez 

34. Martin Chavez 

35. Josie Chavez 

36. Alda Contreras 

59. Eduardo Garlan 

60. Mariela Gomez 

61. Juan Granados 

62. Benjamin Granillo 

63. Christine Granillo 

64. Benjamin Granillo III 

65. Ruben Gutierrez 

66. Patricia Gutierrez 

67. Margaita Hermosillo 

68. Brianna Hernandez 

69. Angelica Hernandez 

70. Krystal Hernandez 

71. Medesta Hernandez 

72. Natalie Hernandez 

73. Elisa Hernandez 

74. Hortencia Hernandez 

75. Miguel Hernandez 

76. Miguel A Hernandez 

77. Hector Hernandez 

78. Johnny Herrera 

79. Marlina Herrera 

80. Thomas Herrera 

81. Elaina Herrera 

82. Jose Herrera 

83. David Herring 

84. Belica Huizar 

85. Daniel Huizar 

86. Dadena Jackson 

87. Phillip Jackson 

88. Maria Del Carmen 
Jaime 

89. Enrique Jaime 

90. Henry Jaime 

91. Alma Lagallones 

92. Oscar Leal 

93. Rebecca Lee 

94. Silvester Aguilar Lopez 

116. Linda Partain 

117. Jon Partain 

118. Shirley Partain 

119. Jim Partain 

120. Maria Guadelupe 
Perez 

121. Eduardo Perez 

122. Edith Perez 

123. Analilia Perez 

124. Roselia Perez 

125. Lucia Perez 

126. Rebecca Quirin 

127. Mariela Ramirez 

128. David Ramirez 

129. Cynthia Ramirez 

130. RL Razo 

131. William Razo 

132. Alondra Rivera 

133. Eduardo Rivera 

134. Thomas Rocha 

135. Kim Rocha 

136. Adriana Rodriguez 

137. Cecilia Rodriguez 

138. Dolores Rodriguez 

139. Alma Rodriguez 

140. Esteban Rodriguez 

141. Abraham Romero 

142. John Romero 

143. Felipe Romero 

144. Patricia Romero 

145. Marle D Ruiz 

146. Juan Ruiz 

147. Lourdes Ruiz 

148. Desidevio Ruiz 

149. Erica Ruiz 

150. Maria Sainz 

151. Patricia Saldana 
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Assignment Organization/Name 

37. Carlos Martinez 
Cordona 

38. Maria Damian 

39. Connie Damian 

40. Froilan De Casas 

41. Rosario De Casas 

42. Sammy De Casas 

43. Daisy De Casas 

44. Pilar De La Cruz 

45. Maria De Robles 

46. Jimy Delgado 

47. Wendy Dominguez 

48. Areli Dominguez 

49. Emily Esquivel 

50. Salvador Fernandez 

51. Josue Figueroa 

52. Arturo Galindo 

53. Tina Gallaso 

54. Laura Garcia 

55. Saul Garcia 

56. Santos Garcia 

57. Martin Garcia 

58. Maria Suana Garcia 

95. Ramon Aguilar Lopez 

96. Lucia Lopez 

97. Lucila Machuca 

98. Mariana Machuca 

99. Jeanette Martin 

100. Jose Martinez 

101. Maria Martinez 

102. Loreno P Martinez 

103. Ray McRinney 

104. Peter Mejia 

105. Arcelia Mendoza 

106. Marco Mendoza 

107. Monica Mendoza 

108. Rito Meza 

109. Margaret Morales 

110. Agueda Moreno 

111. Roger Morrell 

112. Alma Morrell 

113. Maria Ormonde 

114. Maria Oroco 

115. Omar Parra 

152. Laurine Saldana 

153. Maria Salezar 

154. Felicitas Salgado 

155. Haydn Sanchez 

156. Jesus Sanchez 

157. Erneline Sanchez 

158. Leslie Sandoval 

159. Alejandro Sandoval 

160. Mayra Shul 

161. Evelyn Shul 

162. Thelma Smith 

163. Jonathan Torres 

164. Alejandro Torres 

165. Norma Torres 

166. Thomas Torres 

167. Julio Tovar 

168. Lupita Vazquez 

169. Rabio Veasco 

170. Joel Velasco 

171. Alex Ybarra 

172. Marcella Ybarra 

2.1 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Each comment letter is provided below, followed by its corresponding response(s). Attachments and 

duplicate content will be attached. For form letters and petitions, the first letter will be illustrated and 

responded to, with the balance included in the project record. 
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COMMENT LETTER: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC) 
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RESPONSE TO CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL (DTSC) 

Response to Comment DTSC 1  

The commenter provides general introductory and background information regarding the project type 

and current tenant status for the proposed warehouse building. Responses to specific comments are 

provided below; no further response is required. 

Response to Comment DTSC 2  

This comment indicates that the EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at 

the project site may have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances. Based on review of 

the USGS Fontana, California, 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and of the US Department of 

Agriculture aerial photographs of San Bernardino County, the house was constructed between 1978 and 

1980. Since this house is not historic in age (i.e., greater than 45 years old), it did not require further 

consideration, recordation, or evaluation under CEQA. Refer to Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, Impact 

4.3-1, Historic Resources. A comprehensive Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was 

conducted, which found no evidence of historical, controlled, and/or recognized environmental 

conditions (RECs) on the project site, as discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, of 

the Draft EIR. Additionally, the analysis done for the project site utilized the DTSC online database to 

confirm that no existing or past hazardous conditions exist on-site. Please refer to Section 6, Effects 

Found Not to Be Significant, which provides a thorough analysis regarding hazards and hazardous 

materials.  

Response to Comment DTSC 3  

This comment concerns the potential for lead-based paint or products, mercury, and asbestos-

containing materials (ACMs) related to demolition or building modification. The project site is currently 

vacant and has been previously disturbed and graded. The only demolition to occur would be that of the 

residential property currently on the southeast-most portion of the site. The home would be demolished 

prior to construction initiation. As discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, Impact 4.3-1, Historic 

Resources, the house on the project site is not historic in age (i.e., greater than 45 years old). The 

cultural assessment suggested that no further consideration, recordation, or evaluation under CEQA was 

required. Additionally, the Phase I ESA found no evidence of historical, controlled, and/or recognized 

environmental conditions (RECs) as discussed in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, of the 

Draft EIR. Thus, lead or ACMs have not been documented to occur on-site. However, as noted in the 

comment, if ACMs were unexpectedly uncovered, then the use, transport, and disposal of hazardous 

materials during the project construction phase would be required to conform to the laws and 

regulations of several federal, state, and local agencies, including the US Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA), California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), California Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA), California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and San 

Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD). Collectively, these laws are designed to protect human 

health and to ensure the safe disposal of any ACMs unexpectedly discovered on-site. The potential for 

exposure to ACMs would be minimized through proper disposal procedures.  



Slover Distribution Center  2.0 Response to Comments 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County   June 2018 
13 

Response to Comment DTSC 4  

This comment states that the project may be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). As set 

forth in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, the analysis includes a comprehensive 

evaluation of water quality and hydrology, and acknowledges that the project will have to comply with 

NPDES requirements. The project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil; therefore, construction 

activities would be required to obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 

Discharges Associated with Construction. In addition, a project-specific Water Quality Management Plan 

would be implemented along with the requirements of the San Bernardino County Code standards and 

the NPDES Area-wide Stormwater Program. Consistent with NPDES requirements, the project’s post-

construction condition would substantially emulate preconstruction conditions in terms of volume, 

quality, and rate of runoff. Please refer to Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a full discussion 

of project-related permits and the project’s compliance with the required NPDES permit. No impacts to 

water quality are expected to occur from implementation of the project and the project’s conformance 

to NPDES requirements.  

Response to Comment DTSC 5  

This comment indicates that if the site was used for agricultural or related activities, residual pesticides 

may be present in on-site soil. As discussed in Section 6, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, the Phase I 

ESA prepared for the subject property indicates the property was developed with residential dwellings 

as early as 1938, with the northwest portion of the property developed with a large building between 

1966 and 1977 (possibly a warehouse or barn). The Phase I ESA did not identify any recognized 

environmental conditions associated with the project site, including the potential for residual pesticides. 

Accordingly, no further site assessment was necessary. Residual pesticides are not expected to occur on 

the site.  

Response to Comment DTSC 6  

This comment recommends evaluation, proper investigation, and mitigation, if necessary, of on-site 

areas with current or historic PCB-containing transformers. The Phase I ESA did not identify any 

concerns related to PCB-containing transformers or any other electrical or mechanical equipment 

suspected to contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Thus, no further evaluation is required.  

Response to Comment DTSC 7  

This comment notes that “if soil contamination is suspected or observed in the project area, excavated 

soil should be sampled prior to export/disposal.” As discussed in Section 6, Effects Found Not to Be 

Significant, the Phase I ESA prepared for the subject property indicates that the property was developed 

with residential dwellings as early as 1938, with the northwest portion of the property developed with a 

large building between 1966 and 1977 (possibly a warehouse or barn). The Phase I ESA did not identify 

any recognized environmental conditions associated with the project site, including the potential for 

residual pesticides. Additionally, a DTSC database search did not identify any toxic or hazardous 

materials sites on the project site. Thus, the project site would not be located on a known site that is 
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included on a list of hazardous materials pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The project 

site does not contain contaminated soil, and there are no plans to import soil as part of construction.  

Response to Comment DTSC 8  

This comment recommends that if during construction/demolitions activities, soil and/or groundwater 

contamination is suspected, construction/demolition should cease, and appropriate health and safety 

procedures should be implemented. We agree with this recommendation. As indicated in the Draft EIR 

(see page 6.0-10):  

Compliance with applicable laws and regulations governing… hazardous materials would ensure that 

all potentially hazardous materials are handled in an appropriate manner and would minimize the 

potential for safety or environmental impacts. 

Any contaminated waste encountered during construction is required to be remediated so that it 

does not pose a risk...  
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COMMENT LETTER: CALIFORNIA SENATOR LEYVA AND REPRESENTATIVE REYES (LEGIS) 
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RESPONSE TO CALIFORNIA SENATOR LEYVA AND REPRESENTATIVE REYES (LEGIS) 

Response to Comment LEGIS 1  

This comment opposes the project location because it would impact residents. Responses to specific 

comments are provided below. The comment asserts the approval of the project would greatly affect 

the standard of living of the residents of Bloomington. This assertion is a policy judgment that will be 

made by the Board of Supervisors.  

Response to Comment LEGIS 2  

This comment identifies that truck trips would be generated by the project, that the Interstate 10 (I-10) 

and State Route (SR) 60 corridors already suffer from polluted air conditions, and that many 

constituents suffer from allergies and asthma which are exacerbated by the building of warehouses.  

Ozone, nitrogen oxide (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and carbon monoxide (CO) have been 

decreasing in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) since 1975 and are projected to continue to decrease 

through 2020 (as stated in the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s [SCAQMD] 2012 Air 

Quality Management Plan). These decreases result primarily from motor vehicle controls and reductions 

in evaporative emissions. Although vehicle miles traveled in the Basin continue to increase, NOx and 

VOC levels are decreasing because of the mandated controls on motor vehicles and the replacement of 

older polluting vehicles with lower-emitting vehicles. NOx emissions from electric utilities have also 

decreased due to the use of cleaner fuels and renewable energy. For a complete discussion of existing 

air quality and future air quality impacts, see Section 4.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. The following 

exhibits illustrate the air quality improvement achieved even as substantial growth has occurred. These 

exhibits are presented in Section 4.1 of the DEIR and included here for ease of review.  
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Similar to the reductions achieved in ozone, NOx, VOC, coarse particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate 

matter (PM2.5), and CO, there has been substantial improvement and reduction in toxic air contaminants 

(TACs) and associated cancer risk even as substantial growth and an increase in vehicle miles traveled 

has occurred. As shown in Exhibit 4.1-6 in the Draft EIR, diesel cancer risk has steadily declined even as 

there has been an increase in population and diesel vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  
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As summarized in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, based on information available from the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB), overall cancer risk throughout the Basin has had a declining trend since 1990. 

In 1998, following an exhaustive 10-year scientific assessment process, CARB identified particulate 

matter from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant. The SCAQMD initiated a comprehensive 

urban toxic air pollution study, called MATES-II (for Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study). Diesel 

particulate matter (DPM) accounts for more than 70 percent of the cancer risk. 

In 2008, the SCAQMD prepared an update to the MATES-II study, referred to as MATES-III. MATES-III 

estimates the average excess cancer risk level from exposure to TACs is an approximately 17 percent 

decrease in comparison to the MATES-II study. 

Nonetheless, the SCAQMD’s most recent in-depth analysis of toxic air contaminants and their resulting 

health risks for all of Southern California was from the MATES-IV study, which shows that cancer risk 

decreased more than 55 percent between the MATES-III and MATES-IV studies. 

The reductions in air quality and cancer risk impacts are attributable primarily to existing regulatory 

requirements and uniform CEQA review by SCAQMD, which results in all projects that require a 

discretionary action implementing mitigation measures where necessary. Thus, the assertion that the 

cumulative impacts analysis is somewhat inadequate is incorrect. The SCAQMD’s thresholds of 

significance properly analyze both direct and cumulative impacts, and the drastic improvements in air 

quality over the past several decades indicate that the SCAQMD’s implementation of uniform CEQA 

review is working.  
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Response to Comment LEGIS 3  

This comment indicates disagreement with the finding in the Draft EIR that the project would have a less 

than significant impact on the community’s health and does not consider the other nearby warehouse 

projects. The County’s experts disagree with the comments in this regard. The conclusions in the Draft 

EIR are based on both a project-specific evaluation and a cumulative analysis considering existing, 

planned, and future projects. Cumulative air quality impacts are fully evaluated in Section 4.1, Air 

Quality (see page 4.1-41). As noted in Response to Comment LEGIS 2, significant progress has been 

made with respect to reduction in cancer risk impacts even as extensive population, development, and 

economic growth has occurred in the region. As previously noted, the reductions in air quality and 

cancer risk impacts are attributable primarily to existing regulatory requirements and uniform CEQA 

review, which results in all projects that require a discretionary action implementing mitigation 

measures where necessary and adherence to uniform CEQA review.  

As stated in the Draft EIR, the threshold of significance regarding cancer risk from emissions of TACs is 

whether implementation of the proposed project would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to a 

substantial incremental increase in emissions of TACs that exceed 10 in 1 million for the carcinogenic 

risk (i.e., the risk of contracting cancer) for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI), as recommended by 

the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). The SCAQMD has determined that this threshold of 

significance is based on the incremental increase in cancer risk exposure resulting from project-related 

TAC emissions because the air district has determined that any incremental increase greater than 10 in 

1 million could conflict with plans and programs to reduce diesel risk exposure in the Basin. This 

comment is also incorrect in suggesting that the Draft EIR fails to acknowledge existing exposure of toxic 

air contaminants in the project vicinity. The Draft EIR includes a disclosure of background concentrations 

of diesel particulate matter and potential associated health risk. This comment cites the page of the 

Draft EIR that provides this information. As stated in the Health Risk Assessment (Appendix B of Draft 

EIR), the SCAQMD has conducted an in‐depth analysis of toxic air contaminants and their resulting 

health risks for all of Southern California, and as a result has been able to estimate an excess cancer risk 

of 427 in 1 million in the project region. DPM accounts for 68 percent of the total risk shown in the 

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin, MATES-IV (2015). This study shows that 

DPM concentrations decreased 68 percent between MATES-III (2008) and MATES-IV (2015) even though 

the state’s population increased 31 percent and the amount of vehicle miles traveled increased 81 

percent over this time. 

Further, the SCAQMD also issued supplemental guidance in 2003 on how to determine cumulative 

impacts, the SCAQMD guidance document states the following:  

…the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts 

for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR… 

Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD 

to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance 
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thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds 

are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.  

The quoted text is found on page D-3 of the SCAQMD Guidance/White Paper, Appendix A: Background 

section. The report is available on the SCAQMD’s website at the following address: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-

working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf.  

In summary, steady progress has been made in reducing health risk exposure associated with DPM 

emissions, and continued progress is expected. Therefore, the SCAQMD’s recommended threshold of 

significance, which focuses on the incremental increase in the level of cancer risk that would result from 

an individual project, is used to determine whether the risk levels resulting from an individual project 

should be regarded as cumulatively considerable. This is why the Draft EIR applies the “incremental 

increase threshold of significance” to make its significance conclusion in both the project-level analysis 

and the cumulative impact analysis.  

Lastly, the incremental increase threshold of significance has been used to analyze multiple projects in 

the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and in other air basins throughout the state for many years.  

The 10 in 1 million standard is a very health protective significance threshold. A risk level of 10 in 

1 million implies a likelihood that up to 10 persons out of 1 million equally exposed people would 

contract cancer if exposed continuously (24 hours per day) to the levels of toxic air contaminants over a 

specified duration of time. This would be an excess cancer risk that is in addition to any cancer risk 

borne by a person not exposed to these air toxics. To put the risk in perspective, the risk of dying from 

accidental drowning is 1,000 in a million, which is 100 times more than the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 

1 million. 

In addition, as set forth above in Response to Comment LEGIS 2, diesel particulate emissions and cancer 

risk have dramatically decreased at the same time tremendous economic and development growth has 

occurred in Southern California. This evidences that uniform CEQA review and application of the single 

standard threshold of significance have been important tools in the overall reduction of DPM and 

related cancer risks. Thus, the County’s experts disagree with the assertions made by the commenters. 

This comment also seems to suggest that any increase in incremental cancer risk equates to a significant 

cumulative impact. CEQA case law has rejected that argument, finding that “the ‘one [additional] 

molecule rule’ is not the law” (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency 

(2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120). 

As such, contrary to the commenters’ claim, the Draft EIR provides the requisite background cancer risk 

for the project area, correctly evaluates the project’s incremental cancer risk from diesel particulate 

matter, and correctly identifies a less than cumulatively considerable contribution consistent with 

available guidance from the expert air agency (the SCAQMD). 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
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Response to Comment LEGIS 4  

This comment notes that the proposed project would be located just a quarter mile from Bloomington 

High School, thus affecting school athletes and the surrounding communities. The County’s experts 

disagree with this comment.  

It is understood that air pollutants do not have boundaries and regardless of the project location, air 

pollutants will travel based on weather and wind patterns. Nonetheless, an air quality analysis was 

conducted to analyze the potential impact on sensitive receptors, including impacts to Bloomington 

High School and other surrounding schools. Please refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality, page 4.1-33 for a 

complete discussion of sensitive receptors. Additionally, refer to Table 4.1-12, Maximum Operational 

Health Risk at Project Vicinity Residences, and Table 4.1-13, Maximum Operational Health Risk at Project 

Vicinity Schools. Table 4.1-13 shows that impacts related to cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations from 

heavy trucks would be less than significant at these sensitive receptors. Furthermore, as summarized in 

the Response to Comments LEGIS 2 and 3 above, the effects of cumulative health risk were 

appropriately evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenters do not provide substantial evidence to refute 

the information in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment LEGIS 5  

This comment states that the long-term health effects of the project should be considered, along with 

how the project will change the characteristics of the community. The County’s experts disagree. The 

health risk assessment specifically evaluates health impacts over approximately 70 years, and thus 

considers the long-term health effects. As demonstrated on pages 4.1-33 through 4.1-35 in the Draft 

EIR, health impacts are deemed to be less than significant. In addition, the project would be in a largely 

industrial corridor and will provide jobs for residents of the surrounding area.  
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COMMENT LETTER: COLTON JOINT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (CJUSD) 
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RESPONSE TO COLTON JOINT UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (CJUSD) 

Response to Comment CJUSD 1  

This comment provides an introductory statement regarding CJUSD environmental concerns about the 

project on nearby schools and students. Responses to specific comments are included below. In 

addition, while this introductory comment intimates that the project will have significant air quality 

impacts to CJUSD residents and students, the County’s experts disagree. As set forth in the Draft EIR, 

implementation of the project will not create significant and unavoidable air quality health risks.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 2  

This comment raises concerns about the project’s impacts on visual character and lighting. The 

permitted building height in the Bloomington/Community Industrial (BL/IC) District is 75’ feet. The 

warehouse building would be approximately 45 feet in height and be set back from the property line 

approximately 150 feet on the north, 70 feet on the south, 150 feet on the east, and 80 feet on the 

west; refer to Exhibit 3.0 6, Conceptual Site Plan, for reference to project setbacks, and Exhibit 3.0-7, 

Elevations. The warehouse would not introduce any new features into the area. Existing warehouse 

buildings of similar height and massing already exist on Slover Avenue just across the street from the 

project site. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, the project would 

comply with San Bernardino County Development Code Chapter 83.07 regulating glare, outdoor lighting, 

and night sky protection. The ordinance dictates that commercial or industrial lighting is to be fully 

shielded in such a manner as to preclude light pollution or light trespass on any residential or public 

right-of-way. Based on the analysis therein, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts related to aesthetics 

and lighting would be less than significant.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 3  

This comment is an introductory statement from the Colton Joint Unified School District. This comment 

states that the air quality analysis was modeled in an inappropriate manner and therefore 

underestimates the project’s regional air quality emissions and cancer risk potential. While the 

introductory statement does not provide specific evidence to support the district’s assertions, it is 

understood that the statement is introductory and that each assertion is expanded within the body of 

the letter. Therefore, specific responses to each assertion are contained below. As set forth above in 

Response to Comments LEGIS 1, 2, and 3 and as detailed below, the County’s experts disagree with the 

school district’s assertions. The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with well-recognized 

methodologies and properly concluded that implementation of the project will not create significant 

and unavoidable air quality health impacts.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 4  

This comment requests a disclosure of more recent data concerning background ambient air quality 

data. The comment further requests background ambient air quality data for the pollutant nitrogen 

dioxide. The EIR has been revised to include minor modifications to Table 4.1-2 (Draft EIR page 4.1-4) 

and Table 2 (Draft EIR Appendix B) to reflect these requests; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR. It 
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should be noted that the inclusion of the requested information does not change the conclusions set 

forth in the EIR. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 5  

The comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly applies the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District’s (SCAQMD) localized significance thresholds (LSTs). As stated on page 4.1-27 of the Draft EIR, 

project construction is anticipated to disturb a maximum of 4.0 acres in a single day. The Draft EIR 

inadvertently utilized the SCAQMD’s thresholds for a 5.0-acre disturbance area. The Final EIR corrects 

this error; however, there are no changes to the significance conclusions, contrary to the commenter’s 

assertion. The Final EIR also recalculates the LST totals to reflect the fact that the Draft EIR incorrectly 

included off-site mobile emissions in the LST totals. Lastly, the Draft EIR relied on the assumption of 

project construction occurring during the year 2017; however, at the time this Final EIR is being 

prepared, it is the year 2018, and construction has not yet commenced. As such, construction LSTs have 

been reevaluated to reflect on-site emissions only (consistent with SCAQMD guidance), a threshold for 

4.0 acres of daily disturbance, and a construction analysis year of 2018.  

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR, includes minor modifications to Table 4.1-9 on page 4.1-28 of the 

Draft EIR, as well as to Table 9 of Draft EIR Appendix B, to reflect these requests. As shown, air pollutant 

emissions resulting from project construction would not exceed the applicable LST; therefore, the 

impact is less than significant. The EIR and the underlying technical report were prepared in accordance 

with well-recognized methodologies and properly concluded that the project will not create significant 

and unavoidable air quality impact with respect to LSTs.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 6  

This comment states that the vehicle fleet mix estimation used to calculate project mobile source 

emissions is incorrect and alleges that truck trips are understated. The EIR and underlying technical air 

quality calculations are based on a conservative estimate of trucks anticipated for the project. The 

comment incorrectly states that a mix of 38.1 percent trucks should be applied for the project since it is 

a “warehouse.” This statement by the commenter is unfounded and not supported by substantial 

evidence.  

As noted in the Draft EIR and the underlying technical traffic impact analysis, passenger car and truck 

trips were conservatively estimated based on the ITE Land Use Code 150 rate for general warehouse 

development which generates more than two times the trips (3.56 trips per one thousand square feet) 

compared to the high-cube warehouse distribution center rate (1.68 trips per thousand square feet). 

The ITE 150 rate was purposely chosen for the project to overstate potential impacts by greatly 

overestimating potential traffic while also being more reflective of the intended use, consistent with ITE 

data.  

Furthermore, when using ITE Land Use Code 150, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

recommends a truck percentage of 20 percent (Appendix J: Truck Trip Generation Research and Data – 
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Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition, ITE 2014), which is consistent with the methodology used in the 

Draft EIR and the underlying technical reports.  

Moreover, this is a small project consisting of approximately 344,000 square feet of warehouse use. The 

uses that are anticipated to occupy a smaller building such as this are expected to be less truck intensive 

than one may expect to see in a large million-square-foot high-cube warehouse and distribution center. 

This is so because 750,000- and million-square-foot-buildings lend themselves to more extensive 

trucking operations, whereas smaller buildings such as this do not. This conclusion is supported by data 

in ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, 9th Edition. Based on the surveyed data included in ITE’s Trip 

Generation Handbook, use of the High-Cube Warehouse (ITE 152) rates would not be appropriate for 

the project since the average building size in the survey data for high-cube warehouse is approximately 

834,000 square feet with more than 50 percent of the dataset being greater than 500,000 square feet. 

In comparison, the dataset for Warehousing (ITE 150), which was used as the basis for analysis in the 

Draft EIR, is based on an average building size of 431,000 square feet, which is more consistent and 

representative of the proposed project.  

As such, the Draft EIR correctly applies an approximate 20 percent truck mix to the overall trip rate. The 

County’s experts disagree with the unsubstantiated comments. As stated herein, the Draft EIR and the 

underlying technical reports are based on a conservative estimate of trucks. No changes to the Draft EIR 

or the underlying technical studies are warranted.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 7  

This comment states that the vehicle trip length estimation used to calculate project mobile source 

emissions from heavy-duty trucks is incorrect and that greater distances of travel should be assumed. 

The comment does not include substantial evidence to support the claim that the project’s trip lengths 

are understated.  

The Draft EIR and the underlying air quality technical reports use the average trip length for all vehicles, 

which is included in the CARB-approved emissions model software, CalEEMod (California Emissions 

Estimator Model). This modeling tool is also recommended for use by the local expert air agency 

(SCAQMD).  

A technical deficiency inherent in calculating mobile source emissions associated with any project is 

related to the estimation of trip length and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). VMT for a given project is 

calculated by the total number of vehicle trips to and from the project site multiplied by the average trip 

length. This method of estimating VMT for use in calculating vehicle emissions likely results in the 

overestimation and double‐counting of emissions because, for a distribution warehouse center such as 

the project, the land use is likely to attract (divert) existing vehicle trips that are already on the 

circulation system as opposed to generating new trips. In this regard, the project would, to a large 

extent, redistribute existing mobile‐source GHG emissions rather than generate new and additional 

mobile source emissions. As such, the estimation of the project’s vehicular‐source emissions is likely 
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overstated in that no credit for, or reduction in, emissions is assumed based on diversion of existing 

trips. 

The commenter arbitrarily states that 50 percent of the project’s trucks would travel to or from the Port 

of Los Angeles without providing any evidence to support this claim. It would be speculative to assume 

that 50 percent of the project’s trucks travel to or from the Port of Los Angeles. The estimated truck trip 

length in the Draft EIR probably results in a significant overestimation of the truck vehicle miles resulting 

from the project because it assumes that all truck trips to and from the project are “new” within the 

context of the air basin, rather than redistributed truck trips in the basin. Since the truck trip lengths are 

based on reasonable information, as presented in the Draft EIR, providing some greater unsubstantiated 

trip length that extends beyond what is evaluated in the Draft EIR would be speculative at best. 

The CalEEMod modeling protocols assume that 59 percent of all project trips travel an average of 16.60 

miles and 41 percent of trips travel an average of 6.9 miles. The County’s experts disagree with the 

commenter’s position that truck trip lengths are somehow understated. Even if we were to assume that 

the commenter is correct, and a greater trip length should be applied, there would be no changes to the 

findings and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR, as summarized below.  

As set forth in the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) in its report titled 

Synthesis 384: Forecasting Metropolitan Commercial and Freight Travel, which includes data from the 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the average truck trip length is 5.92 miles for 

light-duty trucks, 13.06 miles for medium-duty trucks, and 24.11 miles for heavy-duty trucks. The project 

is located within SCAG’s jurisdiction, and the CalEEMod default trip lengths are also based on SCAG data.  

As such, if the emissions calculations were run using an average trip length of 16.6 miles for passenger 

cars, 5.92 miles for light-duty trucks, 13.06 miles for medium-duty trucks, and 24.11 miles for heavy-

duty trucks, this would result in a weighted average trip length of 16.99 miles.  

Using the aforementioned methodology and a weighted trip length of 16.99 miles, the project’s 

operational emissions totals would be consistent with those in the Draft EIR and no new impacts would 

occur, as summarized in Table A below. As such, the County’s experts have provided substantial 

evidence to refute the unsubstantiated claims made, and as evidenced, the Draft EIR and the underlying 

technical reports are correct in their calculations and no changes are required. By 2023, all trucks 

accessing the project would be required to have engine standards to meet or exceed 2010 or better 

model year engine standards. As such, even if the recommended trip length of 60 miles were used, 

there would be no significant project NOx impact in the future since existing regulations would reduce 

impacts to less than significant levels (Urban Crossroads 2018).  
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Table A – Operational Emissions Based on a Trip Length of 16.99 Miles 

 

Response to Comment CJUSD 8  

This comment reiterates the opinion that the Draft EIR analysis employed an incorrect estimate of 

project truck trips. The County’s air quality experts disagree with this opinion for the same reasons set 

forth in Response to Comment CJUSD 6. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 9  

This comment states that the project would conflict with the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan 

based on the commentator’s belief that the Draft EIR analysis applied incorrect construction-related 

LSTs to the analysis. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CJUSD 5. As demonstrated in 

this response, air pollutant emissions resulting from project construction would not exceed the 

applicable construction LST; therefore, the impact is less than significant. As a result, the Draft EIR 

conclusion that the project is consistent with the SCAQMD’s Criterion No. 1 for determining consistency 

with the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan is appropriate (see Draft EIR page 4.1-32). The County’s 

experts disagree with CJUSD’s comments in this regard.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 10  

The comment states that a health risk assessment (HRA) should be prepared for the project’s 

construction-related diesel exhaust emissions. The County’s experts disagree with the comments in this 

regard; a health risk assessment analyzing the project’s construction emissions of diesel particulate 

matter is not warranted in the County’s expert opinion. The primary purpose of an HRA is to determine 

long-term health risks, such as cancer risks over, for example, a 30-year residency or 70-year lifetime. As 

discussed in the Draft EIR, construction of the project would cease upon completion of each respective 

phase and would not last 30 years. Exposure of such duration would not create long-term health effects 

to adjacent receptors. Additionally, the County follows SCAQMD guidance for air quality analysis. The 

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Area 7.87 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy Source 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01

Mobile 3.02 47.09 41.77 0.24 15.80 4.48

Total Max. Daily Emissions 10.91 47.28 42.01 0.24 15.82 4.50

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Area 7.87 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy Source 0.02 0.19 0.16 0.00 0.01 0.01

Mobile 2.76 47.57 36.28 0.22 15.81 4.49

Total Max. Daily Emissions 10.65 47.76 36.52 0.23 15.82 4.50

SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55.00 55.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00

Threshold Exceeded? NO NO NO NO NO NO

Operational Activities Winter 

Summary of Peak Operational Emissions (pounds per day)

Operational Activities Summer 
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SCAQMD’s health risk assessment procedures recommend evaluating risk from extended exposures 

measured across several years and not for short-term construction exposures or for infrequent 

operational exposure to diesel truck deliveries or trash hauling.  

The SCAQMD (2017) uses health risk assessments for compliance with AB 2588, SCAQMD Rule 1401 and 

Rule 1402, which regulate facility emissions. The SCAQMD’s procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 includes 

guidance for short-term project HRAs (Tier 2 analysis); however, these recommendations are for 

emissions from such sources as portable equipment, like generators, or air pollution control equipment 

used for soil remediation projects, not for short-term construction projects. The SCAQMD (2003) has 

also adopted guidance on the use of HRAs for analyzing mobile source emissions. However, this 

guidance refers to emissions associated with facilities such as truck stops and distribution centers that 

attract large volumes of daily heavy-duty diesel truck trips, creating a long-term emissions source. 

Therefore, the HRA guidance for mobile source emissions is not relevant for the project’s short-term 

construction activities. 

Notwithstanding, the Draft EIR does include a health risk assessment for operational emissions 

associated with heavy-duty diesel trucks accessing the project site, included as Technical Appendix B to 

the Draft EIR. Results of the HRA are less than significant as identified in the Draft EIR, and no further 

evaluation is necessary. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 11  

This comment reiterates CJUSD’s opinion that the Draft EIR uses an incorrect construction area in 

determining the significance of construction-related LSTs. See Response to Comment CJUSD 5. The 

County’s experts disagree with the school district’s comments in this regard. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 12  

This comment reiterates CJUSD’s opinion that the project would have significant construction and 

operational impacts. This comment provides no evidence to support this assertion and instead simply 

reiterates previous comments. See Response to Comments CJUSD 5 through 11. The County’s experts 

disagree with CJUSD’s comments in this regard. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 13  

The comment questions why the increases in cancer risk at nearby receptors is not considered a 

significant cumulative impact given that background levels of cancer risk associated with TACs of 757.29 

in a million for the project area. The County’s experts disagree with CJUSD’s comments in this regard. As 

stated in the Draft EIR, the threshold of significance regarding cancer risk from emissions of toxic air 

contaminants (TACs) is whether implementation of the proposed project would result in exposure of 

sensitive receptors to a substantial incremental increase in emissions of TACs that exceed 10 in 1 million 

for the carcinogenic risk (i.e., the risk of contracting cancer) for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI), 

as recommended by the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993). The SCAQMD has determined 

that this threshold of significance is to be based on the incremental increase in cancer risk exposure 

resulting from project-related TAC emissions because the air district has determined that any 
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incremental increase greater than 10 in 1 million could conflict with plans and programs to reduce diesel 

risk exposure in the South Coast Air Basin.  

This comment is also incorrect in suggesting that the Draft EIR fails to apply the correct threshold of 

significance. The Draft EIR includes a disclosure of background concentrations of diesel particulate 

matter and potential associated health risk. This comment actually cites the very page in the Draft EIR 

that provides this information. As stated in the health risk assessment (Appendix B of Draft EIR), the 

SCAQMD has conducted an in‐depth analysis of the toxic air contaminants and their resulting health 

risks for all of Southern California, and as a result has been able to estimate an excess cancer risk of 427 

in 1 million in the project region. Diesel particulate matter accounts for 68 percent of the total risk 

shown in the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin, MATES-IV (2015). This 

study shows that DPM concentrations decreased 68 percent between MATES III (2008) and MATES IV 

(2015) even though the state’s population increased 31 percent and the amount of vehicle miles 

traveled increased 81 percent over this time. 

Further, the SCAQMD also issued supplemental guidance in 2003 on how to determine cumulative 

impacts, the SCAQMD guidance document states the following:  

…the AQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and cumulative impacts 

for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR… 

Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD 

to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative significance 

thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds 

are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant. 

The quoted text is found on page D-3 of the SCAQMD Guidance/White Paper, Appendix A: Background 

section. The report is in fact available on the SCAQMD’s website at the following address: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-

working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf.  

In summary, steady progress has been made in reducing health risk exposure associated with DPM 

emissions, and continued progress is expected. As stated above, this tremendous reduction in DPM and 

cancer deaths is the result of the SCAQMD’s uniform CEQA review and the use of the SCAQMD singular 

threshold of significance. (See also Responses to Comments LEGIS 2 and 3.) Therefore, the SCAQMD’s 

recommended threshold of significant, which focuses on the incremental increase in the level of cancer 

risk that would result from an individual project, is used to determine whether the risk levels resulting 

from an individual project should be regarded as cumulatively considerable. This is why the DEIR applies 

the “incremental increase threshold of significance” to make its significance conclusion in both the 

project-level analysis and the cumulative impact analysis.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Environmental-Justice/cumulative-impacts-working-group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf
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Lastly, it is noted that the incremental increase threshold of significance has been used to analyze 

multiple projects in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction and in other air basins throughout the state for many 

years.  

The 10 in 1 million standard is a very health protective significance threshold. A risk level of 10 in 

1 million implies a likelihood that up to 10 persons out of 1 million equally exposed people would 

contract cancer if exposed continuously (24 hours per day, 365 days a year, for a continuous 70-year 

period) to the levels of toxic air contaminants over a specified duration of time. This would be an excess 

cancer risk that is in addition to any cancer risk borne by a person not exposed to these air toxics. To put 

the risk in perspective, the risk of dying from accidental drowning is 1,000 in a million, which is 100 

times more than the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. 

This comment also seems to suggest that any increase in incremental cancer risk equates to a significant 

cumulative impact. CEQA case law has rejected that argument, finding that “the ‘one [additional] 

molecule rule’ is not the law,” (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency 

(2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120). 

As such, contrary to the commenter’s claim, the Draft EIR provides the requisite background cancer risk 

for the project area, and correctly evaluates the project’s incremental cancer risk from DPM, and 

correctly identifies a less than cumulatively considerable contribution consistent with available guidance 

from the expert air agency (the SCAQMD).  

Response to Comment CJUSD 14 

This comment reiterates CJUSD’s opinion that the Draft EIR does not evaluate construction health risks 

from diesel exhaust. See Response to Comment CJUSD 10. The County’s experts disagree with CJUSD’s 

comments in this regard. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 15  

The commenter asserts that the HRA impacts are somehow understated due to the use of the average 

emissions factors. The County’s experts disagree with CJUSD’s comments in this regard. As substantiated 

in Response to Comment CJUSD 6, the Draft EIR and the underlying technical reports are based on a 

conservative estimate of trucks. The health risk assessment correctly derived its DPM emissions rate by 

averaging the annual fleet mix emissions rate averages of the years 2018 through 2048, which is 30 

years and assumed to span the life of the project. This emissions rate was used to model pollutant 

concentrations in the project vicinity. The modeled concentrations at sensitive receptors were then used 

to quantify the health risk at sensitive receptors using the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA) (2015) Risk Assessment Guidelines, Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health 

Risk Assessments. The OEHHA guidance provides different exposure periods depending on the 

applicable residency period. The OEHHA recommends using 30 years as the basis for estimating cancer 

risk at the maximally exposed individual receptor in all health risk assessments. As shown in Appendix B 

of Draft EIR Appendix B, age sensitivity factors were employed in the health risk assessment to 

accurately estimate potential health risk resulting from exposure of an individual to pollutant 
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concentrations beginning when that individual begins the third trimester of their mother’s pregnancy. 

Accordingly, the HRA does not underreport potential impacts and correctly calculates the potential 

health risk impact to sensitive receptors. Indeed, it is the opinion of the County’s experts that the HRA 

prepared for the Draft EIR is highly conservative and likely overstates cancer risk (albeit concluding less 

than significant impacts). In short, the County’s experts disagree with the comments asserted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 16  

This comment states that an on-site truck speed of 5 miles per hour should be employed since 

estimated emissions would then be greater. The County’s experts disagree with CJUSD’s comments in 

this regard. The vehicle travel speeds for each segment modeled are summarized as follows: 

▪ Idling – on-site loading/unloading  

▪ 15 miles per hour – on-site vehicle movement including driving and maneuvering  

▪ 25 miles per hour – off-site vehicle movement including driving and maneuvering 

On-site truck vehicle movement is conservatively based on the assumption of 0.1 mile of travel 

(equivalent to the length of the proposed truck parking area) for each estimated daily truck trip (250). 

The use of 15 miles per hour to represent the average speed of these trucks was identified since 15 

miles per hour is the regulated speed limit in parking lots in California, unless otherwise posted. No 

guidance or recommended procedures are promulgated by the OEHHA or the SCAQMD that suggest a 

speed of 5 miles per hour be used. Additionally, the commenter does not provide substantial evidence 

supporting why a speed of 5 miles per hour for on-site activity is more appropriate. For these reasons, 

the use of 15 miles per hour to represent the average speed of daily trucks traversing the project site 

(internal circulation) is appropriate and based on substantial evidence. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 17  

The comment reiterates CJUSD’s opinion that the project analysis relied on incorrect data to reach the 

determination that health risk impacts associated with the proposed project are less than significant. 

Specifically, this comment states that data surrounding project vehicle mix, truck trip lengths, 

construction-related health risk impacts, and the use of diesel particulate matter emissions rates are 

incorrect. The commenter is referred to Response to Comments CJUSD 6, 7, 14, and 15. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 18  

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR does not use appropriate daily breathing rates (DBRs) or fraction 

of time at home (FAH). The County’s experts disagree with CJUSD’s comments in this regard. The health 

risk assessment prepared for the project correctly employs the use of the average/mean daily breathing 

rates per age range identified by OEHHA’s 2015 Risk Assessment Guidelines, as well as the time at home 

factors identified in the same document. More specifically, the commenter opines that the SCAQMD’s 

Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401, 1401.1 and 212 and its supplemental document, Permit 

Application Package “M”, should be used and are more appropriate. The SCAQMD’s risk assessment 

procedures are based on the 2015 OEHHA guidelines used in the Draft EIR. The difference between the 
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Draft EIR and the SCAQMD’s risk assessment procedures is that the SCAQMD, for its rulemaking activity 

for permitting projects, requests that the 95th percentile daily breathing rates be used. This would mean 

elevated breathing rates are constant for the duration of exposure (i.e., running), which is not an 

appropriate assumption for CEQA purposes. The Draft EIR and the HRA correctly use the average (mean) 

breathing rates. The Draft EIR and the HRA are very conservative, as the analysis assumes constant 

exposure 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, for 9- and 30-year exposure durations. CEQA does not 

require the use of the most extreme, maximum possible worst-case scenario, but a reasonable 

assessment of project impacts. As such, use of the mean breathing rates with the conservative 

assumptions on exposure duration used in the Draft EIR and the HRA represent a reasonable maximum 

exposure scenario consistent with CEQA requirements. As such, no revisions to the project’s HRA or 

Draft EIR are required. Use of a 95th percentile breathing rate is not appropriate for purposes of CEQA, 

and there is no substantial evidence to support its use for purposes of CEQA. 

In terms of DBRs, the OEHHA Risk Assessment Guidelines provide information on average and high-end 

values for key exposure pathways (e.g., DBR for the inhalation exposure pathway). The average and high 

end of point estimates are defined in terms of the probability distribution of values for that variate. The 

mean represents the average values for point estimates, and the 95th percentiles represent the high-

end point estimates from the distributions identified by the OEHHA. Thus, within the limitations of the 

data, average/mean and high-end point estimates are supported by the distribution, according to 

OEHHA (2015). According to OEHHA (2015), the lead agency may wish to evaluate the inhalation dose by 

using the mean point estimates for cancer risk assessment. A daily breathing rate in the 95th percentile 

represents an individual breathing faster than 95 percent of all people. Because it is extremely unlikely 

that Bloomington area residents all have a breathing rate faster than 95 percent of all other Americans, 

the average/mean breathing rate inputs are used in the preparation of all health risk assessments in 

unincorporated San Bernardino County, including that contained in the project Draft EIR. This point of 

methodology is both logical, for the reason stated, and conservative. It is conservative because in 

addition to identifying average and high end of point estimates for inputs into health risk assessment 

calculations, the OEHHA also provides the “likeliest” DBR distributions by age group for use in residential 

health risk assessments. The values for the likeliest DBR distributions are all lower than the 

average/mean breathing rate inputs employed in the Draft EIR. In a case that the OEHHA’s likeliest DBR 

distributions are employed to calculate project-resultant health risk as opposed to the average/mean 

breathing rate inputs employed in the Draft EIR, calculated health risk would be lower than identified in 

the Draft EIR. For these reasons, the project analysis used appropriate inputs, consistent with the 

2015OEHHA Health Risk Assessment Guidelines, to calculate potential health risk. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 19  

This comment discusses requirements (i.e., SCAQMD Rule 1401.1) applied to facilities that are stationary 

sources of pollutants and required to obtain permits to operate from the SCAQMD (i.e., facilities with 

boilers, diesel generators, paint spray booths, etc.) while existing within 500 feet of a school. The 

comment notes that the project is not considered a stationary source and does not require a permit to 

operate, yet states that the project should be subject to these requirements anyway. The comment is 

correct that the project is not required to undergo the SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 process, since it does not 
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require an Authority to Operate permit from the SCAQMD. This is because the project would include the 

development of a concrete tilt-up warehouse facility shell building and is not proposing the type of 

stationary equipment requiring such a permit. (As noted in in SCAQMD Rule 219, mobile sources of air 

toxics, such as heavy-duty trucks, are exempt from SCAQMD written permits.) 

Additionally, the project site is located greater than 500 feet from the nearest school, Bloomington High 

School. As noted in the HRA prepared for the project, contained in Appendix B of Draft EIR Appendix B, 

Bloomington High School is 547 feet southwest of the project site at the nearest. This measurement 

spans the southwest corner of the project site, adjacent to the east side of Laurel Avenue, to the 

northeast corner of Bloomington High School, adjacent to the west side of Laurel Avenue. The comment 

further requests clarification surrounding the stated distance between the project site and Bloomington 

High School as there are differences on how the distance is characterized throughout the Draft EIR. For 

instance, page 4.1-11 of the Draft EIR describes the distance between the project’s proposed truck 

loading docks to Bloomington High School (1,300 feet) as opposed to the distance between the nearest 

points of each property.  

Once constructed, the southwest corner of the project site would accommodate the corner of the 

proposed warehouse and would not be a specific point of emissions. As previously described, the 

distance between the project’s proposed truck loading docks to Bloomington High School is 1,300 feet. 

The northeast corner of Bloomington High School is a dirt field adjacent to a parking lot. It appears that 

this dirt field is primarily used as an additional point of vehicular access to and from the school, as 

distinguished from an area where students regularly gather.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 20  

This comment reiterates the opinion that the Draft EIR analysis does not appropriately evaluate 

cumulative health risk impacts. Refer to Response to Comment CJUSD 13. The County’s air quality 

experts disagree with this assertion for the same reasons set forth in Response to Comment CJUSD 13.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 21  

This comment is incorrect in the assertion that Mitigation Measure AIR-1 identifies measures specific to 

transportation refrigeration units (TRUs). The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CARB 3 

for a full description of Mitigation Measure AIR-1. The project would include the development of a 

concrete tilt-up warehouse facility shell building which would not be refrigerated. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 22  

This comment states that hazards and hazardous materials are given short shrift in the Draft EIR. The 

County’s experts disagree with this statement. Draft EIR pages 6.0-9 through 6.0-13 describe the 

potential use, storage, and transport of hazardous materials during project operation, and identify the 

applicable regulatory oversight agencies, requirements for cleanup, remediation, appropriate use, 

materials inventory, and emergency response plans. Emergency response plans, if warranted based on 

the type and volume of materials stored on-site, would fall under the jurisdiction of the San Bernardino 

County Fire Department, which would notify or consult with the school or the school district, if 
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appropriate. The project would include a standard condition of approval requiring a permit through the 

Office of the Fire Marshal prior to occupancy. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 23  

This comment suggests that the Construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP) be revised to include 

provisions so that project construction traffic (including heavy vehicles) does not interfere with access or 

create hazards for students and parents traveling to and from Bloomington High School during the 

morning and afternoon school peak periods.  

Truck access would be limited to Slover Avenue and would not use any local streets. In addition, 

Mitigation Measure TR-2 will be revised to include coordination with CJUSD to minimize potential 

construction material delivery conflicts during peak school ingress/egress time periods; see Section 3.0, 

Errata to the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 24 

This comment suggests mitigation to prevent conflicts between trucks and students walking or biking to 

and from school, and requests that the EIR be revised to include additional analysis regarding pedestrian 

safety. Mitigation recommended by the District potentially includes permanent, dedicated crossing 

guards or additional crosswalk improvements with appropriate signage and illumination.  

Currently the intersection of Slover Avenue and Locust Avenue includes crosswalks on all legs of the 

intersection, and illumination is provided on all four signal poles. At the intersection of Slover Avenue 

and Laurel Avenue, crosswalks are provided on three of the four legs, and illumination is provided via 

four overhead fixtures. The project does not create any unusual conditions that would warrant 

additional mitigation at these locations.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 25 

The comment states that text should be added to page 1 of the traffic impact analysis (TIA) to state that 

the project trip generation was calculated in passenger car equivalents. The TIA contained in Appendix H 

of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comments CJUSD 26A, 26B, 26C 

These comments identify errors in the written description of project trips. The TIA contained in 

Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft 

EIR. The analysis and results are not impacted by this modification.  

Response to Comments CJUSD 27A, 27B, 27C, 27D, 27E, 27F, 27G, 27H, 27I, 27J, 27K, 27L, 27M, 27N, 

27O 

These comments identify minor errors in the table of contents, list of tables, and list of exhibits. The TIA 

contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see Section 3.0, Errata 

to the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comments CJUSD 28A, 28B, 28C, 28D 

The comments request additional table columns that provide the difference in delay values for various 

scenarios. The information needed to determine the requested information is already provided. The 

comments do not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 29 

The comment requests that the Scoping Agreement correspondence with the City of Fontana be 

provided. Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see Section 3.0, Errata to 

the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 30 

This comment requests information regarding the on-site gate operations relative to truck dock turning 

maneuvers. This request is not relevant to the environmental issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 31 

The comment states that the traffic volumes should have been based on interpolation of traffic volumes 

obtained from the San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM). There are many commonly 

accepted methods in which traffic volume forecasts can be developed. The volume forecasts for this 

project were developed based on growth rates reflected in the SBTAM. The volume development 

method used is an acceptable, industry-standard method to develop traffic volume projections. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 32 

The comment requests confirmation of the speed limit on Sierra Avenue. Sierra Avenue is posted at 

35 miles per hour in the southbound direction north of I-10. This comment does not impact the traffic 

analysis results. Thus, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 33 

This comment requests that the TIA be updated to state that the speed limit on Cedar Avenue is 25 

miles per hour when children are present. This request does not have a direct impact on the analysis 

contained in the TIA, nor is it relevant to the EIR. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 34 

The comment states that the existing lane geometry exhibit shows the incorrect lane configurations at 

the intersection of Cedar Avenue and the I-10 eastbound ramps. The exhibit has been revised to show 

four northbound approach lanes (one of which is the left turn lane at the I-10 westbound ramp 

intersection + one through travel lane + one through travel lane + one right turn lane). This modification 

only impacts this exhibit since the analysis accurately reflects the lane configurations. Exhibit 4 of the 

TIA contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see Section 3.0, 

Errata to the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment CJUSD 35 

The comment notes that Tamarind Avenue is misspelled and requests that it be corrected. The traffic 

impact analysis contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect this request; see 

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comments CJUSD 36A, 36B 

The comments state that the traffic volumes shown on the existing traffic volume exhibit do not match 

the traffic count data. The operations analysis was based on passenger car equivalents (PCEs) and the 

volumes were adjusted as appropriate to reflect PCEs. Thus, the existing traffic volumes exhibit should 

not directly match the count volume since the existing volumes were adjusted to PCEs.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 37 

The comment requests that the 2016 San Bernardino County CMP update be utilized in the traffic 

impact analysis. The traffic impact analysis contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR has been revised to 

reflect this request; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 38 

This comment requests an update to the TIA to provide additional information, specifically project trip 

average daily traffic volumes at additional locations. This request does not impact the traffic impact 

analysis or results. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comments CJUSD 39A, 39B, 39C 

The comments note that daily project trips assignments are incorrect for cars and trucks. Each of these 

comments relates to the calculation and documentation of the daily traffic volumes. Errors were 

discovered on Exhibits 11, 12, 14, 18, 23, 25, 27, and 29 as a result of the incorrect calculation of daily 

project trips. Each of the exhibits has been updated. These modifications do not have any impact on the 

traffic operations analysis, traffic study results, or air quality or noise analysis. See Section 3.0, Errata to 

the Draft EIR, for the most up-to-date exhibits. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 40 

The comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 41 

The comment requests that additional information be provided regarding the sources of the cumulative 

projects. The list of cumulative projects was developed through coordination with San Bernardino 

County Public Works staff. Cumulative projects were also identified through the City of Fontana and the 

City of Rialto websites.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 42 

The comment provides a list of projects for consideration as cumulative projects. The list of cumulative 

projects included in the traffic impact analysis was carefully developed and coordinated with the 

County. The projects listed in the comment were evaluated to determine applicability to the subject 
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project. Some of the projects included in that list were incorporated into the traffic impact analysis. 

Others were determined to not be applicable based on the current status at the time the study was 

conducted, or the potential nominal traffic volume in the project study area. Additionally, ambient 

traffic growth is accounted for in the traffic volume forecasts. This additional growth accounts for other 

traffic growth in the area resulting from potential developments and projects not included in the 

cumulative projects list.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 43 

This comment questions the use of the Year 2035 San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model 

(SBTAM) rather than the Year 2040 SBTAM. The use of the Year 2035 travel demand model was based 

on readily available information at the time of study initiation and since the analyzed Horizon Year was 

Year 2038, a few years beyond Year 2035. Developing forecasts based on the Year 2038 by applying a 

growth rate obtained from the Year 2035 model was considered a reasonable technical approach. 

Additionally, at the time of volume forecasting, the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 

(SBCTA) was in the process of refining the Year 2040 SBTAM. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 44 

The comment requests a traffic signal warrant analysis for the intersection of Slover Avenue and Alder 

Avenue. This intersection operates and is projected to operate above the level of deficiency, and an 

impact does not exist at this location. A signal warrant analysis is not required for this intersection. 

Response to Comment CJUSD 45 

The comment states that the peak-hour factors shown in the traffic count data worksheets vary from 

those utilized in the analysis. The peak-hour factor represents the amount of traffic that occurs during 

the peak 15-minute period of each peak hour. While peak-hour factors are calculated from the traffic 

count data collected, in reality they vary by day and hour. It is common practice to assume an overall 

intersection peak-hour factor for a corridor or a set of intersections. The peak-hour factors used in the 

analysis (0.92 and 0.95) are consistent with the existing count data and are commonly used values for 

areas similar to the study area contexts with similar corridor characteristics. 

Response to Comments CJUSD 46A, 46B, 46C, 46D, 46E 

The comments point out that the second page of the Synchro analysis output for the intersection of 

Slover Avenue and Linden Avenue (#11) was inadvertently omitted from the appendices. Each of the 

missing worksheets has been provided; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 47 

The comment requests that a traffic queuing analysis be added to the traffic impact analysis. Level of 

service has been established as the CEQA measure of effectiveness; therefore, no further response is 

warranted. 
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Response to Comment CJUSD 48 

The comment states that when referencing the SBTAM model plots, the plots should be included in the 

appendices. While the traffic impact analysis references the SBTAM, it does not reference SBTAM model 

plots. Thus, no further response is warranted.  

Response to Comment CJUSD 49 

This comment provides a concluding summary comment and expresses opposition to the project. 

Response to specific comments is provided in the responses above. No further response is required.  
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COMMENT LETTER: CITY OF FONTANA (FONTANA)  
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RESPONSE TO CITY OF FONTANA (FONTANA) 

Response to Comment FONTANA 1  

This comment provides general introductory information regarding the project’s traffic impact analysis 

(TIA). Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment FONTANA 2  

This comment notes that proposed mitigation for northbound Sierra Avenue at Slover Avenue (modified 

striping for a shared through/right) was already installed by the City of Fontana in August 2017. This 

comment requests that the report be revised to reflect the correct striping and lane configurations. 

Additionally, this comment notes that traffic counts were taken in January 2017 and inquires whether 

counts should be retaken at Sierra Avenue and Slover Avenue. 

The County appreciates the information regarding the proposed mitigation which has since been 

constructed. Since this change does not require additional conditions to be in place, it is recommended 

that this response to comments be attached to the EIR in the Traffic and Circulation section, rather than 

completing an update to the TIA. 

Additionally, the project baseline for a project under CEQA is generally considered to be the date of the 

issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR. Thus, environmental studies for a given 

project rely on the existing conditions and requirements in place at the time the NOP is issued. Because 

the NOP for this project was issued in January 2017, it is appropriate to rely on information that was 

available at that time. Thus, it is recommended that the analysis remain based on the traffic counts 

conducted in January 2017.  

Because no additional lanes have been added and only striping modifications have been done, the 

modified striping for a shared through/right turn would not result in significant changes in the traffic 

volume at the intersection of Sierra Avenue and Slover Avenue. Notwithstanding the County’s experts’ 

contention that no new traffic counts are needed, in order to provide substantial evidence in support of 

this response, new AM and PM peak-hour traffic counts were collected at the intersection of Sierra 

Avenue and Slover Avenue on March 15, 2018, and compared to the traffic counts included in the TIA. 

As summarized in the tables below, a comparison of the January 2017 counts in TIA Appendix C and the 

new March 2018 counts at the intersection of Sierra Avenue and Slover Avenue shows an overall 

decrease in volumes for both the AM and PM peak hour. As such, the analysis in the TIA is conservative 

and does not need to be changed. 
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Table B – AM Peak-Hour Volumes 

Approach TIA (January 2017) March 2018 Counts Difference 

Northbound 1,156 1,083 -73 

Southbound 1,461 1,433 -23 

Eastbound 487 448 -39 

Westbound 661 674 13 

Total 3,765 3,638 -122 

Table C – PM Peak-Hour Volumes 

Approach TIA (January 2017) March 2018 Counts Difference 

Northbound 1,446 1,332 -114 

Southbound 1,723 1,588 -135 

Eastbound 1,033 950 -83 

Westbound 1,286 1,391 105 

Total 5,488 5,261 -227 

Response to Comment FONTANA 3 

This comment indicates that the Fontana Truck Study (FTS 2003) has been referenced throughout the 

Draft EIR for vehicle splits, and that this study is outdated and no longer recognized by the SCAQMD. The 

City of Fontana recommends that the ITE and SCAQMD vehicle mix rates (approximately 60/40) be 

utilized in the analysis.  

The SCAQMD vehicle mix rate of approximately 60 percent passenger cars and 40 percent trucks 

referred to in the comment are for High-Cube Warehouse, which has significantly lower trip rates for 

overall trip generation. It should be noted that General Warehouse was used for calculating the trip 

rates in this study, which is more conservative than using the rates for High-Cube Warehouse and the 

SCAQMD-recommended truck mix. The passenger car and truck percentages for Short-term Storage, 

Transload & Cold Storage High-Cube Warehouse in the High-Cube Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation 

Analysis (October 2016) prepared by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for the SCAQMD and 

the National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP) for daily, AM peak hour, and PM 

peak hour are shown below. 

 Passenger Cars Trucks 

Daily 67.89% 32.11% 

AM Peak Hour 69.2% 30.8% 

PM Peak Hour 78.3% 21.7% 

The trip generation in PCE based on the above vehicle mix and High-Cube Warehouse (LUC 154) rates is 

shown below 
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Land Use  Quantity  Units 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

 Daily 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trip Generation Summary 

High-Cube Transload and Short-
Term Storage Warehouse 
(without Cold Storage) 

344.000 TSF 
              

Passenger Cars      15 4 19 8 19 27 326 

Truck Trips                   

 2-axle      2 1 3 1 2 3 39 

 3-axle      3 1 4 1 2 3 64 

 4+-axle      12 3 15 4 10 14 291 

Net Truck Trips (PCE)     17 5 22 6 14 20 394 

TOTAL NET TRIPS (PCE)  32 9 41 14 33 47 720 

Trips Evaluated in the TIA 107 30 137 35 108 143 1,604 

The number of trips evaluated in the TIA is higher than the trips based on High-Cube Warehouse 

(LUC 154) rates and the SCAQMD vehicle mix. As such, the analysis is more conservative. 

Even if the High-Cube Warehouse vehicle mix were to be applied to the Warehousing (LUC 150) rates in 

the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition (2017), the number of trips evaluated in the TIA is still 

higher and more conservative as shown in the table below. As such, no changes to the analysis are 

necessary. 

 Land Use  Quantity  Units 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

 Daily 
In Out Total In Out Total 

Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trip Generation Summary 

Warehousing 344.000 TSF               

 Passenger Cars     31 9 40 14 37 51 406 

 Truck Trips                   

2-axle      4 1 5 1 3 4 48 

3-axle      6 1 7 1 4 5 80 

4+-axle      26 8 34 7 19 26 362 

 - Net Truck Trips (PCE) 36 10 46 9 26 35 490 

TOTAL NET TRIPS (PCE) 67 19 86 23 63 86 896 

Trips Evaluated in the TIA 107 30 137 35 108 143 1,604 

Response to Comment FONTANA 4 

This comment requests an explanation as to why an ambient growth rate of 1 percent was added to 

Sierra Avenue and Slover Avenue but a 1.5 percent ambient growth rate was added to Cedar Avenue. 

The San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM) showed varying growth along the different 

corridors. Thus, different growth rates were utilized, consistent with the regional transportation model. 

No changes to the study will be incorporated. 
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Response to Comments FONTANA 5 and 6  

These comments indicate that the classification of Slover Avenue from Tamarind Avenue to Sierra 

Avenue in Fontana’s jurisdiction is Secondary Highway, and the classification of Sierra Avenue is a Major 

Highway within Fontana’s jurisdiction. The comments request that the Fontana Circulation Element be 

referenced and included in cross sections.  

The County agrees with the comments. The traffic impact analysis will not be updated at this time since 

the comment does not impact the study findings. However, the EIR text will be revised to reflect the 

changes in classification and reference the City’s Circulation Element. See Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft 

EIR.  

Response to Comment FONTANA 7 

This comment requests that a legend be included for both Exhibits 11 and 12, Daily Project Trips. 

However, Exhibits 11 and 12 do include legends. The values represent the daily trips on each of those 

segments (daily volume, both directions). These values do not impact the study findings. The study will 

not be updated further. 

Response to Comment FONTANA 8 

This comment requests the deletion of the reference to City of San Diego Guidelines for determining 

significance on page 20 and on the Appendix A cover sheet. In this case, the County of San Diego was 

referenced in terms of Caltrans significance criteria. The text is accurate, and thus no changes to the 

study are required. 

Response to Comment FONTANA 9 

This comment notes that the City of Fontana is now using the 10th edition of the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual. This comment suggests that since the project’s TIA dates back to January, the analysis should 

consider using the new numbers for warehouse, per the 10th edition. 

A comparison of the 9th edition and the 10th edition for the subject project is as follows: 

Trip Type 
9th Edition (LUC 150) 
with  
FTS vehicle mix 

10th Edition (LUC 150) With  
SCAQMD/ITE vehicle mix for 
High-Cube Warehouse 

Difference 

Daily 1,604 896 -708 

AM Peak 137 86 -51 

PM Peak 143 86 -57 

The 10th edition has lower trip rates, and thus updating the study to reflect the 10th edition could 

potentially reduce impacts. However, the current study would represent a more conservative analysis as 

the trips are greater than would be shown if the study were to be updated. See Response to Comment 

FONTANA 3 for detailed calculations based on ITE 10th edition rates and SCAQMD vehicle mix. 

It is recommended that the study remain unchanged and the 9th edition values be used as approved in 

the Scoping Agreement and consistent with the NOP.  
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Response to Comment FONTANA 10 

This comment suggests that the updated San Bernardino County CMP and TIA guidelines (2016) should 

be referenced. The 2016 version of the guidelines are contained in Appendix A of the TIA included in the 

Draft EIR.  
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COMMENT LETTER: NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION (NAHC)  
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RESPONSE TO NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION (NAHC) 

Response to Comment NAHC 1  

This comment commends the cultural resources analysis conducted for the project. The comment does 

not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment 

specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted.  

Response to Comment NAHC 2  

This comment suggests a minor correction be made to the timeline for MLD recommendations in Impact 

4.3-4, Human Remains. The Draft EIR states that the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) has 48 hours to 

complete their inspection after being notified by the NAHC. However, it is suggested that there is no 

time limit for MLD to inspect the site. They do have 48 hours to provide recommendations once access 

to the site has been granted (per Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). The EIR has been revised to 

clarify the time frame; see Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR. 
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COMMENT LETTER: SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (PWORKS)  
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RESPONSE TO SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS (PWORKS)  

Response to Comment PWORKS 1  

This comment serves to thank the San Bernardino County Department of Land Use Services for providing 

the Department of Public Works with the opportunity to comment on this project. Responses to specific 

comments are provided below; no further response is required.  

Response to Comment PWORKS 2  

This comment notes that Laurel, Locust, and Slover avenues are all County-maintained roads, and any 

work to be performed on or within the right-of-way requires a transportation permit. It is suggested that 

if these permits are required, this should be noted in the Draft EIR along with any potential impacts, 

prior to certification. Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, page 4.8-25, Recommended Improvements, 

outlines the necessary improvements by facility. These temporary construction-related impacts would 

be avoided with implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP), to be established 

prior to the construction of any improvements. The TMP would require prior notices, adequate sign-

posting, detours, phased construction, and temporary driveways where necessary to reduce 

construction-related impacts that may result from construction traffic. The TMP would be subject to 

review and approval by the Public Works, Fire, Regional Planning, and Sheriff’s departments to ensure 

the plan has been designed in accordance with County requirements. This review would occur prior to 

the issuance of grading or building permits, as stated in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PWORKS 3  

This comment requests that the department be included in the circulation list for all project-related 

notices and hearings. The County Land Use Services Department appreciates the comment and will 

include the Public Works Department in the circulation list.  
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COMMENT LETTER: WEST VALLEY WATER DISTRICT (WVWD)  
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RESPONSE TO WEST VALLEY WATER DISTRICT (WVWD)  

Response to Comment WVWD 1 

This comment asserts that the development is within West Valley Water District’s service area and 

would be required to apply for water service from the district. The comment has been noted. The 

applicant understands that a formal request must be submitted and approved prior to document 

certification.  

Response to Comment WVWD 2 

This comment indicates that the district will require the upgrade and expansion of existing facilities on 

Locust Avenue. Based on telephonic conversations with WVWD, the WVWD is concerned about the SB 

County Fire Department might need to add an additional public fire hydrant in the future. If, for 

whatever reason, the SB County Fire Department were to require a new public fire hydrant to be 

installed at the subject Property along Locust Avenue, then increased water pressure capacity may be 

required for WVWD lines located within the public right of way. At the present time, the SB County Fire 

Department has not conditioned the subject Project to install such public fire hydrant as there are 

sufficient existing public fire hydrants and the SB County Fire Department currently has no plans to 

require the subject Property install such public fire hydrant. In addition, even if such work were required 

down the road for some unknown reason, it would take place in the County’s right-of-way, this would 

not create any new significant construction impacts that were not otherwise already analyzed in the 

DEIR.  

Response to Comment WVWD 3 

This comment notes that a formal plan check submittal will be required to confirm that the locations 

and sizes of existing facilities meet the needs of the proposed development. The County acknowledges 

these requirements.  

Response to Comment WVWD 4 

This comment notes that the construction of all off-site water facilities should conform to the district’s 

Standards for Domestic Water Facilities. The County acknowledges these standards.  
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COMMENT LETTER: CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD (CARB)  
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RESPONSE TO CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD (CARB)  

Response to Comment CARB 1 

This comment is an introductory statement from the California Air Resources Board regarding CARB’s 

statewide efforts related to community health impacts from freight facilities. The comment states that 

new industrial development may compound impacts from the current exposure of diesel particulate 

matter (diesel PM) on nearby residents and students.  

The introductory statement does not raise any questions regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Nonetheless, Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR fully evaluates the air quality and health risk impacts 

associated with project operation. This analysis is supported by air quality technical studies, including a 

health risk assessment, and ultimately determined that health risk impacts would be less than 

significant.  

Response to Comment CARB 2 

This comment relates recent legislation highlighting the need for further emission reductions in 

communities with high exposure burdens, and notes that the project site is part of a census tract within 

the 99th percentile for “pollution burden.” The comment does not raise any questions regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, this comment is noted and will be provided to the Planning 

Commission and the Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment CARB 3  

This comment requests that the County ensure that the project community is not adversely impacted by 

the project and recommends that the County accelerate the use of zero and near-zero emissions 

technologies and implement other reduction strategies to reduce emissions and exposure. As discussed 

under Impact 4.1-4 of Draft EIR Section 4.1, Air Quality, noncarcinogenic hazards resulting from the 

proposed project are calculated to be within acceptable limits. Additionally, impacts related to cancer 

risk and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations from heavy trucks would be less than significant 

at the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e., residential neighborhoods and a school campus). Therefore, 

impacts related to health risk from heavy trucks would be less than significant. However, there are 

sensitive receptors surrounding the project site and in relatively close proximity. While the increased 

cancer risk from heavy trucks would be below the applicable significance threshold, Mitigation Measure 

AIR-1 is required to enforce existing regulation and reduce the generation of diesel PM. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 requires that the project be constructed with the appropriate infrastructure 

to facilitate sufficient electric charging for trucks to plug in, in anticipation of future technology that 

allows trucks to operate partially on electricity. Additionally, at least 3 percent of all vehicle parking 

spaces (including for trucks) must include electric vehicle charging stations. Mitigation Measure AIR-1 

also mandates the erection of legible, durable, weatherproof signs at truck access gates, loading docks, 

and truck parking areas identifying applicable CARB anti-idling regulations. At a minimum, each sign 

must include (1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines when not in use; (2) instructions for 

drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to no more than 5 minutes; and (3) telephone numbers of the 
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building facilities manager and CARB to report violations. Additional requirements under Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 include that all service equipment (e.g., forklifts) used within the site must be electric or 

powered by compressed natural gas. Also, the developer/successor-in-interest must provide building 

occupants with information related to the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Carl Moyer 

Program, or other such programs that promote truck retrofits or “clean” vehicles. 

Response to Comment CARB 4  

This comment requests that the County accelerate the use of zero and near-zero emissions technologies 

and implement other reduction strategies to reduce emissions. This comment also includes an 

attachment, a Notice of Preparation comment letter prepared for a warehouse building project in the 

City of Perris, to show specific examples of emissions reduction strategies. Provided examples include: 

▪ Zero and near-zero emissions technologies such as electric forklifts; 

▪ Infrastructure for zero and near-zero technologies; 

▪ Plug-in capabilities for transport refrigeration units (TRUs); 

▪ Compliance with the State Heavy-Duty Greenhouse Gas regulation; 

▪ A requirement that all medium-heavy and heavy-heavy duty trucks meet or exceed the 2010 

emissions standards; and 

▪ Tier 3 and 4 engines for construction equipment. 

As demonstrated in Section 4.1 and Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in a 

potentially significant impact to air quality, health risk, or greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Therefore, 

the suggested mitigation measures to address such issues are not required. Nonetheless, Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 is included to enforce existing regulations and reduce the generation of air pollutants. 

Trucks that run at least partially on electricity are projected by the Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG) to become available during the life of the project as discussed in its latest Regional 

Transportation Plan. As noted under Response to Comment CARB 3, Mitigation Measure AIR-1 requires 

that the project be constructed with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric 

charging for trucks to plug in, in anticipation of future technology that allows trucks to operate partially 

on electricity. Additionally, at least 3 percent of all vehicle parking spaces (including for trucks) must 

include electric vehicle charging stations. Such measures implemented at the project site would 

accelerate the use of zero and near-zero emissions technologies. Additionally, as noted above, 

Mitigation Measure AIR-1 includes the requirement that all service equipment (e.g., forklifts) used 

within the site must be electric or powered by compressed natural gas.  

The project will comply with all applicable state regulations, including the State Heavy-Duty Greenhouse 

Gas regulation. In terms of plug-in capabilities for TRUs, the project would include the development of a 

concrete tilt-up warehouse facility shell building that would not be refrigerated. It is unclear how a 

requirement to limit all visiting trucks to those that meet or exceed the 2010 emissions standards at the 

facility would be enforced. There are also several potential unforeseen, negative consequences for such 
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a measure, including heavy-duty trucks that do not meet or exceed these standards needing to travel 

longer distances to facilities that will accommodate them. Furthermore, as stated on page 4.1-16, 

CARB’s On-Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles (In Use) Regulation requires diesel trucks and buses that 

operate in California to be upgraded to reduce emissions. Heavier trucks were required to be retrofitted 

with particulate matter filters beginning January 1, 2012, and replacement of older trucks was required 

starting January 1, 2015. By January 1, 2023, as a result of this regulation, nearly all trucks and buses will 

need to have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. The regulation applies to nearly all privately and 

federally owned diesel-fueled trucks and buses, as well as to privately and publicly owned school buses 

with a gross vehicle weight rating greater than 14,000 pounds. Therefore, there is no need for a 

mitigation measure limiting all visiting trucks at the project site to those that meet or exceed the 2010 

emissions standards, as statewide regulations are achieving this goal across all of California. Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 does require the project to promote and support clean truck fleets by providing 

information on the CARB Carl Moyer retrofit program and information on idling limits and nearby 

alternative fueling stations.  

As demonstrated under Impact 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in a potentially 

significant impact to air quality during construction activities. Therefore, the suggested mitigation 

measure to require the use of Tier 3 and 4 engines is not required. Nonetheless, it is noted that all off-

road, diesel-fueled construction equipment manufactured in 2006 or later has been manufactured to 

Tier 3 standards as required by a Statement of Principles pertaining to off-road diesel engines that was 

signed between the EPA, CARB, and the majority of engine makers. It is further noted that all off-road, 

diesel-fueled construction equipment manufactured in 2015 or later has been manufactured to Tier 4 

standards. Therefore, it is likely that much of the construction equipment employed to construction the 

project would meet Tier 3 engine standards at the least.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ENRIQUE G. AND CARMEN JAIME (JAIME)  
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RESPONSE TO ENRIQUE G. AND CARMEN JAIME (JAIME)  

Response to Comment JAIME 1 

This comment expresses opposition to the project and concern regarding traffic and closeness to 

Bloomington High School. The Draft EIR fully evaluates traffic impacts associated with the project and 

incorporates a discussion of the existing and forecast intersection levels of service based on the 

anticipated vehicle trips. Refer to discussion in Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, Impact 4.8-1. 

Additionally, refer to Table 4.8-11, Opening Year (2018) with Ambient Traffic and Cumulative Projects 

Intersection Conditions, which shows that none of the analyzed intersections are forecast to become 

deficient due to project implementation. The only significant traffic impact would be along Cedar 

Avenue and the I-10 eastbound and westbound ramps, which would not be cumulative traffic impact. 

Bloomington High School is located south of Slover Avenue on Laurel Avenue. Based on the proposed 

truck ingress and egress, trucks would use Laurel Avenue as an egress point only and would immediately 

turn onto Slover Avenue, minimizing conflict with high school–related traffic. Moreover, as discussed in 

the Draft EIR, the traffic impact analysis accounts for existing traffic generated by the local schools; thus, 

all existing and project traffic is accounted for in the analysis. Please refer to Exhibit 3.10-9, Truck 

Ingress, and Exhibit 3.10-10, Truck Egress, in the Draft EIR, showing the ingress and egress points. 

Response to Comment JAIME 2  

This comment expresses an opinion in opposition to the change in zone from residential to warehouse. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning, the existing land use zoning district for the 

project site is Bloomington/Single Residential 20,000 square foot minimum lot size-agricultural overlay 

(BL/RS-20M-AA) and Bloomington/Single Residential with a 1-acre minimum lot size-additional 

agricultural overlay (BL/RS 1AA). The project would change the project site’s zoning to 

Bloomington/Community Industrial (BL/IC), the same zoning district that borders the project site on the 

north and the west, both north and south of Slover Avenue. A Conditional Use Permit would also be 

required for the warehouse facility. Refer to Impact 4.6-2, Conflict with an Applicable Plan. Additionally, 

please refer to Table 4.6-2, Land Use Policy Consistency Analysis, for a full discussion on the land use 

consistency analysis results.  
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COMMENT LETTER: THOMAS AND KIM ROCHA (ROCHA)  
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RESPONSE TO THOMAS AND KIM ROCHA (ROCHA)  

Response to Comment ROCHA 1 

This comment asks whether the Community Plan states that residential density should be increased. The 

current adopted Community Plan contains a variety of policies related to diverse topics. The proposed 

and unadopted Community Plan similarly includes a variety of policies, one of which relates to 

residential density. As discussed on page 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, the County recognized that Community 

Plans are “living” documents and are not intended to restrict land uses to a snapshot in time, but rather 

evolve and change, and to adjust to other social and economic changes. For additional information on 

specific Community Priorities/Community Character Objectives, please refer to page 12 of the 

Bloomington Community Plan (2007).  

Response to Comments ROCHA 2A, 2B  

These comments inquire whether the project will “impact residential development because it takes 

away our rural lifestyle.” As discussed in the Draft EIR, Table 4.6-2, Land Use Policy Consistency Analysis 

– Bloomington Community Plan, the project would convert vacant land within the area’s developing 

industrial corridor (bordered on two sides by industrial uses) to an industrial use; this is a logical 

transition from the nearby non-industrial uses to the nearby, contiguous industrial uses. Additionally, 

the project does not impact or result in any changes to areas zoned rural living, as those areas are 

nowhere near the project site. Further, the plan area currently has 3,069 acres zoned residential, 695 of 

which are zoned BL/RM-20. The project would remove only 17 of those acres, preserving substantially 

the same range of densities and lot sizes on the Land Use Policy Map and allowing for substantially the 

same amount of residential development, including “rural lifestyle” on larger lots with animal raising 

activities permitted. 

Response to Comment ROCHA 2C  

This comment inquires whether any studies have been done regarding the negative effects that traffic, 

noise, and diesel emission can have animals. Please refer to Section 4.2, Biological Resources, of the 

Draft EIR for a full discussion of the analysis required under CEQA for vegetation, sensitive plant species, 

sensitive wildlife species, birds, mammals, and any potential impact to critical habitat. In addition, a 

health risk assessment was conducted for the project, and determined that health risks would be less 

than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4.  

Response to Comments ROCHA 3A, 3B  

These comments inquire whether the project can improve the housing/job balance and if it is certain 

that jobs created will go to Bloomington residents. In 2001, the Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG) jobs/housing balance analysis found that in 1997, the general area where the 

project would be located was found to be in a jobs/housing balanced zone. The analysis projected the 

same area to retain its jobs/housing balanced status through 2025 (SCAG 2001). Additionally, the project 

area is surrounded by neighboring areas identified as very housing rich, but not jobs rich. This project 

would add jobs to the region and assist in improving the jobs/housing imbalance that exists in a large 

portion of the county. 
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Response to Comment ROCHA 4A  

This comment expresses opposition to the project. This comment does not identify a specific concern 

with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues.) 

Response to Comment ROCHA 4B 

This comment inquires why the proposed warehouse is considered a light-industrial use when it would 

be a 344,000-square-foot warehouse and references Objective 4. Objective 4 provides for a “range of 

potential light industrial, manufacturing, and warehouse uses.” The proposed use is a warehouse use 

consistent with this objective. The classification of light industrial or heavy industrial is related to the 

type of products/business rather than the size of the facility. For example, light industrial facilities tend 

to manufacture moderate amounts of partially processed materials to produce other items/products. 

On the other hand, industries such as petrochemical industry and shipbuilding would fall under heavy 

industrial. No further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment ROCHA 5  

This comment questions how the addition of the proposed warehouse would not add more emissions to 

the community. A full analysis and discussion on existing and future air quality conditions is provided in 

the Draft EIR. Please refer to Impacts 4.1-1, Violate Air Quality Standards (Construction), and 4.1-2, 

Violate Air Quality Standards (Operation). The air quality analysis does not state that the project would 

not be generating any additional emissions. Rather, the air quality analysis showed that the project 

would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation during project construction or operation.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 6 

This comment questions how the project would provide direct economic benefits to Bloomington. 

Please refer to page 4.6-8 in Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR. The project would 

comply with County Goal BL/ED 1. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires 

that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment ROCHA 7  

This comment opposes a warehouse on the project site. The comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues.) 
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Response to Comment ROCHA 8  

This comment inquires if the projected traffic trips are known, considering there is currently no tenant 

for the facility. Project trips are estimated using standard traffic engineering practices, in this case, trip 

generation rates for similar uses identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. For existing and future 

traffic trips, traffic conditions, analysis, and methodology, please refer to Section 4.8, Traffic and 

Circulation.  

Response to Comments ROCHA 9, 10  

These comments inquire if there are any new developments planned to mitigate the high-volume 

freeway delays and levels of service. Under Opening Year (2018) with Ambient Traffic and Cumulative 

Project conditions, the addition of project-related traffic results in significant impacts at the following 

study intersections: 

▪ I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Cedar Avenue 

▪ I-10 Westbound Ramps/Cedar Avenue 

I-10/Cedar Avenue interchange improvements are planned and funded with completion of the 

interchange project scheduled by the year 2020. Once the interchange improvements are completed, 

the project’s impact on level of service would be eliminated. Therefore, no mitigation is proposed. 

Please refer to Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, and Table 4.8-15, Summary of Traffic Impact 

Mitigation, for the balance of proposed mitigation measures.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 11  

This comment inquires if the Community Plan assigns a residential density in the proposed project area. 

The project site is currently designated for residential use. The current Community Plan provides that 

the site is Single Residential (RS-1), one-acre lot sizes. However, the General Plan determines land use 

and density for property and any implementing zoning criteria and other development related 

requirements must be consistent with the General Plan. A change in the General Plan Lan Use Zoning 

District is proposed to allow the proposed warehouse.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 12  

This comment inquires why/how the project can be in an area currently established for residential use, 

as the project is in a residential area. The project site is surrounded by a combination of industrial and 

residential development, and it fronts on Slover Avenue, a largely industrial corridor.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 13  

This comment inquires why an air monitoring located 5.4 miles northwest of the project was utilized. 

Monitoring stations are placed at strategic locations by the Southern California Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD). Ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 are the primary pollutants affecting the region. The nearest 

air quality monitoring site to the project site which monitors ambient concentrations of ozone and 

airborne particulates is the Fontana-Arrow Highway Monitoring Station (14360 Arrow Highway, Fontana, 

CA 92335), approximately 5.4 miles northwest of the project site.  
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Response to Comment ROCHA 14  

This comment asks about the potential impacts from grading, demolition, and paving. A full discussion 

on potential air quality impacts from construction and operation is included in the Draft EIR. Please refer 

to Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-1, Violate Air Quality Standards (Construction), for a full discussion 

of construction-related impacts. Additionally, refer to Table 4.1-7, Construction-Related Emissions, for a 

summary of forecast maximum emissions.  

Response to Comments ROCHA 15, 16  

These comments inquire whether the project would conflict with the air quality plan. As stated in the 

discussion of Impact 4.1-3, Conflict with Air Quality Plan, the project would have a significant and 

unavoidable impact on the implementation of the applicable air quality plan, because the current air 

quality plan was developed based upon a residential land use designation. Since a change is to occur it 

would be inconsistent with the adopted plan. However, consistency with the air quality plan also 

evaluates compliance with applicable air quality standards. The proposed project would not exceed 

operational thresholds and would not violate adopted air quality standards.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 17 

This comment inquires why people are referred to as sensitive receptors in the Draft EIR. Sensitive 

receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include members of the population who are 

particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with 

illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. 

CARB has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: 

the elderly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory 

diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and bronchitis. See Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4, Expose 

Sensitive Receptors, for the impact analysis on sensitive receptors.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 18 

This comment notes that Alternative 2 General Plan Analysis only focuses on high-cube. Alternative 2 

does not focus on high-cube but rather evaluates the project site as a No Project Alternative – General 

Plan. The task is to evaluate the impacts of the reasonably foreseeable future use of the project site, if 

developed under the existing General Plan land use designation. Therefore, Alternative 2 assumes that 

the proposed project improvements would not be implemented, and no industrial development would 

occur on the project site. A land use designation of Bloomington/Single Residential with a 1-acre 

minimum lot size-additional agricultural overlay (BL/RS-1-AA) applies to the portion of the site with the 

existing residential lot. A land use designation of Bloomington/Residential with a 20,000-square-foot 

minimum lot size with an additional agricultural overlay (BL/RS 20M AA) applies to the balance of the 

project site, totaling approximately 16.34 acres (see Exhibit 3.0 5, General Plan Land Use and Zoning, in 

Section 3.0, Project Description). See Section 8.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, for alternatives 

analysis.  
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Response to Comment ROCHA 19  

This comment notes that Alternative 2 is not accurate in Table 1.0-1, Comparison of Alternatives and 

Environmental Considerations. However, the commenter does not note what is incorrect. No further 

response is requested; also see Response to Comment ROCHA 18.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 20  

This comment notes that Objective 4 states light industrial, not light major (See response to ROCHA 4B). 

This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment ROCHA 21  

This comment notes that Objective 7 does not improve the balance of housing and jobs. As discussed in 

Table 1.0-2, Project Objectives Consistency Analysis, in the Draft EIR, Alternatives 3 and 4 would further 

improve the housing and jobs balance in the Bloomington area. Additionally, please refer to Response to 

Comments ROCHA 3A, 3B. 

Response to Comment ROCHA 22  

This comment notes that although the industrial corridor (Slover Avenue) is already subject to 

emissions, the project would subject the adjacent homes to even more emissions. A project-specific air 

quality analysis was conducted for the project. Please see Section 4.1, Air Quality, for a summary of 

findings.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 23 

This comment notes that Bloomington would not receive any economic benefit from the proposed 

project, because all the funds would go to the general fund. This comment does not identify a specific 

concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft 

EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 

environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment ROCHA 24 

The comment notes that project direct access is not possible from Santa Ana and Cedar avenues. Project 

access points are proposed on Slover, Laurel, and Locust avenues and are not proposed on either Santa 

Ana Avenue or Cedar Avenue. The project is bounded by Slover Avenue on the north, Laurel Avenue on 

the west, and Locust Avenue on the east. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues.) 
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Response to Comment ROCHA 25  

This comment notes that Alternative 4 is rejected even though it meets all seven objectives. As indicated 

in the Draft EIR, Alternative 4 has been rejected because it would not result in any environmental 

benefits compared to the proposed project; see Draft EIR, page 8.0-23.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 26  

This comment inquires why a project with so many employees would be allowed to go on a septic tank. 

The project would use a septic system, like the existing uses in most of the Bloomington Community 

Plan area. The on-site septic system would be designed, constructed, and maintained, consistent with 

County and State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) standards and requirements designed to 

protect water quality; see Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-6.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 27  

This comment inquires if any improvement would be made at the intersection of Sierra Avenue and 

Slover Avenue and also inquires what a fair share means. As shown in Table 4.8-11, Opening Year (2018) 

with Ambient Traffic and Cumulative Projects Intersection Conditions, the analysis results show that the 

Slover Avenue/Sierra Avenue intersection is forecast to operate at unacceptable levels of service, i.e., 

LOS E or LOS F, which also means the following intersections are significantly impacted by the proposed 

project: 

▪ I-10 Eastbound Ramps/Cedar Avenue 

▪ I-10 Westbound Ramps/Cedar Avenue 

At the intersection of Slover Avenue and Sierra Avenue, the recommended mitigation is to restripe the 

northbound dedicated right turn lane to a shared through/right turn lane. This mitigation measure 

reduces the impact to a level below significance since the intersection delay is less than the delay 

without the proposed project. 

A fair share is a portion of the cost from planned City or County public works improvements for which 

the applicant is responsible.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 28  

This comment inquires as to why no mitigation measures are required on all sections. Mitigation 

measures are only imposed when an area of the project being analyzed is significantly impacted and 

requires mitigation to reduce the potential impacts. Thus, mitigation measures are not required for 

areas not significantly impacted.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 29  

This comment inquires as to how a large warehouse will not have significant air quality health risks. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 
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health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. Also see Response to Comment ROCHA 8.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 30  

This comment inquires how it is assumed that the project will not cause significant traffic impacts. The 

conclusion regarding traffic impacts is based on a detailed analysis of traffic impacts. Please see Section 

4.8, Traffic and Circulation, Impact 4.8-1, Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Ordinance, or Policy; and 

Impact 4.8-2, Conflict with a Congestion Management Program, which show that the project is forecast 

to cause significant and unavoidable impacts. Please refer to Section 4.8 for a full discussion on this 

matter.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 31 

This comment inquires if trucks will enter the project site on Laurel and Locust avenues. Main ingress 

and egress to the project site is via Slover Avenue. Trucks would not use the Locust Avenue and Laurel 

Avenue driveways.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 32 

This comment inquires whether streets will be redesigned. Streets are not proposed to be redesigned. 

Please see Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, for the proposed mitigation measures on specified 

roadways and intersections.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 33  

This comment inquires how the project site is considered to be a useless dirt field, if it is ready for 

residential uses. Please see Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning, page 4.6-1, where a portion of the 

project site is described as “contains piles of refuse and dirt.”  

Response to Comments ROCHA 34, 35 

The comments note that Bloomington has a community plan and the proposed project would not be 

compatible with the existing uses. See Response to Comment ROCHA 12, as well as additional discussion 

in Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment ROCHA 36  

This comment notes the project is not part of the Bloomington Community Plan. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 

raised on environmental issues.)  

Response to Comment ROCHA 37  

This comment notes that amending the zoning has a negligible impact on the Bloomington Community 

Plan. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an 

issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further 
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response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.)  

Response to Comment ROCHA 38  

This comment notes that the consistency analysis does not answer how the project is consistent with 

the community character. The project site is within the area’s developing industrial corridor (bordered 

on two sides by industrial uses) and therefore is a logical location for the limited expansion of industrial 

uses. Out of the available land in the community, the project site is a logical location because it is within 

an area utilized as an industrial corridor. For a full discussion on the topic, see Table 4.6-2, Land Use 

Policy Consistency Analysis—Bloomington Community Plan.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ERNESTO CARLOS (CARLOS)  
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RESPONSE TO ERNESTO CARLOS (CARLOS)  

Response to Comment CARLOS 1  

This comment notes that the warehouse is not wanted because it would be in such proximity to 

residences and because the project will bring air pollution and noise. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 

4.1, Air Quality, Impacts 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, analysis shows that the project would not violate any air quality 

standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during project 

construction or operation. Additionally, analysis shows that although a temporary noise impact would 

occur from construction activities, a permanent noise increase from operations is not forecast to be 

significant. Please refer to Impact 4.7-2, Permanent Noise Increase, and Impact 4.7-3, Temporary Noise 

Increase, in Section 4.7, Noise. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 has been imposed to mitigate any temporary 

noise created. Thus, a less than significant impact from noise activities would occur with mitigation 

incorporated.  

Response to Comment CARLOS 2  

This comment states that residents’ voices are not being heard and considered. The County appreciates 

and has taken note of the comments provided. The project analysis in the Draft EIR, project comments, 

and these responses will all be considered by the County decision-makers in considering this project.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ANA CARLOS (ANA)  
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RESPONSE TO ANA CARLOS (ANA)  

Response to Comment ANA 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. The County appreciates and has taken note 

of the comment. However, this comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment ANA 2 

The comment raises concerns with the truck traffic and pollution that this project will bring to the 

neighborhood. Please see Section 4.1, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, for a full 

analysis, discussion, and findings from the air quality and traffic technical studies conducted for the 

project.  

Response to Comment ANA 3  

This comment notes that there is concern because the rustic feel and quiet town lifestyle of 

Bloomington is decreasing with the introduction of warehouses. The commenter expresses concern for 

increased pollution and traffic, and a decrease in her property value due to the proximity of the project. 

The Draft EIR fully evaluates impacts associated with air quality, traffic, and land use. Property values 

are not considered an environmental consideration under CEQA. 
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COMMENT LETTER: MARTIN CHAVEZ (CHAVEZ) 
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RESPONSE TO MARTIN CHAVEZ (CHAVEZ)  

Response to Comment CHAVEZ 1 

This comment expresses opposition to the project because the neighborhood is already in a bad air 

quality area and this project will exacerbate asthma, among other diseases. The comment also notes 

that pollution in the area will diminish property values. As discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impacts 

4.1-1 and 4.1-2, the project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. In addition, the 

project would not result in significant health risks. A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was 

conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy 

use. The health risk assessment determined that health risks would be less than significant; see Section 

4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. Property values are not considered an 

environmental consideration under CEQA.  
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COMMENT LETTER: EMILIA ESQUIVEL (ESQUIVEL) 
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RESPONSE TO EMILIA ESQUIVEL (ESQUIVEL)  

Response to Comment ESQUIVEL 1  

This comment raises concerns regarding health risks, as the commenter’s husband was recently 

diagnosed with asthma and the project could make his condition worse. A detailed project-specific 

health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck 

trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health risks would be 

less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project 

would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: SALVADOR FERNANDEZ (FERNANDEZ) 
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RESPONSE TO SALVADOR FERNANDEZ (FERNANDEZ)  

Response to Comment FERNANDEZ 1  

This comment notes that the resident opposes the project and this type of development, traffic, and air 

pollution. Traffic and air quality impacts are fully evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment FERNANDEZ 2  

This comment notes that the commenter has asthma and that more traffic would worsen his condition. 

A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. 

Response to Comment FERNANDEZ 3 

The comment provides support for residential development at this location. The County appreciates and 

has taken note of the comments. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental 

analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires 

that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER: ARTURO GALINDO (GALINDO) 
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RESPONSE TO ARTURO GALINDO (GALINDO)  

Response to Comments GALINDO 1, 2, 3 

This comments express opposition to the project because children will be exposed 24 hours a day to 

problems generated by the project. The comments also express concern about safety related to truck 

traffic.  

The Draft EIR fully evaluates traffic impacts, and the project does not create any unusual or hazardous 

traffic conditions. The project would also provide sidewalks along the three project frontages. See 

Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation, Impact 4.8-1. Additionally, refer to Table 4.8-11, Opening Year (2018) 

with Ambient Traffic and Cumulative Projects Intersection Conditions, which shows that none of the 

analyzed intersections are forecast to be deficient. The only impact forecast to occur would be along 

Cedar Avenue and the I-10 eastbound and westbound ramps. 

Bloomington High School is located south of Slover Avenue on Laurel Avenue. Based on the proposed 

truck ingress and egress, trucks would use Slover Avenue, minimizing conflict with high school–related 

traffic. Moreover, the traffic impact analysis accounts for traffic generated by the local schools; thus, all 

existing and project traffic is accounted for in the analysis. Please refer to Exhibit 3.10-9, Truck Ingress, 

and Exhibit 3.10-10, Truck Egress, showing the ingress and egress points. 
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COMMENT LETTER: EDUARDO GALVAN (GALVAN) 
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RESPONSE TO EDUARDO GALVAN (GALVAN)  

Response to Comment GALVAN 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project because of health and safety concerns for the 

resident’s young children. A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and 

evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health 

risk assessment determined that health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, 

Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or 

contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or 

operation. The Draft EIR fully evaluates traffic impacts, and the project does not create any unusual or 

hazardous traffic conditions. 
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COMMENT LETTER: THOMAS HERRERA (HERRERA) 
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RESPONSE TO THOMAS HERRERA (HERRERA)  

Response to Comment HERRERA 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project because the commenter suffers from asthma. He lives 

near the southern property line and is concerned about the constant noise and light, as well as property 

values. Analysis in the Draft EIR describes a temporary noise impact from construction activities; 

however, a permanent noise increase from operations is not forecast to be significant. Please refer to 

Impact 4.7-2, Permanent Noise Increase, and Impact 4.7-3, Temporary Noise Increase, in Section 4.7, 

Noise. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 has been imposed to mitigate any temporary noise created. Thus, a 

less than significant impact from noise activities would occur with mitigation incorporated. For a 

complete discussion on potential noise, please refer to Section 4.7, Noise.  

The Draft EIR also evaluates lighting, traffic, and air quality health impacts. The project would conform 

to County design standards to restrict light to the project site and prevent light trespass to adjacent 

residences. Glare and outdoor lighting regulations are found in Chapter 83.07 of the County 

Development Code. Please refer to Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, Aesthetics, 

question d, for a full analysis of lighting impacts. Traffic impacts are fully evaluated in Draft EIR Section 

4.8, Traffic and Circulation. 

A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: JOHNNY HERRERA (JOHNNY) 

 

  



Slover Distribution Center  2.0 Response to Comments 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County   June 2018 
110 

RESPONSE TO JOHNNY HERRERA (JOHNNY)  

Response to Comment JOHNNY 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project because the commenter’s mother suffers from 

cancer. The commenter is also concerned regarding air emissions and health risks from truck traffic. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. 
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COMMENT LETTER: MARLINA HERRERA (MARLINA) 

 

  



Slover Distribution Center  2.0 Response to Comments 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County   June 2018 
112 

RESPONSE TO MARLINA HERRERA (MARLINA)  

Response to Comments MARLINA 1, 2 

These comments oppose the project because of health risk concerns. A detailed project-specific health 

risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck trips, 

vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health risks would be less than 

significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project would not 

violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ELEINA HERRERA (ELEINA) 
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RESPONSE TO ELEINA HERRERA (ELEINA) 

Response to Comment ELEINA 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project due to health concerns. A detailed project-specific 

health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck 

trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health risks would be 

less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project 

would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ARCELIA MENDOZA (MENDOZA) 
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RESPONSE TO ARCELIA MENDOZA (MENDOZA) 

Response to Comment MENDOZA 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project due to health concerns. A detailed project-specific 

health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck 

trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health risks would be 

less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project 

would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation during project construction or operation.  

Response to Comment MENDOZA 2  

This comment expresses concerns regarding property values. The County appreciates the comment and 

has taken it into account. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER: MARIA ORMONDE (ORMONDE) 
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RESPONSE TO MARIA ORMONDE (ORMONDE) 

Response to Comments ORMONDE 1, 2  

These comments express opposition to the project due to air pollution and health concerns. A detailed 

project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with 

estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health 

risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. 

The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: EDUARDO PEREZ (PEREZ) 
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RESPONSE TO EDUARDO PEREZ (PEREZ) 

Response to Comments PEREZ 1, 2 

These comments express opposition to the project because local schools will be next to one of the 

warehouse projects coming into the community and express concerns regarding traffic and air quality. It 

is understood that air pollutants do not have boundaries. Regardless of the project location, air 

pollutants will travel based on weather and wind patterns. Nonetheless, an air quality analysis was 

conducted to analyze the potential impact on sensitive receptors (i.e., Bloomington High School and 

other surrounding schools). Please refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality, starting on page 4.1-33, for a 

complete discussion of sensitive receptors. Additionally, refer to Table 4.1-12, Maximum Operational 

Health Risk at Project Vicinity Residences, and Table 4.1-13, Maximum Operational Health Risk at Project 

Vicinity Schools. Table 4.1-13 shows that impacts related to cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations from 

heavy trucks would be less than significant at these sensitive receptors.  
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COMMENT LETTER: ANGEL PORCHO (PORCHO) 
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RESPONSE TO ANGEL PORCHO (PORCHO) 

Response to Comments PORCHO 1, 2 

This comment expresses strong opposition to the project because of health and traffic concerns. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: RAFAEL RAZO (RAZO) 

 

  



Slover Distribution Center  2.0 Response to Comments 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County   June 2018 
124 

RESPONSE TO RAFAEL RAZO (RAZO) 

Response to Comment RAZO 1 

This comment expresses opposition to the development of an industrial use on rural land in favor of 

parks, farming, and equestrian uses, as well as the preservation of small-town history. The project would 

convert vacant land within the area’s developing industrial corridor (bordered on two sides by industrial 

uses) to an industrial use; this is a logical transition from the nearby non- industrial uses to the nearby, 

contiguous industrial uses. A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was also conducted and 

evaluates the emissions associated with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health 

risk assessment determined that health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, 

Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or 

contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or 

operation. The County appreciates the comment and has taken it into account. This comment does not 

identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically 

related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 

raised on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER: MARGARET RAZO (MARGARET) 
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RESPONSE TO MARGARET RAZO (MARGARET) 

Response to Comments MARGARET 1, 2  

These comments express opposition to the project because of air quality and health concerns. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  

  



Slover Distribution Center  2.0 Response to Comments 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County   June 2018 
127 

COMMENT LETTER: KIM ROCHA (KIM) 
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RESPONSE TO KIM ROCHA (KIM) 

Response to Comment KIM 1 

This comment expresses project concerns about air pollution and noise from truck traffic. A detailed 

project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated with 

estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that health 

risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional discussion. 

The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. As discussed in Section 4.7, 

Noise, a permanent noise increase from operations is not forecast to be significant. Please refer to 

Impact 4.7-2, Permanent Noise Increase.  
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COMMENT LETTER: THOMAS ROCHA (THOMAS) 
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RESPONSE TO THOMAS ROCHA (THOMAS) 

Response to Comment THOMAS 1  

This comment expresses opposition to the project because the warehouse would be located adjacent to 

homes and near the high school, and because of concerns about project-related health impacts. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4,1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: CECILIA RODRIGUEZ (RODRIGUEZ) 
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RESPONSE TO CECILIA RODRIGUEZ (RODRIGUEZ) 

Response to Comments RODRIGUEZ 1, 2  

These comments express opposition to the project because the warehouse would be located too close 

to homes and schools, will impact the quality of life, and will affect the commenter’s nursery business. 

The Draft EIR fully evaluates project operation and construction impacts on a comprehensive range of 

topics including land use, air quality, noise, and traffic. No specific issue or conflict related to the 

proximity of the warehouse to homes or the high school was stated. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to 

the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER: LAWRENCE SALDANA (SALDANA) 
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RESPONSE TO LAWRENCE SALDANA (SALDANA) 

Response to Comment SALDANA 1  

This comment notes that in the 1980s, the community opposed a project that would have turned a piece 

of land into a gambling hall. The land was later purchased by the Colton Unified School District, and a 

school was constructed. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. 

Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a 

lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment SALDANA 2  

This comment opines that the use of land for warehousing is not a good use and will damage roads, 

exacerbate traffic congestion, and produce diesel particulates (air pollution) and create health risks.  

The Draft EIR fully evaluates potential traffic impacts of the project; refer to the discussion of Impact 

4.8-1 in Section 4.,8 Traffic and Circulation. Additionally, refer to Table 4.8-11, Opening Year (2018) with 

Ambient Traffic and Cumulative Projects Intersection Conditions, which shows that none of the analyzed 

intersections are forecast to become deficient due to project implementation. The only impact forecast 

to occur would be along Cedar Avenue and the I-10 eastbound and westbound ramps, which would not 

be a direct impact from project-related traffic.  

A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. As discussed in 

Section 4.1, ozone, NOx, VOC, and CO have been decreasing in the South Coast Air Basin since 1975 and 

are projected to continue to decrease through 2020. These decreases result primarily from motor 

vehicle controls and reductions in evaporative emissions. Although vehicle miles traveled in the Basin 

continue to increase, NOx and VOC levels are decreasing because of the mandated controls on motor 

vehicles and the replacement of older polluting vehicles with lower-emitting vehicles. NOx emissions 

from electric utilities have also decreased due to use of cleaner fuels and renewable energy.  

Response to Comment SALDANA 3  

This comment indicates that Bloomington could be a jewel with the appropriate leadership and 

expresses opposition to the project. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues.)  
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COMMENT LETTER: THELMA SMITH (SMITH) 
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RESPONSE TO THELMA SMITH (SMITH) 

Response to Comments SMITH 1, 2 

These comments express opposition to the project because of air quality and health concerns. A 

detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation.  
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COMMENT LETTER: VARIOUS (PETITION)  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER: VARIOUS (PETITION)  

Response to Comments PETITION 1, 2 

These comments express opposition to the project because of concerns regarding warehouse clutter, 

exposure of children to diesel particulates, health risks, traffic congestion near schools, traffic noise, and 

operational noise at night, privacy concerns (security cameras); rather, new homes are wanted and 

supported.  

The project would replace an existing dirt lot, subject to trash and dumping, with a cohesive warehouse 

site, featuring a muted architectural palette, landscaping and sidewalks along the project frontages, and 

fencing. Also see the discussion of aesthetics discussion in Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be 

Significant. The aesthetic conditions of the project site would be greatly improved, and no clutter is 

anticipated.  

A detailed project-specific health risk assessment was conducted and evaluates the emissions associated 

with estimated truck trips, vehicle trips, and energy use. The health risk assessment determined that 

health risks would be less than significant; see Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impact 4.1-4 for additional 

discussion. The project would not violate any air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 

existing or projected air quality violation during project construction or operation. 

The Draft EIR fully evaluates potential traffic impacts of the project; refer to the discussion of Impact 

4.8-1 in Section 4.8, Traffic and Circulation. Additionally, refer to Table 4.8-11, Opening Year (2018) with 

Ambient Traffic and Cumulative Projects Intersection Conditions, which shows that none of the analyzed 

intersections are forecast to become deficient due to project implementation. The only impact forecast 

to occur would be along Cedar Avenue and the I-10 eastbound and westbound ramps, which would not 

be a direct impact from project-related traffic. 

Response to Comment PETITION 3  

The comment states that this petition was signed by Bloomington residents at the local church. The 

County appreciates and has taken note of the comments provided. This comment does not identify a 

specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to 

the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 

on environmental issues.) 
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COMMENT LETTER: VARIOUS FORM LETTER (MEMBERS)  
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RESPONSE TO VARIOUS FORM LETTER (MEMBERS)  

Response to Comments MEMBERS 1, 2, 3 

These comments express opposition to the project due to its proximity to Bloomington High School, and 

concerns about existing air quality (and presumably exacerbation of air quality conditions). As discussed 

in Section 4.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the air quality analysis found that the project would not 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As shown in the discussion of Impact 

4.1-4 in the Draft EIR, noncarcinogenic hazards resulting from the proposed project are calculated to be 

within acceptable limits. Additionally, impacts related to cancer risk from heavy trucks would be less 

than significant at the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e., residential neighborhoods and a school campus). 

Therefore, impacts related to health risk from heavy trucks would be less than significant. However, 

there are sensitive receptors surrounding the project site and in relatively close proximity. While the 

increased cancer risk from heavy trucks would be below the applicable significance threshold, Mitigation 

Measure AIR-1 is required to enforce existing regulations and reduce the generation of diesel particulate 

matter (PM). Mitigation Measure AIR-1 requires that the project be constructed with the appropriate 

infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for trucks to plug in, in anticipation of future 

technology that allows trucks to operate partially on electricity. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, ozone, NOx, VOC, and CO have been decreasing in 

the South Coast Air Basin since 1975 and are projected to continue to decrease through 2020. These 

decreases result primarily from motor vehicle controls and reductions in evaporative emissions. 

Although vehicle miles traveled in the Basin continue to increase, NOx and VOC levels are decreasing 

because of the mandated controls on motor vehicles and the replacement of older polluting vehicles 

with lower-emitting vehicles. NOx emissions from electric utilities have also decreased with the use of 

cleaner fuels and renewable energy. 
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COMMENT LETTER: VARIOUS FORM LETTER (NEIGHBORS)  
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RESPONSE TO VARIOUS FORM LETTER (NEIGHBORS)  

Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 1  

This comment summarizes the findings in the Draft EIR regarding the significant and unavoidable 

impacts on air quality and traffic. This comment also notes that quality of life would be affected 

significantly. Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. This 

comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or 

comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is 

warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 2  

This comment notes that the project is incompatible with the Bloomington Community Plan because the 

site is zoned residential and also because it would be located next to residential units and schools. As 

discussed on page 4.6-1 of the Draft EIR, “The County recognizes that Community Plans are ‘living’ 

documents and are not intended to restrict land uses to a snapshot in time, but rather evolve and 

change, and to adjust to other social and economic changes.” Additionally, an air quality analysis was 

conducted to analyze the potential impact on sensitive receptors (i.e., Bloomington High School and 

other surrounding schools). Please refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality, starting on page 4.1-33, for a 

complete discussion of sensitive receptors. Additionally, refer to Table 4.1-12, Maximum Operational 

Health Risk at Project Vicinity Residences, and Table 4.1-13, Maximum Operational Health Risk at Project 

Vicinity Schools. Table 4.1-13 shows that impacts related to cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations from 

heavy trucks would be less than significant at these sensitive receptors.  

Additionally, as shown in the discussion of Impact 4.1-4 in the Draft EIR, noncarcinogenic hazards 

resulting from the proposed project are calculated to be within acceptable limits. Impacts related to 

cancer risk from heavy trucks would be less than significant at the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e., 

residential neighborhoods and a school campus). Therefore, impacts related to health risk from heavy 

trucks would be less than significant. However, there are sensitive receptors surrounding the project site 

and in relatively close proximity. While the increased cancer risk from heavy trucks would be below the 

applicable significance threshold, Mitigation Measure AIR-1 is required to enforce existing regulation 

and reduce the generation of diesel particulate matter (PM). 

Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 3 

This comment notes that it is unreasonable for the developer to request that the community guidelines 

be changed to accommodate the proposed project while disregarding the neighbors who purchased 

their homes in a residential area. As discussed in Section 4.6, Land Use and Planning, the County 

recognizes that its Community Plans are “living” documents and are not intended to restrict land uses to 

a snapshot in time, but rather evolve and change, and to adjust to other social and economic changes. 
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Response to Comments NEIGHBORS 4, 5 

This comment states that these types of projects diminish the quality of life by producing loud noises, 

heavy lighting at night, industrial blight, and public safety risks.  

As discussed in Section 4.7, Noise, the noise study shows that although a temporary noise impact would 

occur from construction activities, a permanent noise increase from operations is not forecast to be 

significant. Please refer to Impact 4.7-2, Permanent Noise Increase, and Impact 4.7-3, Temporary Noise 

Increase. Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 has been imposed to mitigate temporary noise. Thus, a 

less than significant impact from noise activities would occur with mitigation incorporated.  

Project lighting would be in accordance with County standards, designed to minimize light pollution and 

trespass. San Bernardino County Chapter 83.07 Development Code regulates glare, outdoor lighting, and 

night sky protection. Please refer to Section 6.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, Aesthetics, 

question d, for a full discussion of lighting impacts.  

The project would replace an existing dirt lot, subject to trash and dumping, with a cohesive warehouse 

site, featuring a muted architectural palette, landscaping and sidewalks along the project frontages, and 

fencing. Also see the discussion of aesthetics in Section 6.0. The aesthetic conditions of the project site 

would be greatly improved.  

The comment does not provide any explanation or substantial evidence to indicate how the project 

would create any public safety risks. Traffic impacts have been fully evaluated in the Draft EIR, and the 

project would not create any unusual conditions that would create a hazard.  

Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 6 

This comment notes that the concerns previously mentioned in comment 5 must be analyzed in an EIR, 

according to CEQA. The Draft EIR was made public for 45 days from December 12, 2017, to January 26, 

2018, and all of the topics mentioned in Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 5 were analyzed. Please 

refer to the Draft EIR again for a review of the topics analyzed.  

Response to Comment NEIGHBORS 7  

This comment expresses opposition to the project and concern about public health and safety given the 

existing pollution burden of the community. As discussed in Section 4.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the 

air quality analysis found that the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations. As shown in the discussion of Impact 4.1-4, noncarcinogenic hazards resulting from the 

proposed project are calculated to be within acceptable limits. Additionally, impacts related to cancer 

risk from heavy trucks would be less than significant at the nearest sensitive receptors (i.e., residential 

neighborhoods and a school campus). Therefore, impacts related to health risk from heavy trucks would 

be less than significant. However, there are sensitive receptors surrounding the project site and in 

relatively close proximity. While the increased cancer risk from heavy trucks would be below the 

applicable significance threshold, Mitigation Measure AIR-1 is required to enforce existing regulations 

and reduce the generation of diesel PM. Mitigation Measure AIR-1 requires that the project be 
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constructed with the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for trucks to plug 

in, in anticipation of future technology that allows trucks to operate partially on electricity. 

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.1, ozone, NOx, VOC, and CO have been decreasing in the South 

Coast Air Basin since 1975 and are projected to continue to decrease through 2020. These decreases 

result primarily from motor vehicle controls and reductions in evaporative emissions. Although vehicle 

miles traveled in the Basin continue to increase, NOx and VOC levels are decreasing because of the 

mandated controls on motor vehicles and the replacement of older polluting vehicles with lower-

emitting vehicles. NOx emissions from electric utilities have also decreased with the use of cleaner fuels 

and renewable energy. 
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COMMENT LETTER: VARIOUS FORM LETTER (RESIDENTS)  
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RESPONSE TO VARIOUS FORM LETTER (RESIDENTS)  

Response to Comment RESIDENTS 1 

This comment expresses opposition to the project and a general concern about the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR analysis. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Responses to 

specific comments are provided below; no further response is required. Therefore, no further response 

is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and 

respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

Response to Comment RESIDENTS 2  

This comment states that the negative impacts of heavy diesel trucks and traffic must be adequately 

analyzed in the Draft EIR and indicates that the Draft EIR fails to consider existing conditions and 

excludes a cumulative air quality analysis. Contrary to these assertions, the Draft EIR includes all of these 

items, as required by CEQA. Project-specific evaluations were conducted to evaluate traffic (see Section 

4.8, Traffic and Circulation) and traffic-related air quality (see Section 4.1, Air Quality) and noise impacts 

(see Section 4.7, Noise). A health risk assessment was conducted to evaluate the concentration of diesel 

emissions and potential health impacts of the project (see Section 4.1). As explained in Section 4.0, 

Environmental Analysis, each of the topical analysis sections includes a description of the environmental 

setting (existing conditions) related to these topics, as well as a discussion of project impacts, including 

cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment RESIDENTS 3  

This comment notes that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze idling because it only considers 

idling at docking stations and not at stop signs, speed humps, and/or traffic signals. The project analysis 

does consider idling. Please refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality, Impacts 4.1-2, Violate Air Quality Standards 

(Operation); 4.1-3, Conflict with Air Quality Plan; and 4.1-4, Expose Sensitive Receptors, for a discussion 

of air quality impacts, including idling. Also, refer to Table 4.1-11, Localized Significance of Operational 

Emissions in Maximum Pounds per Day, which shows that the maximum daily emissions of the 

pollutants analyzed during project operations would not result in significant concentrations of pollutants 

at nearby sensitive receptors. 

Response to Comment RESIDENTS 4  

This comment notes that the Draft EIR is difficult to understand and that there are numbering 

inconsistencies with the alternatives analysis. However, no specific inconsistencies were identified by 

the commenters. A review was conducted of Section 8.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, and no 

numbering inconsistencies were identified. This comment does not identify a specific concern with the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related to the Draft EIR’s 

environmental analysis. Therefore, no further response is warranted. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 

issues.) 
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Response to Comment RESIDENTS 5  

This comment indicates that the County did not provide appropriate notification regarding the Draft EIR 

review period and requests an additional 45 days.  

The County published a Notice of Availability on December 14, 2017, stating that the Draft EIR and its 

technical studies were available for review for 45 days from December 14, 2017, to January 26, 2018, at 

the locations listed below. The notice was published in the newspaper and distributed to adjacent 

property owners, those who had previously requested notification, and relevant agencies.  

The Draft EIR was available to be accessed on the County of San Bernardino Land Use Services website 

at: http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/Valley.aspx  

Copies of the Draft EIR were also made available for review at the following locations during regular 

business hours: 

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department, 385 North Arrowhead Avenue, San 

Bernardino, CA 92415; between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday  

Bloomington Branch Library, 18028 Valley Boulevard, Bloomington, CA 92316; (909) 820-0533; 

Library Hours: Monday–Wednesday 11:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Thursday 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., 

Saturday 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  

For a detailed description of the noticing requirements under CEQA, please refer to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15087, Public Review of Draft EIR; also see Appendix A to the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment RESIDENTS 6  

This comment expresses opposition to the project because of negative impacts of public health and 

safety to vulnerable residents, in favor of the no project alternative scenarios. 
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The Draft EIR for the project is hereby incorporated by reference as part of the Final EIR. Changes to the 

Draft EIR are further detailed below.  

▪ The changes to the Draft EIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental 

document. Instead, they represent changes to the Draft EIR that provide clarification, 

amplification, and/or insignificant modifications, as needed as a result of public comments on 

the Draft EIR or due to additional information received during the public review period. These 

clarifications and corrections do not warrant Draft EIR recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088.5. None of the changes or information provided in the comments reflects a new 

significant environmental impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 

impact for which mitigation is not proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure 

that would clearly lessen significant environmental impacts but is not adopted. In addition, the 

changes do not reflect a fundamentally flawed or conclusory Draft EIR.  

Changes to the Draft EIR are listed by section, page, paragraph, etc., to best guide the reader to the 

revision. Changes are identified as follows:  

▪ Deletions are indicated by strikeout text 

▪ Additions are indicated by underline text 

3.1 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Project Under Review on page 1.0-2, second to last paragraph is revised as follows: 

The project would include the construction of a single 4536-foot-high, 344,000-square-foot high 

cube distribution building on an approximately 17.34-acre property… 

Alternative 3, Description of Alternative on page 1.0-8 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is deleted:  

It should be noted that in reviewing Alternative 3, it was determined that the resource areas 

eliminated from further analysis during the Initial Study process were also not considered to be 

impacted significantly. Therefore, the alternatives analysis focuses on the resource areas 

analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. The topics eliminated from discussion include aesthetics, 

agriculture and forestry resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials, mineral resources, 

population and housing, public services, geology and soils, and utilities and service systems.  
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Environmentally Superior Alternative on page 1.0-10, second paragraph is revised as follows: 

Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative. However, 

in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), a secondary alternative must be 

chosen if the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior. Therefore, Alternative 2, the 

General Plan Commercial Use Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative. 

Alternative 2 reduces or avoids most of the impacts associated with the proposed project 

regarding, GHG emissions, and traffic and circulation. While, Alternative 2 would also result in 

reduced GHG emissions and traffic impacts from trips compared to the proposed project, but it 

would place residential uses in an industrial corridor and near existing sources of air emissions. 

In addition, Alternative 2 3 would meet only 3 out of 7 of all the project objectives.  

Table 1.0-3 Environmental Impact Summary 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 4.2-14 is revised as follows:  

BIO-1  
Prior to any site preparation or ground disturbance, written confirmation of the US Fish and 

Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) from the project biologist concurrence that Delhi sands flower-loving 

fly is presumed to be absent from the project site shall be provided to the Planning Department. 

Mitigation Measure TCR-1, on page 1.0-17 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

TCR-1  

Archaeological monitoring will be conducted during ground disturbing activities including but 

not limited to grubbing, trenching, and mass grading. Monitoring shall be conducted for buried 

tribal cultural resources, to past the previous ground disturbance depth, and to a depth 

determined to be appropriate by the archaeologist. The archaeologist has the discretion… 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 on page 1.0-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

MM GHG-1 

The energy efficiency features listed in Table 4.4-2 or any other combination of measures from 

the County’s Screening Table for GHG Reduction Measures for Industrial Commercial 

Development that achieves 100 or more points shall be employed. All features shall be… 
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Mitigation Measure TR-2 on pages 1.0-26 and -27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

MM TR-2   

Construction Traffic Management Plan 

 Prior to construction, the project applicant shall prepare a Construction Traffic Management 

Plan indicating how traffic will be managed during all phases of construction. The plan shall be 

submitted to the County Traffic Engineer for review and approval and shall include the following 

items:  

▪ Work shall be performed only during the approved work hours.  

▪ Trucks shall only travel on a County-approved construction route.  

▪ Truck queuing/staging shall not be allowed on public or private streets.  

▪ Limited queuing may occur on the construction site itself.  

▪ Include construction coordination with the high school/school district to minimize 

construction material delivery conflicts during peak school ingress/egress times.  

The plan shall be monitored for effectiveness and be modified in conjunction with the 

County Traffic Engineer if needed to improve safety and/or efficiency.  

2.0 INTRODUCTION 

Project Background on page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

In 2015, the County prepared an Initial Study for the project in compliance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq., and the 

State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000, et seq.); see Appendix A. 

Although the… 

Environmental Review Process contact information on page 2.0-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Email: Jim.Morrissey@lus.sbcounty.gov Jim.Morrissey@lusd.sbcounty.net 
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4.1 AIR QUALITY 

Table 4.1-2, Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data, on page 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Pollutant Standards 20131 20141 20151 20161 

Ozone 

Max 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.151 0.127 0.133 0.139 

Max 8-hour concentration (ppm) 
(state/federal) 

0.123 / 
0.122 

0.106 / 0.105 0.111 / 0.111 0.105 / 0.105 

Number of days above state 1-hour 
standard 

34 31 36 34 

Number of days above state/federal 
8-hour standard 

68 / 66 52 / 52 59 / 57 52 / 49 

Coarse Particulate Matter 

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 
(state/federal) 

86.0 / 90.0 65.0 / 68.0 92.0 / 96.0 * / 94.0 

Number of days above state/federal 
standard 

90.2 / 0 * / 0 * / * * / 0 

Fine Particulate Matter 

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 
(state/federal) 

43.6 / 43.6 34.9 / 34.9 50.5 / 50.5 58.8 / 58.8 

Number of days above federal standard 3.0 * 10.4 3.2 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Max 1-hour concentration (ppb) 
(state/federal) 

84.0 / 85.9 74.0 / 74.1 118.0 / 118.1 223.0 / 223.1 

Number of days above state/federal 
standard 

0 / 0 
0 / 0 0 / 2 2 / 4 

μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; * = No data is currently available to determine the value. 

Source: CARB 2015a 

Note: 1. Measurements taken at the Fontana-Arrow Highway Monitoring Station located at 14360 Arrow Highway, Fontana CA 92335. 

Secondary TACS on page 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, is revised as follows: 

Between 1996 and 2012, ambient concentrations…. 
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Table 4.1-9, Localized Significance of Emission, on page 4.1-28 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

LST 5.0 4.0 acres/25 meters 

Central San Bernardino Valley 

Nitrogen Oxide 
(NOX) 

Coarse  
Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Fine  
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5)  

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Maximum Daily Emissions (on-site) 52.28 59.52 10.60 10.30 6.90 6.61 23.46 35.08 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 236.67 14 11.67 8 6.67 1,746 1,483.00 

Significant? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.1 2016.3.2.  

Note: Emissions projections account for adherence to various components of SCAQMD Rule 403, including 
application of water on the project site, employment of wheel washing systems, replacement of ground cover in 
disturbed areas, sweeping adjacent streets daily, and reestablishing vegetation on inactive portions of the site. 

Expose Sensitive Receptors, Impact 4.1-4 on page 4.1-33 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is revised as 

follows: 

The project site sis in an area of single-family homes. The nearest residential land uses would be 

those abutting the south property line, approximately 50 feet to the south. The Kingdom Hall of 

Jehovah’s Witnesses and single-family residences are located approximately 175 feet. In 

addition, Bloomington High School is located approximately 547 feet from the southwest corner 

of the project site1,300 feet to the southwest of the project site, and Bloomington Junior High 

School is located approximately 1.0-mile northeast of the project site. 

Cancer Risk on page 4.1-36 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

As noted previously, there is also a public school in the project vicinity. Bloomington High School 

is located approximately 1,000 547 feet to the southwest of the southwest corner of the project 

site, across Laurel Avenue, at the nearest point. Based on the outputs… 

4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 4.2-16 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

BIO-1 Prior to any site preparation or ground disturbance, written confirmation of the US Fish 

and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) from the project biologist concurrence that Delhi sands flower-

loving fly is presumed to be absent from the project site shall be provided to the Planning 

Department. 
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Cumulative Impacts, Impact 4.4-7, on page 4.2-19 of the Draft EIR, third paragraph, is revised as follows:  

The project site has very limited habitat potentially supporting nesting birds or wintering 

burrowing owls and has limited forage for raptors. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 provides for 

nesting bird clearance surveys and precautions so that the project would directly impact nesting 

birds or burrowing owls, if present. Due to the limited… 

4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Environmental Setting on page 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is revised as follows: 

The project site has been subject to surface erosion, weed abatement, and excavation related to 

adjacent roads and industrial and adjoining resident developments. The project site is covered 

with Holocene alluvial fan deposits derived from the San Gabriel Mountains. This slightly 

dissected alluvial fan deposits derived from the San Gabriel Mountain. This slightly dissected 

alluvium dominates the region. The project-specific cultural current study has not yielded any 

evidence that sediments have produced raw materials used in prehistoric… 

Human Remains, Impact 4.3-4 on page 4.3-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The MLD has 48 hours from the time access to the site has been granted to provide 

recommendations complete the inspection within 48 hours of notification by the Native 

American Heritage Commission (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). 

Mitigation Measure TCR-1, on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

TCR-1 Archaeological monitoring will be conducted during ground disturbing activities 

including but not limited to grubbing, trenching, and mass grading. Monitoring shall be 

conducted for buried tribal cultural resources, to past the previous ground disturbance depth, 

and to a depth determined to be appropriate by the archaeologist. The archaeologist has the 

discretion… 

4.4 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 on page 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

MM GHG-1 The energy efficiency features listed in Table 4.4-2 or any other combination of 

measures from the County’s Screening Table for GHG Reduction Measures for Industrial 

Commercial Development that achieves 100 or more points shall be employed. All features shall 

be… 
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4.5 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Mudflow on page 4.5-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Mudflow could occur in any area, especially with the mixture of wildfires and rain. There is also 

an elevated potential for mudflows in areas where steep slopes occur. According to the General 

Plan EIR, mudflows are known to occur throughout the county (typically in streambed areas 

associated with the Santa Ana River, San Timoteo Creek, Snow Creek, and Rattlesnake Creek) 

and generally are caused by earthquakes or heave storm events. The project site is in an area of 

gentle topography and is not located near any streambed areas of concern.  

Violation of Water Quality Standards, the Impact number on page 4.5-17 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows:  

Impact 4.5-1 4.6-1 

Ground Water Supplies, the Impact number on page 4.5-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-2 4.6-2 

Erosion or Siltation, the Impact number on page 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-3 4.6-3 

On- or Off-Site Flooding, the Impact number on page 4.5-22 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-4 4.6-4 

Stormwater Drainage Systems and Polluted Runoff, the Impact number on page 4.5-23 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-5 4.6-5 

Water Quality, the Impact number on page 4.5-23 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-6 4.6-6 

Housing within a 100-Year Floodplain, the Impact number on page 4.5-25 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows:  

Impact 4.5-7 4.6-7 
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Structures within a 100-Year Floodplain, the Impact number on page 4.5-25 of the Draft EIR is revised as 

follows:  

Impact 4.5-8 4.6-8 

Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow, the Impact number on page 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR is 

revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-9 4.6-9 

Cumulative Impacts, the Impact number on page 4.5-27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Impact 4.5-10 4.6-9 

4.6 LAND USE 

Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Impact 4.6-2 on page 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, is revised as 

follows: 

These project design features seek to reduce potential impacts to surrounding property owners 

and minimize the overall impact to potential sensitive receptors, such as single-family 

residences, the nearby church, Bloomington High School located approximately 0.250.1 mile 

southwest of the project site, and Bloomington Junior High School located about 1.0 miles 

northeast of the project site. 

Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Impact 4.6-2, on page 4.6-6 of the Draft EIR, third paragraph, is revised 

as follows: 

Table 4.6-2, Land Use Consistency Analysis, analyzes the project’s consistency with the 

Bloomington Community Plan. As set forth therein, the project is consistent with the 

Bloomington Community Plan because it promotes economic development within the Plan area 

by redeveloping long vacant land with a job producing use while maintain consistency with the 

character of the community because the project is located with the Plan area’s industrial 

corridor and is bordered on two sides by industrial uses. … Further, the project’s pro-rata 

change to the Plan area’s existing land uses is insignificant—there are currently 695 acres in the 

Plan area with the project site’s BL/RS-20M-AA zoning, 3,069 acres of total residential 

residentially zoned property, 493 acres zoned industrial, and 1,251 total acres in non-residential 

zones.1 As a result, amending …  

                                                           
1 Total residential acrrage is inclusive of BL/RS-20M-AA; total non-residential acreage includes all non-residential 
zones (e.g. industrial, commercial, etc.). 
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Table 4.6-2, Land Use Consistency Analysis 

Goal BL/LU1, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

…The project site is within the Plan area’s industrial corridor (bordered on two sides by 

industrial uses) and therefore is a logical location for the limited expansion of industrial uses.  

Policy BL/LU 1.1, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-9 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Consistent: The project site is within the Plan area’s industrial corridor (bordered on two sides 

by industrial uses) and therefore is a logical location for the limited expansion of industrial uses. 

The project would also implement…Further, the project site is only 17 acres, and the project 

entails the development of a single building; accordingly, the project would result in a negligible 

change to the overall land use mix in the Plan area. The project would not conflict with the 

currently proposed changes to the Land Use Policy Map associated with the Community Plan 

update, which generally increase density, anticipated to be effective in 2018. The project site is…  

Policy BL/LU 1.3, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Consistent: The project site would convert vacant land within the Plan area’s industrial corridor 

(bordered on two sides by industrial uses) to an industrial use through a GPA; this is a logical 

transition from the nearby non-industrial uses to the nearby, contiguous industrial uses. … 

Policy BL/LU 2.2, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-10 and -11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

… The project site is a logical location for a transition from non-industrial uses in this policy area 

to industrial uses, as part of the Plan area’s well-established industrial corridor. 

Goal BL/LU 3, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Consistent: The project would develop largely vacant, underutilized, and blighted land, creating 

both temporary and permanent employment opportunities for area residents, and improving 

the housing/jobs balance in the Plan area, and meeting the employment needs of local 

residents. The project site is within the Plan area’s industrial corridor, bordered on two sides by 

industrial uses, including a neighborhood industrial use south of Slover Avenue, making the 

project site a logical location for the limited expansion of industrial uses. Further, the project 

would… 

Policy BL/LU 3.1, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Mostly Consistent: The project site is within the Plan area’s industrial corridor, bordered on two 

sides by industrial uses, including the neighboring industrial use to the west of the project site 

that is also south of Slover Avenue, making the project site a logical and uniquely qualified 

location for the limited expansion of industrial uses in the Plan area. The conversion to … The 
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project would not result in any significant local air quality, or noise or traffic impacts, other than 

impacts related to NOx, which are basin-wide impacts that are commonly difficult to avoid; see 

Sections 4.1, and 4.7, and 4.8 for further discussion. The project would result in significant and 

unavoidable impacts on traffic; see Section 4.8 for further discussion. The project also…  

Goal BL/C1, 1 Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-14 and -15 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

…As noted above, the project preserves the character of the community because the site is 

within the Plan area’s industrial corridor, bordered on two sides by industrial uses, including the 

neighboring industrial use to the west of the project site that is south of Slover Avenue, making 

the project site a logical location for the limited expansion of industrial uses in the Plan area.  

Goal BL/C1 2.2, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-17 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Consistent/not applicable: The project would add … 

Policy BL/OS 1, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-20 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Consistent/not Not applicable: The demand for parks … 

Policy BL/OS 2.3 on page p. 4.6-21 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Priorities for consideration during the development of a Trials Trails Plan as of the date of 

adoption of this plan … 

Goal BL/S 2, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

… Further, the project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an 

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, because project traffic would 

not significant significantly impact emergency access … 

Policy BL/S 3, Consistency Analysis on page p. 4.6-24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

… The project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, because project traffic would not 

significant significantly impact emergency access … 
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Cumulative Impacts 

Impact 4.6-4 page 4.6-29 of the Draft EIR, first complete paragraph, is revised as follows:  

… There are currently 695 acres in the Plan area with the project site’s BL/RS-20M-AA zoning, 

3,069 acres of total residential residentially zoned property, 493 acres zoned industrial, and 

1,251 total acres in non-residential zones.2 As a result … 

4.7 NOISE 

Health Effects of Noise on page 4.7-5 of the Draft EIR, second full paragraph, is revised as follows:  

…It can produce short-term adverse effects on mood changes and job performance, with the 

possibility of more serious effects on health if it continues over prolonged periods. Noise can…  

Sensitive Receptors on page 4.7-6 of the Draft EIR, last paragraph, is revised as follows:  

Bloomington High School is located approximately 1,000 547 feet to the southwest of the 

project site, and a church is located directly across the street, approximately 175 feet to the 

east. 

4.8 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Mitigation Measure TR-2 on page 4.8-27 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

TR-2  Construction Traffic Management Plan 

 Prior to construction, the project applicant shall prepare a Construction Traffic 

Management Plan indicating how traffic will be managed during all phases of 

construction. The plan shall be submitted to the County Traffic Engineer for review and 

approval and shall include the following items:  

▪ Work shall be performed only during the approved work hours.  

▪ Trucks shall only travel on a County-approved construction route.  

▪ Truck queuing/staging shall not be allowed on public or private streets.  

▪ Limited queuing may occur on the construction site itself.  

▪ Include construction coordination with the High School/School District to minimize 

construction material delivery conflicts during peak school ingress/egress times.  

                                                           
2Total residential acrrage is inclusive of BL/RS-20M-AA; total non-residential acreage includes all non-residential 
zones (e.g. industrial, commercial, etc.). 
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The plan shall be monitored for effectiveness and be modified in conjunction with the 

County Traffic Engineer if needed to improve safety and/or efficiency.  

Conflict with a Congestion Management Program, Impact 4.8-2 on page 4.8-29 is revised as follows:  

Operation 

Following the Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports in San Bernardino County, the 

results of the traffic impact analysis show that the project result in less than significant impacts 

at the intersection of Slover Avenue and Sierra Avenue, and significant and unavoidable impacts 

to the intersection of Slover Avenue and Linden Avenue two study intersections, Slover 

Avenue/Sierra Avenue and Slover Avenue/Linden Avenue, with the mitigation identified as part 

of Mitigation Measure TR-1. In addition, short-term impacts to east and westbound ramps at 

Cedar Avenue ramps with I-10 would be significant and unavoidable.… 

Level of Significance: Less than significant with mitigation, and temporary significant and 

unavoidable impact (operation) Short- and long-term significant and unavoidable impacts 

(operation); less than significant with mitigation (construction). 

Impact 4.8-4 on page 4.8-30 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows in the first paragraph discussing the 

impact: 

The classification of Slover Avenue from Tamarind Avenue to Sierra Avenue in Fontana is a 

Secondary classified as a Major Highway, Sierra Avenue is classified as a Major Highway, Locust 

Avenue is classified as a Secondary Highway, and Laurel Avenue is a local roadway. 

Also, refer to Attachment 2 herein for a copy of the City of Fontana Circulation Element.  

7.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Removal of a Barrier to Growth on page 7.0-2 of the Draft EIR, third paragraph, is revised as follows:  

A 26,000-square foot … infiltration basin. A total of 224 automobile parking stalls for employees 

would be located in the north, east, and west portions of on the project site. Approximately 49 

dock doors… 

Encroach on Open Space on page 7.0-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

Surrounding land uses include a distribution warehouse and single-family residential to the 

north; single-family residences to the south; a church and single-family residences to the east; 

and industrial and single-family residences to the west. Bloomington High School is located 

approximately 0.250.1 mile southwest of the project site, and Bloomington Junior High School is 

located about 1.0-mile northeast of the project site. 
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8.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Alternative 1, Description of Alternative on page 8.0-4 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is revised as 

follows:  

It should be noted that in reviewing Alternative 1, it was determined that the topicsresource 

areas eliminated from further analysis during the Initial Study process were also not considered 

to be impacted significantly under Alternative 1. Therefore, the alternatives analysis focuses on 

the topicsresource areas analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. The topics eliminated from 

discussion include aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, geology and soils, hazardous 

materials, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, geology and 

soilsrecreation, and utilities and service systems. 

Alternative 2, Description of Alternative on page 8.0-7 of the Draft EIR, third paragraph, is revised as 

follows:  

During the analysis of Alternative 2, it was determined that the topicsresource areas eliminated 

from further analysis during the Initial Study process were also not considered to be impacted 

significantly under Alternative 2. Therefore, the alternatives analysis focuses on the 

topicsresource areas analyz2d in detail in the Draft EIR. The topics eliminated from discussion 

include aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials, 

mineral resources, population and housing, public services, geology and soilsrecreation, and 

utilities and service systems. 

Alternative 3, Description of Alternative on page 8.0-13 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, is revised as 

follows:  

In reviewing Alternative 3, it was determined that the topicsresource areas eliminated from 

further analysis during the Initial Study process were also not considered to be impacted 

significantly under Alternative 3. Therefore, the alternatives analysis focuses on the 

topicsresource areas analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. The topics eliminated from discussion 

include aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials, 

mineral resources, population and housing, public services, geology and soilsrecreation, and 

utilities and service systems. 

Alternative 4, Description of Alternative on page 8.0-18 of the Draft EIR, first paragraph, is revised as 

follows:  

In reviewing Alternative 4, it was determined that the topicsresource areas eliminated from 

further analysis during the Initial Study process were also not considered to be impacted 

significantly under Alternative 4. Therefore, the alternatives analysis focuses on the 

topicsresource areas analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. The topics eliminated from discussion 

include aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, geology and soils, hazardous materials, 
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mineral resources, population and housing, public services, geology and soilsrecreation, and 

utilities and service systems. 

Alternative 4, Noise on page 8.0-22 of the Draft EIR, last sentence is revised as follows:  

…Therefore, implementation of Alternative 4 would result in slightly greatergreat noise impacts 

when compared to the proposed project.  

Environmentally Superior Alternative on page 8.0-23 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, is revised as 

follows:  

Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative. However, 

in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(e)(2), a secondary alternative must be 

chosen if the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior. Therefore, Alternative 2, the 

General Plan Commercial Use Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative. 

Alternative 2 reduces or avoids most of the impacts associated with the proposed project 

regarding, GHG emissions, and traffic and circulation. While, Alternative 2 would also result in 

reduced GHG emissions and traffic impacts from trips compared to the proposed project, but it 

would place residential uses in an industrial corridor and near existing sources of air emissions. 

In addition, Alternative 2 3 would meet only 3 out of 7 of all the project objectives.  
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APPENDIX A, SCOPING DOCUMENTS 

The 2015 Initial Study prepared for the project by the County is added to Attachement A of the Final EIR.  

APPENDIX B, AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS  

Table 2 on page 11 is revised as follows: 

Table 2: Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data  

Pollutant Standards 20131 20141 20151 20161 

Ozone 

Max 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.151 0.127 0.133 0.139 

Max 8-hour concentration (ppm) 
(state/federal) 

0.123 / 
0.122 

0.106 / 0.105 0.111 / 0.111 0.105 / 0.105 

Number of days above state 1-hour 
standard 

34 31 36 34 

Number of days above state/federal 
8-hour standard 

68 / 66 52 / 52 59 / 57 52 / 49 

Coarse Particulate Matter 

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 
(state/federal) 

86.0 / 90.0 65.0 / 68.0 92.0 / 96.0 * / 94.0 

Number of days above state/federal 
standard 

90.2 / 0 * / 0 * / * * / 0 

Fine Particulate Matter 

Max 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 
(state/federal) 

43.6 / 43.6 34.9 / 34.9 50.5 / 50.5 58.8 / 58.8 

Number of days above federal standard 3.0 * 10.4 3.2 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Max 1-hour concentration (ppb) 
(state/federal) 

84.0 / 85.9 74.0 / 74.1 118.0 / 118.1 223.0 / 223.1 

Number of days above state/federal 
standard 

0 / 0 
0 / 0 0 / 2 2 / 4 

μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; * = No data is currently available to determine the value. 

Notes: 

1. Measurements taken at the Fontana-Arrow Highway Monitoring Station located at 14360 Arrow Highway, Fontana CA 92335. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Aerometric Data Analysis and Management System (ADAM) Air Quality Data Statistics, 2015, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/index.html, accessed January 31, 2017. 

Page 12, first paragraph, is revised as follows:  



Slover Distribution Center  3.0 Errata to the Draft EIR 
Final EIR 

 

 

San Bernardino County  June 2018 
166 

Additionally, Bloomington High School is located approximately 1,000 547 feet to the southwest 

of the southwest corner of the project site at the nearest point. 

Table 9 on page 27 is revised as follows:  

TABLE 9: LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE OF EMISSIONS 

LST 5.0 4.0 acres/25 meters 

Central San Bernardino Valley 
Nitrogen Oxide 
(NOX) 

Coarse  
Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

Fine  
Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5)  

Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Maximum Daily Emissions (on-site) 52.28 59.52 10.60 10.30 6.90 6.61 23.46 35.08 

SCAQMD Localized Threshold 270 236.67 14 11.67 8 6.67 1,746 1,483.00 

Significant? No No No No 

Source: CalEEMod version 2016.3.1 2016.3.2. Notes: Emissions projections account for adherence to various 
components of SCAQMD Rule 403, including application of water on the project site, employment of wheel 
washing systems, replacement of ground cover in disturbed areas, sweeping adjacent streets daily, and 
reestablishing vegetation on inactive portions of the site. 

Page 31, fourth paragraph is revised as follows:  

In addition, Bloomington High School is located approximately 1,000 547 feet to the southwest 

of the project site at the nearest and Bloomington Junior High School is located about 1.0-mile 

northeast of the project site. 

Page 34, first paragraph is revised as follows:  

Bloomington High School is located approximately 1,000 547 feet to the southwest of the 

southwest corner of the project site, across Laurel Avenue. 

Appendix H, Traffic Impact Assessment  

The Table of Contents is revised as follows: 

Opening Year 2018 With Ambient Traffic With Cumulative Projects Conditions – Without and 

With Project 

The List of Exhibits is revised as follows: 

 Exhibit 1: Regional Vicinity Map Project Location………………….………………………………………..12 

 Exhibit 3: Project Study Area and Intersection Key……………..………………………………….………14 

 Exhibit 22: Cumulative Projects Only AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes (2 pages) ……………..…….57 
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 Exhibit 23: Opening Year 2018 With Ambient Traffic With Cumulative Projects Without 

Project Daily Traffic……………………………………….………………………….……………………61 

 Exhibit 24: Opening Year 2018 With Ambient Traffic With Cumulative Projects Without 

Project AM/PM Peak Hour Volumes (2 pages) …….………………………………………….62 

Page 1, second paragraph, is revised as follows:  

The project is expected to generate approximately 1,604 trips per day, which includes 

approximately 137 (107 inbound and 30 outbound) AM peak hour trips and approximately 143 

(35 36 inbound and 108 outbound) PM peak hour trips. 

Page 1, second paragraph, is revised to add the following text:  

The project trip generation was calculated in terms of passenger car equivalents. 

Page 11, second paragraph, is revised as follows:  

The project is expected to generate approximately 1,604 trips per day, which includes 

approximately 137 (107 inbound and 30 outbound) AM peak hour trips and approximately 143 

(35 36 inbound and 107 108 outbound) PM peak hour trips. 

Page 11, list of intersections, is revised as follows: 

4) Slover Avenue/Tamarind Avenue 

Page 22 is revised as follows:  

4) Slover Avenue/Tamarind Avenue 

Pages 30, fouth paragraph,  is revised as follows:  

As summarized in Table 6, the proposed project is expected to generate approximately 1,604 

trips per day, which includes approximately 137 AM (107 inbound and 30 outbound) peak hour 

trips and approximately 143 (3536 inbound and 108 outbound) PM peak hour trips. 

Page 31, note 1 for Table 6, is revised as follows: 

1 PCE Factor Source: San Bernardino County CMP, 2005 2016 Update 
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Exhibit 4 is revised as follows: 

 

Exhibit 11 is revised as follows:  
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Exhibit 12 is revised as follows: 

 

Exhibit 14 is revised as follows: 
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Exhibit 18 is revised as follows: 

 

Exhibit 23 is revised as follows: 
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Exhibit 25 is revised as follows: 

 

Exhibit 27 is revised as follows: 
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Exhibit 29 is revised as follows: 

 

Appendix B of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following: 
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Appendix D of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following (2 pages): 
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Appendix F of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following (2 pages): 
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Appendix G of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following (2 pages): 
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Appendix I of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following (4 pages): 
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Appendix K of Draft EIR Appendix H is revised to include the following (2 pages): 
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County of San Bernardino   
 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

 
 

 

385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415  

Phone: (909) 387-8311 | Fax: (909) 387-3223 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the County of San Bernardino has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR), which is being distributed for public review pursuant to the California Public Resources Code 

and the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines). The County of San Bernardino 

is the Lead Agency for the proposed  project. 

Date:  December 14, 2017 

Project Title:    Slover Distribution Center, State Clearinghouse No. 2015121102 

To:  Responsible Agencies and Interested Parties 

Subject: Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Project Location: The project site is located in San Bernardino County in the unincorporated community of 

Bloomington. Bloomington is located north and south of Interstate 10 (I-10), between the City of Fontana 

to the west, City of Rialto to the north and east, and Riverside County to the south. The project site is 

located on the south side of Slover Avenue, extending from Laurel Avenue east to Locust Avenue. 

Project Description: The project comprises the following elements: 

1. General Plan Amendment to change the existing land use designation from Bloomington/Single 

Residential with a 20,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size, additional agricultural overlay (BL/RS-20M-AA), 

and Bloomington/Single Residential with a 1-acre minimum lot size, additional agricultural overlay 

(BL/RS-1-AA) to Bloomington/Community Industrial (BL/IC) on approximately 17.34 acres 

2. Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to construct a 344,000 sq. ft. high-cube industrial warehouse 

building, associated office facilities, and site improvements  

3. Tentative Parcel Map to combine the five existing parcels into one lot  

4. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) certification 

The project would include development of a 344,000 square foot high-cube concrete tilt-up warehouse 

facility shell building, with no current tenant. The building would feature up to two offices of 

approximately 4,000 square feet each, for a total of 8,000 square feet. The project would include 

associated improvements such as landscaping and an infiltration basin. The project would also include 

associated truck and passenger vehicle parking, fences, gates, and hardscape areas. Automobile access 

would be via Laurel and Locust Avenues, with truck access would be limited to Slover Avenue. The building 

would be approximately 45 feet in height and be set back from the property line approximately 150 feet 

on the north, 70 feet on the south, 150 feet on the east, and 80 feet on the west. Project construction is 

anticipated to commence in 2018 and the facility would be operational in 2019. 

Government Code Section 65962.5: The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC’s) (2007) 

EnviroStor database does not identify any toxic or hazardous materials sites on the project site. EnviroStor 

identifies a school investigation taking place at Bloomington High School. Other sites outside of the project 

site identified by EnviroStor are labeled as not needing further investigation. The project site is not located 

on a site which is included in a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

Section 65962.5. 
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Chapter 4. Circulation 
Element 

INTRODUCTION 

The Circulation element is one of seven mandated elements of the 

General Plan and is intended to guide the development of the City's 

circulation system in a manner that is compatible with the Land Use 

Element. Due to the importance of a well planned circulation system, the 

State of California has man- dated the adoption of a citywide Circulation 

Element since 1955.  The current State mandate for a Circulation 

Element is found in Government Code section 65302(b), which states 

that the General Plan shall include:  

“... a circulation element consisting of the general location and 

extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares, 

transportation routes, terminals, any military airports and ports, 

and other local public utilities and facilities, all correlated with the 

land use element of the plan."  

The anticipated level and pattern of development as identified by the 

buildout of the Land Use Element will generate traffic demands on the 

City's infrastructure system that must be accommodated by the 

circulation system, transportation terminals, public utilities and facilities. 

To help meet these demands and achieve balanced growth, the City has 

adopted specific goals and policies, which serve as the basis for the 

Circulation Element.  

A Circulation element must take into account that increasing population, 

energy shortages and the continued degradation of air quality are 

producing profound changes in how we view both transportation 

requirements and land development patterns.  

Relationship to Other General Plan Elements 

The Circulation and Land Use Elements mutually affect one another. The 

nature, routing and design of circulation facilities are among the major 

determinants of the form of human settlement and of the uses of the land. 
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Conversely, land uses create a demand for circulation facilities. The 

goals and policies of the Circulation Element also have a direct 

relationship with the housing, open-space, noise and safety elements. 

State law requires consistency among all the elements of the General 

Plan.  

COMPONENTS OF THE PLAN 

Major Thoroughfares and Transportation Routes 

Classification of Streets  

For the purposes of analysis and evaluation of roadway needs, a roadway functional 

classification system has been established for the City of Fontana.  These 

classifications are divided into Standard and Modified categories.  Typical cross-

section elements associated with each standard classification are shown in the City’s 

adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer. Street cross-

sections that require deviation from the typical cross-sections are also shown in the 

City’s adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer.   Modified 

cross-sections shall only be applicable to infill areas where substantial development 

exists with existing physical constraints, including street improvements. In no case 

shall the modified cross-section be less than the existing adjacent cross-section or 

the previously adopted cross-section for the street on this General Plan.  

Additional right-of-way dedication beyond the approved typical cross-section may 

be required in order to accommodate additional turn lanes in order to maintain 

acceptable levels of service per City requirements.  The City has adopted Standard 

Intersection Geometry Layouts which are on file in the adopted Street Design 

Guidelines. 

The six roadway classifications are briefly described in the following paragraphs: 

Major Highways  

These roadways can accommodate six or eight travel lanes and may have raised 

medians. These facilities carry high traffic volumes and are the primary 

thoroughfares linking Fontana with adjacent cities and the regional highway system. 

Driveway access to these roadways is typically limited to provide efficient high 

volume traffic flow.  Right of way (including sidewalks) on these facilities varies 

between 132 and 156 feet depending on the number of lanes.  See the City’s adopted 

Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer. 

Primary Highways 

These roadways are designed to accommodate four travel lanes with a median, 

within a typical 104-foot right of way, carry high traffic volumes and provide 

limited access.  Their primary function is to link the major highways to the 

secondary highways as well as to carry vehicles entering and exiting the City from 

neighboring areas. Driveway access is also typically limited on these facilities, 
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where feasible. See the City’s adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the City 

Engineer. 

Secondary Highways   

These roadways are typically four-lane streets, providing two lanes in each 

direction. These highways carry traffic along the perimeters of major developments, 

provide support to the major and primary highways, and are also through streets 

enabling traffic to travel uninterrupted for longer distances through the City. 

Secondary highways have a 92-foot wide right of way, which includes sidewalks.  

See the City’s adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer. 

Collector Streets   

These roadways are typically two-lane streets that connect the local streets with the 

secondary highways allowing local traffic to access the regional transportation 

facilities.  Collector streets have a 68-foot wide right of way.  See the City’s adopted 

Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer. 

Industrial Collectors 

These roadways are typically two-lane streets, which are designed to accommodate 

industrial traffic. Industrial collectors also have an 80-foot wide right of way, which 

includes sidewalks.  See the City’s adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the 

City Engineer. 

Local Streets 

These roadways are typically two-lane streets that designed to serve neighborhoods 

within residential areas.  There are several variations on local streets depending on 

location, length of the street, and type of land use.  These are illustrated in the City’s 

adopted Street Design Guidelines on file with the City Engineer. 

Public Transit 

Bus Service 

Public transportation in the Fontana area is provided by Omnitrans, the regional 

Public Transit operator for San Bernardino County. Omnitrans functions as a joint 

powers agency supported by the County of San Bernardino and all the cities in the 

east and west San Bernardino Valley. The City of Fontana is represented on the 

Omnitrans Board. Omnitrans is financed through the State Transit Development Act 

and Urban Mass Transit Funds.  
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Omnitrans service in Fontana is primarily oriented in the east-west direction, 

connecting the City to the adjacent communities of Rialto, San Bernardino and 

Colton to the east and Rancho Cucamonga, Ontario, Montclair, and Pomona to the 

west.  A north-south connection across the I-10 freeway is provided on Sierra 

Avenue.  A map of Omnitrans’ current services is provided in the Appendix C.  

Currently, Omnitrans provides service on 13 fixed routes in Fontana.  Detailed 

descriptions of these routes and their major service areas are also listed and 

described in Appendix C. 

Demand/Response System 

Omnitrans provides Fontana residents that qualify for service under the Americans 

with Disabilities Act with a demand/response transportation system known as 

"Access." A resident may call and request a pick-up and delivery to a requested 

destination on a space-available basis with a reservation made 24 hours in advance.  

Short Range Transit Plan 

Omnitrans periodically updates its serviced plan through the preparation of a Short 

Range Transit Plan (SRTP), which evaluates service for a five-year period.  A map 

of service proposals by Omnitrans in the SRTP is provided in Appendix C.  The 

SRTP for the years 2004-2009 established the following routes within Fontana:   

 Route 10 – The Route extends direct service from Fontana Metrolink station 

along Baseline Avenue to the 4th Street Transit Mall in San Bernardino. 

 Route 14 – The Route extends direct service from Fontana Metrolink station 

along Foothill Boulevard to the east side of the City of San Bernardino. 

 Route 15 – This route extends from the Fontana Metrolink station to Rialto, San 

Bernardino to Redlands Boulevard in Redlands. 

 Route 19 – This route connects Fontana, Colton, Loma Linda, and Redlands. 

 Route 20 – This route connects the Fontana Metrolink station and Kaiser 

Permanente hospital. 

 Route 28 – This route connects the Kaiser hospital to other Kaiser facilities in 

southwest Fontana in Southridge Village.  

 Route 29 – This route connects Fontana and Bloomington. 

 Route 61 – This route connects Fontana, Ontario, and Pomona. 

 Route 66 – This route connects Fontana and Montclair. 

 Route 67 – The modified route will connect the Fontana Metrolink Station to 

the Ontario Civic Center and no longer serve Chaffey College.   

 Route 71 – This route connects Fontana to the Ontario Mills Mall and other 

areas in the City of Ontario. 
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Commuter Rail 

Commuter Rail service is provided by the Southern California Regional Rail 

Authority (SCRRA), which operates the Metrolink train service.   

In June 1990, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 1402, Chapter four of 

Division 12 of the Public Utilities Code. The bill required the transportation 

commissions of the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino 

to develop jointly a plan for regional transit services within the multi-county region. 

In August 1991, the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA), a Joint 

Powers Agency (JPA), was formed. The purpose of the newly formed SCRRA was 

to plan, design, construct and administer the operation of regional passenger rail 

lines serving the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and 

Ventura. The SCRRA named the regional commuter rail system "Metrolink."  

Today in 2007, Metrolink, in its 15
th
 year of operation, serves over 44,000 

passengers daily.  There are seven lines in the Metrolink train network; the Ventura 

County Line, Antelope Valley Line, San Bernardino Line, Riverside Line, Orange 

County Line, Inland Empire-Orange County Line and 91 Line (Riverside-Fullerton-

Downtown LA).  All but the Inland Empire-Orange County Line intersect at Union 

Station in Downtown Los Angeles.  The City of Fontana is served by the San 

Bernardino Line, with a station located at Sierra/Orange Way.  Of the seven 

metrolink lines, the San Bernardino Line is most widely used and the Fontana 

station is the fifth busiest station with recorded AM Peak Hour boardings of over 

360 passengers. 

The San Bernardino Line provides service seven days a week.  On weekdays, there 

are 16 round trips per day on the San Bernardino Line with about half of them 

during commute hours, but with close to hourly service in the mid-day.  Travel time 

between Fontana and LA Union Station is about one hour and 15 minutes.  On 

weekends, there are ten round trips on Saturday and six on Sunday.   

Terminals – Intercity Transportation 

Buses 

There are two existing bus transit terminals in the City of Fontana; the Fontana 

Metrolink Station and the South Fontana Transfer Center.  Both serve as locations 

where numerous Omnitrans routes intersect with timed transfer opportunities (i.e., 

schedules of the routes are coordinated to facilitate transfers with limited waiting).   

The Fontana Metrolink Transfer Center is located off-street at the southwest corner 

of Orange Way and Sierra, adjacent to the Metrolink Station.  Nine routes serve the 

facility; Routes 10, 14, 15, 19, 20, 61, 66, 67,  and 71.  Restrooms and other 

amenities for transit riders are provided at the Center. 
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The South Fontana Transfer Center is an on-street facility located at the intersection 

of Sierra and Marygold, adjacent to the Kaiser Hospital.  Seven routes intersect at 

this location; Routes 19, 20, 28, 29, 61, 71, and 90. 

Park-and-Ride 

A park-and-ride facility is located at Beech Avenue and the SR-210 Freeway.  

Access to and from the freeway for this park-and-ride facility is limited to buses and 

High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) only.    Another park-and-ride lot at the I-15/SR-

210 interchange is proposed in the southeast quadrant of the interchange.   

Rail 

There is a rail terminal in the City of Fontana served by the Southern California 

Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) which operates the Metrolink commuter rail 

system. The nearest public rail access for longer-distance passenger train service is 

at the Amtrak station located in San Bernardino.   

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing Roadway Systems 

Fontana is served by three regional freeway facilities. The San Bernardino Freeway 

(Interstate 10) is an eight-lane east-west freeway, which traverses the southern 

portion of the City. The Ontario Freeway (Interstate 15) is an eight-lane freeway, 

which runs northeast-southwest through the northwest portion of the City and its 

sphere of influence.  The newly opened Foothill (State Route 210) Freeway is a 6-

lane freeway that runs east-west in the northern part of the City connecting Fontana 

with the Interstate 210 Freeway in Los Angeles County in San Dimas.  This freeway 

currently is open from west to east up to Alder Avenue in Rialto, but is planned to 

be extended to the east to connect with the I-10 Freeway in the City of Redlands.  

Completion of this freeway is scheduled for the summer of 2007. 

Fontana benefits from a generally regular north-south/east-west grid system of 

streets, with many gaps to major streets due to physical or man-made barriers, 

namely at the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and the I-10 Freeway.  The City’s key 

north-south arterials include Sierra Avenue, Cherry Avenue, and Citrus Avenue, all 

of which have interchanges with I-10.  Sierra Avenue is generally a four-lane 

divided arterial, which serves the primary commercial areas of the City. Cherry 

Avenue is a four-lane arterial (divided in some segments), which serves an industrial 

area west of the current City limits and has an interchange with I-15.  Etiwanda 

Avenue, which also has an interchange with the I-10 Freeway, is the westernmost 

arterial in the City and its sphere of influence.  Similarly, Alder Avenue is the 

easternmost arterial in the City and its sphere of influence. 

Key east-west arterials include Jurupa Avenue, Slover Avenue, Valley Boulevard, 

San Bernardino Avenue, Arrow Boulevard, Foothill Boulevard, Baseline Avenue, 

and South Highland Avenue. Valley Boulevard is a four-lane divided major arterial 
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located immediately north of I-10 Freeway. San Bernardino Avenue and Arrow 

Highway are regional arterials fronted by a mixture of uses. Foothill Boulevard 

(Historic Route 66) is a four-lane divided arterial, which is fronted largely by 

commercial developments.  Baseline Avenue is improved to six lanes from Citrus 

Avenue to the I-15 Freeway. South Highland Avenue (State Route 30) has been 

reconfigured to serve as the southern frontage road to the State Route 210 Freeway.  

San Bernardino Avenue, Arrow Boulevard, Baseline Avenue, Summit Avenue, and 

Sierra Avenue provide interchange access to I-15.  South of the I-10 Freeway, 

Slover Avenue is the key alternative paralleling the freeway and Jurupa Avenue is 

another key arterial that provides for east-west traffic movements.  A map of the 

City’s existing circulation network showing the number of lanes is included in the 

Appendix C. 

Analysis of Current Conditions  

A comprehensive database of current average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for 

streets and highways in the Fontana area was developed by collecting count data 

from various sources including the City of Fontana, the County of San Bernardino, 

and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  The arterial ADT 

volumes are tabulated by arterial and major segment and presented in Table A in the 

Appendix C.  This table also indicates the designated functional classification and 

total number of two-way lanes on each roadway segment.  Key observations from 

the assembled existing traffic volume data are also presented in Appendix C. 

Intersections and Traffic Control/Operations System 

There are currently a total of 150 intersections within the study area (city and sphere 

of influence), which are controlled by traffic signals.  Of these, a total of 122 are 

controlled by the City of Fontana, seven by the County of San Bernardino, in the 

sphere of influence area, and 14 are controlled by Caltrans.  The Caltrans signals are 

located at the on/off-ramp terminals along the I-10, I-15 and SR-210 freeways and at 

the intersections on Foothill Boulevard, which is State Route 66.  Of these traffic 

signals, 37 are on the County CMP signalized intersection list.  A graphic 

illustrating the location of these intersections is included in the Appendix C. 

The City of Fontana has a Traffic Management Center (TMC), located within the 

City Hall complex, that provides monitoring and control of the City’s signal system 

and its coordination with the regional and neighboring jurisdictions’ traffic control 

systems.  The Fontana Advanced Traffic Management Information System 

(ATMIS) project that is currently being deployed by the City includes specialized 

services related to the design of software and hardware for the TMC. These services 

include procurement, integration, installation, and construction supervision for the 

development of the TMC. The TMC software and hardware provide for the 

expansion and control centralization of the City’s existing traffic control systems 

and deployment of new and upgraded ITS elements. A major component of the 

ATMIS project is development of the software that includes a GIS-based graphical 

user interface and software for the connection to the Caltrans ATMS.  This software 

provides for centralized monitoring and control of all deployed field elements from 

the operator’s workstation. The ATMIS project started through an extensive systems 
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engineering design cycle and started with an analysis of the needs and requirements 

for the TMC and a connection to local Caltrans District 8.  Deployment of the TMC 

elements and communications subsystem has been phased to provide for current and 

future needs.   

According to the City of Fontana’s Traffic Signal System Conceptual Buildout Plan, 

approximately 140 additional traffic signals are planned to be constructed within the 

City and the Sphere of Influence area by the buildout of the Master Plan. 

A detailed discussion of the City’s major intersections, types of control, jurisdiction, 

volumes, and levels of service was completed in a Focused Traffic Study, which 

was conducted per SANBAG Congestion Management Program guidelines and is 

available under a separate document. 

Daily Traffic Levels of Service  

A generalized daily level of service analysis was conducted for existing conditions 

for the City’s arterial system using the ADT volumes presented in the previous 

section.  Level of service analysis is used to evaluate congestion and delay on streets 

and highways. The relative level of congestion is evaluated on a scale from A 

through F. Level of Service A indicates free-flow conditions with no delay. Level of 

Service F indicates breakdown of the system with very long delays. Level of Service 

D is typically considered the worst acceptable level in an urbanized area.  

Level of service analysis is typically conducted for peak hour traffic conditions at 

street intersections, which is where street capacity is constrained. For a citywide 

study of this nature, where peak hour data at each intersection are not available, the 

level of service is estimated based on the total daily traffic volume. Experience has 

shown that, taking intersection capacity constraints into account, and assuming a 

typical 10% peak hour peaking percentage, a divided arterial (opposite directions 

separated by a raised median or a painted two-way left-turn) can accommodate 

approximately 9,000 vehicles per lane per day, and an undivided arterial (opposite 

directions separated only by a painted line) can accommodate approximately 6,000 

vehicles per lane per day. 

The relationships between the traffic volume, capacity and level of service are 

shown below:  

 Volume is 0-60% of capacity: Level of service A  

 Volume is 61-70% of capacity: Level of service B 

 Volume is 71-80% of capacity: Level of service C 

 Volume is 81-90% of capacity: Level of service D 

 Volume is 91-100% of capacity: Level of service E 

 Volume is over 100% of capacity: Level of service F 
 

The capacity of each arterial street was calculated using the above assumptions, and 

compared with the existing traffic volume to determine the level of service.  This 

information is also presented in detail in Table A in the Appendix C.  Assumed daily 
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capacities, volume/capacity ratios and corresponding levels of service are presented 

by each arterial segment in this table. 

Traffic on most of the City's arterials is operating at very acceptable levels of 

service.  The following paragraphs describe those arterial segments that show level 

of service D or worse for the existing condition:  

 Sierra Avenue (Merrill Avenue to I-10) – This segment of Sierra Avenue has 

a mix of LOS E and F. Sierra Avenue is a four-lane divided arterial (five lanes 

south of San Bernardino Avenue) serving the main commercial core of Fontana, 

and carries the heaviest traffic volumes in the City in the range of 32,800 to 

57,600 ADT.  The actual peak hour level of service along Sierra may be better 

than E, since the peak hour volume is less than 10% of the total daily traffic. 

However, the important observation of this analysis is that this segment of 

Sierra experiences congestion at the present time, and because much of the 

commercial development has occurred close to the right-of-way, there is little 

opportunity for increasing the capacity of Sierra Avenue without major street 

widening. 

 Sierra Avenue (at  I-15 Freeway) – Relatively high volumes on Sierra Avenue 

at the I-15 freeway interchange cause congested conditions in both the AM and 

PM Peak Hours.  Proposed signalization/widening at the ramps and the 

widening and realignment of Riverside Avenue and Sierra Avenue will improve 

traffic flow. 

 Cherry Avenue (Valley to I-10 Freeway) – This segment exhibits LOS F 

conditions due to heavy freeway access volumes and predominance of trucks. 

 Cherry Avenue (Slover to Santa Ana) – This segment operates at LOS F, but 

only has two lanes while carrying over 17,000 ADT and high volumes of trucks.  

Proposed widening of Cherry Avenue to six lanes will improve this condition. 

 Citrus Avenue (Valley to Slover) – In this segment, Citrus Avenue carries 

between 22,000 and 29,000 vehicles in a mostly two-lane street, which results in 

LOS F operation. 

 Citrus Avenue (Arrow to Merrill) – Traffic volumes in this segment are about 

28,000, while this 4-lane segment has a daily capacity of 24,000, resulting in 

LOS F.  A proposed median construction project will improve this condition. 

 Citrus Avenue (Randall to San Bernardino) – Traffic volumes in this 

segment are about 22,300, while this 4-lane segment has a daily capacity of 

24,000, resulting in LOS E. 

 Valley Boulevard (east of Sierra) – This segment of Valley Boulevard carries 

33,000 ADT and is Level of Service E. A significant portion of this traffic is 

generated by the commercial traffic on all sides of the intersection as well as 

heavy freeway access traffic.  The intersection of Valley Boulevard and Sierra 

Avenue is by far the heaviest traveled intersection in the City.  

 Slover Avenue (Sierra to Locust) – Slover Avenue carries between 10,000 and 

18,000 vehicles per day on a two-lane exhibiting mostly LOS F conditions.  

Conditions are also worsened by the presence of large volumes of trucks. 
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 Foothill Boulevard (Beech to Almeria) – This segment carries 32,900 ADT on 

a 4 lane street resulting in LOS E. 

 Jurupa Avenue (Live Oak to Sierra) – This segment carries between 10,900 

and 18,000 ADT, exhibiting LOS E and F conditions.  Jurupa Avenue carries 

significant freeway bypass trips due to its interchange with I-15 and its 

connection to Riverside through Sierra.  Traffic volumes are high on this 

segment for its two-lane configuration. 

Current Deficiencies  

Major Traffic Congestion Areas  

The level of service analysis as presented above and detailed in Table A in the 

Appendix C, indicates several key existing problem areas, as discussed below: 

 The first (and most significant) occurs on Sierra Avenue from I-10 to San 

Bernardino Avenue, and on Valley Boulevard east of Sierra.  This is the highest 

volume intersection in the City, experiencing more than 90,000 entering 

vehicles on an average day.  The area has the highest concentration of 

commercial developments, traffic from institutions such as Kaiser Hospital and 

the freeway access traffic.  The improvements to the I-10 interchange have 

recently been completed upgrading this interchange to a single-point urban 

interchange, which should help ease congestion problems on Sierra Avenue. 

 The second problem area includes all of the arterials approaching I-10 from the 

north and south. Traffic converges on Sierra, Citrus, and Cherry to access the 

freeway. All three of these streets presently carry heavy traffic volumes on the 

north side of I-10 exacerbated by high volumes of truck traffic from industrial 

developments. It is therefore unlikely that these interchanges could 

accommodate the traffic from significant new amounts of development north of 

the freeway unless the street capacities are increased or alternate routes are 

provided. As noted above, there is limited potential for widening Sierra Avenue 

north of I-10, but existing development would not appear to preclude widening 

Citrus and Cherry.  In addition to improving these interchanges, new freeway 

connections and over-crossings are also essential to ease traffic congestion and 

help community connectivity 

 The third significant area of congestion is on Jurupa Avenue from Live Oak to 

Sierra and to the east as indicated above.  This is due to heavy freeway bypass 

traffic and lack of capacity on the two-lane Jurupa Avenue. 

Through Traffic Problems  

Traffic congestion on Sierra Avenue throughout its length results in spillover of 

traffic onto parallel streets. To avoid the congestion on Sierra Avenue, many drivers 

utilize either Juniper Avenue (west of Sierra) or Mango Avenue (east of Sierra) for 

north-south travel through much of the City.  Juniper and Mango are both relatively 

continuous two-lane collector streets, except between Foothill Boulevard and 

Merrill Avenue (crossing the railroad tracks), where they are four-lane secondary 



4. CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 

City of Fontana General Plan                        
 

4-11 
 

highways. Juniper carries as many as 11,000 vehicles daily, and Mango carries as 

many as 9,500.  

Both Juniper and Mango are primarily fronted by residential developments. The 

residential character of these streets is basically incompatible with the increasingly 

heavy traffic volumes. A policy decision should be made regarding the character of 

these streets over the long term, such as turning them into one-way streets. 

Trucks 

Designated Truck Routes 

The many industrial facilities within Fontana and neighboring communities create 

significant truck travel. The location of these industrial facilities results in a high 

volume of trucks intermixing with local residential traffic. These truck trips 

originate from the I-10, I-15, SR-210 and SR-60 freeways, as well as the 

neighboring communities via the arterials. Many of the arterials are not 

appropriately designed to accommodate the volume and size of trucks currently 

using these facilities.  Heavy truck volumes at the freeway interchanges along the I-

10 Freeway contribute to the congestion at those locations.  The new and redesigned 

freeway interchanges are being designed to better accommodate the heavy truck 

volumes. 

To optimize the circulation pattern and protect the residential areas within Fontana, 

certain arterials have been designated as truck routes. These arterial truck routes are 

illustrated in Figure 4-2, Designated Truck Routes, and should be designed in 

accordance with their roadway classification.   
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Figure 4-1 Designated Truck Routes 
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It is also advisable to design the heaviest truck volume streets with larger curb return 

radii, such as 50-foot radius, and median islands set back from the intersections to 

accommodate truck turning maneuvers.  

It should be noted that Sierra Avenue, between Valley and Foothill Boulevards, 

north of I-10, has not been designated as a truck route due to the need to maximize 

this roadway's capacity, especially in light of projected traffic volumes.  

Cherry and Citrus Avenues have been designated as truck routes because they are 

close to trucking centers. For the most part they provide direct connections between 

the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10) and the Foothill Freeway (SR-210) and there is 

more opportunity for roadway widening to accommodate the increased size and 

number of vehicles. Again, particular attention should be paid to minimizing the 

noise and air quality impacts of these vehicles upon adjacent residential uses.  Other 

north-south truck routes include Etiwanda Avenue and portions of Alder Avenue, 

and Sierra Avenue north of SR-210. 

Railroads 

Rail Service 

Both freight and passenger rail services are provided in the City.  The Metrolink 

commuter rail service was described earlier.  It is located on the former Santa Fe rail 

line, now operated by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), which passes east-

west through the City between Arrow Boulevard and Merrill Avenue.  Amtrak 

service is provided on the Union Pacific rail line just south of the I-10 Freeway, but 

the nearest station is in San Bernardino.  The roadway crossings on the Union 

Pacific main line are all grade separated because of the close proximity of the line to 

the freeway.  All of the roadways that extend over the freeway remain elevated over 

the railroad tracks.  The Metrolink/BNSF line has all at-grade crossings, except at 

Cherry Avenue. 

Extensive freight rail service is provided within the City. The existing land use plan 

concentrates industrial use in locations already served by rail spur lines. With the 

influx of new industrial developments in the City, it is desirable that these new 

developments have access to the rail spur lines.  

Rail service provided by the Union Pacific Railroad on its main line through 

Fontana is expected to grow significantly in the future due to the increased 

international trade at the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, as well as 

population growth in southern California.  Currently there are 24 trains per day on a 

peak day passing through Fontana on the UP main line. By 2025, this is forecast to 

increase to 132 trains per day.  The BNSF main line runs through Riverside County 

and crosses the UP line in Colton.  It will carry the major growth in rail traffic 

associated with the Ports. Growth in train traffic on the other rail lines and spurs in 

Fontana will be limited to the needs of the local industrial users which need rail 

service. 
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PROJECTED TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Focused Travel Demand Model 

As part of this circulation system analysis, a focused travel demand model was 

developed to analyze the traffic impacts of projected development within the City at 

“buildout” of the proposed General Plan land uses.  The latest version of the 

RIVSAN CTP Model was obtained from SCAGs Inland Empire Office.  This model 

currently has a year 2000 base-year and year 2030 as regional horizon year for the 

future.  Approximately 40 traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in this model constitute the 

City of Fontana and the Sphere of Influence (study) area.  These zones were 

disaggregated to approximately 120 TAZs for planning purposes.  In coordination 

with the General Plan team and City staff, land use quantities (in acres) were 

estimated for the Buildout conditions of the study area for each of the TAZs.  These 

land use quantities were then converted to socio-economic data compatible with 

inputs to the CTP Model using sub-regionally acceptable average factors and mid-

point densities for each land use type.  These model input data include the number 

of single and multiple dwelling units, population, retail and total employment.  The 

CTP model highway network was also obtained from SCAG and refined by adding 

secondary and collector streets and zonal connectors to represent a more detailed 

network consistent with the finer zone system.  Zone maps showing the original and 

disaggregated TAZs, the list of input data (Table B), and the original and refined 

highway networks are provided in the Appendix C. 

The model input data for the disaggregated TAZs were submitted to SCAG Inland 

Empire Office.  From these data, SCAG generated trips for all study area zones and 

substituted for the original study are TAZs.  The model was run using these new 

buildout trips in the project area and the estimated 2030 trips from all other zones in 

the model representing the southern California region.  Trip generation, distribution 

and mode choice functions for the model were carried out by SCAG and the four-

period trip tables (AM, PM peak, mid-day and night-time) were provided to the 

General Plan team.  The team performed traffic assignments for all four periods and 

combined them to generate total daily volumes.  These daily volumes were assigned 

to the City of Fontana’s future planned circulation network.  The results were 

analyzed in detail and entered into a table similar to the existing conditions analysis.  

These projected buildout condition volumes are also indicated in Table A in the 

Appendix C, along with the future classification, number of lanes and capacities for 

each roadway segment.  Similar to existing conditions, projected volumes were 

divided by the assumed future capacities to identify the future volume/capacity 

ratios, LOS, potential future capacity deficiencies and expected congestion 

problems.  Results of this analysis are also shown in Table A in the Appendix C. 

Buildout Traffic Forecasts and Operating Conditions 

The following paragraphs illustrate the key observations from the analysis of 

projected traffic conditions for the buildout of the General Plan: 
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 The I-10 Freeway is projected to carry between 200,000 to 250,000 daily trips 

within Fontana. 

 SR-210 and I-15 are also projected to carry close to 200,000 daily trips each in 

the vicinity of the study area. 

 Similar to existing conditions, the north-south arterials are expected to be more 

heavily traveled and congested than the east-west arterials.  This is generally 

due to the fact that there are more east-west streets, more freeways to carry the 

regional trips, and more continuity than the north-south streets. 

 With the completion of the SR-210 Freeway, it is expected that volumes on the 

parallel arterials will still increase, but will remain well within their buildout 

capacity.  For example, projected volumes on Baseline Avenue and Highland 

Avenue may increase by as much as 250% to 300%, but the levels of service are 

expected to generally be no worse than LOS C on these arterials. 

 Foothill Boulevard, Merril Avenue, Arrow Boulevard, Randall Avenue and San 

Bernardino Avenue are expected to experience only moderate growth in traffic, 

generally in the range of 25% to 50% on the highest growth segments.  These 

arterials are expected to operate well within acceptable conditions. 

 With the development of the land uses in the City’s northern portion, traffic 

volumes in this area are expected to increase substantially.  Traffic on Sierra 

Avenue near the SR-210 Freeway is expected to be as high as the volumes near 

the I-10, both being around 70,000 to 72,000 ADT.  The projected increases in 

ADT on Sierra Avenue are expected to be as much as 600% to 700% from 

today’s volumes. 

 Alder Avenue is expected to carry heavy traffic volumes from I-10 to Randall 

Avenue, which will potentially exceed the capacity of its ultimate 4-lane 

configuration. 

 Cherry Avenue, Citrus Avenue, and Sierra Avenue will experience heavy 

volumes and congested conditions near the SR-210 Freeway, suggesting the 

need for additional freeway crossings. 

 In the City’s southern portion considerable growth in traffic volumes is expected 

surrounding the I-10 Freeway.  In particular demand for crossings of I-10 is 

expected to increase substantially as well as the demand for travel on Valley 

Boulevard, which could be as high as 42,000 east of Citrus. 

 Jurupa Avenue is expected to experience more than 100% growth in traffic 

volumes, but is expected to operate acceptably with the ultimate capacity 

provided by the 4 to 6 lane configuration.  
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RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 
IMPROVEMENTS  

General Policies 

As demand for the City's major arterials increases, limiting interruptions to smoothly 

flowing traffic becomes even more important. Reducing the number of vehicles 
slowing in traffic to enter driveways by instituting a policy to consolidate driveways 

and limit access off major arterials is one way of accomplishing this. Replacing 

many individual driveways with a central mid-block access with connections 

between center’s parking areas provides off-street circulation of slower vehicles, 

while traffic along major arterials continues at increased speeds. The City has 

initiated Access Management strategies with all new development. Candidates for 

this type of limited access policy include Sierra Avenue, Citrus Avenue, and Cherry 

Avenue, between I-10 and the SR-210, and South Highland Avenue, Baseline 

Avenue, Foothill Boulevard, Valley Boulevard and Slover Avenue.  

In addition, bus turnouts should be provided where feasible along these arterials to 

aid traffic flows and safety by removing stopped vehicles from travel lanes, thus 

eliminating a momentary loss of capacity.  Typically, bus turnouts are located at 

one-mile intervals. 

In order to alleviate existing and potential future congestion on arterial approaches 

to freeway interchanges, it is recommended that arterial segments that are located 

between freeway ramps and the next parallel facility, on either side of the freeway, 

be planned with one additional lane in each direction beyond their designated 

functional classifications.  These lanes will function as “auxiliary lane” for more 

freeway access capacity and more efficient traffic flow between the ramps and the 

adjacent intersections and can serve as dedicated right-turn lanes at the next 

intersection. 

System Improvements 

The recommended future arterial street classifications and new connections are 

presented in Figure 4-3, Recommended Circulation Master Plan.  These 

recommendations were developed based on discussions with City staff, existing 

system uses, identified existing congestion problems, and projected future traffic 

volumes and potential deficiencies, as discussed in previous sections. 

To provide for continuous traffic flow throughout the City and to and from the City 

and the neighboring areas, a series of roads and road segments are recommended for 

construction.  These recommendations are listed in Appendix C. 

In addition to arterial connections and upgrades, additional crossings of the local 

freeways are anticipated. These include two interchanges with I-10 Freeway, one at 

Alder Avenue and one at Beech Avenue.  Both locations are recommended to have 

full interchanges with the I-10 Freeway.  Due to the projected traffic volumes at 
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current interchange locations and the fact that existing ADT on Sierra Avenue north 

of I-10 is currently over capacity and will worsen in the future additional parallel 

interchange facilities are recommended.  This entire north-south corridor from 

Etiwanda Avenue to Alder is in critical need for north-south capacity and 

connectivity.  The present congested conditions will significantly worsen if 

additional freeway interchanges and grade separations are not provided across the I-

10 freeway and the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. 

The proposed interchange at Alder Avenue should alleviate some of the congestion 

at Sierra Avenue in addition to serving planned residential and commercial land uses 

in this area.  A proposed Beech Avenue interchange is expected to alleviate 

anticipated congestion at both Cherry Avenue and Citrus Avenue. In addition there 

are existing ramps at this location north of the freeway that were formerly used as a 

roadside rest. These ramps may be useful as part of a future park-and-ride facility, 

with potential direct access to the future carpool lanes on the I-10 Freeway. 

In addition, freeway over-crossings (no interchange ramps) are also recommended at 

Mulberry Avenue and Cypress Avenue for enhanced community connectivity and 

relief of potential over-capacity conditions at the other I-10 interchanges along the 

corridor.  Also Poplar Avenue is proposed to have an over-crossing at the I-10 

Freeway. 

Currently, Cypress Avenue is designated as a 4-lane secondary highway to be built 

over the recently completed SR-210 Freeway.  This segment is planned to connect 

South Highland Avenue to Sierra Lakes Parkway in the future.  Almost the entire 

area bounded by Citrus Avenue and Sierra Avenue to the east and west and Sierra 

Lakes Parkway and South Highland Avenue to the north and south is designated as 

freeway-oriented commercial land uses in the General Plan. 

Cypress Avenue is projected to carry between 6,000 and 8,000 daily vehicles in this 

area. The aforementioned commercially designated land uses are projected to be 

very traffic intensive and will require an adequate circulation network for support.  

Traffic projections have also indicated that Sierra Avenue will carry nearly 68,000 

ADT over the SR-210 Freeway, while Citrus Avenue will carry over 52,000 ADT in 

this area.  Both Citrus and Sierra have interchanges with the SR-210 freeway and 

will be used for regional as well as local circulation traffic.  The projected volumes 

on Sierra and Citrus crossing the SR-210 Freeway indicate traffic operation by as 

much as 20% over capacity for future conditions.  This segment of Cypress in this 

traffic intensive area will serve as a vital circulation link for both local and regional 

traffic as well as to provide a critical community connectivity link across the SR-

210 Freeway.  Based on the above, it is recommend that Cypress Avenue be 

extended over the SR-210 Freeway as a 4-lane secondary arterial with no 

interchange ramps. 

ISSUES, GOALS, POLICIES & ACTIONS 

The Circulation element is based on a set of circulation related goals, which reflect 

and are designed to support the citywide objectives of the General Plan.  These 



 
 

4-20                                                   CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 

 

goals, acknowledge the changing economic, social and environmental conditions of 

the City of Fontana as well as the surrounding region, and the current and 

anticipated needs of the community. The goals and policies express the City's 

position on circulation and development in Fontana. The goals and policies relate 

directly to circulation issue areas that are discussed in following sections. These 

issue areas are: 

ISSUE #1 MAJOR THOROUGHFARES AND 
TRANSPORTATION ROUTES 

Discussion:  The City’s major thoroughfares and transportation routes, which are 

the network of local and arterial streets, should be designed such that they will 

provide the necessary hierarchy and capacity for local property access, intra-city 

travel and adequate access to regional transportation facilities.  The arterial street 

system should provide adequate capacity to accommodate the traffic generated from 

the buildout of the proposed general Plan land uses and regional traffic within 

acceptable levels of service.  The arterial system should provide seamless 

connectivity among all sub-areas of the City.  Advanced technologies in traffic 

control and operations should be employed to maximize the capacity and efficiency 

of the arterial system. 
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Figure 4-2 Circulation Master Plan 
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GOAL # 1  

A balanced transportation system for Fontana is provided that meets the 

mobility needs of current and future residents and ensures the safe and 

efficient movements of vehicles, people and goods throughout the City. 

Policies: 

1) Plan for the provision of a variety of street classifications specifically designed 

to serve the various traffic needs in the area, including major highways, primary 

highways, secondary highways, collector streets, industrial collectors and local 

streets.  

2) Employ Access Management strategies for all types of development by utilizing 

the adopted Access Management criteria available through the office of the City 

Engineer.  When existing conditions prohibit adherence to Access management 

requirements, deviations may be allowed at the discretion of the City Engineer 

or his/her designee.  

3) Design each arterial and its terminal facilities including parking with sufficient 

capacity to accommodate anticipated traffic based on intensity of projected and 

planned land use in the City and the region.  

4) Regulate the intensity of land uses to keep traffic on any arterial in balance with 

roadway capacity by requiring traffic studies to identify local roadway and 

intersection improvements necessary to mitigate their traffic impacts. 

5) Locate new development and their access points in such a way that traffic is not 

encouraged to utilize local residential streets and alleys for access to the 

development and its parking.  

6) Design, monitor traffic flow, and employ traffic control measures, including 

signalization, limiting access and access control, exclusive right and left turn-

turn lanes, lane striping, and signage to ensure City streets and roads continue to 

function as required. 

7) Provide for safe operations of all modes of transportation including auto, truck 

and bus traffic, passenger and freight rail service, pedestrians, bicycles, and 

other modes by adhering to national design and safety standards and uniform 

practices.  Permitted driveways along arterials shall provide for turn-around or 

hammerhead turn in order to facilitate vehicle access to arterials.  Vehicle or 

truck backing on to arterials is prohibited. 

8) Coordinate street system improvements and traffic signalization with regional 

transportation efforts in particular on roadways that are at the City’s boundaries, 

are shared with neighboring jurisdictions, and/or are part of regionally 

significant corridors including those that are on Congestion Management Plan 

routes. 
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9) Coordinate arterial street design standards with neighboring jurisdictions within 

the City’s sphere of influence to maintain and/or develop consistent street 

segments. 

10) Cooperate with the City of Rancho Cucamonga to reconstruct the I-15 Freeway 

interchange at Baseline Avenue. 

11) Plan for the design and construction of a new freeway interchange at the I-15 

Freeway and Duncan Canyon Road. 

12) All streets and intersections designed after the adoption of the General Plan will 

be planned to function at level of service (LOS) C or better, wherever possible.  

Improvements to existing streets will be designed to LOS C standards whenever 

feasible. 

13) Provide new bus turnouts along appropriate arterials based on and in 

coordination with, local and regional transit providers’ bus routes and major 

stops. 

14) Plan for the design and construction of new freeway interchange facilities on 

Interstate 10 at Alder Avenue and Beech Avenue. 

15) Plan for the design and construction of new arterial over-crossings on Interstate 

10 at Mulberry Avenue, Poplar Avenue and Cypress Avenue to provide for 

mobility, community connectivity and efficient access to safety vehicles. 

16) To provide for mobility, community connectivity plan for the design and 

construction of an arterial over-crossing on State Route 210 at Cypress Avenue. 

17) Cooperate with regional agencies and support planning and construction of the 

remaining segments of the State Route 210. 

18) Maintain and improve intersection capacity by implementing ultimate 

intersection geometries through the use of left-turn pockets and dedicated right-

turn lanes wherever feasible. 

19) Prohibit parking, stopping, and limit driveway access to arterial roads in 

accordance with adopted access management strategies. 

20) Plan, design and construct streets in residential communities in accordance with 

uniform industry standards and practices to maintain appropriate traffic speeds 

and discourage through and by-pass traffic. 

21) Limit parking and residential driveway access to collector streets. 

22) Whenever practical, prohibit surface drainage facilities and cross drains on new 

arterial roadways to maintain efficient vehicular flow. 

23) Implement traffic signal systems and intelligent transportation systems (ITS) 

components (not limited to signal coordination, highway advisory radio, closed 

circuit television, emergency vehicle signal preemption, etc.) along arterial 



4. CIRCULATION ELEMENT 
 

City of Fontana General Plan                        
 

4-25 
 

roadways and sub-areas, in accordance to the City’s Traffic Signal System 

Conceptual Buildout Plan and in compliance with regional and appropriate ITS 

Architecture Master Plans. 

24) Require street dedications from adjacent properties when the land is necessary 

for additional transportation capacity and enhanced mobility for the welfare of 

the community. 

25) Require new streets to comply with adopted geometric standards for major, 

primary and secondary arterials at intersections. 

26) Protect levels of service on all parts of the Circulation Element through the use 

of medians, roundabouts, and other traffic calming measures. 

27) The City shall adopt and periodically update Street Design Guidelines 

outlining/identifying all street cross sections (standard and non-standard) and 

intersection cross sections within the City of Fontana.  Street cross sections vary 

throughout the City as a result of adoption of specific plans, community plans, 

annexation of County areas, or as dictated by existing development constraints.  

These guidelines shall be maintained and updated at the discretion of the City 

Engineer.  

ISSUE #2 PUBLIC TRANSIT, TERMINALS AND 
INTERCITY TRANSPORTATION 

Discussion:  Public transportation plays an important role in providing a well-

balanced transportation system for the City.  A well planned and efficient public 

transportation system provides an essential primary mode of transportation to those 

without access to automobiles and an alternative mode of travel to the motorists to 

help reduce the demand and congestion on the City’s street network.  The various 

modes of public transportation including bus, commuter rail, demand responsive 

transportation, etc. should provide efficient connectivity and integration via 

coordinated park-and-ride facilities and multi-modal terminals. 

GOAL # 2  

A regional network of multi-modal transportation facilities including an 

improved citywide public transit system is provided that ensure the safe and 

efficient movement of vehicles, people and goods throughout the City of 

Fontana and to and from the region, and provides mobility to all City residents 

and helps reduce vehicular trips City-wide.  

Policies 

1) Provide appropriate transportation terminal facilities for inter-city and regional 

travel by public and private transportation modes. 
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2) Continue to support the regional bus system to provide intra-city service, inter-

city service to major employment centers, and connection to other regional 

transportation transfer points. 

3) To encourage transit ridership and transportation demand management 

including carpooling, required vanpool parking spaces, plan for the provision of 

additional transportation centers to be used as a park-and-ride for ridesharing, 

high-occupancy vehicle lanes, regional bus and passenger rail services. 

4) Continue to coordinate transit planning with the Southern California Association 

of Governments (SCAG), the San Bernardino Associated Governments 

(SANBAG), the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

(MTA), the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (Metrolink), 

Omnitrans and adjacent communities. 

5) Recognize alternative and private transportation services (vans, buses, shuttles, 

taxis and limousines) as an integral part of public transportation. 

6) Coordinate with local and regional human service agencies and public schools 

that provide mass transit services to reduce duplication of transportation 

services. 

7) Where needed and appropriate, require new development to provide transit 

facilities and accommodations, such as bus shelters and turn-outs, consistent 

with regional agency plans and existing and anticipated demands. 

8) Ensure accessibility of disabled persons to public transportation facilities and 

services in accordance with all Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

regulations. 

9) Encourage commuters and employers to reduce vehicular trips by offering 

incentives such as reduced price transit passes and preferential parking for 

ridesharing. 

10) Investigate and implement new opportunities to further plan, develop and 

finance demand responsive transit service for the elderly, handicapped and 

recreational purposes.  

ISSUE #3 TRUCKS 

Discussion:  Truck traffic is a significant component of the overall transportation 

system in the City of Fontana.  Many of the City’s vital industries rely heavily on 

regional and local truck transportation.  Large volumes of heavy duty trucks on the 

City’s transportation system and regional access facilities result in additional 

congestion and accelerated deterioration of the infrastructure.  
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GOAL #3  

A circulation system is provided that reduces conflicts between commercial 

trucking, private/public transportation and land uses.  

Policies 

1) Provide designated truck routes for use by commercial trucking that minimize 

impacts on local traffic and neighborhoods.  

2) Provide appropriately designed roadways for the designated truck routes 

including designated truck routes for large STAA trucks that can safely 

accommodate truck travel.  

3) Develop appropriate protection measures along truck routes to minimize noise 

impacts to sensitive land uses including but not limited to residences, hospitals, 

schools, parks, daycare facilities, libraries, and similar uses. 

4) Encourage the development of adequate on-site loading areas to minimize 

interference of truck loading activities with efficient traffic circulation on 

adjacent roadways. 

ISSUE #4 RAILROADS 

Discussion:  Freight and passenger rail system have been an integral part of the City 

of Fontana’s transportation network for decades.  Increased traffic demand on the 

rail system as well as the City’s street network will create opportunities for 

increased conflict between the two modes. 

GOAL #4  

Rail facilities continue to develop while minimizing the impacts to land uses 

and arterial circulation.  

Policies 

1) Work cooperatively with the railroad companies to maintain a safe and efficient 

rail system within the City.  

2) Establish connections between inter-city rail and major activity centers to 

improve freight transfers and provide passenger service.  

3) Develop safe and efficient design standards to minimize the impact of at-grade 

arterial railroad crossings. 

4) Provide appropriate noise attenuation measures for new residential 

developments.  

5) Work with regional agencies to identify the impacts of increased rail and freight 

traffic due to Alameda Corridor and Alameda Corridor East on traffic and 
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circulation across corridor rail facilities and work towards implementation of 

appropriate circulation improvements. 

IMPLEMENTING THE CIRCULATION 
ELEMENT 

The City’s commitment to the goals and policies of the Circulation Element is 

realized through plan implementation.  Policy must be translated into action.  The 

following are relevant implementation tools, which may be used to effectuate plan 

goals and policies. 

Police Powers 

The State of California authorizes “police powers” to local jurisdictions to help 

protect the health, safety and welfare of the citizens. The manifestation of the City’s 

regulatory police powers is the Municipal Code. Sections of the Municipal Code, 

which will help implement the Circulation Element, include the Subdivision, 

Building, Zoning and Public Works Codes. 

Street and public facility standards specified in the Circulation Element will be 

required in the development process through the regulatory powers of the Municipal 

Code, on a project-by-project basis. The following specific methods of 

implementation are found in the Municipal Code.  

Specific Plans 

The State of California also authorizes the adoption of Specific Plans by local 

jurisdictions to assist in the orderly implementation of the General Plan. The 

Specific Plan is a regulatory tool available for addressing the unique development 

characteristics of a particular area within the City. While Specific Plans must be 

consistent with the General Plan, they can provide guidelines at a level of detail that 

are inappropriate to the General Plan. Each Specific Plan is intended to be generally 

consistent with the development standards, goals and policies of the Circulation 

Element.  

Zoning 

The Zoning Code is one of the documents which assists in implementing parts of the 

Circulation Element. The Zoning Code prescribes allowable uses and development 

standards, including building height, density, bulk, setback, coverage, landscape 

requirements, parking standards, and off-street loading and service requirements. 
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Other Implementation Methods 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

All projects as defined by CEQA are subject to environmental review to determine 

if the activity will have a significant effect on the environment. If a possible 

significant effect is deter- mined, the City prepares and initial study to decide 

whether the project warrants an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative 

Declaration. In either case, the City may apply conditions to the Project which will 

mitigate the impacts on the transportation system. The conditions help to implement 

the goals and policies of the Circulation Element. 

Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

All projects that meet the threshold for Countywide CMP are subject to preparation 

of CMP Traffic Impact Studies per San Bernardino Associates Governments 

(SANBAG) CMP Guidelines.  CMP TIAs identify various local and regional 

circulation system improvements and impact shares as conditions for the 

development of the subject project.  The conditions help to implement the goals and 

policies of the Circulation Element. 

Caltrans Project Development Procedures 

The Caltrans Project Development Procedures, which include Project Study Reports 

(PSR), Project Report (PR), preliminary engineering (PE), and plans, specifications 

and engineering estimates (PS&E) are tools for implementing improvements 

consistent with the City’s Circulation Element on the state-owned transportation 

facilities such as freeways, interchange ramps, freeway over-crossings, park-and-

ride facilities, and improvements to conventional state highways (surface street 

routes). 

Short and Long-Range Transit Plans 

These are programming documents developed by local and regional transit operators 

that provide means to implement some of the multi-modal elements of the 

Circulation Element including new or improved bus routes or increased service, 

transit stations, etc. 
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