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1. Introduction 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Waterman + Baseline 
Neighborhood Specific Plan during the public review period, which began July 29, 2016, and closed 
September 12, 2016. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines 
and represents the independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR 
comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and 
individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has 
been reproduced and assigned a number: A-1 through A-4 for letters received from agencies and 
organizations. No letters were received by residents. Individual comments have been numbered for each letter 
and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. City of  
San Bernardino staff  has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the 
type of  significant new information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public comment 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a 
significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  this 
material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified 
environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances 
requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs should be “on the sufficiency of  the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which significant 
effects of  the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest 
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the 
significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of  an EIR is 
determined in terms of  what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not 
need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR.”  

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

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

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the City of  San Bernardino’s responses 
to each comment.  

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

The following is a list of  agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public 
review period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 
A1 Blum Collins, LLP (on behalf of SoCal Environmental Justice Alliance) September 12, 2016 2-3 
A2 Caltrans District 8 September 6, 2016 2-25 
A3 Department of Toxic Substances Control August 19, 2016 2-33 
A4 San Bernardino County Department of Public Works September 12, 2016 2-39 
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A1. Response to Comments from Blum Collins, LLP on behalf of SoCal Environmental Justice 
Alliance, dated September 12, 2016. 

A1-1 The project objectives found on page 3-1 of  the Draft EIR were also the objectives used 
to analyze the project alternatives as shown on page 7-2. The alternatives included in the 
executive summary have been revised to be consistent with Chapter 3 and 7 of  the 
DEIR, as shown in Chapter 3 of  this FEIR. 

A1-2 The Specific Plan and related Programmatic EIR do not authorize or approve the 
replacement of  252 units of  public housing in District 3 with a multifamily, mixed 
income housing development. The Specific Plan is a policy and planning document; the 
Plan does not approve or permit the demolition or construction of  any physical 
structures. While the Specific Plan Project Description includes a description and 
community-based vision for each of  the six planning districts, including District 3 
Midtown Core, and describes some of  the known development projects underway 
within the Plan area, the physical demolition and redevelopment of  Waterman Gardens 
required the preparation of  a separate, project-level environmental analysis.  

In March 2013, prior to the formulation of  the Specific Plan, the City of  San 
Bernardino prepared and circulated the Waterman Gardens Master Plan Environmental 
Assessment per the requirements of  the National Environmental Policy Act of  1969 
(NEPA). The Environmental Assessment analyzed the demolition of  the existing 252-
residential unit Waterman Gardens public housing complex and the construction of  up 
to 411 new, mixed income units (including 252 replacement affordable housing units’ - a 
1 to 1 replacement ratio), a community center and other community service-oriented 
uses at the same location. The City of  San Bernardino determined that the proposed 
project activities would not result in a significant impact on the quality of  the human 
environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA was not 
required. The Environmental Review Record (ERR) for the Environmental Assessment 
was available for public review for a minimum period of  18-days beginning on March 
19, 2013. The Environmental Assessment was unanimously recommended for approval 
by the City of  San Bernardino Planning Commission at their regularly scheduled public 
hearing on December 11, 2013 and approved by the City Council of  San Bernardino at a 
noticed, regularly scheduled public hearing on February 18, 2014. In compliance with 
Section 21152 of  the Public Resources Code, a Notice of  Determination was filed on 
April 14, 2014. The statute of  limitations for legal challenge has expired. 

In addition, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared 
and circulated for the Waterman Gardens Master Plan in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The IS/MND analyzed the demolition of  the 
existing 252-residential unit Waterman Gardens public housing complex and the 
construction of  up to 411 new, mixed income units (including 252 replacement 
affordable housing units’ - a 1 to 1 replacement ratio), a community center and other 
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community service-oriented uses at the same location. The Draft MND identified 
potentially significant impacts of  the Waterman Gardens redevelopment project, 
discusses avoidance measures incorporated in the project design, and numerous 
mitigation measures were proposed to further reduce potential impacts of  the project.  
The Draft IS/MND was circulated for public review from March 21, 2013 to April 19, 
2013 (SCH#2013031061). Mitigation measures presented in the MND have been 
included in the Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program (MM/RP), and also 
incorporated by reference in the Conditions of  Approval. The mitigation measures in 
the MM/RP will reduce all of  the impacts of  the project to less-than-significant levels. 
The IS/MND was unanimously recommended for approval by the City of  San 
Bernardino Planning Commission at their regularly scheduled public hearing on 
December 11, 2013 and approved by the City Council of  San Bernardino at a noticed, 
regularly scheduled public hearing on February 18, 2014. In compliance with Section 
21152 of  the Public Resources Code, a Notice of  Determination was filed on April 14, 
2014. Both the EA and IS/MND for the Master Plan can be found on the City’s 
Planning webpage: https://www.ci.san-
bernardino.ca.us/cityhall/community_development/planning/planning_documents.asp. 
The statute of  limitations for legal challenge has expired. 

Within the IS/MND for the Waterman Gardens Master Plan, Section V, Cultural 
Resources specifically analyzes the historical significance of  the Waterman Gardens 
public housing complex. As the Waterman Gardens public housingcomplex was found 
to be eligible for listing in the National Register of  Historic Places (NHRP), the 
IS/MND determined that activities to remove by demolition the existing buildings 
would be considered an adverse effect. Consequently, the IS/MND includes two 
measures to mitigate the potential impact to historical resources. The U.S. Department 
of  Housing and Urban Development (HUD), State Officer of  Historic Preservation 
(SHPO), Housing Authority County of  San Bernardino (HACSB), and National CORE, 
entered into a Programmatic Agreement (PA) regarding mitigation measures for 
theWaterman Gardens redevelopment project. The first measure in the PA requires 
HACSB to implement and complete National Parks Service Historic American Buildings 
Survey (HABS) documentation, pursuant to Section 110(b) of  the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

In 2015, Daly and Associates was selected to assist the HACSB and National 
Community Renaissance in fulfilling the required mitigation measures for the proposed 
demolition of  the Waterman Gardens Public Housing complex. Daly & Associates 
prepared the HABS document consistent with the standards of  the National Park 
Service HABS. The HABS document was completed, reviewed, and approved by HUD 
and SHPO prior to demolition. 

The second mitigation measure in the PA requires HACSB and National CORE to 
develop a museum-quality, interpretive education exhibit on the history of  the 
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Waterman Gardens Public Housing complex that will be housed and maintained 
permanently in the new community center. Until the new community center is built and 
open for use, a temporary mock-up of  the exhibit will be prepared and installed in the 
existing community center.  This mitigation measure is underway; the content of  the 
exhibit has been approved and the temporary exhibit is currently under production.  

The Waterman Gardens Master Plan IS/MND includes analysis within Section XII, 
Population and Housing, to address the potential displacement of  public housing 
residents living onsite at Waterman Gardens. Per the IS/MND "A relocation plan, 
provided in Appendix L, has been prepared to ensure residents are provided with 
temporary housing during project construction. The Relocation Plan includes the 
projected dates of  displacement, an analysis of  the relocation needs and relocation 
housing resources, a description of  the relocation advisory services program, and 
temporary relocation plans. The Waterman Gardens redevelopment project will replace 
all existing housing and add up to an additional 159 units. Following construction, there 
will be no need to construct replacement housing elsewhere." As the Relocation Plan is a 
highly regulated process required by HUD its implementation is being overseen by the 
project proponent with oversight from the federal government. The Relocation Plan is 
provided as Appendix A to this FEIR. 

Regarding District 6, the Land Use Plan permits a range of  uses intended to promote 
new employment generating uses while buffering the existing auto-related uses that 
inhabit the majority of  the planning district. Per Chapter 4, Land Use Plan, of  the 
Specific Plan District 6 does not permit “industrial uses” but allows “light industrial 
uses”. Light industrial uses are defined as “uses that are less capital-intensive than heavy 
industry, and are more consumer-oriented than business-oriented focusing on light 
manufacturing, warehousing and service uses. Permitted uses may include: indoor 
agricultural production, assembling/processing facilities, food processing/production, 
industrial arts, radio/television broadcasting, research and development, and warehouse 
facilities. Prohibited uses include junk and salvage facilities.” The permitted uses allowed 
within District 6 were developed to encourage the creation of  new employment 
opportunities within the Plan area that are complementary with existing uses and may 
provide opportunities for residents to earn higher wages and reduce vehicle miles 
traveled. Regardless, the Project Description and the description of  District 6 within 
Chapter 3, Planning Districts, will be updated to include “light industrial uses” to more 
clearly communicate the vision for this district. 

A1-3 Transportation modeling conducted by Fehr & Peers was conducted using the 
MainStreet (MXD+) tool which is based on the EPA and NCHRP research to more 
accurately portray traffic impacts associated with the mixed-used, infill  development 
(see Appendix I to the DEIR).  
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 VMT per Service Population: The Proposed Project would result in an increase in 
population and employment opportunities within the Plan area. As a result, even 
though the Proposed Project would result in an increase VMT, VMT per service 
population would decrease. This is because the Proposed Project would increase 
land use intensity, resulting in higher density development, provide employment 
opportunities in an area that has a low jobs-housing balance, and would increase 
services. 

 Total VMT and Online F&P Model: Fehr & Peers used an EPA approved 
methodology that calculates internalization that was applied to ITE trip generation 
based on built environment factors. Please note that the EPA methodology only 
assists in determining internalization - it begins with the use of  ITE trip generation 
rates.  As such, ITE trip generation rates were utilized for this project, but the EPA 
internalization methodology was applied as it is the most statistically robust 
methodology to estimate trip internalization.  

The population for the Plan area was identified based on existing population data 
per household in the study area (approximately 3.5 persons per household).  
However, the Specific Plan proposes to change the housing makeup in the area 
from 1/3 multi-family to 2/3 multi-family.  Although population per household 
would likely decrease with a more predominant multi-family mix (compared to 
single-family), the population was not adjusted as it provides a conservative 
assessment for other environmental impacts (such as water and energy use).  This 
affects the VMT per capita in several ways.  First, multi-family housing generate 
approximately 30% fewer trips than single family households.  Thus, when 
combining 30% fewer trips per household with the same population estimates per 
household, the VMT per capita reduction may appear aggressive. Given that VMT 
per capita is not used for impact assessment (but other factors tied to population are 
used for impact assessment), the built in assumptions provide a worst-case 
assumption for impact analysis.   

Fehr & Peers online VMT tool uses regional trip length averages (from Los Angeles, 
San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties) to estimate VMT.  Given the regional 
nature of  the tool, it is more appropriate to utilize average trip length information 
from more local data sources if  available.  For this study, Fehr & Peers estimated 
average trip length information for the Specific Plan area that is more representative 
of  the study area and includes San Bernardino’s lower vehicle ownership, income, 
affordable housing development underway, higher transit use and higher walking 
and biking; all aspects of  the study area that are not similar to the data used in the 
VMT estimation tool.  As such, the VMT developed for the EIR provides a more 
accurate estimate of  trip length for the study area. 

Additionally, although the EPA internalization estimates does account for the 
proximity of  transit, it can also account for the different internalization factors 
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associated with Transit Oriented Development (TOD).  Please note that, although 
the EPA tool can account for internalization in TOD areas, this was not applied to 
the study area as it did not meet the minimum requirements for high quality transit 
service in TOD areas.  This was a conservative assumption for estimating trip 
generation. 

As identified in the Section 5.2, Air Quality, under Impact 5.2-3, criteria air pollutant 
emissions would exceed the SCAQMD threshold for VOC for long-term operation and 
for CO and NOx during times when construction activities would overlap with project 
operations.  

Air quality impacts evaluated in the DEIR are based on the level of  information 
available for this program level analysis. For this long-range planning project, 
information regarding the construction phasing, subphasing, demolition quantities, soil 
import/export, site-specific building square footage, and construction equipment is not 
available. Because the localized significance threshold (LST) evaluation of  concentration 
of  criteria air pollutants is highly dependent on this site-specific information as well as 
the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, for program environmental evaluations 
SCAQMD does not require LST evaluation (see Impact 5.2-4). Future discretionary 
projects within the Specific Plan area would be subject to SCAQMD’s project-level 
review and would require a LST analysis based on the site-specific information available 
at the time of  the development application.  Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 
would also be applicable to future developments within the Specific Plan, which would 
reduce localized construction-related emissions. However, because sensitive receptors 
may be close to future construction activities, this was considered a significant 
unavoidable impact of  the project. 

The commentator is correct, Page 5.2-15 should list both PM2.5 and PM10. The 
requested changes to the DEIR can be found in Section 3 of  this FEIR. Additionally, 
the health effects of  PM10 are also listed on pages 5.2-6 through 5.2-7. 

 Linked to increased cancer risk (PM2.5, PM10, TACs) 

 Aggravates respiratory disease (O3, PM2.5 PM10,) 

 Increases bronchitis (O3, PM2.5 PM10,) 

 Causes chest discomfort, throat irritation, and increased effort to take a deep 
breath (O3) 

 Reduces resistance to infections and increases fatigue (O3) 

 Reduces lung growth in children (PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Contributes to heart disease and heart attacks (PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Contributes to premature death (O3, PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Linked to lower birth weight in newborns (PM2.5, PM10,) (SCAQMD 2015e) 
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The intent of  the Specific Plan is to transition the Plan Area from industrial to 
commercial-residential. The Employment District within the Specific Plan conditionally 
permits new light industrial or warehousing. Therefore, industrial and warehousing is not 
intended to be the primary land use. The Buildout Statistics (see Chapter 3, Project 
Description) developed for the project reflect the land uses anticipated at project buildout 
and do not include warehousing or similar uses where substantial truck idling would 
occur. However, because the Specific Plan conditionally allows these types of  land uses, 
future development applicants that include these types of  uses would be required to 
prepare a Health Risk Assessment pursuant to the requirements of  Mitigation Measure 
AQ-7 to ensure that sensitive land uses would not be exposed to substantial 
concentrations of  air pollutants. 

A1-4 Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 5.13-16 of  the Draft EIR states that “Direct impacts 
to occupied burrowing owl burrows shall be avoided during the breeding period from 
February 1 through August 31 and during the nonbreeding season as described in the 
CDFW Staff  Report.” The measure also allows for mitigation of  impacts outside of  the 
breeding period consistent with the CDFW Staff  Report. “Mitigation for direct, 
permanent impacts to nesting, occupied, and satellite burrows and/or burrowing owl 
habitat shall be required based on the burrowing owl life history information in 
Appendix A of  the CDFW Staff  Report, site-specific analysis, and consultation with the 
CDFW.” The mitigation measure also requires that the Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan 
be submitted to the CDFW for approval prior to any disturbance. As written the 
mitigation measure requires avoidance during the breeding season and approval of  
CDFW for all other disturbance. No modification of  the measure is necessary. 

Based on the biological analysis of  the Proposed Project, the Draft EIR determined that 
“There are no wetlands onsite, but there is an ephemeral stream in the southern portion 
of  the Specific Plan area that is non-wetland Waters of  the United States and non-
wetland Waters of  the State.”  The streambed occupies about 2.2 acres in the Specific 
Plan area and there is no riparian area save one western cottonwood tree. The EIR also 
notes that the flood channels for Warm Creek and East Twin Creek onsite are not 
anticipated to be regulated by the Corps, but may be regulated by the CDFW, and 
therefore should be considered sensitive.  

As no development is proposed with this project Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is written to 
ensure that any future projects that may affect the streambed first consider avoidance 
and only if  impacts cannot be avoided obtain a permit from be reviewed by US Army 
Corps of  Engineers and the California Department of  Fish and Wildlife if  applicable. 
In order to obtain required permits the environmental process of  the US Army Corps 
and CDFW must be completed per the regulations of  the respective agency. As these 
agencies must follow their own environmental guidelines for the issuance of  any permit, 
and since no impact to the streambed can occur until the permits are demonstrated to 
the City, there is no need to modify the mitigation measure further.  
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A1-5 The Specific Plan and related Programmatic EIR do not authorize or approve the 
replacement of  252 units of  public housing in District 3 with a multifamily, mixed 
income housing development. The Specific Plan is a policy and planning document and 
does not have the authority to approve or permit the demolition or construction of  any 
physical structures. While the Specific Plan Project Description includes a description 
and community-based vision for each of  the six planning districts, including District 3, 
Midtown Core and describes some of  the known development projects underway within 
the Plan area, the physical demolition and redevelopment of  Waterman Gardens 
required the preparation of  a separate project-level environmental analysis and project 
specific entitlements as approved by the City of  San Bernardino in 2014. 

In 2014, prior to the formulation of  the Specific Plan, the City of  San Bernardino 
prepared, circulated and certified the Waterman Gardens Master Plan Environmental 
Assessment (EA) per the requirements of  the National Environmental Policy Act of  
1969 (NEPA) as well as an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In compliance with 
Section 21152 of  the Public Resources Code, a Notice of  Determination was filed on 
April 14, 2014. The statute of  limitations for legal challenge has expired.  

Within the IS/MND for the Waterman Gardens Master Plan, Section V, Cultural 
Resources there are no historical resources on the Specific Plan area that have been 
listed in the State Historical Resources Commission or the National Register of  Historic 
Places (NHRP). However, the Waterman Gardens Public Housing complex was found 
to be eligible for listing in the NHRP. As such the IS/MND determined that the 
Proposed Project activities to demolish the existing buildings would be considered an 
adverse effect. Consequently, the IS/MND and the EA include mitigation measures to 
address the potential impact to historical resources. The mitigation measures have been 
reviewed and approved by the City of  San Bernardino, HUD and SHPO, and all parties 
entered into a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with HACSB and National CORE 
regarding mitigation measures for the Waterman Gardens redevelopment project. 

A1-6 The design of  buildings is based in part on the soil conditions, type of  building, size and 
construction methods. These conditions can vary for each building site even in a closely 
associated area such as the Proposed Project. As a result, the City requires submission 
of  a soils report tailored to the specific site and design of  the building. As stated on 
Page 5.5-11 of  the Draft EIR, “The CBC contains provisions for earthquake safety 
based on factors including occupancy type, the types of  soil and rock onsite, and the 
strength of  ground motion with a specified probability at the site. The geotechnical 
investigation for a project under the Specific Plan would calculate seismic design 
parameters, pursuant to CBC requirements, that must be used in the design of  the 
proposed building.” As every site is unique and no building construction can occur 
without an approved building permit, and the building plans must be consistent with the 
California Building Code that is intended to result in safe buildings, reliance on 
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compliance with the CBC to address impacts associated with ground shaking is 
appropriate. 

A1-7 Executive Order B-30-15 established a GHG reduction goal of  40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030. The newly enacted Senate Bill 32 (and companion bill Assembly Bill 
197), make the goal for year 2030 a legislative target and goes into effect on January 1, 
2017. Because Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, utilizes an efficiency target that 
is based on the statewide goal of  reducing GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 
levels by 2030, the EIR inherently considers the newly enacted legislative target for 2030. 
Additionally, SB 32 does not become effective until January 1, 2017. 

 The statement regarding the California Building Industry Associated v. the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District lawsuit in Section 5.6 was in regarding to climate adaptation. 
The GHG emissions analysis evaluates the cumulative environmental impacts caused by 
the Proposed Project. Since the GHG emissions evaluation considers the magnitude of  
increase in GHG emissions as a result of  both direct and indirect GHG emissions 
caused by the project it satisfies the intent of  CEQA to evaluate the impacts of  the 
project on the environment. The effects of  climate change that future project residents 
and employees may experience based on the location of  the project (e.g., environmental 
hazards) are “reverse CEQA” and are not addressed in the EIR since they are not 
subject to CEQA based on the Supreme Court’s ruling in California Building Industry 
Associated v. the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.  

A1-8 See response to Comment A1-3. Transportation modeling conducted by Fehr & Peers 
was conducted using the MainStreet (MXD+) tool which is based on the EPA and 
NCHRP research to more accurately portray traffic impacts associated with the mixed-
used, infill development (see Appendix B to this  FEIR). As identified in the EIR, the 
Proposed Project would result in an increase in population and employment 
opportunities within the Plan Area. As a result, even though the Project would result in 
an increase VMT, VMT per service population would decrease. This is because the 
Proposed Project would increase land use intensity, resulting in higher density 
development, provide employment opportunities in an area that has a low jobs-housing 
balance, and would increase services. Fehr & Peers' models consider more than just 
population and employees when forecasting future VMT, as noted in response to 
Comment A1-3, above. 

A1-9 An environmental database review for the Proposed Project was conducted by 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) on March 11, 2016, and is summarized in 
Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of  the Draft EIR (DEIR). The database 
search report is included in Appendix F of  the Draft EIR. The aforementioned Draft 
EIR section is also based in part on a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report for 
part of  the Plan area completed by LSA in 2010; the latter report is also included in 
Appendix F of  the DEIR. Mitigation Measure MM HAZ-1 requires preparation of  a 
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Phase I, and if  necessary a Phase II that would remediate any site-specific contamination 
that was not identified in the site search included in Appendix F of  the Draft EIR. See 
also response to Letter A-3. 

A1-10 Table 5.11-9 shows the range of  noise volumes produced by the equipment shown, i.e., 
the minimum and the maximum noise volumes, so the commentators statement that it 
does not represent a worst-case is incorrect.  

 Noise volumes at 100 feet would be less than the noise volumes shown at 50 feet. 
Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

 The appendices are part of  the EIR. The DEIR sections summarize the findings and 
conclusions of  the technical studies consistent with relevant case law. No changes to the 
DEIR are necessary. 

 Uses within the Employment District, District 6 of  the Specific Plan, are not considered 
noise sensitive land uses. No changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

 Compliance with Mitigation Measure N-1 would reduce noise impacts related to 
construction to the extent feasible. It should also be noted that construction noise 
pursuant to a valid written agreement with the City is exempt for the City’s Noise 
Ordinance. 

A1-11 The Specific Plan and related Programmatic EIR do not authorize or approve the 
replacement of  252 units of  public housing in District 3 with a multifamily, mixed 
income housing development. The Specific Plan is a policy and planning document; the 
Plan does not approve or permit the demolition or construction of  any physical 
structures. While, the Specific Plan Project Description includes a description and 
community-based vision for each of  the six planning districts, including District 3, 
Midtown Core and describes some of  the known development projects underway within 
the Plan area, the physical demolition and redevelopment of  Waterman Gardens 
required the preparation of  a project-level environmental analysis and project specific 
entitlements as approved by the City of  San Bernardino in 2014.  Furthermore, the 
project specific entitlements for the redevelopment of  Waterman Gardens include not 
only the demolition of  the existing 252-residential units but also the construction of  up 
to 411 new, mixed income units (including 252 replacement affordable housing units’ - a 
1 to 1 replacement ratio), a community center and other community service-oriented 
uses at the same location. This would result in the addition of  159 new housing units to 
the Plan area which would be a net benefit for the City of  San Bernardino toward 
meeting their RHNA obligation.  

Regarding displacement, the Waterman Gardens Master Plan IS/MND includes analysis 
within Section XII, Population and Housing, to address the potential displacement of  
public housing residents living onsite at Waterman Gardens. Per the IS/MND "A 
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Relocation Plan, provided in Appendix L, has been prepared to ensure Waterman 
Garden residents are provided with temporary housing during project construction. The 
Relocation Plan includes the projected dates of  displacement, an analysis of  the 
relocation needs and relocation housing resources, a description of  the relocation 
advisory services program, and temporary relocation plans. The Waterman Gardens 
redevelopment project will replace 252 affordable housing units’ - a 1 to 1 replacement 
ratio, and add up to an additional 159 units. Following construction, there will be no 
need to construct replacement housing elsewhere." As the Relocation Plan is a highly 
regulated process required by HUD, its implementation is being overseen by the project 
proponent with oversight from the federal government.  The Relocation Plan is 
provided as Appendix A to this FEIR.  

With regards to jobs-housing balance, the Proposed Project improves the jobs-housing 
balance within the City from 1.67 to 1.64 (see Table 5.12-11). Though it is a small 
improvement, it is an improvement over existing conditions and population and housing 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. See Defend the Bay v. City of  Irvine, 15 
Cal.Rptr.3d 176 (2004), 119 Cal.App.4th 1261. 

A1-12 See response to Comment A1-3, above. 

A1-13 The proposed land use changes along with the transportation improvements in the 
Specific Plan are designed to be complimentary and provide convenience for all modes 
of  travel. Fehr & Peers' model takes the entire proposed land use mix into account and 
does not isolate just the addition of  population and jobs. This approach recognizes the 
benefits of  the higher allowable development densities that will provide more 
employment options closer to home, limiting commute trips and shifting more trips to 
walk, bike and transit. See response to comment A1-3, above, regarding ITE rates. 

A1-14 Average delay at intersections can decrease when traffic volumes are added to 
movements with less delay. For example, if  an intersection has an average delay of  30 
seconds (for all vehicles that go through the intersection), adding traffic to movements 
with less delay (say 10 seconds of  delay) will decrease the average delay of  the 
intersection since more cars will experience delay that is less than the initial average 
delay. 

 See response to Comment A1-3, above, related to ITE trip generation rates. 

A1-15 Given that this is a specific plan that will be implemented over a 20-year period and not 
an individual development project, it is speculative to predict what level of  construction 
will occur or when. Construction trips will be addressed via conditions of  approval on 
individual development projects and managed through implementation of  a 
construction management plan for individual projects. 
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A1-16 As noted on page 5.4-15 of  the Draft EIR, “…ten historical resources in the Specific 
Plan area were identified in the cultural resources investigation and are described in 
Table 5.4-1, above. One of  the resources, Waterman Gardens, was evaluated as eligible 
for listing on both the National Register of  Historic Places and the California Register 
of  Historical Resources. Three of  the other resources have been designated California 
Points of  Historical Interest: the Home of  Eternity Cemetery of  Congregation 
Emanuel, the Martin Adobe, and Baseline Street (now Baseline Street); one of  these 
resources, the Martin Adobe, collapsed, and the debris has been removed from the site.” 
Section 5.4 of  the Draft EIR explains that any combination of  changes including 
demolition, rehabilitation and reuse is possible within the Proposed Project. No single 
action is likely to meet the needs of  the property owner or applicant. As such, the Draft 
EIR includes mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 beginning on Page 5.4-19 that 
addresses all possible impacts associated with future development. Because it is generally 
known that remodeling and renovation of  existing structures is more expensive than 
new construction, and the Project objectives cannot be achieved by solely renovation 
and reuse of  existing structures, the alternatives analysis of  the Draft EIR rejects reuse 
as the singular method of  addressing future development requests within the Proposed 
Project. 

A1-17 The Draft EIR concludes on Page 5.12-10 that the change in jobs housing balance from 
1.67 to 1.64 while beneficial, is considered neutral for purposes of  analysis. The no 
project alternative discussed in Section 7.0 would result in fewer homes being 
constructed and therefore a reduced potential for new residents. This loss in the 
potential for new residents would therefore not improve the jobs housing balance. Since 
the no project alternative would result in fewer homes than the Proposed Project, this 
alternative correctly determines that the alternative’s impact on jobs housing would be 
inferior to that of  the Proposed Project. 

 As stated on Page 7-7 of  the DEIR, the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative 
would allow more development within the Specific Plan area than would be allowed by 
the Specific Plan. Therefore, traffic volumes would be increased under this alternative. 
No changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

A1-18 There are a variety of  land use alternatives that could be developed and the Proposed 
Project allows for flexibility in design, approach and final land use. None of  the 
alternatives included in this comment address a specific environmental impact and none 
are precluded by the Proposed Project. 

A1-19 The conclusion on Page 7.0-14 of  the Draft EIR is in error and has been corrected in 
the Errata Section (see Chapter 3) of  this Final EIR. The corrections are shown below 
in strike through for deletion: 
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This alternative would increase impacts related to public services, recreation, utilities 
and service systems air quality, GHG emissions, noise, population and housing, land 
use and planning, and transportation and traffic. Impacts related to aesthetics, air 
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, minerals, 
noise and transportation and traffic would be similar to the Proposed Project. Only 
impacts to land use and planning and population and housing would be slightly 
reduced. This alternative is not considered environmentally superior to the 
Proposed Project. 

A1-20 The commentator is correct. The DEIR has been revised as follows: 

7.6.2 Air Quality 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce regional air quality impacts by approximately 30 percent. 
With approximately 30 percent reduction in building area, this alternative would reduce the projected 
exceedance of  the SCAQMD threshold level for regional construction emissions by approximately 30 
percent.  However, even with the reductions, the Proposed Project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds of  significance. The maximum daily operational phase regional emissions would also be reduced 
by 30 percent. However, even with the reduction, the net increase would continue to exceed SCAQMD’s 
threshold levels for VOC, and NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. This alternative would reduce the air quality 
impacts, and it would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. However, significant and 
unavoidable construction and operational phase air quality impacts would not be eliminated.  

A1-21 Chapter 7.0 of  the Draft EIR provides the evaluation of  each environmental impact 
area and compares the proposed alternative to the impacts anticipated from the 
Proposed Project. The analysis provides less detail than the Proposed Project consistent 
with the provisions of  §15126.6(d) of  the CEQA Guidelines. The following tables 
summarize the information provided in Chapter 7 of  the Draft EIR and will be added 
to Chapter 7: 

Table 7-2 Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project Related to Impacts 

Environmental 
Resource Area 

Proposed 
Project 
Impact 

No Project/Existing General 
Plan Alternative 

Increased Residential Use 
Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 

Aesthetics LTS + 0 - 
Air Quality S/U + 0 -* 
Biological Resources LTSM 0 0 0 
Cultural Resources LTSM 0 0 0 
Geology and Soils LTS 0 0 0 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions S/U + 0 -* 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials LTSM + 0 0 

Hydrology and Water Quality LTS 0 0 0 
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Table 7-2 Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project Related to Impacts 

Environmental 
Resource Area 

Proposed 
Project 
Impact 

No Project/Existing General 
Plan Alternative 

Increased Residential Use 
Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 

Land Use and Planning LTS + - 0 
Mineral Resources LTS 0 0 0 
Noise S/U + 0 -* 
Population and Housing LTS + - 0 
Public Services LTS - + 0 
Recreation LTS 0 + 0 
Transportation and Traffic S/U + 0 -* 
Utilities and Service Systems LTS 0 + - 
LTS – Less Than Significant 
LTSM – Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
S/U – Significant and Unavoidable 
(+) = Impact considered greater when compared with the Proposed Project. 
(0) = Impact considered neutral when compared with the Proposed Project. 
(–) = Impact considered less when compared with the Proposed Project. 
* Although reduced compared to the Proposed Project, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
 

Table 7-3 Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project Related to Project Objectives 

No. Project Objective 

No Project/Existing 
General Plan 
Alternative 

Increased Residential Use 
Alternative 

Reduced Intensity 
Alternative 

1 
Facilitate development and redevelopment of the 
Project Area consistent with City’s General Plan 
through preparation of a Specific Plan 

No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 

2 
Foster development that serves to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled by promoting alternatives to driving, 
such as walking, biking, and use of mass transit. 

No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 

3 Provide for a wide-range of housing types 
consistent with the City’s adopted housing element No Yes Yes, to a lesser degree 

4 Improve neighborhood safety No Yes Yes 
5 Promote neighborhood investment No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 
6 Ensure economic prosperity No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 
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A2. Response to Comments from Caltrans District 8, dated September 6, 2016. 

A2-1 This is an error. PM volumes in the Synchro analysis and figure do not match the traffic 
counts. However, this is an error in PM LOS only. The updated traffic analysis (see 
Appendix B to this FEIR) shows volumes, delays, and LOS lower in PM and no new 
significant impacts would result. Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR has 
also been revised based on the updated traffic analysis and is included as Appendix C to 
this FEIR. 

A2-2 The relevant analysis was updated as requested. Existing PM analysis results in lower 
delay for Existing PM than what was previously shown and no new significant impacts 
would result. Please refer to Appendix B of  this FEIR for the updated traffic analysis.  
Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR has also been revised based on the 
updated traffic analysis and is included as Appendix C to this FEIR.  

A2-3 This text was removed from the updated traffic analysis since the V/C criteria is no 
longer relevant (see Appendix B to this FEIR). 

A2-4 See response to Comment A2-2. 

A2-5 See response to Comment A2-2. 

A2-6 See response to Comment A2-2. 

A2-7 See response to Comment A2-2. 

A2-8 See response to Comment A2-2. 

A2-9 This has been revised as requested. Waterman Avenue & Baseline Street was changed to 
show >80 as well. Please refer to Appendix B of  this FEIR for the updated traffic 
analysis.  Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR has also been revised based 
on the updated traffic analysis and is included as Appendix C to this FEIR. 

A2-10 The referenced analysis was checked and confirmed to be accurate. 

A2-11  The analysis has been updated to include the correct lane configurations. There is no 
longer an impact at this location. Please refer to Appendix B of  this FEIR for the 
updated traffic analysis.  Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, of  the DEIR has also 
been revised based on the updated traffic analysis and is included as Appendix C to this 
FEIR. 

A2-12 The relevant analysis was updated to include the correct lane configurations. Please refer 
to Appendix B of  this FEIR for the updated traffic analysis.  Section 5.15, Transportation 
and Traffic, of  the DEIR has also been revised based on the updated traffic analysis and 
is included as Appendix C to this FEIR. 
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A2-13 The referenced analysis was checked and confirmed to be accurate. 

A2-14 The Furness method was used to forecast future traffic volumes and worksheets are 
provided in the appendix to the updated traffic study (see Appendix B to this FEIR). 
Since model volumes were used to forecast, there is not a single annual growth rate 
applied consistently to each intersection, rather, each intersection turning movement 
volume was grown independently based on the specific model growth in the intersection 
vicinity. 

A2-15 An updated and more comprehensive explanation was provided in the text of  the 
updated traffic study (see Appendix B to this FEIR).  

A2-16 The updated traffic analysis (see Appendix B to this FEIR) provides peak period model 
select zone bandwidth plots in an appendix to the traffic study.  

A2-17 Comment noted. Section 5.5 of  the Specific Plan contains Sustainability Guidelines, 
which will be incorporated into future development within the Specific Plan area. 

A2-18 Comment noted. The City of  San Bernardino has adopted a TDM ordinance which will 
apply to future development within the Specific Plan area. 

A2-19 Comment noted. Chapter 5 of  the Specific Plan includes Design Guidelines intended to 
improve access to transit and alternative modes of  transportation within the Specific 
Plan area. Also see Chapter 6, Mobility Plan, of  the Specific Plan which also improves 
transit opportunities within the Specific Plan area. 

A2-20 Comment noted. Chapter 6, Mobility Plan, of  the Specific Plan includes improved bicycle 
routes throughout the Specific Plan area. 

A2-21 Comment noted. Chapter 6, Mobility Plan, of  the Specific Plan includes improved 
pedestrian access throughout the Specific Plan area. 

A2-22 Comment noted. Chapter 6, Mobility Plan, of  the Specific Plan includes improved 
pedestrian access throughout the Specific Plan area. 

A2-23 Comment noted. The Specific Plan incorporates these measures to the extent feasible. 
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A3. Response to Comments from Department of Toxic Substances Control, dated August 19, 
2016. 

A3-1 An environmental database review for the Specific Plan area was conducted by 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) on March 11, 2016, and is summarized in 
Section 5.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of  the Draft EIR (DEIR). The database 
search report is included in Appendix F of  the Draft EIR. The aforementioned Draft 
EIR section is also based in part on a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment report for 
part of  the Specific Plan area completed by LSA in 2010; the latter report is also 
included in Appendix F of  the DEIR. 

A3-2 Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 set forth in Section 5.7 of  the DEIR requires: 

 A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) shall be conducted before issuance 
of  grading permits or building permits for projects developed pursuant to the 
Specific Plan.  

 Where such Phase I Assessments identified recognized environmental conditions 
affecting the relevant project sites, Phase II Environmental Site Assessments 
(sampling, testing, and a human health hazard assessment). 

 Where a Phase II Assessment identified contaminant concentrations that could pose 
substantial human health hazards, remediation of  such contamination to below 
regulatory action thresholds. 

A3-3 Regulations governing abatement, containment, and disposal of  lead-based paint and 
asbestos-containing material are summarized in DEIR Section 5.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials. Demolition of  structures pursuant to the Specific Plan would 
comply with such regulations. 

A3-4 Environmental site assessments (Phase Is; and Phase IIs and remediation, as required) 
of  sites of  projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan. 

A3-5 The Newmark Operable Unit (OU) underlies approximately the portion of  the Specific 
Plan area from 9th Street to the north site boundary (USEPA 2014). The depth to 
groundwater below ground surface in 2015 ranged between 200 to 250 feet under the 
southern part of  the Specific Plan area, and between 250 to 300 feet under the northern 
part of  the Specific Plan area (SBWCD) – that is, most of  the part of  the site under the 
OU. Specific Plan buildout would not involve drilling groundwater wells; any grading or 
excavation pursuant to the Specific Plan would be far shallower than the depth to 
groundwater. The OU is known to regulatory agencies, and remediation efforts are 
underway. The OU would be known to environmental professionals conducting 
environmental site assessments for projects developed pursuant to the Specific Plan. 
The portion of  the Specific Plan area over the OU is in the service area of  the San 
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Bernardino Municipal Water Department (SBMWD), part of  whose water supplies 
consist of  groundwater from the project region. Water quality respecting SBMWD water 
supplies is discussed in Section 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of  the DEIR. 
Development projects pursuant to the Specific Plan would not pose substantial human 
health risks. 

A3-6 The Norton Air Force Base Groundwater Contamination case was closed by the Santa 
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2011. Two military cleanup sites 
consisting of  contamination affecting soil are open cases: A small arms range where soil 
is contaminated with lead and was also contaminated with arsenic; and a fire protection 
training area where soil was contaminated with unspecified pollutants (SWRCB 2016).1 
The nearer of  those sites to the Specific Plan area is about 2.3 miles away. Remedial 
work has been done at the small arms range, and site investigation has been conducted 
at the fire protection training area. Both of  the cases are known to regulatory agencies. 
Considering the distance of  the two sites to the Specific Plan area and the media 
affected (soil), neither of  the sites poses substantial human health risks to people in the 
Specific Plan area. No human health risk assessment is required for projects developed 
pursuant to the Specific Plan. 

                                                      
1 Two other military cleanup sites within the former Norton Air Force Base are listed as open cases by the State Water Resources 
Control Board: Drum Storage Area 1, and Landfill IRP-2. However, the Drum Storage Area 1 site was closed in 2005 with land use 
controls. A Closure Plan/Post Closure Maintenance Plan for the landfill was approved in 2008 (SWRCB 2016). Thus, those two cases 
are functionally closed cases.  
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A4. Response to Comments from County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works, dated 
September 12, 2016. 

A4-1 The City acknowledges that any encroachments on San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District (“District”) right-of-way, such as at the Twin Creeks Channel, will 
require a permit from the District. The City also acknowledges that encroachments on 
any facilities built by the US Army Corps of  Engineers (Corps) would require a permit 
from the Corps. 

A4-2 The comment requests that the following two corrections be made to DEIR Page 5.8-2:  

 EPA’s Storm Water Phase II Final Rule be revised to Phase I Final Rule 

 The enforcing agency of  the MS4 NPDES permit be revised to Santa Ana Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 5.8-2, of  the DEIR is revised as follows: 
added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. 

The NPDES has a variety of  measures designed to minimize and reduce discharges. 
All counties with storm drain systems that serve a population of  50,000 or more, as 
well as construction sites one acre or more in size, must file for and obtain an 
NPDES permit. Another measure for minimizing and reducing pollutant discharges 
to a publicly owned conveyance or system of  conveyances (including roadways, 
catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels and storm drains, designed 
or used for collecting and conveying stormwater) is the EPA’s Storm Water Phase II 
I Final Rule. The Phase II I Final Rule requires an operator (such as a City) of  a 
regulated small municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) to develop, 
implement, and enforce a program (e.g., best management practices [BMPs], 
ordinances, or other regulatory mechanisms) to reduce pollutants in post-
construction runoff  to the City’s storm drain system from new development and 
redevelopment projects that result in the land disturbance of  greater than or equal 
to one acre. The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board City of  San 
Bernardino Public Works Department is the local enforcing agency of  the MS4 
NPDES permit. 

A4-3 The comment requests that the threshold for applicability of  water quality management 
plans be revised. Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 5.8-3, of  the DEIR is 
revised as follows: added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in 
strikethrough. 
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 MS4 Permit 

Waste discharge requirements for discharges to municipal storm drainage systems in 
the part of  San Bernardino County within the Santa Ana Watershed are set forth in 
Order No. R8-2010-0036 (“MS4 Permit”) issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in 2010. The City of  San Bernardino is a co-permittee on the 
MS4 Permit. Several categories of development projects including development 
projects creating 10,000 square feet or more of  impervious surfaces, and 
redevelopment projects adding or creating 5,000 square feet or more of  impervious 
surfaces within the area subject to the aforementioned MS4 Permit disturbing one 
acre or more area must prepare and implement Water Quality Management Plans 
specifying BMPs for minimizing water pollution. Requirements for Water Quality 
Management Plans are set forth by the San Bernardino County Stormwater 
Program. 

A4-4 The comment requests that requirements under the Statewide General Construction 
Activity permit be revised to reflect requirements of  permit no. 2010-0014-DWQ. 

Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 5.8-3, of  the DEIR is revised as 
follows: added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. 

 Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 

 Pursuant to the CWA, in 200110, the SWRCB issued a statewide general NPDES 
Permit for storm water discharges from construction sites (NPDES No. 
CAS000002). Under this Statewide General Construction Activity permit, discharges 
of  storm water from construction sites with a disturbed area of  one or more acres 
are required to either obtain individual NPDES permits for storm water discharges 
or to be covered by the General Permit. Coverage by the General Permit is 
accomplished by completing and filing a Notice of  Intent Permit Registration 
Documents with the SWRCB and developing and implementing a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Each applicant under the General Construction 
Activity Permit must ensure that a SWPPP is prepared prior to grading and is 
implemented during construction. The SWPPP must estimate sediment risk from 
construction activities to receiving waters; list BMPs implemented on the construc-
tion site to protect storm water runoff, and must contain a visual monitoring 
program; a chemical monitoring program for "non-visible" pollutants to be 
implemented if  there is a failure of  BMPs; and a monitoring plan if  the site 
discharges directly to a water body listed on the state’s 303(d) list of  impaired 
waters. 

A4-5 Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 16, of  the DEIR is revised as follows: 
added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. 
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Impact Analysis: Developments conforming with the Proposed Project would 
increase the total amount of  impervious surfaces in the Specific Plan area. Projects 
would be required to prepare and implement water quality management plans 
(WQMPs) subject to approval and enforcement by the City of San Bernardino. 
County Stormwater Program. 

A4-6 The comment requests that the agency requiring compliance with the MS4 permit be 
revised to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 16, of  the DEIR is revised as follows: 
added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough. 

Impact Analysis: Developments pursuant to the Specific Plan would increase the 
total amount of  impervious areas in the Specific Plan area, as explained above under 
Impact 5.8-1. The San Bernardino County Stormwater Program requires that 
pPriority projects would be required to infiltrate stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable and use biotreatment and harvest-and-use BMPs for the remainder of  
the design capture volume—that is, approximately the stormwater volume from a 
two-year storm – in compliance with the MS4 Permit (Order No. R8-2010-0036) 
issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

A4-7 The comment asks whether the BMPs listed in Table 5.8-1 on page 5.8-19 are the only 
BMPs that would be used during construction. No. At this programmatic level of  
analysis individual BMPs that would be required for specific future development projects 
are unknown. DEIR Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, Page 5.8-18, is revised as 
follows: added text is shown underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough.  

 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 

Each project involving construction of  one acre or more in area would prepare and 
implement a SWPPP estimating sediment risk from construction activities to 
receiving waters, and specifying construction BMPs to be implemented to minimize 
stormwater pollution. Categories of  Cconstruction BMPs are described summarized 
in Table 5.8-1 below. 

A4-8 The comment asks that the latest regulations of  the City of  San Bernardino for 
development within a floodplain be included in the Hydrology and Water Quality 
Section. No revision is required. 

The City of  San Bernardino’s regulations for developments within a floodplain are set 
forth in Chapter 19.16, FP (Flood Plain Overlay) Zone of  the City’s Municipal Code. 
Municipal Code Section 19.16.030 states that Chapter 19.16 applies to “all areas of  
special flood hazards, areas of  flood-related erosion hazards and areas of  mud slide (i.e. 
mud flow) hazards within the jurisdiction of  the City.” 
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Section 19.16.020 defines Special flood hazard area as an area having special flood or 
flood-related erosion hazards, and shown on an FHBM [Flood Hazard Boundary Map] 
or FIRM as Zone A, AO, A1-30, AE, A99, AH, CO, C1-V30, VE, or V. All of  those 
flood zones are 100-year flood zones. As stated on DEIR pages 5.8-9 and -10, the only 
parts of  the Specific Plan area mapped as 100-year flood zones by FEMA are the East 
Twin Creek and Warm Creek channels. The two channels are owned by the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District and are required for public safety. The 
Proposed Project does not propose any developments or other land use changes in the 
channels. 

A4-9 The land uses proposed for the Specific Plan area are consistent with the City’s existing 
pre-zoning for the relevant parcels and the area is shown in the Specific Plan for 
conceptual purposes only. The City has no intention or plan to annex the area. 

A4-10 The comment asks that roadway descriptions in DEIR Section 5.15.1.1 be revised to 
reflect County roadway designations on certain roadways within the part of  the Specific 
Plan area in unincorporated San Bernardino County. DEIR Section 5.15, Transportation 
and Traffic, Page 5.15-2, is revised as follows: added text is shown underlined and deleted 
text is shown in strikethrough.  

3rd Street: 3rd Street, extending east-west along the south Specific Plan area 
boundary, is classified as a major highway by the County of  San Bernardino between 
the eastern Specific Plan boundary at the City Creek and Waterman Avenue. A 
Major Highway is a four-lane highway with roadway width of  80 feet and right-of-
way width of  104 feet. 

Between Waterman Avenue and Sierra Way, 3rd Street is classified by the City of  
San Bernardino as a local street. 3rd Street is 54 feet wide and allows for two lanes 
of  traffic in both the east- and westbound directions with no median in the Specific 
Plan area. East of  Waterman Avenue, 3rd Street has a two-way left turn lane and an 
additional right turn lane for traffic in the westbound direction. This segment of  3rd 
Street includes signalized intersections, stop-controlled intersections, and 
uncontrolled access. The posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour. 

5th Street: 5th Street is classified as a major arterial oriented east–west from Sierra 
Way to Waterman Avenue the City Creek crossing on the east Specific Plan 
boundary. This segment of  5th Street is 64 feet wide, consists of  two lanes of  
traffic in each direction, and has a two-way left turn lane. On-street parking is 
allowed on both sides of  5th Street between Waterman Avenue and Sierra Way. 
Access to 5th Street is controlled by signalized intersections, stop-controlled 
intersections, and uncontrolled access points. The posted speed limit is 40 miles per 
hour. From Waterman Avenue to City Creek 5th Street is classified as a Major 
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Highway by the County of  San Bernardino, with a four-lane roadway 80 feet wide 
and a right-of-way 104 feet wide.  
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

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

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. In addition, an updated 
traffic study is included in Appendix B to this FEIR and an updated Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, is 
included in Appendix C to this FEIR. 

Page 5.2-15 of  Chapter 5.2, Air Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response to Comment 
A1-3 from Blum Collins, LLP. 

 Linked to increased cancer risk (PM2.5, PM10, TACs) 

 Aggravates respiratory disease (O3, PM2.5 PM10,) 

 Increases bronchitis (O3, PM2.5 PM10,) 

 Causes chest discomfort, throat irritation, and increased effort to take a deep breath (O3) 

 Reduces resistance to infections and increases fatigue (O3) 

 Reduces lung growth in children (PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Contributes to heart disease and heart attacks (PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Contributes to premature death (O3, PM2.5, PM10,) 

 Linked to lower birth weight in newborns (PM2.5, PM10,) (SCAQMD 2015e) 

Page 5.8-2 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-2 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

The NPDES has a variety of  measures designed to minimize and reduce discharges. All counties with storm 
drain systems that serve a population of  50,000 or more, as well as construction sites one acre or more in 
size, must file for and obtain an NPDES permit. Another measure for minimizing and reducing pollutant 
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discharges to a publicly owned conveyance or system of  conveyances (including roadways, catch basins, 
curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels and storm drains, designed or used for collecting and conveying 
stormwater) is the EPA’s Storm Water Phase II I Final Rule. The Phase II I Final Rule requires an operator 
(such as a City) of  a regulated small municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) to develop, implement, and 
enforce a program (e.g., best management practices [BMPs], ordinances, or other regulatory mechanisms) to 
reduce pollutants in post-construction runoff  to the City’s storm drain system from new development and 
redevelopment projects that result in the land disturbance of  greater than or equal to one acre. The Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board City of  San Bernardino Public Works Department is the local 
enforcing agency of  the MS4 NPDES permit. 

Page 5.8-3 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-3 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

MS4 Permit 

Waste discharge requirements for discharges to municipal storm drainage systems in the part of  San 
Bernardino County within the Santa Ana Watershed are set forth in Order No. R8-2010-0036 (“MS4 Permit”) 
issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2010. The City of  San Bernardino is a co-
permittee on the MS4 Permit. Several categories of development projects including development projects 
creating 10,000 square feet or more of  impervious surfaces, and redevelopment projects adding or creating 
5,000 square feet or more of  impervious surfaces within the area subject to the aforementioned MS4 Permit 
disturbing one acre or more area must prepare and implement Water Quality Management Plans specifying 
BMPs for minimizing water pollution. Requirements for Water Quality Management Plans are set forth by the 
San Bernardino County Stormwater Program. 

Page 5.8-3 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-4 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 

Pursuant to the CWA, in 200110, the SWRCB issued a statewide general NPDES Permit for storm water 
discharges from construction sites (NPDES No. CAS000002). Under this Statewide General Construction 
Activity permit, discharges of  storm water from construction sites with a disturbed area of  one or more acres 
are required to either obtain individual NPDES permits for storm water discharges or to be covered by the 
General Permit. Coverage by the General Permit is accomplished by completing and filing a Notice of  Intent 
Permit Registration Documents with the SWRCB and developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Each applicant under the General Construction Activity Permit must ensure that a 
SWPPP is prepared prior to grading and is implemented during construction. The SWPPP must estimate 
sediment risk from construction activities to receiving waters; list BMPs implemented on the construction site 
to protect storm water runoff, and must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring 
program for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if  there is a failure of  BMPs; and a monitoring plan 
if  the site discharges directly to a water body listed on the state’s 303(d) list of  impaired waters. 
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Page 5.8-16 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-5 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

Impact Analysis:  Developments conforming with the Proposed Project would increase the total amount of  
impervious surfaces in the Specific Plan area. Projects would be required to prepare and implement water 
quality management plans (WQMPs) subject to approval and enforcement by the City of San Bernardino. 
County Stormwater Program. 

Page 5.8-16 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-6 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

Impact Analysis: Developments pursuant to the Specific Plan would increase the total amount of  
impervious areas in the Specific Plan area, as explained above under Impact 5.8-1. The San Bernardino 
County Stormwater Program requires that pPriority projects would be required to infiltrate stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and use biotreatment and harvest-and-use BMPs for the remainder of  the design 
capture volume—that is, approximately the stormwater volume from a two-year storm – in compliance with 
the MS4 Permit (Order No. R8-2010-0036) issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Therefore, Specific Plan buildout would not substantially reduce groundwater recharge into the Bunker Hill 
Groundwater Basin, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Page 5.8-18 of  Chapter 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-7 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 

Each project involving construction of  one acre or more in area would prepare and implement a SWPPP 
estimating sediment risk from construction activities to receiving waters, and specifying construction BMPs 
to be implemented to minimize stormwater pollution. Categories of  Cconstruction BMPs are described 
summarized in Table 5.8-1 below. 

Page 5.15-2 of  Chapter 5.15, Transportation and Traffic, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response 
to Comment A4-10 from County of  San Bernardino Public Works. 

3rd Street: 3rd Street, extending east-west along the south Specific Plan area boundary, is classified as a major 
highway by the County of  San Bernardino between the eastern Specific Plan boundary at the City Creek and 
Waterman Avenue. A Major Highway is a four-lane highway with roadway width of  80 feet and right-of-way 
width of  104 feet. Between Waterman Avenue and Sierra Way, 3rd Street is classified by the City of  San 
Bernardino as a local street. 3rd Street is 54 feet wide and allows for two lanes of  traffic in both the east- and 
westbound directions with no median in the Specific Plan area. East of  Waterman Avenue, 3rd Street has a 
two-way left turn lane and an additional right turn lane for traffic in the westbound direction. This segment 
of  3rd Street includes signalized intersections, stop-controlled intersections, and uncontrolled access. The 
posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour. 
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5th Street: 5th Street is classified as a major arterial oriented east–west from Sierra Way to Waterman Avenue 
the City Creek crossing on the east Specific Plan boundary. This segment of  5th Street is 64 feet wide, 
consists of  two lanes of  traffic in each direction, and has a two-way left turn lane. On-street parking is 
allowed on both sides of  5th Street between Waterman Avenue and Sierra Way. Access to 5th Street is 
controlled by signalized intersections, stop-controlled intersections, and uncontrolled access points. The 
posted speed limit is 40 miles per hour. From Waterman Avenue to City Creek 5th Street is classified as a 
Major Highway by the County of  San Bernardino, with a four-lane roadway 80 feet wide and a right-of-way 
104 feet wide.  

Page 7-14 of  Chapter 7, Alternatives, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response to Comment A1-
19 from Blum Collins, LLP. 

This alternative would increase impacts related to public services, recreation, utilities and service systems air 
quality, GHG emissions, noise, population and housing, land use and planning, and transportation and traffic. 
Impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse 
gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, minerals, noise and 
transportation and traffic would be similar to the Proposed Project. Only impacts to land use and planning 
and population and housing would be slightly reduced. This alternative is not considered environmentally 
superior to the Proposed Project 

Page 7-15 of  Chapter 7, Alternatives, in the DEIR is hereby modified as follows in response to Comment A1-
20 from Blum Collins, LLP. 

7.6.2 Air Quality 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would reduce regional air quality impacts by approximately 30 percent. 
With approximately 30 percent reduction in building area, this alternative would reduce the projected 
exceedance of  the SCAQMD threshold level for regional construction emissions by approximately 30 
percent.  However, even with the reductions, the Proposed Project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds of  significance. The maximum daily operational phase regional emissions would also be reduced 
by 30 percent. However, even with the reduction, the net increase would continue to exceed SCAQMD’s 
threshold levels for VOC, and NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. This alternative would reduce the air quality 
impacts, and it would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project. However, significant and 
unavoidable construction and operational phase air quality impacts would not be eliminated.  
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Page 7-19 of  Chapter 7, Alternatives, in the DEIR is hereby modified to include the following two tables in 
response to Comment A1-21 from Blum Collins, LLP. 

Table 7-2 Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project Related to Impacts 

Environmental 
Resource Area 

Proposed 
Project 
Impact 

No Project/Existing General 
Plan Alternative 

Increased Residential Use 
Alternative Reduced Intensity Alternative 

Aesthetics LTS + 0 - 
Air Quality S/U + 0 -* 
Biological Resources LTSM 0 0 0 
Cultural Resources LTSM 0 0 0 
Geology and Soils LTS 0 0 0 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions S/U + 0 -* 
Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials LTSM + 0 0 

Hydrology and Water Quality LTS 0 0 0 
Land Use and Planning LTS + - 0 
Mineral Resources LTS 0 0 0 
Noise S/U + 0 -* 
Population and Housing LTS + - 0 
Public Services LTS - + 0 
Recreation LTS 0 + 0 
Transportation and Traffic S/U + 0 -* 
Utilities and Service Systems LTS 0 + - 
LTS – Less Than Significant 
LTSM – Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
S/U – Significant and Unavoidable 
(+) = Impact considered greater when compared with the Proposed Project. 
(0) = Impact considered neutral when compared with the Proposed Project. 
(–) = Impact considered less when compared with the Proposed Project. 
* Although reduced compared to the Proposed Project, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 7-3 Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project Related to Project Objectives 

No. Project Objective 

No Project/Existing 
General Plan 
Alternative 

Increased Residential Use 
Alternative 

Reduced Intensity 
Alternative 

1 
Facilitate development and redevelopment of the 
Project Area consistent with City’s General Plan 
through preparation of a Specific Plan 

No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 

2 
Foster development that serves to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled by promoting alternatives to driving, 
such as walking, biking, and use of mass transit. 

No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 

3 
Provide for a wide-range of housing types 
consistent with the City’s adopted housing element 

No Yes Yes, to a lesser degree 

4 Improve neighborhood safety No Yes Yes 
5 Promote neighborhood investment No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 
6 Ensure economic prosperity No Yes, to a lesser degree Yes, to a lesser degree 

 

 




