FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
April 2016
PROJECT NAME: Waterman Industrial Center
PROJECT NUMBERS: Development Permit Type D - 15-11

This Document is Considered Draft Until it is Adopted by the Appropriate
City of San Bernardino Decision-Making Body.

This Mitigated Negative Declaration is comprised of this form along with the Environmental Initial
Study that includes the following:

a. Initial Study Form

b. Environmental Analysis Form and attached extended studies for Air Quality (as amended
March 24, 2016) and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources (as amended February 16, 2016), Geotechnical Report, Noise, and Traffic and
Transportation (as amended April 22, 2016).

1. California Environmental Quality Act Negative Declaration Findings:

Find, that this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the decision-making body’s
independent judgment and analysis, and; that the decision-making body has reviewed and
considered the information contained in this Mitigated Negative Declaration and the
comments received during the public review period; and that revisions in the project plans or
proposals made by or agreed to by the project applicant would avoid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur; and, on the basis of
the whole record before the decision-making body (including this Mitigated Negative
Declaration) that there is no substantial evidence that the project as revised will have a
significant effect on the environment.

2. Required Project Design Elements and Mitigation Measures:

The following project design elements and mitigation measures were either proposed in the
project application or the result of compliance with specific environmental laws and
regulations and were essential in reaching the conclusions within the attached
Environmental Initial Study. Both the project design elements and the mitigation measures
must be assured to avoid potentially significant environmental effects.

Refer to the attached Environmental Initial Study for the rationale for requiring the following
mitigation measures:
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Biological Resources

B-1a

B-1b

B-2

Trees and other suitable nesting habitat within the limits of work shall be surveyed by
a qualified biologist prior to initiating construction-related activities. A pre-construction
survey would be conducted no more than 72 hours prior to the start of work. If no nests
are observed, construction activities should be initiated within 72 hours. If more than
72 hours pass and construction has not been initiated, another survey would be
required.

If, during the breeding season, an active nest is discovered in a tree or shrub to be
removed, the tree or shrub shall be protected using orange construction fence or the
equivalent. The protective fencing shall be placed around the tree or shrub at the
following distance depending on species: 25 feet from the drip line of the tree or shrub
for passerines and non-raptors; 300 feet from the drip line of the tree for raptors. No
parking, storage of materials, or work would be allowed within this area until the end
of the breeding season or until the young have fledged, as determined by a qualified
biologist.

Tree Removal Permit. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, an arborist survey and
report including a tree replacement program shall be prepared for review and approval
by the City of San Bernardino Community Development Director. Subject to the
approval of the report, the City shall issue a tree removal permit.

Cultural Resources

CR-1

Prior to beginning project construction, the Project applicant shall retain an
archaeological monitor to monitor initial ground-disturbing activities in an effort to
identify any unknown archaeological resources. Any newly discovered cultural resource
deposits shall be subject to a cultural resources evaluation.

Geology and Soils

G-1

All grading and construction of the Project site shall comply with the geotechnical
recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation prepared
by NorCal Engineering dated April 2015. All recommendations contained in the report
shall be incorporated into all final and engineering and grading plans.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG-1

GHG-2

GHG-3

GHG-4

GHG-5

The project applicant shall provide sidewalks within the project boundary and along
the off-site roadway improvements.

The project applicant shall require that any future tenants institute a ride sharing
program and employee vanpool/shuttle that is open to all employees.

The project applicant shall require that all building structures meet or exceed 2013
Title 24 Standards and Green Building Code Standards.

The project applicant shall require that all lighting installed in the proposed
structures uses on average a minimum of 5 percent less energy than conventional
metal halide warehouse lighting.

The project applicant shall require that all faucets, toilets and showers installed in
the proposed structures utilize low-flow fixtures that would reduce indoor water
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Noise

GHG-6

GHG-7

demand by 20% per CalGreen Standards.

The project applicant shall require that ENERGY STAR-compliant appliances are
installed on site.

The project applicant shall require all future tenants to institute recycling programs
that reduces waste to landfills by a minimum of 50 percent (75 percent by 2020)
and includes designated recycling bins at each proposed structure and requires all
green waste to be processed at a recycling or composting facility.

Construction

N-1 During all project site excavation and grading on site, construction contractors shall
equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and
maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturer standards.

N-2 The contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise
is directed away from the noise sensitive receptors nearest the project site.

N-3 Equipment shall be shut off and not left to idle when not in use.

N-4 The contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest
distance between construction-related noise/vibration sources and sensitive
receptors nearest the project site during all project construction.

N-5 The project applicant shall mandate that the construction contractor prohibit the use
of music or sound amplification on the project site during construction.

N-6 The construction contractor shall limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified
for construction equipment.

N-7 Limit the use of heavy equipment or vibratory rollers and soil compressors along the
project boundaries to the greatest degree possible. It is acknowledged that some soil
compression may be necessary along the project boundaries.

N-8 Jackhammers, pneumatic equipment and all other portable stationary noise sources
shall be shielded and noise shall be directed away from sensitive receptors.

N-9 For the duration of construction activities, the construction manager shall serve as the
contact person should noise levels become disruptive to local residents. A sign should
be posted at the project site with the contact phone number.

Operational

N-10 The project shall construct an 8-foot noise barrier along the northern project boundary

in accordance with the Kunzman Noise Study. The wall shall be positioned at the top
of slope or pad, whichever is greater such that it provides optimum sound attenuation.
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Transportation/Traffic

TRAF-1 Install traffic signal at Waterman Avenue and Park Center Circle North. The traffic
signals within the study area should include an interconnection of the traffic signals
to function in a coordinated system.

TRAF-2 As mitigation for the potential traffic impacts, the proposed project shall contribute
through local and regional adopted traffic impact fee programs in addition to any fair
share contributions shown within the traffic study which is not covered within these
fee programs.

ADOPTION STATEMENT: This Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted and above California
Environmental Quality Act findings made by the City of San Bernardino Council on:

Travis Martin
Planning Department
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I. Introduction
Project History

The proposed project site is located in the southcentral portion of the City of San Bernardino (City) as
depicted in Figure 1, Regional Location. The project site encompasses 12 parcels on approximately
26 acres and is bound by East Dumas Avenue to the north and South Waterman Avenue to the east.
Orange Show Road is located approximately 0.2 mile north of the project site; see Figure 2, Vicinity
Map.

Newcastle Partners (applicant) and the applicant’s representative met with City staff on April 28,
2015 to review project specifics and obtain the City’s initial input regarding site constraints and the
entitlement process. In May 2015, a pre-application package with project site plans and associated
information was submitted to the City. The applicant and applicant’s representative attended a pre-
application review meeting with the City’s Development/Economic Review Committee on June 25,
2015.

Current Application

The applicant proposes to develop a 564,652-square-foot (SF) industrial center building on the
southwest corner of the intersection of East Dumas Street and South Waterman Avenue (see Project
Description below).

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code
[PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and its Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
15000 et seq.), this Initial Study (IS) has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental
effects associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Waterman Industrial Center
project.

As set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, an Initial Study leading to a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) can be prepared when the Initial Study has identified potentially
significant environmental impacts, but revisions have been made to the project, prior to public
review of the Initial Study, that would avoid or mitigate the impacts to a level considered less than
significant; and there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency
that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. This document,
together with other technical analysis documents referenced herein, serve as the environmental
review of the proposed Waterman Industrial Center.

This version of the document reflects changes to the Final IS/MND as a result of public comments
on the Draft IS/MND. Revisions to the Draft IS/MND text are indicated by bold text (bold) for text
additions and strike out (strike—out) for deleted text. The comments and responses do not result in
any new significant information and do not change the findings or conclusions presented in the Draft
IS/MND.

Pursuant to Section 15367 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City is the Lead Agency charged with
the responsibility of deciding whether to approve the proposed project.

With respect to the requirements for an Initial Study, the applicable sections of the State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15063 include:

(A.1) All phases of project planning, implementation, and operation must be
considered in the Initial Study of the project.

(A.3) An initial study may rely upon expert opinion supported by facts, technical
studies or other substantial evidence to document its findings. However, an Initial
Study is neither intended nor required to include the level of detail included in an EIR.
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(B.2) The Lead Agency shall prepare a Negative Declaration if there is no substantial
evidence that the project or any of its aspects may cause a significant effect on the
environment.

The purposes of an Initial Study are to:

(C.1) Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding
whether to prepare an EIR or a Negative Declaration.

(C.2) Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse
impacts before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a
Negative Declaration.

(C.4) Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project;

(C.5) Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative
Declaration that a project will not have a significant effect on the environment;

(C.6) Eliminate unnecessary EIRs;

An Initial Study shall contain in brief form:
(D.1) A description of the project including the location of the project;
(D.2) An identification of the environmental setting;

(D.3) An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other
method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to
indicate that there is some evidence to support the entries. The brief explanation
may be either through a narrative or a reference to another information source such
as an attached map, photographs, or an earlier EIR or negative declaration. A
reference to another document should include, where appropriate, a citation to the
page or pages where the information is found.

(D.4) A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any;

(D.5) An examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning,
plans, and other applicable land use controls;

(D.6) The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial
Study.

(E) If the project is to be carried out by a private person or private organization, the
Lead Agency may require such person or organization to submit data and information
which will enable the Lead Agency to prepare the Initial Study. Any person may
submit any information in any form to assist a Lead Agency in preparing an Initial
Study.

(G) As soon as a Lead Agency has determined that an Initial Study will be required for
the project, the Lead Agency shall consult informally with all Responsible Agencies
and all Trustee Agencies responsible for resources affected by the project to obtain
the recommendations of those agencies as to whether an EIR or a Negative
Declaration should be prepared. During or immediately after preparation of an Initial
Study for a private project, the Lead Agency may consult with the applicant to
determine if the applicant is willing to modify the project to reduce or avoid the
significant effects identified in the Initial Study.
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II. Description of Proposed Project

The proposed Waterman Industrial Center (proposed project) is a 564,652-SF industrial building with
office space, parking, a pump house, and landscaping on an approximately 26-acre property located
on the southwest corner of the intersection of East Dumas Street and South Waterman Avenue in the
City of San Bernardino.

The industrial building would be one floor with a maximum height of 47 feet. The building would be a
cross dock warehouse facility with 10,000 SF of dedicated office/mezzanine space. The site will also
include a 427-SF pump house. The building would have 49 dock doors on its northern frontage and
49 on its southern frontage. Total on-site parking would be 452 stalls, with 286 dedicated to
warehouse parking (including office) and 166 trailer parking spaces. Landscaping in the amount of
103,585 SF is anticipated for the site and the southwest corner of the site would be used as a storm
water/water quality control basin. Roadway frontage improvements would be provided on South
Waterman Avenue and East Dumas Street.

There are two site access alternatives evaluated in this Initial Study for the proposed project.
Alternative A proposes site access would be provided from one signalized full movement driveway
and right-in/right-out driveway on South Waterman Avenue and two full movement driveways on East
Dumas Street. Alternative B would eliminate the right-in/right-out driveway on South Waterman
Avenue; all other access points to and from the proposed project would remain the same as
Alternative A.

Additionally, there are 8 Southern California Edison (SCE) power poles that contain 6 wires of high
voltage 66kv Edison transmission lines, a 3 wire 12kv system and a 3 wire 4kv system. Seven of the
poles are made of wood, while the most easterly pole near the intersection of Dumas Street and
Waterman Avenue is made of tubular steel. Due to the size of the electrical transmission lines,
undergrounding these lines is not feasible. With implementation of the project, 5 of the 8 power
poles would be relocated outside the ultimate roadway improvements on the south side of Dumas
Street.

The industrial building is currently planned as a “spec building.” Thus, the future tenant of the
building is not currently known. Furthermore, without knowing the future tenant, an exact number of
future employees or hours of operation cannot be determined. Therefore, this Initial Study and
associated technical reports use approximate potential on-site employees, hours of operation, and
trip counts to and from the site based on the project’s proposed square footage and use as an
industrial center building.

As further described below, the proposed project requires a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and
Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA). Construction of the proposed project is expected to commence in
June 2016 and be completed in March 2017. The project would be operational in 2017.

Existing Project Site

The project site is currently comprised of the following 12 parcels: 014-143-101, 014-143-102, 014-
143-103, 014-143-104, 014-143-108, 014-143-109, 014-143-110, 014-143-111, 0104-143-112,
014-143-116, 014-143-120, and 014-143-121. Upon approval of the project, the 12 existing parcels
would be consolidated into 1 parcel. Current uses on the 12 parcels include 5 vacant parcels, 4
parcels with single-family residential homes, 1 parcel with a church, and 1 parcel used as a golf
course driving range. There is existing utility access (water, sewer, electricity, gas) to the project site.

Various species of trees are located on the site, primarily on the periphery of the parcel used as a
golf course driving range. It is estimated that most or all of these trees would be required to be
removed with construction of the proposed project. The golf course supports no native vegetation
and generally consists of mowed non-native grass. There are no native habitats on site. The
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remainder of the lots are largely absent of vegetation, with some interspersed trees. The site is not
located in a defined area by the City for potential habitat for sensitive wildlife or in a biological
resource area. The site is not located in an area of archaeological or historical sensitivity as identified
by the City.

Project Site Vicinity

Single-family residences, vacant lots, and light industrial uses are located north of the site.
Professional office uses, a vacant lot, and light industrial uses are located east of the site. A public
golf course is located south of the site. The public golf course’s parking lot, as well as vacant lots and
single-family residences are located west of the site. Numerous cross dock facility warehouses,
similar to the proposed industrial building for the project site, are located within the City
approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the site.

General Plan/Zoning & Project Approvals

The City’s General Plan land use designations for the site are Industrial and Open Space. The City’s
zoning designation for the site are approximately 7.5 acres of Industrial Light (IL), approximately 4
acres of Office Industrial Park (OIP), and approximately 14.4 acres of Public Commercial Recreation
(PCR).

The proposed project is not consistent with the land use designations in the General Plan or the
City’s Zoning Map for the project site. Therefore, a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and Zoning Map
Amendment (ZMA) will be required for the project’s approval and implementation and are considered
as a component of the proposed project. The GPA would re-designate the entire project site as
Industrial and the ZMA would re-designate the entire site as Industrial Light (IL). Additional required
project approvals include a Tentative Parcel Map and a Development Permit.
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NBOAGTOD'E 1276.96

PROJECT DATA
GROSS SITE AREA: 1,100,249 SF / 25.25 AC
BUILDING AREA:

FOOTPRINT 554,652 SF

MEZZANINE 10,000 SF

PUMP HOUSE 427 SF

TOTAL 565,079 SF
COVERAGE: 51.35%
PARKING REQUIRED: WAREHOUSE / < 10% OFFICE INCIDENTAL USE:

0 - 3000 SF @ 1/300 SF 0 STALLS

3000 - 5000 SF @ 1/500 SF 0 STALLS

5000 - 10000 SF @ 1/750 SF 0 STALLS

10000 - 50000 SF @ 1/1000 SF 0 STALLS

565,079 @ 1/1250 SF 452 STALLS

TOTAL REQUIRED 452 STALLS
PARKING PROVIDED:

WAREHOUSE / OFFICE PARKING STALLS: 244 STALLS

TRAILER PARKING 173 STALLS

HANDICAP STALLS: 8 STALLS

CARPOOL/ VAN POOL (CALGREEN 10% 27 STALLS

OF TOTAL MOTORIZED VEHICLE) 452 STALLS
TOTAL STALLS PROV\DE AT THIS TIME:

FUTURE STALL! 00 STALLS

TOTAL STALLS 452 STALLS

BICYCLE PARKING:

BICYCLE STALLS (SHORT TERM) 5%

OF TOTAL MOTORIZED VEHICLES 12 STALLS

BICYCLE STALLS (LONG TERM) 5%

OF TOTAL MOTORIZED VEHICLES 12 STALLS
LOADING DOCKS 98 DOCKS
TRALER STALLS 12' X 55 148 STALLS
LANDSCAPE REQD: 15% AUTO PARKING AREA

AAUTO PARKING AREA 113,944 SF

LANDSCAPE AREA REQUIRED 17,916 SF
LANDSCAPE PROVIDED 41,432 SF / 36.36 %
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IIl. Waterman Industrial Center Project Environmental Impact
Analysis and Project Approval

The City of San Bernardino is the Lead Agency under CEQA and is responsible for reviewing and
approving this Initial Study. As part of the proposed project’s implementation, the City will also
consider the following approvals:

= General Plan Amendment (GPA);
= Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA);

= Tentative Parcel Map (TPM); and
= Development Permit.

Additional permits may be required upon review of construction documents. Other permits
required for the project may include, the issuance of encroachment permits for new driveways,
sidewalks, and utilities, walls, fences, security and parking area lighting; building permits; and
permits for new utility connections. These additional permits are considered ministerial in
nature, and thus issuance of these permits would not trigger the need to further comply with
CEQA. Development of the project will not require the issuance of any discretionary permits from
any other federal, State, or local agency.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the

following pages.

[] Aesthetics [ ] Agricultural and Forestry [ ] Air Quality
Resources

] Biological Resources [ ] Cultural Resources [ ] Geology/Soils

] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [ ] Hazards and Hazardous [ ] Hydrology/Water Quality
Materials

[] Land Use/Planning [ ] Mineral Resources [ ] Noise

[] Population/Housing [ ] Public Services [ ] Recreation

] Transportation/Traffic [ ] Utilities/Service Systems [ ] Mandatory Findings of

IV.

Significance
Determination

On the basis of this evaluation:

]
X

[l

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, (b) none of the conditions described
in Guidelines Section 15162 for a Subsequent EIR or Section 15163 for a Supplemental EIR
have occurred and (c) only minor technical changes or additions to the previous environmental
documents are necessary.

Signature Date
Travis Martin, Assistant Planner For: City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Evaluation

This section evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed project using the
environmental checklist from the State CEQA Guidelines as amended. The definitions of the
response column headings include:

A. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant after the implementation of feasible mitigation measures.

B. “Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measure has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less
Than Significant Impact.”

C. “Less Than Significant Impact” applies where the project creates no significant impacts,
only Less than Significant Impacts.

D. “No Impact” applies where the project does not create an impact in that category.

1. Aesthetics

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
U] U] X U]

vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a [ [ [ X
State-designated scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its ] ] X ]
surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or ] ] X ]
nighttime views in the area?

Discussion
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less Than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. The
dominant scenic views from the project site and the surrounding area include the San
Gabriel Mountains and the San Bernardino Mountains located approximately six miles to
the north. There are existing and planned industrial uses to the north and east of the project
site. The proposed project is at a similar elevation as the surrounding area and would be
consistent with planned development for the area. Numerous cross dock facility
warehouses, similar to the proposed industrial building for the project site, are located
within the City approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the site.

In addition, development of the site would convert residential homes, a church, a golf
course driving range, and vacant land to light industrial development. However, this change
would not substantially affect the aesthetic nature of the project area because much of the
project area is vacant or developed land within no distinguishing visual resources.

Waterman Industrial Center Initial Study| 10



b)

c)

d)

Therefore, the change in views of the project site from the surrounding area would not
cause a significant impact on a scenic vista. Impacts are less than significant.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? No Impact.

The project site and the surrounding area is predominately developed or planned for
development with no natural landforms or features remaining. The project site is located
within an urban area with similar industrial uses as the proposed facility within the vicinity.
In addition, there are no designated State or County desighated scenic highways in the
vicinity of the project site.t There are also no historically significant buildings on the site that
could be affected by the proposed development as discussed under Cultural Resources.
Thus, implementation of the proposed project would not block views of any scenic resources
off site. For these reasons, no impact would occur in regards to adversely affecting scenic
resources.

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? Less than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would be located in a predominately industrial and commercial area
and would be consistent with the existing surrounding development. Implementation of the
proposed project would alter the visual character of the project site; however, would not
negatively impact or substantially degrade the visual quality of the site or its surroundings.

Short-term construction related aesthetic impacts would occur during the presence of
construction equipment on the project site. No valuable aesthetic resources would be
destroyed as a result of construction related-activities. These impacts are temporary in
nature and would cease upon construction completion.

For these reasons, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on the
visual character of the site and its surroundings.

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area? Less Than Significant Impact.

Existing outdoor lighting on the project site is associated with the developed parcels (single-
family residences and a church) and the golf course driving range on the project site.
Existing commercial and industrial uses in the vicinity of the project site also have outdoor
lighting associated with buildings. The proposed project would include outdoor lighting on
the site in the parking and entrance areas of the project site which would result in an
increase in the existing level of illumination in the area.

The project’s outdoor lighting would be compatible in brightness to the ambient lighting in
the surrounding area and would utilize more stringent Backlight, Uplight, and Glare (BUG)
rated fixtures whenever possible in order to minimize light pollution and trespass. Fixtures
with a low BUG rating emit very little light where not needed, thus significantly reducing light
pollution.

California Department of Transportation. Official Designated Scenic Highways. Available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm. Accessed December 2, 2015.
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Therefore, while the proposed project would increase outdoor lighting on the site and in the
area, the increased outdoor lighting would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

The potential aesthetic impacts related to views, aesthetics, and light and glare are site specific.
As discussed above, project-related impacts would be less than significant. While the proposed
project plus cumulative development would change the appearance of the site and surrounding
area, all development projects would be expected to be conditioned to follow applicable local
planning and design guidelines. Therefore, aesthetic impacts are not expected to be
cumulatively considerable and no adverse impacts would occur.
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2. Agricultural and Forestry Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland,
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the O O O X
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract? O O O X

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section 4526), or O O O X
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ [ [ ¢

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use [ [ O I
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? No
Impact.
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b)

c)

d)

e)

The project site and surrounding areas are not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance on the State of California Important
Farmland Map, and therefore would not result in a conversion of documented agricultural
lands to non-agricultural use. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of the proposed
project.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? No Impact.

The project site is not currently zoned for agricultural use and is not under a Williamson Act
contract. Therefore, no impact would occur as a result of the proposed project.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))? No Impact.

The project site is not currently zoned for forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned for
production. Therefore, improvements planned as part of the proposed project would not
conflict with existing zoning or cause rezoning of any such land. Therefore, no impact would
result.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact.

The project site does not contain forest land. Therefore, no impact would occur in regard to
changing forest land to a non-forest use.

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use? No Impact.

No designated agricultural or forest land is located within the project site. Thus, no impact
would occur in this regard.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural and forestry resources. Therefore,
the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.
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3. Air Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Where available, the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make
the following determinations. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? O O X O
b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality ] ] X ]

violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or State ambient air quality standard O O X O
(including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O = O

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? L L O X

Discussion

An Air Quality Technical Report was prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. (January 2016) to
evaluate air quality impacts associated with the proposed project. The report is provided in
Appendix A; the results and conclusions of the report are summarized herein.

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? Less Than
Significant Impact.

The project is consistent with the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Therefore, the
project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the applicable air quality
plan.

The project site is located within the western portion of San Bernardino County which is part
of the South Coast Air Basin (Air Basin) that includes the non-desert portions of San
Bernardino, Los Angeles, and Riverside Counties and all of Orange County. The Air Basin is
located on a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills to the east. Regionally,
the Air Basin is bound by the Pacific Ocean to the southwest and high mountains to the east
forming the inland perimeter. The project site is located toward the northeast portion of the
Air Basin near the foot of the San Bernardino Mountains which define the eastern boundary
of the Air Basin. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) monitor air quality within the Air Basin.
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The Air Basin has been desighated by CARB as a nonattainment area for ozone (03), and
suspended particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). Currently, the South Coast Air Basin is in
attainment with the ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide (CO), lead, sulfur
dioxide (S02), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and sulfates and is unclassified for visibility reducing
particles and hydrogen sulfide.

The CARB, which is a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), is
responsible for the coordination and administration of both federal and State air pollution
control programs within California. In this capacity, the CARB conducts research, sets the
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), compiles emission inventories, develops
suggested control measures, provides oversight of local programs, and prepares the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The California SIP includes air quality district Air Quality
Management Plans (AQMPs). The SIP must integrate federal, State, and local components
and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of
performance standards and market-based programs within the timeframe identified in the
SIP. As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) requires each state with federal nonattainment areas to prepare and
submit a SIP that demonstrates the means to attain the national standards.

AQMPs describe air pollution control strategies and measures to be implemented by a city,
county, region, and/or air district. The primary purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area that
does not attain federal and State air quality standards into compliance with the
requirements of the federal Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act. In addition, air quality
plans are development to ensure that an area maintains a healthful level of air quality
based on the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAASQS) and the CAAQS. The AQMP is
prepared by SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).

In 2007, the CARB approved the South Coast Air Basin and the Coachella Valley 2007 Air
Quality Management Plan for Attaining the Federal 8-hour Ozone and PM2.5 Standards.
The plan projected attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard by 2024 and the PM2.5
standard in 2015. On December 7, 2012, the SCAQMD’s governing board approved the
2012 AQMP, which outlines its strategies for meeting the NAAQS for PM2.5 and ozone. The
AQMP was forwarded to the CARB for inclusion in the California SIP in January 2013. The 1-
hour ozone attainment demonstration and vehicle miles traveled emissions offset
demonstration was submitted through CARB to the U.S. EPA. The 2012 AQMP demonstrates
attainment with the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2014.

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency with the AQMP:

1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing
air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely
attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in
the AQMP.

2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the year of
project buildout and phase.

The Project would be consistent with the AQMP two key indicators as follows:

1) Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations

Based on the air quality modeling analysis contained in the Air Quality Technical
Report, short-term construction impacts will not result in significant impacts based
on the SCAQMD regional and local thresholds of significance. Additionally, long-
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term operations impacts will not result in significant impacts based on the SCAQMD
local, regional, and toxic air contaminant thresholds of significance. Therefore, the
proposed project is not anticipated to contribute to the exceedance of any air
pollutant concentration standards and is found to be consistent with the AQMP for
the first criterion.

2) Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP?

Consistency with the AQMP assumptions is determined by performing an analysis
of the proposed project with the assumptions in the AQMP. The emphasis of this
criterion is to ensure that the analyses conducted for the proposed project are
based on the same forecasts as the AQMP. The Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide (RCP&G) consists of three sections: Core Chapters, Ancillary Chapters, and
Bridge Chapters. The Growth Management, Regional Mobility, Air Quality, Water
Quality, and Hazardous Waste Management chapters constitute the Core Chapters
of the document. These chapters currently respond directly to federal and State
requirements placed on SCAG. Local governments are required to use these as
the basis of their plans for purposes of consistency with applicable regional plans
under CEQA. For this project, the City of San Bernardino General Plan defines the
assumptions that are represented in the AQMP.

The City’s General Plan land use designations for the project site are Industrial
and Open Space. The City’s zoning designation for the site includes: Industrial
Light, Office Industrial Park, and Public Commercial Recreation. Therefore, the
proposed project is not currently consistent with the land use or zoning
designations. However, buildout of the project site was anticipated in the City’s
General Plan and General Plan EIR, and thus, the Project is consistent with the
assumptions of the AQMP. Approval of the proposed project includes a General
Plan Amendment (GPA) and a Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA) to change the
General Plan land use designation to Industrial and the zoning designation to
Industrial Light. With approval of the GPA and ZMA, the proposed project would be
consistent with the land use and zoning designations and development standards
for the project site.

With approval of the GPA and ZMA, the proposed project would be consistent with
the land use and zoning designations and development standards for the project
site. Therefore, once the proposed project is approved, the project would not
result in an inconsistency with the land use designation. Therefore, the proposed
would not be anticipated to exceed the AQMP assumptions for the project site and
would be consistent with the AQMP for the second criterion.

Based on the above, the proposed project would not conflict with implementation
of the AQMP, impacts are considered to be less than significant.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction Phase

Emissions from the construction phase of the proposed project were estimated based on
information from the project developer for construction equipment requirements and
schedule. It was assumed that construction of the proposed project would commence in
June 2016 and be completed in March 2017. The project would be operational in 2017.
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Construction emissions were evaluated using the CalEEMod Model Version 2013.2.2, which
is a statewide land use emissions computer model published by the SCAQMD for estimating
air pollutant emissions.

Table 1 provides a summary of the emission estimates for construction for the proposed
project, assuming standard fugitive dust control measures would be implemented. As
shown in Table 1, emissions of all criteria pollutants would be below the regional emissions
thresholds. Therefore, a less than significant regional air quality impact would occur from
construction of the proposed project.

Table 1: Construction-Related Regional Pollutant Emissions?

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity voC | NOX | co | SO, | PM10 | PM2.5

Demolition

On-Site? 4.29 45.66 | 35.03 | 0.04 2.50 2.17
Off-Site3 0.11 0.79 1.52 | 0.00 0.22 0.07
Subtotal 4.39 46.45 | 36.55 | 0.04 2.72 2.24
Grading

On-Site? 6.48 74.81 | 49.14 | 0.06 6.16 4.61
Off-Site? 0.09 0.11 1.38 | 0.00 0.23 0.06
Subtotal 6.57 74.93 | 50.52 | 0.06 6.39 4.67
Building Construction

On-Site? 3.41 28.51 | 18.51 | 0.03 1.97 1.85
Off-Site3 3.53 18.82 | 49.85 | 0.10 6.62 1.98
Subtotal 6.93 47.33 | 68.36 | 0.13 8.58 3.82
Paving

On-Site? 2.95 20.30 | 14.73 | 0.02 1.14 1.05
Off-Site3 0.06 0.07 0.93 | 0.00 0.17 0.05
Subtotal 3.00 20.37 | 15.66 | 0.02 1.31 1.09
Architectural Coating

On-Site? 58.96 2.19 1.87 | 0.00 0.17 0.17
Off-Site3 0.36 0.47 5.75 | 0.01 1.05 0.28
Subtotal 59.31 2.65 7.62 | 0.02 1.22 0.46
Total of Overlapping Phases* 69.25 | 70.34 | 91.64 | 0.17 | 11.11 5.37
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No

Source: Kunzman Associates, January 15, 2016.

! Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2

2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads.
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads.

4 Construction, architectural coating, and paving phases may overlap.
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Construction-related air emissions may have the potential to exceed the State and federal
air quality standards in the project vicinity even though these pollutant emissions may not
be significant enough to create a regional impact to the Air Basin. The proposed project has
been analyzed for the potential local air quality impacts created from construction-related
fugitive dust and diesel emissions; and from toxic air contaminants.

As shown in Table 2, the maximum number of acres disturbed in a day would be five acres
during grading activities.

Table 2: Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed Per Day?

Total
Activity Equipment Number | Acres/8hr-day Acres
bemolition Rubber Tired Dozers 2 0.5 1
Excavators 3 0.5 15
Total Per Phase 2.5
Graders 1 0.5 0.5
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 0.5 0.5
Site Grading Excavators 2 0.5 1
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 0.5 1
Scrapers 2 1 2
Total Per Phase 5
Source: Kunzman Associates, January 15, 2016.

The local air quality emissions from construction were analyzed using the SCAQMD’s Mass
Rate Localized Significant Threshold Look-up Tables and the methodology described in
Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology, prepared by SCAQMD, revised July
2008. The Look-up Tables were developed by the SCAQMD in order to readily determine if
the daily emissions of CO, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 from a project could result in a significant
impact to the local air quality. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the
single-family detached residential dwelling units on the north side of Dumas Street
(approximately 65 feet from the project’s northern property line), the single-family detached
residential dwelling unit to the west of the project site (approximately 170 feet from the
western property line). The San Bernardino Public Golf Course is located adjacent to the
southern and southwestern property line.

The emission thresholds were calculated based on the Central San Bernardino Valley source
receptor area (SRA 34), which covers an area from approximately west of Fontana to east of
Highland, and a disturbance area of 5 acres per day at a distance of 25 meters (82 feet).
Per SCAQMD LST Methodology, when the distance to the nearest sensitive receptors is less
than 25 meters from the project boundary, the LST for 25 meters should be used. Table 3
identifies the on-site emissions for the different construction phases and shows that none
of the analyzed criteria pollutants would exceed local emissions thresholds at the nearest
sensitive receptors. Therefore, a less than significant local air quality impact would occur
from construction of the proposed project.
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Table 3: Local Construction Emissions at the Nearest Receptor

On-Site Pollutant Emissions
(pounds/day)
Phase NOx co PM10 PM2.5

Demolition 45.66 35.03 2.50 2.17
Grading 74.81 49.14 6.16 4.61
Building Construction 28.51 18.51 1.97 1.85
Paving 20.30 14.73 1.14 1.05
Architectural Coating 2.19 1.87 0.17 0.17
SCAQMD Threshold for 25 meters (82 feet) 270 1,746 14 8
Exceeds Threshold? no No no no
Source: Kunzman Associates, January 15, 2016.

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions would be diesel particulate
emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during construction. According to
SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in
terms of “individual cancer risk”. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the likelihood that a person
exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year lifetime will contract
cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology. Given the relatively
limited number of heavy duty construction equipment and the short-term construction
schedule, the proposed project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial
source of toxic air contaminant emissions and corresponding individual cancer risk.
Therefore, no significant short-term toxic air contaminant impacts would occur during
construction of the proposed project.

Operational Phase

The ongoing operation of the proposed project would result in a long-term increase in air
quality emissions. This increase would be due to emissions from the project-generated
vehicle trips and through operational emissions from ongoing uses. Operations-related air
quality impacts were analyzed using CalEEMod. Mobile sources include emissions from
vehicles; vehicle trips were based on the Waterman Industrial Center Traffic Impact Analysis
(TIA) (Kunzman, 2015). Due to the proposed project’s location and proposed unrefrigerated
warehouse land uses, the average customer based trip length was increased to 40 miles,
while all other trip lengths were based on the urban default values.

Area sources include emissions from consumer products, landscape equipment, and
architectural coatings. Energy usage includes emissions from the generation of electricity
and natural gas used on site. It should be noted that 2013 Title 24 commercial standards
are 30 percent more efficient than 2008 Title 24 Standards (used as the baseline for
emissions calculations in CalEEMod). However, no reduction credit was taken.

Table 4 identifies the proposed project’'s long-term operations. None of the criteria
pollutants would exceed the regional emissions thresholds. Therefore, a less than
significant regional air quality impact would occur from operation of the proposed project.

Waterman Industrial Center Initial Study | 20



Table 4: Regional Operational Pollutant Emissions Without Mitigation

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity VOC NOXx co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area Sources? 24.84 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy Usage® 0.04 0.32 0.27 0.00 0.02 0.02
Mobile Sources* 4.75 29.31 63.84 0.17 9.91 2.95
Total Emissions 29.63 29.63 64.23 0.17 9.93 2.97
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: Kunzman Associates, January 15, 2016.

1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2

2 Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping
equipment.

3 Energy usage consists of emissions from generation of electricity and on-site natural gas usage.

4 Mobile sources consist of emissions from vehicles and road dust.

Project-related air emissions may have the potential to have local CO emission impacts
from the project vehicular trips and from on-site operations. To determine if the
proposed project could cause emission levels in excess of the CO standards, a
sensitivity analysis is typically conducted to determine the potential for CO “hot spots” at
a number of intersections in the general project vicinity. Because of reduced speeds and
vehicle queuing, “hot spots” typically occur at high traffic volume intersections with a
Level of Service E or worse. The TIA showed that the project would generate 1,282
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) daily trips. The 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for
Carbon Monoxide (1992 CO Plan) showed that an intersection which has a daily traffic
volume of approximately 100,000 vehicles per day would not violate the CO standard.
Therefore, as the intersection with the highest traffic volume falls far short of 100,000
vehicles, no CO “hot spot” modeling was performed and no significant long-term local
air quality impact would occur with the ongoing use of the proposed project.

Project-related air emissions from on-site sources such as architectural coatings,
landscaping equipment, and natural gas appliances have the potential to exceed the
State and federal air quality standards. The nearest sensitive receptors are the
residential dwelling units to the north and west of the boundaries of the project site. The
local air quality emissions from on-site operations were analyzed according to the
SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold Methodology. Table 5 shows the on-site
emissions from the CalEEMod model that includes natural gas usage, landscape
maintenance equipment, and vehicles operating on site. The data provided in table
shows that the ongoing operations would create a less than significant
operations-related impact to local air quality due to on-site emissions and no mitigation
would be required.
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c)

d)

Table 5: Local Operational Emissions at the Nearest Receptor?!

On-Site Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
On-Site Emission Source NOx Cco PM10 PM2.5

Area Sources? 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00
Energy Usage® 0.32 0.27 0.02 0.02
On-Site Vehicle Emissions* 2.93 6.38 0.99 0.29
Total Emissions 3.26 6.77 1.02 0.32
SCAQMD Threshold for 25 meters (80 feet)® 270 1,746 14 8
Exceeds Threshold? no no no no

Source: Kunzman Associates, January 15, 2016.

1 Source: Calculated from CalEEMod and SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Look-up Tables for five acres in Central San
Bernardino Valley.

2 Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping
equipment.

3 Energy usage consists of emissions from generation of electricity and on-site natural gas usage.

4 On-site vehicular emissions based on 1/10 of the gross vehicular emissions and road dust.

5 The estimated distance from the proposed project to the nearest sensitive receptor (residences to the
north of the project site) is less than 25 meters or 82 feet.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)? Less Than Significant Impact.

Cumulative projects include local development as well as general growth within the project
area. As with most development, the greatest source of emissions is from mobile sources
which disperse over a large area. The project area is in nonattainment for ozone and PM10
particulate matter. Construction and operation of cumulative projects will further degrade
the local air quality, as well as the air quality of the Air Basin. The greatest cumulative
impact on the quality of regional air quality will be the incremental addition of pollutants
from increased traffic from residential, commercial, and industrial development and the use
of heavy equipment and trucks associated with the construction of these projects. Air
quality will be temporarily degraded during construction activities that occur separately or
simultaneously. However, in accordance with the SCAQMD methodology, projects that do
not exceed the SCAQMD criteria or can be mitigated to less than criteria levels are not
significant and do not add to the overall cumulative impact. Cumulative short-term
construction-related emissions and long-term operational emissions from the project will not
contribute considerably to any potential cumulative air quality impacts because the project’s
emissions will not exceed SCAQMD daily thresholds.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Less Than Significant
Impact.

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a potentially significant impact could occur if the
proposed project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
As discussed in question 3 b) above, and shown in Tables 3 and 5, the project's emissions
with not exceed SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds at the closest receptor locations
during construction or operation and impacts are less than significant.

Ongoing project operations would generate toxic air contaminant emissions from diesel
truck emissions. According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air
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e)

toxics are usually described in terms of individual cancer risk. “Individual Cancer Risk” is the
likelihood that a person exposed to concentrations of toxic air contaminants over a 70-year
lifetime will contract cancer, based on the use of standard risk-assessment methodology.
The diesel particulate matter (DPM) emission factors for the various vehicle types were
derived from the CARB EMFAC2011 mobile source emission model. The 70-year average
factors were derived for San Bernardino County for 2017, the project buildout year.
Emissions factors were estimated to establish the emissions generated while the vehicles
travel off site, along travel links from the entrance to the loading docks, and while idling at
the loading dock during loading or unloading materials. Health risks from diesel particulate
matter are twofold. First, diesel particulate matter is a carcinogen according to the State of
California. Second, long-term chronic exposure to diesel particulate matter can cause health
effects to the respiratory system.

There are no schools in the project vicinity. The nearest sensitive receptors that may be
impacted by the proposed project are the residential dwelling units to the north and west of
the boundaries of the project site. The project-specific health risk assessment (HRA)
performed by Kunzman Associates, as part of the air quality analyses, examined the
potential for cancer- and non-cancer-related health risks associated with project operations
to nearby sensitive receptors (located near the site's northern boundary [approximately 65
feet from the site] and to the west of the project (approximately 170 feet from the project's
western boundary). Impacts to commercial receptors located just north of the site and at the
San Bernardino Public Golf Course to the south of the project site (adjacent to the project’s
southern boundary) respectively, were also examined. The highest residential cancer risks
at any receptor location does not exceed a cancer risk increase of 3.39 per million people.
The highest risk to off-site workers does not exceed a cancer risk increase of 0.33 per
million people. All off-site diesel emissions concentrations would be below the 10.0 in a
million cancer risk threshold. Therefore, no significant long-term health impacts would occur
to adjacent receptors from the operation of diesel trucks on the project site.

With respect to non-carcinogenic hazards to residential and worker receptors, the criterion
for significance is a Hazard Index increase of 1.0 or greater. Using the maximum DPM
concentration, the resulting Hazard Index is 0.0029. Therefore, the ongoing operations of
the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact due to the non-cancer
risk from diesel emissions created by the project.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? No Impact.

Potential sources from the proposed project that may emit odors during construction
activities include the application of materials such as asphalt pavement. The objectionable
odors that may be produced during the construction process are short term and are
expected cease upon the drying or hardening of the odor producing materials. Due to the
short-term nature and limited amounts of odor producing materials being utilized, no
significant impact related to odors would occur during construction of the proposed project.

Potential odor sources from ongoing operations would include odor emissions from diesel
truck emissions and trash storage areas. Due to the distance of the nearest receptors from
the project site and through compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 402, no significant impact
related to odors would occur during the ongoing operations of the proposed project.

Waterman Industrial Center Initial Study| 23



Cumulative Impacts

A project that has a significant impact on air quality with regard to emissions of PM1o, PM2.5, NOx
and/or ROGs as determined above would have a significant cumulative effect. In the event
direct impacts from a project are less than significant, a project may still have a cumulatively
considerable impact on air quality if the emissions from the project, in combination with the
emissions from other proposed, or reasonably foreseeable future projects are in excess of
screening levels identified above, and the project’s contribution accounts for more than an
insignificant proportion of the cumulative total emissions. With regard to past and present
projects, the background ambient air quality, as measured at the monitoring stations
maintained and operated by the SCAQMD, measures the concentrations of pollutants from
existing sources. Past and present project impacts are therefore included in the background
ambient air quality data. As discussed above, the proposed project emissions would be below
the significance thresholds during both construction and operations. The impact would
therefore not be cumulatively considerable.
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4. Biological Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, L L O X
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, ] ] ] X
regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct O O O (
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory O X O O
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] X ] ]
preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, O O O X
regional, or State habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the
USFWS? No Impact.

A Biological Constraints Analysis was prepared by Rocks Biological Consulting Inc. (RBC) in
December 2015. The Biological Constraints Report evaluated the suitability of the proposed
project site to support sensitive biological resources. The results of this study provide
current information on biological resources present on the proposed project site. The results
of the biological constraints analysis performed by RBC is summarized herein and included
as Appendix B to this Addendum.

Waterman Industrial Center Initial Study| 25



The project site supports the following vegetation types or land uses:

Developed - areas support no native vegetation and typically include human-made
structures such as buildings or roads. Within the study area, developed areas occur
primarily at the north end of the site and consist of single-family homes, a church,
and roads. Included in the developed land use is a public golf course that supports
no native vegetation and generally consists of mowed non-native grass. The golf
course is located at the south end of the study site.

Disturbed - areas typically include land that has been previously disturbed by
vegetation clearing, development, or agricultural activities. Areas mapped as
disturbed include lands generally cleared of vegetation such that little or no natural
habitat remains and lands disturbed such that, where vegetated, at least 50 percent
of plant cover is non-native species. The disturbed lands on the site are dominated
by puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), London rocket (Sisumbrium irio), and Russian
thistle (Salsola australis). Other plants that occur include castor bean (Ricinus
communis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia
incana), alkali mallow (Malvella leprosa), and filaree species (Erodium spp.).

Ornamental - areas typically consist of non-native landscape and/or garden
plantings that have been planted in association with development. San Bernardino
County supports many ornamental trees, shrubs, and herbs that decorate urban
areas. Ornamental species occur on the site in association with adjacent residential
development, notably rows of planted and irrigated pine trees (Pinus sp.) and a
patch of Chinese elm (Umus parvifolia).

Table 6 summarizes the vegetation types and land uses on the site.

Table 6: Vegetation Communities/Land Uses

Vegetation/Land Use Acres in Project boundary Acres in study area
Developed (incl. golf course) 22.42 26.71
Disturbed Land 2.81 8.95
Ornamental 0.16 0.33
Total 25.39 35.99

No threatened, endangered, or sensitive animal or plant species were observed on-site
during the general biological survey. CNDDB records were used to help determine if
sensitive species occur within the vicinity of the project site. As identified in Table 7, based
on the developed and disturbed condition of the site and lack of native habitats, the site
does not have potential to support sensitive species.
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Table 7: CNDDB Species Recorded within Vicinity of the Site

Species Potential to Occur/Comments
marsh sandwort (Aremaria paludicola) None. Species occurs in marsh habitats, which are not present
on site.
bristly sedge (Carex comosa) None. Species occurs in wetland and riparian habitats, which

are not present in the parcel. Species is most often associated
with lake margins and edges, which are not present on site.

Busck’s gallmoth (Carolella busckana) None. Species occurs in coastal scrub dunes that are not
present on site.

smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens None. Species occurs in habitats such as chenopod scrub,

ssp. laevis) meadows and seeps, playas, riparian woodlands, and valley
and foothill grasslands. No suitable habitat types are present
on site.

salt marsh bird’s beak (Chloropyron None. Species occurs on salt marshes and salt flats, which are

maritimum ssp. maritimum not present on site.

Parry’s spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi None. Species occurs on chaparral and coastal sage scrub

var. parryi) habitats, which are not present on site.

western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus None. Species occurs in riparian habitats, which are not

americanus occidentalis) present on site.

Peruvian dodder (Cuscuta obtusiflora var. | None. Species occurs in freshwater marshes and swamps that
glandulosa) are not present on site.

San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys | None. Species occurs in alluvial fan sage scrub habitats, which
merriami parvus) are not present in the parcel. These habitat types are confined
to rivers and floodplains, which are not present on site.

slender-horned spineflower (Dodecahema | None. Species occurs in alluvial scrub habitats, which are not

leptoceras) present on site.

Los Angeles sunflower (Helianthus nuttallii | None. Species occurs in freshwater or salt marsh habitats,
ssp. parishii) which are not present on site.

Gambel’s water cress (Nasturtium None. Species is aquatic or semi-aquatic. It is found in lakesides
gambelii) and marshes, which are not present on site.

pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops None. Species is associated with cliffs and rocky outcrops,
femorosaccus) which are not present on site.

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly None. Species occurs in Delhi sand habitats, which are not
(Rhaphiomidas terminates abdominalis) present on site.

Parish’s gooseberry (Ribes divaricatum None. Species occurs in wetland habitats and occasionally in
var. parishii) coastal sage scrub habitats, which are not present on site.
prairie wedge-grass (Sphenopholis None. Species occurs in mesic prairies, thinly wooded bluffs,
obtusata) open rocky woodlands, and pasture habitats, which are not

present on site.

least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) None. Species occurs in riparian and willow scrub habitats,
which are not present on site.

Source: Rocks Biological Consulting, December 2015.

As described above, the proposed project would not have an effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate as sensitive, or as a
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
The project site is graded and does not contain suitable habitat for any protected species.
Therefore, there would be no impact to sensitive species.
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b)

c)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? No Impact.

The project site is relatively flat and has previously been disturbed by human activities.
There are no native habitats on site. Additionally, no drainages, riparian habitat, or aquatic
features were observed during the site visit. The project proposes to consolidate the 12
existing parcels into 1 parcel and demolish all internal structures in order to facilitate the
development of the distribution center. No impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community would occur as a result of the proposed project.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? No Impact.

As discussed above in threshold 4.b, there were no potentially jurisdictional features,
including federally protected wetlands and other features that carry water identified on the
project site. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites? Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

Wildlife Corridors: The project site is not located within a known migratory wildlife corridor or
wildlife nursery site. Construction of the proposed project would not impact a wildlife
corridor. Therefore, there would be no impact to migratory wildlife or corridors.

Nesting Birds: Nesting birds and their nests are protected under the provisions of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
codes. Suitable habitat for birds protected by the MBTA occurs on the project site. The
intentional loss of any active bird nests during project construction would be considered a
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures B-1a and B-1b would reduce
potential impacts to nesting birds to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

B-la H-—removal-of tTrees and shrubs—is—to—be done—duringthe nestingseason
February-1-to-September-15)-all-treesand other suitable nesting habitat within
the limits of work shall be surveyed by a qualified biologist prior to initiating
construction-related activities. A pre-construction survey would be conducted no
more than 72 hours 44-days prior to the start of work. If no nests are observed,
construction activities should be initiated within 72 hours 44-days. If more than
72 hours 44-days-pass and construction has not been initiated, another survey
would be required.

B-1b  If, during the breeding season, an active nest is discovered in a tree or shrub to
be removed, the tree or shrub shall be protected using orange construction
fence or the equivalent. The protective fencing shall be placed around the tree
or shrub at the following distance depending on species: 25 feet from the drip
line of the tree or shrub for passerines and non-raptors; 300 feet from the drip
line of the tree for raptors. No parking, storage of materials, or work would be
allowed within this area until the end of the breeding season or until the young
have fledged, as determined by a qualified biologist.
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy/ordinance? Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Code Section 19.28.100 requires a tree removal
permit from the City where more than 5 trees will be cut down, uprooted, destroyed, or
removed within a 36-month period. Section 19.28.100 mandates the replacement of
removed trees on a 1:1 basis. An arborist survey and report may be required to evaluate
existing trees prior to the issuance of a tree removal permit. The preparation of the
arborist’s survey and report, and the replacement of trees as set forth in the permit would
mitigate impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measures

B-2 Tree Removal Permit. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, an arborist
survey and report including a tree replacement program shall be prepared for
review and approval by the City of San Bernardino Community Development
Director. Subject to the approval of the report, the City shall issue a tree removal
permit.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan? No
Impact.

The project site is located in an urban environment and is not included in an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or State habitat conservation plan. No impact relative to adopted habitat
conservation or other approved local, regional or State plans would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not cause a significant impact to biological resources. Therefore,
the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.
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5. Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in § ] X ] ]
15064.5?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource ] X ] ]
pursuant to § 15064.5?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic ] ] ] X
feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those [ [ [ <

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Discussion

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource? Less Than
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

A Cultural Resource Study Findings Memo was prepared by ASM Affiliates in November
2015 for the proposed project. The study included a records search at the South Central
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), a search of the Sacred Lands Files of the California
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and a pedestrian survey of accessible
portions of the Project area. The memo is included as Appendix C and the findings are
summarized below.

One previously unrecorded cultural resource, Waterman-1, a historic artifact scatter, was
documented on the project site; no evidence was found regarding the presence of or
potential for any prehistoric resources. Waterman-1 consists of a scatter of highly
fragmented historic artifacts, likely dating to the earliest occupation of the parcel. Artifacts
found include dozens of glass fragments ceramic and porcelain fragments; etc. Modern
refuse was mixed with the historic materials to the same depths, further evidencing the
significant disturbance that the parcel has undergone over the decades.

The only item with a bracketable date range was the amethyst glass. Amethyst glass dates
circa 1880-1920, which corresponds to the single structure depicted in the early maps and
photos. It does not appear that this early structure is the same house that is currently on the
site at 285 East Dumas Street; these structures appear in somewhat different locations. At
least some of the deposit was likely related to the now removed earliest structure while
some of the fragments in the scatter appear to be circa 1950s-1960s. As such, this is a
mixed deposit likely from various episodes of refuse disposal into what may have long
served as a sort of communal backyard area for the houses lining the edges of this parcel.
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b)

c)

d)

No evidence of intact subsurface deposits was identified at Waterman-1. Because the site
contains only highly fragmentary and disturbed remains, unassociated with intact
archaeological deposits or features, Waterman-1 is recommended not eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historic Resources.

The project site is located within a highly disturbed urbanized area and does not contain
significant historic or archaeological resources. However, there is a possibility of currently
undetectable historic subsurface deposits being present within the project site due to the
area’s early residential development. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure

CR-1 Prior to beginning project construction, the Project applicant shall retain an
archaeological monitor to monitor initial ground-disturbing activities in an effort
to identify any unknown archaeological resources. Any newly discovered cultural
resource deposits shall be subject to a cultural resources evaluation.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource? Less
Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

As discussed above, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce potential
impacts to archaeological resources from the proposed project to a less than significant
level.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature? No Impact.

The project site is not located within an area defined by the City for paleontological
sensitivity and there are no known paleontological resources located on the project site. The
City’s General Plan contains goals and policies that specifically address sensitive
paleontological resources and their protection if they are encountered during any
development activity. In the event that unknown paleontological resources are unearthed
during construction activities on the project site, standard City conditions requiring the
stoppage of work and identification of potential resources would apply. Therefore, the
proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
paleontological resource.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? No
Impact.

No known human remains are located within the area of the project site. In the event that
unknown human remains are unearthed during construction activities on the project site,
standard City conditions requiring the stoppage of work and identification of human remains
would apply. Therefore, the proposed project would not disturb human remains.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would result in no impacts to historical, known archaeological or
paleontological resources, or known human remains. The chances of cumulative impacts
occurring as a result of project implementation plus implementation of other projects in the
region is not likely since all proposed projects would be subject to individual project level
environmental review. Since there would be no project-related impacts and due to existing laws
and regulations in place to protect cultural resources and prevent significant impact to
paleontological resources, the potential incremental effects of the proposed project would not
be cumulatively considerable.
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6. Geology and Soils

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other O O X O
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 X 0
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liguefaction? L O X L

iv. Landslides? 0 0 0 X
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of

topsoil? O O I O
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is

unstable, or that would become unstable as a

result of the project, and potentially result in on- or ] X ] ]

off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liguefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), O O X O
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available O O O X
for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42. Less Than Significant Impact.

A Geotechnical Engineering Investigation was prepared for the project site in April 2015
by NorCal Engineering. The report is provided in Appendix D and is summarized in this
Initial Study section. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Act) was passed in
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1972 to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy. The
Act’'s main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings used for human
occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The Act requires the State Geologist to
establish regulatory zones, known as “Alquist-Priolo (AP) Earthquake Fault Zones,”
around the surface traces of active faults and to issue appropriate maps. If an active
fault is found, a structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over the trace of the
fault and must be set back from the fault (typically 50 feet). According to the
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the project site is not located within an AP
Earthquake Fault Zone. According to the report, there are no known active or potentially
active faults trending towards or through the site and the potential for damage due to
direct fault rupture is considered very remote. The possibility of significant fault rupture
on the project site is considered to be less than significant.

Strong seismic ground shaking? Less Than Significant Impact.

The site is located in an area of high regional seismicity and the San Jacinto (San
Bernardino) fault is located less than 1.24 miles from the site. Ground shaking
originating from earthquakes along other active faults in the region is expected to
induce lower horizontal accelerations due to smaller anticipated earthquakes and/or
greater distances to other faults. The proposed project would be required to be in
conformance with the 2013 California Building Code (CBC), City regulations, and other
applicable standards. Conformance with standard engineering practices and design
criteria would reduce the effects of seismic groundshaking to a less than significant
level.

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less than Significant Impact.

Liquefaction generally occurs as a “quicksand” type of ground failure caused by strong
groundshaking. The primary factors influencing liquefaction potential include
groundwater, soil type, relative density of the sandy soils, confining pressure, and the
intensity and duration of groundshaking. According to the Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation, the project site is situated in an area of high generalized liquefaction
susceptibility. Groundwater records from the Chino Basin Water Master (Fall 2006)
found groundwater to be about 50 feet in depth. Review of groundwater maps of the
Upper Santa Ana River Basin shows historical groundwater depths to be about 30 feet.
The liguefaction evaluation conducted for the proposed project indicates a low
liguefaction potential. Any associated seismic-induced settlement would be less than
one inch and should occur rather uniformly across the site. Differential settlements
should be less than 0.5 inch over a 50-foot (horizontal) distance in the building area.
Conformance with standard engineering practices and design criteria would reduce the
effects of seismic-related ground failure to less than significant levels.

Landslides? No Impact.

Landslides are mass movements of the ground that include rock falls, relatively shallow
slumping and sliding of soil, and deeper rotational or transitional movement of soil or
rock. The project site is relatively flat and is not located within an area susceptible to
landslides. Therefore, there would be no impact from landslides on the proposed
project.
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b)

c)

d)

e)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less Than Significant Impact.

Trenching during the construction phase of the project would displace soils and temporarily
increase the potential for soils to be subject to wind and water erosion. However, erosion
and loss of topsoil can be controlled using standard construction practices. With adherence
to the applicable practices and regulations, impacts would be considered less than
significant.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated.

As discussed above in threshold 6.a.3, the project site is in an area with low liquefaction
potential. The project site is also not in an area subject to landslides. According to the
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation, the site consists of fill and natural soil. Fill was
encountered in some areas to a depth of six feet. The report includes recommendations to
ensure that soils are appropriate for development. Implementation of Mitigation Measure G-
1 would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Mitigation Measure

G-1 All grading and construction of the Project site shall comply with the
geotechnical recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Engineering
Investigation prepared by NorCal Engineering dated April 2015. All
recommendations contained in the report shall be incorporated into all final and
engineering and grading plans.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code
(2013), creating substantial risks to life or property? Less Than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would be required to be in conformance with the 2013 California
Building Code (CBC), City regulations, and other applicable standards. Conformance with
standard engineering practices, design criteria and Mitigation Measure G-1 would reduce
impacts related to expansive soil potential to a less than significant level.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? No Impact.

The proposed project would not include the implementation of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

The potential cumulative impact related to earth and geology is typically site specific. The
analysis herein determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts
related to landform modification, grading, or the destruction of a geologically significant
landform or feature with implementation of mitigation. Moreover, existing State and local laws
and regulations are in place to protect people and property from substantial adverse geological
and soils effects, including fault rupture, strong seismic groundshaking, seismic-induced ground
failure (including liquefaction), and landslides. Existing laws and regulations also protect people
and property from adverse effects related to soil erosion, expansive soils, loss of topsoil,
development on an unstable geologic unit or soil type that could result in on- or off-site
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landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. These existing laws and
regulations, along with mitigation assigned to the proposed project, would render potentially
adverse geological and soil effects of the proposed project to a level of less than significant.
Moreover, these existing laws and regulations also ensure that past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the San Bernardino region do not result in substantial adverse
geological and soils effects. As a result, the existing legal and regulatory framework would
ensure that the incremental geological and soils effects of the proposed project would not result
in greater adverse cumulative effects when considered together with the effects of other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the San Bernardino region. The impacts
of the proposed project-related to geology and soils would be less than cumulatively
considerable.
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7.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on ] X ] ]
the environment?

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the ] X ] ]
emissions of greenhouse gases?

Discussion

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

1)

An Air Quality Technical Report which also addresses greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
was prepared by Kunzman Associates, Inc. (January 2016). The results and conclusions
of the report are summarized herein (Appendix A).

The CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2 was used to calculate GHG emissions from the
proposed project. The City of San Bernardino does not currently have their own Climate
Action Plan; however, the City of San Bernardino is a participating member of the San
Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG) San Bernardino County Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Reduction Plan (GHG Plan). The GHG Plan was adopted on December 6,
2011 and became effective on January 6, 2012; the GHG Plan was made final on
March 2014. The GHG Plan targets reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 by
cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual (BAU) emissions levels, or
approximately 15 percent from year 2008 levels, which is the baseline year for the GHG
Plan. The plan is consistent with AB 32 and sets the City on a path to achieve more
substantial long-term reductions in the post-2020 period. Achieving this level of
emissions will ensure that the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from activities
covered by the GHG Plan will not be cumulatively considerable. Per the GHG Plan, the
City of San Bernardino has identified that if a project exceeds the SCAQMD screening
threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year for all
land use types, then a project's year 2020 emissions will be compared to the project's
baseline (BAU) GHG emissions.

The project's year 2017 (opening year) emissions were calculated and compared to the
SCAQMD 3,000 MTCO2e per year GHG Plan and SCAQMD screening threshold and the
SCAQMD industrial threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. GHG emissions without
mitigation are shown in Table 8. Without mitigation, the proposed project would
generate 3,918.41 MTCO2e per year which exceeds the 3,000 MTCO2e per year
screening threshold; however, the project's unmitigated emissions do not exceed the
SCAQMD's 10,000 MTCO2e per year threshold for industrial uses.
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4) As shown in Table 9, with mitigation, the project would generate 2,913.97 MTCO2e per
year; less than the 3,000 metric tons of CO2e per year SCAQMD and GHG Plan
screening threshold. Therefore, with incorporation of Mitigation Measures GHG-1
through 7, the operation of the proposed project would not create a significant
cumulative impact to global climate change.

Table 8: Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Without Mitigation?

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)

Category Bio-CO2 | NonBio-CO, CO,; CH, N,O CO,e
Area Sources? 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.03
Energy Usage® 0.00 598.00 598.00 0.03 0.01 600.48
Mobile Sources* 0.00 2,402.10 2,402.10 0.07 0.00 2,403.52
Waste® 107.74 0.00 107.74 6.37 0.00 241.46
Water® 41.43 486.55 527.97 4.28 0.11 650.37
Construction’ 0.00 22.49 22.49 0.00 0.00 22.56
Total Emissions 149.17 3,509.16 3,658.33 10.74 0.11 3,918.41
SCAQMD and GHG Reduction Plan
Screening Threshold 3,000.00
Exceeds Threshold? | Yes
SCAQMD Industrial Threshold 10,000
Exceeds Threshold? | No
1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2
2 Area sources consist of GHG emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape
equipment.
3 Energy usage consist of GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas usage.
4 Mobile sources consist of GHG emissions from vehicles.
5 Solid waste includes the CO2 and CH4 emissions created from the solid waste placed in landfills.
6 Water includes GHG emissions from electricity used for transport of water and processing of wastewater.
7 Construction GHG emissions based on a 30 year amortization rate.
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Table 9: Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions With Mitigation?

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)

Category Bio-CO2 NonBio-CO;, CO; CH; | N,O COze
Area Sources? 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 | 0.00 0.03
Energy Usage® 0.00 540.70 540.70 0.02 | 0.01 542.91
Mobile Sources® 0.00 1,719.97 1,719.97 | 0.05 | 0.00 | 1,721.01
Waste® 53.87 0.00 53.87 3.18 | 0.00 120.73
Water® 33.14 375.73 408.87 3.42 | 0.08 506.73
Construction’ 0.00 22.49 22.49 0.00 | 0.00 22.56
Total Emissions 87.01 2,658.91 2,745.92 | 6.68 | 0.09 | 2,913.97
SCAQMD and GHG Reduction Plan
Screening Threshold 3,000.00
Exceeds Threshold? No
SCAQMD Industrial Threshold 10,000
Exceeds Threshold? No

1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2

2 Area sources consist of GHG emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment.
3 Energy usage consist of GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas usage.

4 Mobile sources consist of GHG emissions from vehicles.

5 Solid waste includes the CO2 and CH4 emissions created from the solid waste placed in landfills.

6 Water includes GHG emissions from electricity used for transport of water and processing of wastewater.

7 Construction GHG emissions based on a 30 year amortization rate.

Mitigation Measures

GHG-1

GHG-2

GHG-3

GHG-4

GHG-5

GHG-6

GHG-7

The project applicant shall provide sidewalks within the project boundary and
along the off-site roadway improvements.

The project applicant shall require that any future tenants institute a ride
sharing program and employee vanpool/shuttle that is open to all employees.

The project applicant shall require that all building structures meet or exceed
2013 Title 24 Standards and Green Building Code Standards.

The project applicant shall require that all lighting installed in the proposed
structures uses on average a minimum of 5 percent less energy than
conventional metal halide warehouse lighting.

The project applicant shall require that all faucets, toilets and showers
installed in the proposed structures utilize low-flow fixtures that would reduce
indoor water demand by 20% per CalGreen Standards.

The project applicant shall require that ENERGY STAR-compliant appliances
are installed on site.

The project applicant shall require all future tenants to institute recycling
programs that reduces waste to landfills by a minimum of 50 percent (75
percent by 2020) and includes designated recycling bins at each proposed
structure and requires all green waste to be processed at a recycling or
composting facility.
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases? Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated.

The proposed project would have the potential to conflict with any applicable plan, policy or
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases. As previously addressed, the City of San Bernardino is one of the 21 partnership cities
that are participating in the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) San Bernardino
County Regional GHG Reduction Plan (GHG Plan). Therefore, the applicable plan for the
proposed project is the SANBAG San Bernardino County GHG Plan. The GHG Plan was prepared
to assist the City in conforming to the GHG emissions reductions as mandated under Assembly
Bill (AB) 32.

The GHG Plan employs the San Bernardino County screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per
year. If the project's emissions exceed that screening threshold, then the City of San Bernardino
selected a goal to reduce its community GHG emissions to a level that is 15 percent below its
2008 GHG emissions level by 2020. The City will meet and exceed this goal subject to reduction
measures that are technologically feasible and cost-effective per AB 32 through a combination
of State (~86%) and local (~14%) efforts. The City actually exceeds the goal with only
State/county level actions (104% of goal), but has committed to several additional local
measures.

The City of San Bernardino’s Sustainability Master Plan Task Force, appointed by the City
Council, is recommending various draft strategies for the Mayor and City Council to consider
adopting. This framework of strategies is located within the Land Use and Transportation
section of the Draft Sustainable Master Plan (SMP). If adopted, the Draft SMP will support the
goals of SB 375 and the Sustainable Communities Strategy through a wide range of actions.
The Draft SMP will include GHG reduction measures similar to but different from the measures
listed in the GHG Plan. The Draft SMP measures will generally be more specific to the City of
San Bernardino, but they will also support the goals of AB 32. The SMP follows the organization
of the SANBAG San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan, with the SMP measures following
the SANBAG San Bernardino County GHG Reduction Plan measures.

SCAQMD's screening thresholds used Executive Order S-3-05 goal as the basis for deriving the
screening level. The California Governor issued Executive Order S-3-05, GHG Emission, in June
2005, which established the following reduction targets:

e 2010: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels
e 2020: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels

e 2050: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve
GHG emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020 through an enforceable
statewide emission cap which will be phased in starting in 2012. Therefore, if the project's
emissions meet the threshold for compliance (the 3,000 MTCO2e per year screening threshold)
with Executive Order S-3-05, then the project's emissions would also comply with the goals of
AB 32; which is also the goal of the GHG Plan and the SMP.

At a level of 2,913.97 MTCO2e per year with mitigation, the project's GHG emissions level falls
below the SCAQMD and GHG Plan screening threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year of CO2e for
all land uses, and well below the SCAQMD's GHG emissions threshold of 10,000 metric tons per
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year of CO2e for industrial projects. Therefore, as the projects mitigated emissions do not
exceed the GHG Plan's screening threshold of 3,000 metric tons per year, the project is
consistent with the applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

Furthermore, the project will comply with applicable Green Building Standards and City of San
Bernardino's policies regarding sustainability (as dictated by the City's General Plan and the
SMP); therefore, with incorporation of mitigation measures GHG-1 through GHG-7 as detailed
above in 7 a), impacts are less than significant.

Cumulative Impacts

With mitigation, the project’s emissions would be below the SCAQMD’s threshold for GHG
emissions of 3,000 metric tons per year of CO2e and an industrial project's threshold of 10,000
metric tons per year of CO2e. As discussed above, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact due to GHGs.
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8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] ] X ]
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset ] ] X ]
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed [ [ [ I
school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a ] ] ] X
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use ] ] ] X
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for ] ] ] X
people residing or working in the project area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or ] ] X ]
emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to ] ] ] X
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Less Than Significant Impact.

Prior uses on the site are not known to have involved hazardous materials. Once the project
is constructed, hazardous materials would be limited to those associated with a
warehouse/industrial facility. These include cleaners, paints, solvents; and fertilizers and
pesticides for site landscaping. Because these materials are used in very limited quantities,
they are not considered a hazard to the public. Adherence to federal, State, and local health
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b)

c)

d)

e)

and safety requirements regarding these substances would reduce the potential impacts to
less than significant.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment? Less Than Significant Impact.

The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a release of hazardous materials into the
environment. The proposed warehouse/industrial facility would be expected to use limited
hazardous materials and substances which would be limited to cleaners, paints, solvents;
and fertilizers and pesticides for site landscaping. All materials and substances would be
subject to applicable health and safety requirements. A less than significant impact would
occur.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? No Impact.

No schools are presently located within one-quarter mile of the project site. The closest
school site is Loma Linda Academy which is located approximately 1.4 miles southeast of
the project site. Any future school developed within the surrounding area will be subject to
the oversight of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control, as required by State
law.

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment? No Impact.

The project site is not included on a hazardous sites list compiled pursuant to California
Government Code Section 65962.5.2 In addition, a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
was prepared for the project site by Arcadis in April 2015. According to that report, there
were no Recognized Environmental Conditions (REC) (as defined by ASTM Practice E 1527-
13) identified in association with the site. No significant adverse impacts relative to
hazardous materials sites would result with project implementation.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? No Impact.

San Bernardino International Airport is located approximately two miles northeast of the
project site. However, the proposed project would be consistent with the surrounding area
and would not create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.
Furthermore, the San Bernardino International Airport Authority has approved an avigation
easement for the proposed project. Thus, no impact would occur.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? No Impact.

2 California, State of, Department of Toxic Substances Control, DTSC's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List - Site
Cleanup (Cortese List). Available at: http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Cortese_List.cfm. Accessed: August 21, 2015.
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f)

8)

h)

The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan? Less Than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would have no impacts on emergency response plans or emergency
evacuation plans. The City of San Bernardino has adopted an Emergency Management Plan
to identify evacuation routes, emergency facilities, and City personnel and equipment
available to effectively deal with emergency situations. No revisions to the adopted
Emergency Management Plan would be required as a result of the proposed project.
Primary access to all major roads would be maintained during construction of the proposed
project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands? No Impact.

The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands. The project site is in a developed urban area and
it is not adjacent to any wildland areas. Therefore, no impact would occur in regard to
wildland fires. No Impact.

Cumulative Impacts

The incremental effects of the proposed project related to hazards and hazardous materials, if
any, are anticipated to be minimal, and any effects would be site-specific. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in incremental effects to hazards or hazardous materials that
could be compounded or increased when considered together with similar effects from other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. The proposed project would
not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to or from hazards or hazardous materials.
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9. Hydrology and Water Quality

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with
Significant Mitigation
Issues Impact Incorporated
Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste ] ]

discharge requirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater ] ]
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would
not support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner ] ]
which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 0 ]
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm ] [
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] ]

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary ] ]
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect flood ] ]
flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of

loss, injury or death involving flooding, including ] ]
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ] ]

Less than
Significant
Impact

X

No
Impact

O
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Discussion

Project specific Preliminary Drainage Report and a Water Quality Management Plan Stormwater
Management Plan were prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates in September 2015, to
evaluate hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the proposed project. The results
and conclusions of the plan are summarized herein.

a)

b)

c)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? Less Than Significant
Impact.

The project site is located in moderately sloped terrain that generally slopes from the
northeast towards the south and southwest. Existing drainage flows are primarily shallow
sheet flow, which discharges onto the golf course property to the west and southwest.
Runoff within the public street sections remains in the curb and gutter along South
Waterman Avenue and within the curb and gutter, asphalt concrete dike or shoulder of East
Dumas Street. The proposed onsite tributary area is approximately 25.25 acres. With
implementation of the proposed project, surface runoff would be directed to two onsite
underground infiltration basins through a network of proposed catch basins and storm
drains. The proposed onsite underground infiltration basins have been sized to capture and
retain the 100-year storm event. The project site will not discharge surface waters, but will
infiltrate 100% of the runoff produced within project and tributary to the onsite infiltration
basins. These basins would capture and treat all storm water generated on the site;
therefore, impacts to water quality would be less than significant.

To minimize water quality impacts during construction of the proposed project, construction
activities would be required to comply with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
consistent with the General Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with Construction
Activity (Construction Activity General Permit). The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs such as
gravel bags, silt fence, and fiber rolls. Preparation and implementation of a SWPPP would
reduce potential impacts to water quality during construction to less than significant.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)? No Impact.

The project does not propose to use groundwater. Although the project would result in
additional impervious surfaces on-site, the project would construct two underground
infiltration basins which would capture all storm water runoff from the site. Therefore, the
proposed project would not significantly impact local groundwater recharge. No impacts
would occur in this regard.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? No Impact.

The project site overland flows from the northeast/east to west/southwest. There are no
existing drainage facilities on the project site. Existing runoff from the project site within
South Waterman Avenue is conveyed via curb and gutter south towards the Santa Ana
River. Runoff within East Dumas Street is conveyed to the west towards Twin Creek channel
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d)

e)

f)

8)

h)

through a variety of roadside improvements such as curb and gutter, asphalt concrete dike
and earthen shoulders. South Waterman Avenue has an existing 36-inch storm drain main
conveying flows to the south towards the Santa Ana River. There are no additional drainage
systems in the area or on site. The project does not propose to discharge offsite, but rather,
construct two underground infiltration basins to capture all site drainage. In addition, the
site does not include any streams or rivers which could be altered by the proposed project.
Therefore, no impact would occur in this regard.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? Less Than
Significant Impact.

Refer to response V.9(c) above. The proposed project would not substantially alter existing
drainage patterns of the site or project vicinity. The project site does not include any
streams or rivers, which could be altered by the proposed project. On-site surface run-off
would be directed to the on-site underground infiltration basins. The proposed underground
infiltration basins would also minimize the potential for flooding to occur on-or off-site.
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Less Than Significant Impact.

The infiltration basins were designed in accordance to the procedures and methodologies
outlined in the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Standard Plans and Detention
Basin Design Criteria for San Bernardino County (1987). The proposed onsite underground
infiltration basins have been sized to capture and retain the 100-year storm event. No
impacts to the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage system would occur as
a result of the project.

The proposed project would be required to prepare a SWPPP under the NPDES General
Construction Permit to implement BMPs to minimize storm water runoff during construction.
Adherence with the recommendations of the Stormwater Management Plan prepared for
the proposed, and preparation of a SWPPP would reduce possible impacts related to the
storm water drainage system to less than significant.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? Less Than Significant Impact.
Water quality impacts other than those described in Response V.9(a) above are not
anticipated with implementation of the proposed project. Impacts resulting from the project

would be less than significant.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? No Impact.

The proposed project does not propose housing. Therefore, no flood related impacts would
occur in this regard.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows? No Impact.
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J)

The project site is covered by Map Numbers 06071C8683H and 06071C8684H of the
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for San Bernardino County, California and
Incorporated Areas. A majority of the project site is located within Flood Zone A, while a
smaller portion in the southeast corner is located in Flood Zone X. Flood Zone A has a 1%
annual change of flood hazard and Flood Zone X has a 0.2% annual chance of flood hazard.
The County of San Bernardino Flood Control indicates that a building within Flood Zone A
shall have a finished floor elevation or exterior waterproofing elevation of two-feet higher
than the highest adjacent finished grade. The highest adjacent finished grades is near the
corner of South Waterman Avenue and East Dumas Street and is approximately 1014.7.
The proposed building finished floor elevation is approximately 1015.0 on the east side and
slopes towards the west at 0.5% slope to an approximate elevation of 1009.4. Exterior
waterproofing will be implemented to an elevation of at least 1016.7 feet. Given the project
has been designed in accordance with the County’s requirements, the project would not
subject structures to flood hazards.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? Less Than Significant Impact.

According to the City of San Bernardino’s General Plan Safety Element, the project site is
located within the Seven Oaks Dam Inundation area3. The Seven Oaks Dam is located in
unincorporated San Bernardino County approximately 11 miles to the northeast of the
project site. Figure S-2 in the General Plan notes that the inundation shown represents
events of an extremely remote nature. Flooded area shown are based on dam failure at full
pool elevation of 2,580 NGVD4. The General Plan includes policies to prohibit development
within the 100 year flood plan unless adequate mitigation is provided, such as, requiring a
building within Flood Zone A to have a finished floor elevation or exterior waterproofing
elevation of two-feet higher than the highest adjacent finished grade. The project site would
be required to adhere to the County of San Bernardino Flood Control’'s requirements for
Zone A, as discussed above. In addition, the project does not propose any habitable
structures. Adherence to federal, State, and local flood control requirements regarding
flooding would reduce the potential impacts to less than significant.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? No Impact.

The project site is located approximately 75 miles east of the Pacific Ocean and as
referenced above, is approximately 11 miles downstream from the Seven Oaks Dam. There
is no risk of exposure to inundation by seiche or tsunami. The project site is relatively flat so
the potential for a mudflow is unlikely. Thus, no impact would occur.

Cumulative Impacts

The potential impacts related to hydrology and storm water runoff are typically site specific.
Furthermore, the analysis determined that the implementation of the proposed project would
not result in significant impacts. As a result, no cumulative impacts are anticipated.

3 City of San Bernardino General Plan. Safety Element, Figure S-2 Page 10-15. November 2005.
4 City of San Bernardino General Plan. Safety Element, Figure S-2 Page 10-15. November 2005.
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10. Land Use and Planning

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, [ [ ¢ [
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan? [ [ [ I

Discussion
a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact.

An example of a project that has the potential to divide an established community includes
the construction of a new freeway or highway through an established neighborhood. The
proposed project would be located on a site in an urban area with similar surrounding land
uses. The proposed project would generally blend in with the mix of surrounding uses and
would not physically divide an established community. Therefore, no impacts would occur.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect? Less Than Significant Impact.

The City’'s General Plan land use designations for the project site are Industrial and Open
Space. The City’s zoning designation for the site includes: Industrial Light, Office Industrial
Park, and Public Commercial Recreation. The proposed project is not consistent with the
land use or zoning designations. Approval of the proposed project, therefore, includes a
General Plan Amendment (GPA) and a Zoning Map Amendment (ZMA).

Project implementation requires an amendment to the General Plan and to the Zoning Map
to change the General Plan land use designation to Industrial and the zoning designation to
Industrial Light. With approval of the GPA and ZMA, the proposed project would be
consistent with the land use and zoning designations and development standards for the
project site. These amendments would not impact a plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The amendments are
required to make the proposed project fully consistent with land use and zoning
designations for the project site. Furthermore, the proposed amendments would be
consistent with land use designations and zoning surrounding the project site.

Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on a plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan? No Impact.

The project site is not located within an area designated as a habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict
either form of plan.

Cumulative Impacts

The analysis of potential impacts indicated that no impacts would result from the proposed
project’s implementation. As a result, no cumulative impacts related to land use and planning
would occur.
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11. Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the ] ] ] X
region and the residents of the State?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan [ [ [ X
or other land use plan?

Discussion

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the State? No Impact.

The project site is not mapped by the City as an area containing mineral resources.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? No Impact.

The project site is not located in an area that has been identified as a locally important
mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact.

Cumulative Impacts

The analysis of potential impacts indicated that no impacts would result from the proposed
project. As a result, no cumulative impacts related to mineral resources would occur.
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12. Noise

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or [ X [ [
applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise ] ] X ]
levels?

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels ] X ] ]
existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above ] X ] ]
levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing [ [ [ [
or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise O O O X
levels?

Discussion

A Noise Impact Assessment Technical Report was prepared by Kunzman Associates
(October 2015) for the proposed project. The technical report discusses the potential
operational and construction noise impacts associated with the proposed project. The
results and findings are summarized herein and the report is included as Appendix E to this
Initial Study.

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? Less
Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.

d) Substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project? Less Than Significant With Mitigation
Incorporated.

The City noise regulations and standards are provided in the Noise Element of the General
Plan and the Municipal Code. For purposes of this analysis, the Noise Element was used to
evaluate traffic and stationary noise impacts from the proposed project. Because there are
sensitive receptors near the project site, this analysis applies to the City’s residential noise
standards. The City specifies that the exterior noise levels at residential locations should not
exceed 65 dBA CNEL while interior levels shall not exceed 45 dBA CNEL.
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As part of the noise study prepared for the proposed project, an ambient noise level survey
was conducted on September 23, 2015. Noise measurements were performed to
determine the existing noise environment near noise-sensitive areas within the project area.
Sound level measurement locations (MLs) were selected at three locations. Table 10
identifies the results for the noise measurements.

Table 10: Short-Term Noise Measurements

Daytime
Site Location | Time Started Leq Lmax Lmin L(2) L(8) L(25) L(50) L(90)
1 11:15AM 44.0 51.5 41.1 49.3 47.0 43.9 43.0 41.9
2 11:37 AM 60.1 68.1 46.2 66.0 64.0 61.6 58.1 50.4
3 11:55 AM 55.3 65.3 47.3 61.6 57.4 55.6 54.1 50.9

Source: Kunzman, 2015.

Construction

The City considers construction noise to be a short-term impact and would be considered
significant if construction activities are undertaken outside the allowable times as described
by the City’s Municipal Code (Section 8.54.070). Existing single-family residences located
adjacent to the project site may be affected by short-term noise associated the transport of
workers, the movement of construction materials to and from the project site, ground
clearing, excavation, grading, and building activities.

Construction noise levels will vary depending on the construction process, type of
equipment, location of construction in relationship to sensitive receptors, and the schedule
and duration of the construction work. Site preparation is expected to produce the highest
sustained construction noise levels. A likely worst-case construction noise scenario
assuming the use of this equipment was calculated using the Federal Highway
Administration's Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) assuming the use of a grader,
a dozer, excavator and a dump truck all operating between 75 and 250 feet from the
nearest sensitive receptor. Assuming a use factor of 40 percent for each piece of
equipment, unmitigated noise levels would reach 78.2 dBA Leq and 81.5 dBALmax at the
nearest residential structures.

As noted, the City has an exemption for construction-related noise. However, noise
reduction measures are provided to reduce temporary noise levels. These reduction
measures yield up to a 10 dBA reduction in the noise such that noise levels during
construction would be reduced to 68.2 dBA Leq and 71.5 dBALmax. With implementation of
Mitigation Measures N-1 through 9, noise impacts during construction would be less than
significant.

On-site Operations

Sensitive receptors that may be affected by project operational noise include single-family
residences to the north and west of the project site.

On-site project operational noise was modeled using the SoundPLAN model. Modeled noise
sources include noise associated with parking areas, idling trucks, loading and unloading
activities, trucks’ diesel engines, exhaust systems, braking, and forklifts and potential
rooftop HVAC. The noisiest hour for all of these activities occurring simultaneously was
modeled. The potential worst-case CNELs (assuming continuous 24-hour operation, were
also calculated.
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Unmitigated peak hour noise levels at nearby land uses would range between 50.5 to 62.9
dBA Leq (peak hr.) and 57 to 70 CNEL. More specifically, project operational noise levels at
nearby single-family residences would range from 62 to 70; from 57 to 68 at the golf course
facilities; and 58 to 60 at the office buildings located east of the project site. The
unmitigated operational noise levels at residences directly north of the project site will
exceed the City’s 65 dBA CNEL limit and therefore the project would require an eight-foot-
high noise wall to reduce the noise level below the City’'s 65 dBA limit. With the noise wall
(i.e. Mitigation Measure N-10), impacts would be mitigated to a less than significant level.
The project would not impact the golf course or the office buildings.

Noise Impacts to Off-Site Receptors Due to Project Generated Traffic

Project-generated traffic noise was modeled using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model -
FHWA-RD-77-108. Traffic noise levels were calculated 50 feet from the centerline of the
analyzed roadway. The modeling does not take into account any existing barriers,
structures, and/or topographical features that may further reduce noise levels. Therefore,
the levels are shown for comparative purposes only to show the difference with and without
the project. In addition, the noise contours for 55, 60, 65 and 70 dBA CNEL were
calculated. The potential
off-site noise impacts caused by an increase of traffic from operation of the proposed
project on the nearby roadways were calculated for the following scenarios:

e Existing Conditions Without Project
e Existing Conditions With Project

Table 11 compares the without and with project scenario and shows the change in traffic
noise levels as a result of the proposed project. An increase of 3 dB or more is typically
required to have an audible difference. As identified in the table, the project is anticipated
have a nominal change in noise levels (approximately O to 0.3 dBA CNEL). The change in
noise level would not be audible and would be considered less than significant.

Table 11: Change in Existing Noise Levels as a Result of the Project

CNEL at 50 Feet dBA
Existing Existing Change in Potential
Without Plus Noise Significant
Roadway Segment Project Project Level Impact
Mill St to Central Ave 74.4 74.4 0.0 No
Waterman Ave
Central Ave to Orange Show Rd 74.4 74.4 0.0 No
. Mill St to Central Ave 61.2 61.2 0.0 No
Valley View Ave
Central Ave to Orange Show Rd 63.9 64.2 0.3 No
) Mill St to Central Ave 77.5 77.6 0.0 No
Tippecanoe Ave
Central Ave to Orange Show Rd 76.4 76.5 0.0 No
Mill Ave Waterman Ave to Valley View Ave 69.9 69.9 0.0 No
Valley View Ave to Tippecanoe Ave 70.0 70.0 0.0 No
East of Waterman Ave 65.2 65.3 0.1 No
Waterman Ave to Valley View Ave 67.6 67.8 0.2 No
Central Ave - -
Valley View Ave to Tippecanoe Ave 67.8 67.9 0.1 No
West of Tippecanoe Ave 70.7 70.7 0.0 No
Waterman Ave to Valley View Ave 72.2 72.2 0.0 No
Orange Show Rd - -
Valley View Ave to Tippecanoe Ave 713 71.3 0.0 No

Source: Kunzman, 2015
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b)

Mitigation Measures
Construction

N-1 During all project site excavation and grading on site, construction contractors
shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating
and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturer standards.

N-2 The contractor shall place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted
noise is directed away from the noise sensitive receptors nearest the project
site.

N-3 Equipment shall be shut off and not left to idle when not in use.

N-4 The contractor shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the
greatest distance between construction-related noise/vibration sources and
sensitive receptors nearest the project site during all project construction.

N-5 The project applicant shall mandate that the construction contractor prohibit the
use of music or sound amplification on the project site during construction.

N-6 The construction contractor shall limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours
specified for construction equipment.

N-7 Limit the use of heavy equipment or vibratory rollers and soil compressors along
the project boundaries to the greatest degree possible. It is acknowledged that
some soil compression may be necessary along the project boundaries.

N-8 Jackhammers, pneumatic equipment and all other portable stationary noise
sources shall be shielded and noise shall be directed away from sensitive
receptors.

N-9 For the duration of construction activities, the construction manager shall serve
as the contact person should noise levels become disruptive to local residents.
A sign should be posted at the project site with the contact phone number.

Operational

N-10 The project shall construct an 8-foot noise barrier along the northern project
boundary in accordance with the Kunzman Noise Study. The wall shall be
positioned at the top of slope or pad, whichever is greater such that it provides
optimum sound attenuation.

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels? Less Than Significant Impact.

Construction Vibration

The City prohibits any uses that generate a discernible vibration impact beyond the property
line. The nearest existing structure to the project site is located approximately 65 feet to the
north. Due to the proximity of adjacent single-family residences, project construction
activities may result in groundborne vibration that is annoying but would be limited to
activities within 100 feet of sensitive receptors and would only occur during site grading and
preparation activities.
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Ground-borne vibration will be maintained at an acceptable level through, where feasible,
the use of low-vibration construction procedures such as performing earthmoving and
ground-impacting operations during non-overlapping phases. All construction equipment
would be located over 100 feet from vibration-sensitive land uses. The project would not
require pile driving. No significant construction vibration impacts would be expected.

Operational Vibration

The primary source of potential vibration issues associated with the project would be truck
traffic. Traffic, including heavy trucks traveling on a highway, rarely generates vibration
amplitudes high enough to cause structural or cosmetic damage. However, there have been
cases in which heavy trucks traveling over potholes or other discontinuities in the pavement
have caused vibration high enough to result in complaints from nearby residents (Caltrans,
Transportation- and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual). While the project’s
traffic could expose or make worse such conditions, the vibration impact would occur when
any truck passed over the discontinuity. These types of issues typically can be resolved by
smoothing the roadway surface. The project is not anticipated to result in a significant
vibration impact.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated.

Noise levels associated with the proposed project would increase over existing noise levels.
However, as discussed under V.12(a) above, all noise-related impacts can be mitigated to a
less than significant level.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? Less Than
Significant Impact.

San Bernardino International Airport is located approximately two miles northeast of the
project site. No significant noise levels occur at the project site; no impact would occur.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact.

The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip and therefore,
would not expose persons to excessive airport-related noise levels.

Cumulative Impacts

As discussed above, all construction and operational noise impacts can be mitigated to a less
than significant level. Construction noise impacts are by nature localized. The distance of
separation among the proposed project and other cumulative projects would be such that the
temporary noise and vibration effects of the proposed project would not be compounded or
increased by similar noise or vibration effects from other cumulative projects. As discussed,
operational noise caused by the proposed project can be mitigated. The noise analysis
performed for operation of the proposed project incorporated cumulative noise levels from
forecasted traffic volumes in the study area. Other than cumulative traffic volumes, there are no
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects that would compound or increase the
operational noise levels generated by the proposed project. Therefore, cumulative impacts
relative to temporary and permanent noise generation associated with the proposed project
would be less than significant.
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13. Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, ] ] ] X
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement ] ] X ]
housing elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement ] ] X ]
housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)? No Impact.

The project proposes the development of an industrial center and does not propose
residential development. Although development of the facility would create additional job
opportunities, it would not substantially induce growth in the area. Roads and infrastructure
are already in place to serve the project site, and no additional roadway extensions or
infrastructure would be required. As the project does not propose new residences or
additional roads, there would be no substantial population growth induced by the proposed
project.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? Less Than Significant Impact. and

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? Less Than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would require the removal and displacement of five existing single-
family residences on the project site. The removal of these residences does not represent a
substantial displacement of people necessitating the construction of replacement housing.
Although no impact would occur, the project applicant is prepared to purchase those
residences at or above fair market value as a part of the project. Therefore, a less than
significant impact would occur.

As discussed above in threshold 13.b, the proposed project would require the removal of
existing housing on the project site, and, thus the displacement of residents of these
homes. However, this consists of a relatively small number of houses, and therefore
impacts would not be substantial.
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Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not result in direct or indirect permanent or temporary impacts
related to population or housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
incremental effects to population and housing that could be compounded or increased when
considered together with similar effects from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects. As a result, no cumulative impacts related to population and housing
would occur.
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14. Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Would the project result in substantial adverse

physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of
the public services:
i. Fire protection? ] ] X O
ii. Police protection? ] O ( O
iii. Schools? | | | X
iv. Parks? O] ] X ]
v. Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

Discussion

1) Fire protection? Less Than Significant Impact.

Fire protection services would be provided to the project site by the City of San
Bernardino Fire Department. The Fire Department has 161 Emergency Operations
Personnel. The Fire Department staffs 12 fire engine companies, 2 aerial truck
companies, 1 heavy rescue, 5 4-wheel drive brush engines, 1 hazardous material
response rig, and 1 medic squad housed in 12 stations in the City. The closest fire
station to the project site is Station #231 located at 450 E. Vanderbilt Drive,
approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the project site. This station houses one type 1 fire
engine and the Fire Department’s hazardous materials unit. According to the Fire
Department, the response times are determined by the type of activity reporteds.

The project site is located within the City limits and within the service area of the Fire
Department. Increased development on the project site as proposed by the project may
incrementally increase the demand for fire protection services to the project site,
consequently, the proposed project is subject to fire suppression development impact
fees. However, development will not increase to a substantial level considering the
site’s location and surrounding area of similar uses. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.

5 Written correspondence from Lieutenant Rich Lawhead, Community Affairs/PI0/Community Policing, Narcotics Division
Commander, City of San Bernardino Police Department provided on 10/12/15.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Police protection? Less Than Significant Impact.

Police protection services would be provided by the City of San Bernardino Police
Department. The Police Department has 312 sworn officers and 150 non-sworn
employees. The closest police station is located at 710 North D Street approximately
2.5 miles northwest of the project site. Although a new warehouse/manufacturing
building would be constructed and will operate on the project site, the proposed project
would be located in an urbanized area and would not result in a substantial increase in
demand on police services. It is not anticipated to increase response times to the
project site or vicinity. As required for a development of this type, the proposed project is
subject to law enforcement development impact fees as determined by the City of San
Bernardino. The project does not propose new or physically altered police protection
facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Schools? No Impact.

The proposed project is a non-residential land use. Implementation of the proposed
project would not directly result in an increased population in the City and would
therefore not increase the need for the construction of additional school facilities.
Furthermore, the San Bernardino City Unified School District requires development
impact fees be paid by the project applicant based on the square footage of the
proposed project. Upon payment of the required fees, no significant impact to school
services or facilities would occur.

Parks? Less than Significant Impact.

The proposed project is a warehouse/manufacturing building and does not include a
residential component. The proposed project would not create a significant increased
demand or need for the construction of park facilities. However, construction of the
proposed project would require the abandonment of the golf course driving range
currently located on the project site. Based on the proximity of other golf course driving
ranges in the City and surrounding area, this would represent a less than significant
impact.

Other public facilities? No Impact.

The proposed project would not result in an increase in population within the City;
therefore, no impacts to other public facilities would occur with project implementation.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not result in a significant impact to any public services or facilities.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in incremental effects to public services or
facilities that could be compounded or increased when considered together with similar effects
from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. The proposed
project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to public services or facilities.
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15. Recreation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a. Would the project increase the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other

recreational facilities such that substantial ] ] ] X
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or

be accelerated?

. Does the project include recreational facilities or

require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an [ [ [ ¢
adverse physical effect on the environment?

Discussion

a)

b)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated? No Impact.

The project proposes a lot consolidation and development of an industrial center facility.
Implementation of the proposed project would not generate an increase in demand on
existing public or private parks or other recreational facilities that would either result in or
increase physical deterioration of the facility. Thus, no impact would result from the
proposed project.

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? No
Impact.

Implementation of the proposed project would not include recreational facilities, nor would
it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. Thus, no impact would result from the proposed
project.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would not result in an increased use of recreational facilities or require
construction or expansion of existing recreational facilities. Therefore, no cumulative impacts on
recreational facilities would result from project implementation.
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16. Transportation/Traffic

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant ] X ] ]
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion D D IZI D
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

c. Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in ] ] ] =
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm D D D IZI
equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access? ] ] ] X

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or D D D IZI

safety of such facilities?

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) and Addendum were prepared by Kunzman Associates
(September 2015) to assess the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project. The TIA
Addendum evaluated the additional right-in/right-out driveway on South Waterman Avenue
(Alternative A). With the exception of the additional right-in/right-out driveway on South
Waterman Avenue, the two alternatives are the same; therefore, any analysis specific to the
additional driveway is noted as Alternative A in this section. The findings of the TIA and
Addendum are summarized in this Initial Study; the TIA and Addendum are provided as
Appendix F.

Discussion

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness
for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of
the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? Less Than Significant With
Mitigation Incorporated.
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The traffic study methodology and traffic study area were defined by the City and Kunzman
Associates. The traffic study area includes seven intersections as identified below.

e E Street and Orange Show Road

e Washington Avenue at Orange Show Road

o Waterman Avenue at Orange Show Road

e Waterman Avenue at Dumas Street

e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle North
e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle South

o Waterman Avenue at Vanderbilt Way

Morning and evening peak hour traffic conditions were analyzed for the following scenarios:
e Existing Conditions (2015)
e Existing Plus Project
e Existing Plus Ambient Growth (2017)
e Opening Year (2017) Without and With Project
e Horizon Year (2035) Without and With Project

Intersection operations were evaluated using the Intersection Delay Method based on the
Highway Capacity Manual - Transportation Research Board Special Report 209. To
calculate delay, the volume of traffic using the intersection is compared with the capacity of
the intersection.

Significance Criteria

The City of San Bernardino General Plan states that peak hour intersection operations of
LOS D or better are generally acceptable. Therefore, any intersection operating Level of
Service E to F will be considered deficient. For freeway facilities, the definition of deficiency
is based on maintaining a level of service standard of LOS E or better, except where an
existing LOS F condition is identified. A deficiency is, therefore, defined as any freeway
segment operating or projected to operate at LOS F, unless the segment is currently
identified.

Based on the City of San Bernardino Development Services Department, Traffic Impact
Study Guidelines (2015), the impact is considered significant if the project-related increase
in the V/C ratio equals or exceeds the thresholds shown below:

Significant Impact Threshold for Intersections
Level of Service Volume/Capacity Incremental Increase
C 0.71-0.80 0.04 or more
D 0.81-0.90 0.02 or more
E/F 0.91 - more 0.01 or more
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An intersection mitigation measure shall either fix the deficiency, or reduce the V/C ratio so
that it is below the level that occurs without the project. A traffic impact is considered
significant if the project both (1) contributes measurable traffic to and (2) substantially and
adversely changes the level of service at any off-site location projected to experience
deficient operations under foreseeable cumulative conditions, where feasible improvements
consistent with the City of San Bernardino General Plan cannot be constructed.

Existing Conditions

Morning and evening traffic counts were conducted to determine existing intersection traffic
conditions. In addition, truck classification counts were conducted at the study area
intersections. The existing volumes and types of trucks (number of axles) were used in the
conversion of trucks to Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs). The following conversion rates
were used: 2-axle trucks = 2.0 cars; 3-axle trucks = 2.5 cars; and 4+ axle trucks = 3.0 cars.
Existing traffic conditions in the study area are identified in Table 12. As identified in the
table, all traffic study area intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels of
service (LOS D or better) in both the AM and PM peak hours.

Table 12: Existing Conditions

Peak Hour
Traffic Morning Evening
Intersection Jurisdiction | Control? | Delay® | LOS*| V/C* | Delay® | LOS* | Vv/C*

E St (NS) at:

Orange Show Rd (EW) - #1 City of SB TS 294 C 10377 36.6 D |[0.557
Washington Ave (NS) at:

Orange Show Rd (EW) - #2 City of SB TS 10.2 B [0.677| 10.9 B |0.759
Waterman Ave (NS) at:

Orange Show Rd (EW) - #5 City of SB TS 28.1 C 10.443| 319 C |0.694

Dumas St (EW) - #6 City of SB CSS 15.6 C N/A | 27.8 D N/A

Park Center Circle N (EW) -

#7 City of SB CSS 14.8 B N/A | 14.1 B N/A

Park Center Circle S (EW) -

#8 City of SB TS 11.6 B [0.763| 13.6 B |0.926

Vanderbilt Way (EW) - #9 City of SB TS 22.0 C |10.577| 18.6 B |0.434
1 When a right turn lane is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped. To function as a right turn lane
there must be sufficient width for right turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes. L = Left; T = Through; R =
Right; > = Right Turn Overlap; d = De facto Right Turn.
2 TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Cross Street Stop
3 Delay, level of service (LOS) and volume to capacity ratio (V/C) has been calculated using the following analysis
software: Traffix, Version 7.9.0215 (2008). Per the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual, overall average intersection
delay and level of service are shown for intersections with traffic signal or all way stop control. For intersections with
cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or movements sharing a
single lane) are shown.
4 LOS = Level of Service; V/C = Volume to Capacity
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Project Trip Generation

Daily and peak hour trips were estimated for the proposed project. Trip generation
estimates are based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual (9th Edition) trip generation rates for High-Cube Warehouse, and the City of Fontana
Truck Trip Generation Study (August 2003). Trip generation rates, PCE factors, and the
resulting trip generation estimates are identified in Table 13. At build-out of the
development, the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 1,282 PCE
vehicle trips on a daily basis, with 87 trips in the morning peak hour and 95 trips in the
evening peak hour.

Table 13: Project Trip Generation

Type of Vehicle

Passenger | 2 Axle 3 Axle 4+ Axle Total
Descriptor Quantity | Units? Car Truck Truck Truck Trucks Total
Land Use: High-Cube Warehouse 564.652 TSF 79.57% 3.46% 4.64% 12.33% 20.43% 100%
Traffic Generation Rates in trips per TSF
Daily 1.337 0.058 0.078 0.207 0.343 1.68
Morning Peak Hour 0.088 0.004 0.005 0.014 0.023 0.11
Evening Peak Hour 0.096 0.004 0.006 0.015 0.025 0.12
Traffic Generation in Vehicles
Daily 755 33 44 117 194 949
Morning Peak Hour
Inbound 36 2 2 6 10 46
Outbound 13 1 1 2 4 17
Total 49 3 3 8 14 63
Evening Peak Hour
Inbound 18 1 1 3 5 23
Outbound 36 2 2 6 10 46
Total 54 3 3 9 15 69
Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) Factor®
\ 1.00 2.00 2.50 3.00
Traffic Generation in PCEs
Daily 755 66 110 351 527 1,282
Morning Peak Hour
Inbound 36 4 5 18 27 63
Outbound 13 2 3 6 11 24
Total 49 6 8 24 38 87
Evening Peak Hour
Inbound 18 2 3 9 14 32
Outbound 36 4 5 18 27 63
Total 54 6 8 27 41 95

1 Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012, Land Use Category 150 and City of Fontana, Truck Trip

Generation Study, August 2003.
2 TSF = Thousand Square Feet

3 Source: City of San Bernardino Development Services Department, Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, June 2015.
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Existing Plus Project

This section addresses the impacts associated with adding project-related trips to Existing
Conditions traffic volumes. The Existing Plus Project scenario is a hypothetical scenario,
which assumes that the proposed project would be fully implemented at the present time,
with no other changes to area traffic volumes or to the street network serving the site. This
analysis assumes full development of the project and full absorption of project traffic on the
circulation system at the present time.

Project-related trips were added to existing traffic volumes to forecast Existing Plus Project
conditions. A summary of the resulting intersection levels of service is provided in Table 14.
Table 14 shows that all study intersections would continue to operate at a LOS D or better
under this scenario, with the exception of the following intersection:

e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle N - #7

Table 14: Existing Plus Project

Existing Existing Plus Project
Peak Project | Significant
Intersection Hour Delay | LOS v/C Delay | LOS Vv/C Impact Impact?
E St (NS) at: Morning 294 C 0.377 294 C 0.385 +0.008 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #1 Evening 36.6 D 0.557 36.8 D 0.561 +0.004 No
Washington Ave (NS) at: Morning 10.2 B 0.677 10.4 B 0.681 +0.004 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #2 Evening 10.9 B 0.759 111 B 0.761 +0.002 No
Project West Access (NS) at: Morning 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.8 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #3 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.9 A N/A N/A No
Project East Access (NS) at: Morning 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #4 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning 28.1 C 0.443 28.2 C 0.444 +0.001 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #5 Evening 31.9 C 0.694 32.6 C 0.702 +0.008 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning 15.6 C N/A 15.0 C N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #6 Evening 27.8 D N/A 22.8 C N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning 14.8 B N/A 46.3 E N/A N/A YES
Park Center Circle N (EW) - #7 | Evening 14.1 B N/A 83.9 F N/A N/A YES
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning 11.6 B 0.763 11.6 B 0.926 +0.163 No
Park Center Circle S (EW) - #8 Evening 13.6 B 0.926 13.6 B 0.926 +0.000 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning 22.0 C 0.577 22.0 C 0.577 +0.000 No
Vanderbilt Way (EW) - #9 Evening 18.6 B 0.434 18.6 B 0.437 +0.003 No
ﬁ'r;/lc\t’v:;strm:c/:‘s’se ((g'\;)) _ | Morning | 00 | 00 | N/A | 114 | B | N/A N/A No
#10 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 13.1 B N/A N/A No

LOS: Level of Service; V/C:
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio
Source: Kunzman Associates
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Existing Plus Ambient Growth (2017)

The Existing Plus Ambient Growth (2017) delay and Level of Service for the study area
roadway network without other development or the proposed project are shown in Table 15.
As shown in the table, study area intersections are forecast to operate at an acceptable
levels of service during the morning and evening peak hours. Under this scenario, a traffic
signal is projected to be warranted at the following study area intersection:

e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle N- #7

Table 15: Existing Plus Ambient Growth

Peak Hour
Traffic Morning Evening
Intersection Control | Delay LOS v/C Delay | LOS v/C
E St (NS) at:
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #1 TS 29.6 C 0.388 37.1 D 0.567
Washington Ave (NS) at:
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #2 TS 10.3 B 0.682 11.2 B 0.762
Waterman Ave (NS) at:
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #5 TS 28.3 C 0.452 32.7 C 0.706
Dumas St (EW) - #6 CSS 231 C N/A 29.4 D N/A
Park Center Circle N (EW) - #7
Without Improvements CSS 14.0 B N/A 14.8 B N/A
With Improvements TS 9.1 A 0.309 7.3 A 0.283
Park Center Circle S (EW) - #8 TS 11.7 B 0.926 13.8 B 0.978
Vanderbilt Way (EW) - #9 TS 22.2 C 0.587 19.0 B 0.450
Source: Kunzman Associates, 2015
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Opening Year (2017)

Opening Year Without Project. To assess Opening Year (2017) traffic conditions, existing
traffic is combined with ambient growth, and other development traffic. Opening Year 2017
traffic volumes have been interpolated from the Year 2035 traffic volumes based upon a
proportion of the future growth increment from the San Bernardino Transportation Analysis
Model (SBTAM) traffic model Year 2008 and Year 2035 average daily traffic volume
forecasts. Study area intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service
during the peak hours without and with improvements.

Opening Year (2017) With Project. Project traffic was added to the Opening Year traffic
conditions to evaluate the project’s contribution to study area intersections. Table 16
identifies that the study area intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of
service during the peak hours, except for the following intersection:

e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle N - #7
Measures are available to mitigate the impact to this intersection to a less than significant
level.

Table 16: Opening Year With Project

Without Project With Project
Peak Project | Significant
Intersection Hour Delay | LOS V/C | Delay | LOS v/C Impact | Impact?®
E St (NS) at: Morning | 29.8 C 0.411 29.8 C 0.419 +0.008 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #1 Evening | 38.4 D 0.582 | 38.7 D 0.586 | +0.004 No
Washington Ave (NS) at: Morning | 10.3 B 0.700 10.5 B 0.704 | +0.004 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #2 Evening | 11.1 B 0.771 114 B 0.773 | +0.002 No
Project West Access (NS) at: Morning 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.8 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #3 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.9 A N/A N/A No
Project East Access (NS) at: Morning 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #4 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 28.3 C 0.452 28.6 C 0.459 +0.007 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #5 Evening | 34.6 C 0.750 | 35.5 D 0.762 | +0.012 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 16.6 C N/A 15.8 C N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #6 Evening | 32.6 D N/A 26.1 D N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 14.8 B N/A 57.7 F N/A N/A YES
Park Center Circle N (EW) - #7 Evening | 15.4 B N/A 99.9 F N/A N/A YES
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 11.6 B 0.837 11.6 B 0.876 | +0.039 No
Park Center Circle S (EW) - #8 Evening | 14.0 B 0.936 14.0 B 0.943 | +0.007 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 22.5 C 0.608 22.5 C 0.608 +0.000 No
Vanderbilt Way (EW) - #9 Evening | 19.2 B 0.470 19.2 B 0.473 | +0.003 No
Alt A: Waterman Ave (NS) at:
Project South Access (EW) - 0.0 0.0 N/A 11.8 B N/A N/A No
#10 Morning 0.0 0.0 N/A 13.8 B N/A N/A No

Source: Kunzman, 2015
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Year (2035)

Year 2035 Without Project. To assess Year 2035 traffic conditions, the Year 2035 Without
Project daily and peak hour directional roadway segment volume forecasts have been
determined using the growth increment approach on the SBTAM traffic model Year 2008
and Year 2035 peak hour volumes. This difference defines the growth in traffic over the 27-
year period. Study area intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service
during the peak hours without and with improvements.

Year 2035 With Project. Project traffic was added to the Year 2035 traffic conditions to
evaluate the project’s contribution to study area intersections. Table 17 identifies that the
study area intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable levels of service during the
peak hours, except for the following intersection:

e Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle N - #7

Measures are available to mitigate the impact to this intersection to a less than significant level.

Table 17: Year 2035 Without and With Project

Without Project With Project
Peak Project | Significant
Intersection Hour | Delay | LOS | V/C | Delay | LOS | V/C | Impact | Impact?
E St (NS) at: Morning | 32.1 C 0.459 | 324 C 0.466 | +0.007 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #1 Evening | 40.8 D 0.606 | 41.3 D 0.609 | +0.003 No
Washington Ave (NS) at: Morning | 7.3 A |0.851| 83 A | 0.952 | +0.101 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #2 Evening | 10.6 B 0.962 | 10.7 B 0.964 | +0.002 No
Project West Access (NS) at: Morning | 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.7 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #3 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.8 A N/A N/A No
Project East Access (NS) at: Morning | 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #4 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 8.4 A N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 29.4 C 0.493 | 29.6 C 0.498 | +0.005 No
Orange Show Rd (EW) - #5 Evening | 37.1 D 0.776 | 37.9 D 0.784 | +0.008 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 17.2 C N/A 16.6 C N/A N/A No
Dumas St (EW) - #6 Evening | 23.0 C N/A | 20.8 C N/A N/A No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 14.8 B N/A 69.0 F N/A N/A YES
Park Center Circle N (EW) - #7 Evening | 19.3 C N/A | 99.9 F N/A N/A YES
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 7.7 A 0.837 | 8.4 A 0.926 | +0.089 No
Park Center Circle S (EW) - #8 Evening | 11.3 B 0.966 | 11.3 B 0.972 | +0.006 No
Waterman Ave (NS) at: Morning | 23.4 C 0.624 | 234 C 0.624 | +0.000 No
Vanderbilt Way (EW) - #9 Evening | 19.8 B 0.539 | 19.8 B 0.542 | +0.003 No
ﬁ:)fe c\:V:(:E’:PTZ:cé\s/: ((Sv?/)) ?t: Morning | 0.0 | 0.0 | N/A | 124 | C | N/A | N/A No
#10 Evening 0.0 0.0 N/A 15.2 C N/A N/A No

Source: Kunzman, 2015.
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Mitigation Measures

b)

c)

d)

e)

TRAF-1 Install traffic signal at Waterman Avenue and Park Center Circle North. The
traffic signals within the study area should include an interconnection of the
traffic signals to function in a coordinated system.

TRAF-2 As mitigation for the potential traffic impacts, the proposed project shall
contribute through local and regional adopted traffic impact fee programs in
addition to any fair share contributions shown within the traffic study which is
not covered within these fee programs.

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion/management agency for designated roads or highways? Less Than
Significant Impact.

The purpose of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) is to develop a coordinated
approach to managing and decreasing traffic congestion by linking the various
transportation, land use, and air quality planning programs throughout the County,
consistent with that of SANBAG. The CMP requires review of substantial individual projects,
which might on their own impact the CMP transportation system. Specifically, the CMP
Traffic Impact Analysis measures impacts of a project on the CMP Highway System.
Compliance with the CMP requirements ensures a city’s eligibility to compete for State gas
tax funds for local transportation projects.

The CMP requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis must include analysis of any CMP arterial
monitoring intersection where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either
the AM or PM weekday peak hour; and any freeway monitoring location where the project
will not add 150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM or PM peak hour. The
proposed project would not add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak
hour to a designated CMP intersection; and would not add 150 or more trips to any freeway
mainline location, in either direction, during either the AM or PM peak hour. Therefore, the
proposed project would not exceed a level of service standard established by the CMP for
designated roads or highways.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks? No Impact.

The proposed project would not include any aviation components or structures where height
would be an aviation concern. No associated traffic impacts would occur.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? No Impact.

The proposed project does not involve any changes that would create new potentially
hazardous conditions or incompatible uses in the project vicinity. Therefore, no impacts are
anticipated.

Result in inadequate emergency access? No Impact.

Under Alternative A, the proposed project would provide two access points from Waterman
Avenue and two points of access from Dumas Street. Alternative B would provide two
access points from Dumas Street and one access point from Waterman Avenue.
Constructed roadways and driveways are required to meet access standards of the San

Waterman Industrial Center Initial Study | 69



Bernardino City Fire Department. Compliance with the Fire Department requirements would
ensure impacts remain less than significant.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? No
Impact.

The proposed project has been designed to be consistent with local policies, plans, and
programs supporting alternative transportation. The main alternative transportation modes
available to the project would be bus transit and bicycle access. Transit service is provided
by Omnitrans; Transit Route 5 operates on Waterman Avenue, and Transit Routes 2 and 15
operate on E Street. Sidewalks would be provided along the project frontages. The project
would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding alternative modes of
transportation. No impact would result.

Cumulative Impacts

The TIA and Addendum address both the project-specific and the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts. The project would have a significant impact to the intersection of
Waterman Avenue at Park Center Circle North; this impact can be mitigated to a less than
significant level.
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17. Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
Would the project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the |:| |:| |Z| |:|

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could D D D IZI
cause significant environmental effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause [ [ [ X
significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitiements and resources, or ] ] X ]
are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the ] ] X ]
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board? Less Than Significant Impact.

The San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (SBMWD) treats, and disposes of all of
the City’s sewage at the San Bernardino Water Reclamation Plant and the Rapid Infiltration
and Extraction. The SBMWD is permitted to treat 40 million gallons per a day (MGD). The
average daily flow is 22 MGDS. Sanitary sewer lines that serve the project site are
maintained by the City of San Bernardino and are already in place to serve the proposed
project.

6 Written correspondence from Michael Nevarez, Associate Engineer, San Bernardino Municipal Water Department provided
on 10/07/15.
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b)

c)

d)

Since the City’s wastewater treatment facilities are operating below the permitted capacity
of 40 MGD, it is anticipated that wastewater generated by the proposed project would not
result in an exceedance of any wastewater treatment requirements of the Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Impacts would be considered less than
significant.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? No Impact.

Sewer and water lines are already in place to serve the project, and expansion of existing
facilities or construction of new wastewater treatment facilities would not be needed for
implementation of the proposed project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

Require or result in the construction of nhew storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
No Impact.

Off-site street improvements for the proposed project would include curbs, gutters, and
sidewalks on the south side of Dumas Street and the relocation of one storm drain inlet to
outside of a proposed driveway on Waterman Avenue. Potential environmental impacts from
the off-site improvements are analyzed as part of this Initial Study. According to the Water
Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared for this project, a few landscaped areas would
have vegetated swales which would connect to the nearest curb inlet within the adjacent
parking lot. Through a series of curb inlets and grated inlets, storm water would be collected
on site and discharged into one of two underground infiltration basins. These two basins
would be the primary treatment method for the project site and are sized to contain the
100-year storm event.

The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. No impacts would result.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? Less Than Significant Impact.

The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (SBMWD) provides domestic water
for the City and the unincorporated areas of San Bernardino?. Buildout of the project site
was anticipated in the City’s General Plan and General Plan EIR and was planned for in the
2010 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan8. The City’s General
Plan land use designations for the project site are Industrial and Open Space. However,
there is currently a golf course driving range on the land designated as open space. The
Project proposes to develop the driving range only; the golf course will remain. The project
proposes the entire project site be an industrial land use designation under the General
Plan. Since the project would not change the land use designation in the General Plan to a
more water intensive use, it would not increase the demand for water supplies on the
project site beyond what has been planned for. Therefore, impacts are considered less than
significant in this regard.

7 City of San Bernardino General Plan. Utility Element, Page 9-10. November 2005.
8 Kennedy/Jenks Consultants. 2010 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan. 2010 as amended
September 2012.
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e)

)

8)

On April 1, 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-29-15. Key provisions include
ordering the State Water Resources Control Board to impose restrictions to achieve a 25
percent reduction in potable urban water usage through February 28, 2016; directing the
California Department of Water Resources to lead a statewide initiative, in partnership with
local agencies, to collectively replace 50 million square feet of lawns and ornamental turf
with drought tolerant landscapes; and directing the California Energy Commission to
implement a statewide appliance rebate program to provide monetary incentives for the
replacement of inefficient household devices. Approval of the Project will not preclude the City
from complying with this Executive Order.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? Less Than Significant Impact.

Refer to response V.17(a) and (b) above. The wastewater infrastructure needed to serve the
project site is already in place, and the City’s wastewater facilities have adequate capacity
to serve the project’s demand. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs? Less Than Significant Impact.

The City of San Bernardino Refuse and Recycling Division provides collection services to
residential and commercial customers for refuse, recyclables, and green waste®. The City
utilizes Materials Recovery Facilities (MRF) to manage collected waste and recyclables. The
Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc. East Valley Transfer and Recycling MRF has the expansion
capability to accommodate up to 10,000 tons per day. It is not anticipated that the
proposed project would affect existing facilities and cause the need to construct a new
facility1.

The Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, which serves the Valley region of San Bernardino County,
has remaining capacity and is anticipated to remain open until 203311, Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? Less
Than Significant Impact.

Refer to response V.17(f) above. The Mid-Valley Landfill is a facility that has been
constructed to meet all required local, State, and federal rules and regulations. The
proposed project would not compromise the City’s compliance with federal, State and local
statues and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant in this
regard.

9

10

City of San Bernardino website, “Public Works — Integrated Waste Management Division.” Accessed 12/11/15.
http://www.ci.san-bernardino.ca.us/cityhall/publicworks/integrated_waste_management_division/default.asp.
Written correspondence from Gracie Johnson, Integrated Waste Field Inspector, City of San Bernardino provided on

10/21/15.

11

CalRecycle website, “Facility/Site Summary Details: Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill (36-AA-0055).” Accessed 12/11/15.
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0055/Detail/.
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Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact with respect to utilities/service
systems. The proposed project would require water and wastewater infrastructure, as well as
solid waste disposal for building facility operation. Development of public utility infrastructure is
part of an extensive planning process involving utility providers and jurisdictions with
discretionary review authority. The coordination process associated with the preparation of
development and infrastructure plans is intended to ensure that adequate resources are
available to serve both individual projects and cumulative demand for resources and
infrastructure as a result of cumulative growth and development in the area. Each individual
project is subject to review for utility capacity to avoid unanticipated interruptions in service or
inadequate supplies. Coordination with the utility companies would allow for the provision of
utility service to the proposed project and other developments. The proposed project and other
planned projects are subject to connection and service fees to assist in facility expansion and
service improvements triggered by an increase in demand. Because of the utility planning and
coordination activities described above, no significant cumulative utility impacts are anticipated.
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18. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Mitigation  Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project:

a.

Di

a)

b)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the

quality of the environment, substantially reduce

the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or ] = ] ]
animal community, reduce the number or restrict

the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal

or eliminate important examples of the major

periods of California history or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are individually

limited, but cumulatively considerable?

("Cumulatively considerable" means that the

incremental effects of a project are considerable ] X ] ]

when viewed in connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current projects, and

the effects of probable future projects)?p

Does the project have environmental effects

which will cause substantial adverse effects on ] ] X ]

human beings, either directly or indirectly?

scussion

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? Less Than Significant
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.
As described throughout the analysis above, the proposed project would not result in any
significant impacts to the environment that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level through the application of uniformly applied development policies and/or standards.
The proposed project would be required to implement a range of standard and uniformly
applied development policies and standards, as well as implement mitigation measures
identified in the analysis herein, which would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable

(Cumulatively considerable means the projects incremental effects are considerable when
compared to the past, present, and future effects of other projects)? Less Than Significant
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.

The proposed project would result in significant impacts in the following areas: biological
resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, noise and
transportation/traffic. A Mitigation Program has been prepared for each of these
environmental issue areas in order to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.
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c)

Standard conditions would also be imposed upon the project. Other new development
projects within the City would also be subject to these requirements.

All other impacts of the project were determined either to have no impact or to be less than
significant, without the need for mitigation. Cumulatively, the proposed project would not
result in any significant impacts that would substantially combine with impacts of other
current or probable future impacts. Therefore, the proposed project, in conjunction with
other future projects, would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts.

Does the project have environmental effects which will have substantial adverse effects on
human beings, directly or indirectly? Less Than Significant Impact.

As discussed in the respective sections, the proposed project would have no potentially
significant impacts. Therefore, impacts related to adverse effects on human beings would
be less than significant.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SETTING

A. Purpose and Objectives

This study was performed to address the possibility of regional and local air quality impacts,
global climate change impacts, and cancer risk from diesel emissions. The objectives of the
study include:

m  documentation of the atmospheric setting

m  discussion of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases

m  discussion of the air quality and global climate change regulatory framework

m discussion of the air quality, greenhouse gases, and cancer risk thresholds of
significance

m  analysis of the construction related air quality and greenhouse gas emissions

m  analysis of the operations related air quality and greenhouse gas emissions

m  analysis of the operations related cancer risk from diesel emissions

m recommendations for mitigation measures

m  analysis of the conformity of the proposed project with the SCAQMD AQMP

The City of San Bernardino is the lead agency responsible for preparation of this air quality
analysis, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act authorizing legislation.
Although this is a technical report, every effort has been made to write the report clearly
and concisely. To assist the reader with terms unique to air quality and global climate
change, a definition of terms has been provided in Appendix A.

B. Project Location

The project is located on the southwest corner of the Waterman Avenue and Dumas Drive
intersection in the City of San Bernardino. A vicinity map showing the project location is
provided on Figure 1.

According to the SCAQMD’s MATES-IV study, the project area has an estimated ambient
cancer risk of 336.39 in one million. This increased cancer risk is largely due to the
proximity to the I-10 and [-215 Freeways. In comparison the average cancer risk for San
Bernardino County is 339 in one million.

C. Project Description

The approximately 25.25 acre project site is proposed to be developed with a 564,652
square foot high-cube warehouse distribution center with 452 total parking stalls, including
281 warehouse parking spaces and 171 trailer parking spaces, and 24 bicycle stalls. The
project also includes 103,585 gross square feet of landscaping. The proposed project will
have access to Waterman Avenue and Dumas Drive. Figure 2 illustrates the project site
plan.



Phasing and Timing

The project will be constructed in one phase. The construction of the project is expected to
begin June 2016 and be completed in March 2017. The project will be operational in 2017.

Sensitive Receptors in Project Vicinity

For the purposes of a CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a
receptor such as a residence, hospital, or convalescent facility where it is possible that an
individual could remain at the location for 24 hours. SCAQMD also considers land uses such
schools, child care centers, athletic facilities, and playgrounds to be sensitive receptors.
Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the definition of sensitive receptor
because employees do not typically remain on-site for a full 24 hours, but are present for
shorter periods of time, such as eight hours.

The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family detached residential
dwelling units on the north side of Dumas Street (approximately 65 feet from the project’s
northern property line), the single-family detached residential dwelling unit to the west of
the project site (approximately 170 feet from the western property line). The San
Bernardino Public Golf Course is located adjacent to the southern and southwestern
property line.

Executive Summary of Findings

Construction-Source Emissions

Project construction-source emissions would not exceed applicable regional thresholds of
significance established by the SCAQMD. For localized emissions, the project will not
exceed applicable Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) established by the SCAQMD.

Project construction-source emissions would not conflict with the Basin Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP). As discussed herein, the project will comply with all applicable
SCAQMD construction-source emission reduction rules and guidelines. Project construction
source emissions would not cause or substantively contribute to violation of the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) or National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Established requirements addressing construction equipment operations, and construction
material use, storage, and disposal requirements act to minimize odor impacts that may
result from construction activities. Moreover, construction-source odor emissions would be
temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature and would not result in persistent
impacts that would affect substantial numbers of people. Potential construction-source
odor impacts are therefore considered less-than-significant.

Operational-Source Emissions

With incorporation of mitigation measures, the project operational-sourced emissions
would not exceed applicable regional thresholds of significance established by the
SCAQMD. Project operational-source emissions would not result in or cause a significant
localized air quality impact as discussed in the Operations-Related Local Air Quality Impacts
section of this report. Additionally, project-related traffic will not cause or result in CO



concentrations exceeding applicable state and/or federal standards (CO “hotspots). The
Diesel Emissions Health Risk Assessment conducted for this project showed that DPM
emissions from project-related truck traffic will not cause a significantly elevated cancer risk
or significant non-cancer-related health risk to nearby receptors. Project operational-
source emissions would therefore not adversely affect sensitive receptors within the vicinity
of the project.

With mitigation, project operational-source emissions would not conflict with the Basin Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The project's emissions meet SCAQMD regional
thresholds and will not result in a significant cumulative impact. The project does not
propose any such uses or activities that would result in potentially significant operational-
source odor impacts. Potential operational-source odor impacts are therefore considered
less-than significant.

Project-related GHG emissions are also considered to be less than significant, with
mitigation, and the project does not conflict with the goals of the SANBAG GHG Reduction
Plan for the City of San Bernardino.



Figure 1
Project Location Map
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Figure 2
Site Plan
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Il. ATMOSPHERIC SETTING

The project site is located within the western portion of San Bernardino County, which is part of
the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) that includes all of Orange County as well as the non-desert
portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. The South Coast Air Basin is
located on a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills to the east. Regionally, the
South Coast Air Basin is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the southwest and high mountains to the
east forming the inland perimeter. The project site is located toward the northeast portion of the
South Coast Air Basin near the foot of the San Bernardino Mountains, which define the eastern
boundary of the South Coast Air Basin.

The climate of western San Bernardino County, technically called an interior valley subclimate of
the Southern California’s Mediterranean-type climate, is characterized by hot dry summers, mild
moist winters with infrequent rainfall, moderate afternoon breezes, and generally fair weather.
Occasional periods of strong Santa Ana winds and winter storms interrupt the otherwise mild
weather pattern. The clouds and fog that form along the area’s coastline rarely extend as far
inland as western San Bernardino County. When morning clouds and fog form, they typically burn
off quickly after sunrise. The most important weather pattern from an air quality perspective is
associated with the warm season airflow across the populated areas of the Los Angeles Basin.
This airflow brings polluted air into western San Bernardino County late in the afternoon. This
transport pattern creates unhealthful air quality that may extend to the project site particularly
during the summer months.

Winds are an important parameter in characterizing the air quality environment of a project site
because they both determine the regional pattern of air pollution transport and control the rate
of dispersion near a source. Daytime winds in western San Bernardino County are usually light
breezes from off the coast as air moves regionally onshore from the cool Pacific Ocean to the
warm Mojave Desert interior of Southern California. These winds allow for good local mixing, but
as discussed above, these coastal winds carry significant amounts of industrial and automobile air
pollutants from the densely urbanized western portion of the South Coast Air Basin into the
interior valleys which become trapped by the mountains that border the eastern edge of the
South Coast Air Basin.

In the summer, strong temperature inversions may occur that limit the vertical depth through
which air pollution can be dispersed. Air pollutants concentrate because they cannot rise through
the inversion layer and disperse. These inversions are more common and persistent during the
summer months. Over time, sunlight produces photochemical reactions within this inversion
layer that creates ozone, a particularly harmful air pollutant. Occasionally, strong thermal
convections occur which allows the air pollutants to rise high enough to pass over the mountains
and ultimately dilute the smog cloud.

In the winter, light nocturnal winds result mainly from the drainage of cool air off of the
mountains toward the valley floor while the air aloft over the valley remains warm. This forms a
type of inversion known as a radiation inversion. Such winds are characterized by stagnation and
poor local mixing and trap pollutants such as automobile exhaust near their source. While these
inversions may lead to air pollution “hot spots” in heavily developed coastal areas of the basin,
there is not enough traffic in inland valleys to cause any winter air pollution problems. Despite



light wind conditions, especially at night and in the early morning, winter is generally a period of
good air quality in the project vicinity.

The temperature and precipitation levels for the City of San Bernardino are shown below in Table
1. Table 1 shows that August is typically the warmest month and December is typically the
coolest month. Rainfall in the project area varies considerably in both time and space. Almost all
the annual rainfall comes from the fringes of mid-latitude storms from late November to early
April, with summers being almost completely dry.



Table 1

San Bernardino Monthly Climate Data’

Month of Year

Descriptor Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Ave. Max. 664 | 68 | 716 | 768 | 822 | 889 | 947 | 956 | 911 | 826 | 702 | 66.2
Temperature
Avg. Min. 421 441 46.3 49.9 54.6 58.6 63.1 64.1 61 54.4 44.8 41.5
Temperature
Avg. Total

Precipitation 2.99 3.69 2.85 1.06 0.22 0.08 0.04 0.18 0.29 0.57 1.18 2.05
(in.)

! Source: http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca7723



lll. POLLUTANTS

Pollutants are generally classified as either criteria pollutants or non-criteria pollutants. Federal
ambient air quality standards have been established for criteria pollutants, whereas no ambient
standards have been established for non-criteria pollutants. For some criteria pollutants,
separate standards have been set for different periods. Most standards have been set to protect
public health. For some pollutants, standards have been based on other values (such as
protection of crops, protection of materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions). A summary of
federal and state ambient air quality standards is provided in the Regulatory Framework section.

A. Criteria Pollutants

The criteria pollutants consist of: ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide,
lead, and particulate matter. These pollutants can harm your health and the environment,
and cause property damage. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) calls these
pollutants “criteria” air pollutants because it regulates them by developing human health-
based and/or environmentally-based criteria for setting permissible levels. The following
provides descriptions of each of the criteria pollutants.

1. Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) is the generic term for a group of highly reactive gases which
contain nitrogen and oxygen. While most NOx are colorless and odorless,
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO3) can often be seen as a reddish-brown layer
over many urban areas. NOx form when fuel is burned at high temperatures, as in a
combustion process. The primary manmade sources of NOx are motor vehicles,
electric utilities, and other industrial, commercial, and residential sources that burn
fuel. NOx reacts with other pollutants to form, ground-level ozone, nitrate particles,
acid aerosols, as well as NO,, which cause respiratory problems. NOx and the
pollutants formed from NOx can be transported over long distances, following the
patterns of prevailing winds. Therefore controlling NOx is often most effective if done
from a regional perspective, rather than focusing on the nearest sources.

2.  Ozone (0s)

Ozone is not usually emitted directly into the air but at ground-level is created by a
chemical reaction between NOx and volatile organic compounds (VOC) in the presence
of sunlight. Motor vehicle exhaust, industrial emissions, gasoline vapors, chemical
solvents as well as natural sources emit NOx and VOC that help form ozone. Ground-
level ozone is the primary constituent of smog. Sunlight and hot weather cause
ground-level ozone to form with the greatest concentrations usually occurring
downwind from urban areas. Ozone is subsequently considered a regional pollutant.
Ground-level ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility
to respiratory infections and can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other
materials. Because NOx and VOC are ozone precursors, the health effects associated
with ozone are also indirect health effects associated with significant levels of NOx and
VOC emissions.



Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas that is formed when carbon in fuel is
not burned completely. It is a component of motor vehicle exhaust, which contributes
about 56 percent of all CO emissions nationwide. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO
emissions may come from motor vehicle exhaust. Other sources of CO emissions
include industrial processes (such as metals processing and chemical manufacturing),
residential wood burning, and natural sources such as forest fires. Woodstoves, gas
stoves, cigarette smoke, and unvented gas and kerosene space heaters are indoor
sources of CO. The highest levels of CO in the outside air typically occur during the
colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent. The air
pollution becomes trapped near the ground beneath a layer of warm air. CO is
described as having only a local influence because it dissipates quickly. Since CO
concentrations are strongly associated with motor vehicle emissions, high CO
concentrations generally occur in the immediate vicinity of roadways with high traffic
volumes and traffic congestion, active parking lots, and in automobile tunnels. Areas
adjacent to heavily traveled and congested intersections are particularly susceptible to
high CO concentrations.

CO is a public health concern because it combines readily with hemoglobin and thus
reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream. The health threat
from lower levels of CO is most serious for those who suffer from heart disease such as
angina, clogged arteries, or congestive heart failure. For a person with heart disease, a
single exposure to CO at low levels may cause chest pain and reduce that person’s
ability to exercise; repeated exposures may contribute to other cardiovascular effects.
High levels of CO can affect even healthy people. People who breathe high levels of
CO can develop vision problems, reduced ability to work or learn, reduced manual
dexterity, and difficulty performing complex tasks. At extremely high levels, CO is
poisonous and can cause death.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO»)

Sulfur Oxide (SOx) gases (including sulfur dioxide [SO,]) are formed when fuel
containing sulfur, such as coal and oil is burned, and from the refining of gasoline. SOx
dissolves easily in water vapor to form acid and interacts with other gases and particles
in the air to form sulfates and other products that can be harmful to people and the
environment.

Lead (Pb)

Lead is a metal found naturally in the environment as well as manufactured products.
The major sources of lead emissions have historically been motor vehicles and
industrial sources. Due to the phase out of leaded gasoline, metal processing is now
the primary source of lead emissions to the air. High levels of lead in the air are
typically only found near lead smelters, waste incinerators, utilities, and lead-acid
battery manufacturers. Exposure of fetuses, infants and children to low levels of lead
can adversely affect the development and function of the central nervous system,
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leading to learning disorders, distractibility, inability to follow simple commands, and
lower intelligence quotient. In adults, increased lead levels are associated with
increased blood pressure.

6. Particulate Matter (PM)

Particulate matter (PM) is the term for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets
found in the air. Particulate matter is made up of a number of components including
acids (such as nitrates and sulfates), organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust
particles. The size of particles is directly linked to their potential for causing health
problems. Particles that are less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10) are the
particles that generally pass through the throat and nose and enter the lungs. Once
inhaled, these particles can affect the heart and lungs and cause serious health effects.
Particles that are less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5) have been designated
as a subset of PM10 due to their increased negative health impacts and its ability to
remain suspended in the air longer and travel further.

7. Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs)

Although not a criteria pollutant, reactive organic gases (ROGs), or VOCs, are defined
as any compound of carbon—excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic
acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate—that participates in
atmospheric photochemical reactions. Although there are slight differences in the
definition of ROGs and VOCs, the two terms are often used interchangeably. Indoor
sources of VOCs include paints, solvents, aerosol sprays, cleansers, tobacco smoke,
etc. Outdoor sources of VOCs are from combustion and fuel evaporation. A reduction
in VOC emissions reduces certain chemical reactions that contribute to the
formulation of ozone. VOCs are transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere,
which contribute to higher PM10 and lower visibility.

B. Other Pollutants of Concern

1. Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the above-listed criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants (TACs) are
another group of pollutants of concern. Sources of toxic air contaminants include
industrial processes such as petroleum refining and chrome plating operations,
commercial operations such as gasoline stations and dry cleaners, and motor vehicle
exhaust. Cars and trucks release at least forty different toxic air contaminants. The
most important of these toxic air contaminants, in terms of health risk, are diesel
particulates, benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde. Public
exposure to toxic air contaminants can result from emissions from normal operations
as well as accidental releases. Health effects of toxic air contaminants include cancer,
birth defects, neurological damage, and death.

Toxic air contaminants are less pervasive in the urban atmosphere than criteria air

pollutants, however they are linked to short-term (acute) or long-term (chronic or
carcinogenic) adverse human health effects. There are hundreds of different types of
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toxic air contaminants with varying degrees of toxicity. Sources of toxic air
contaminants include industrial processes, commercial operations (e.g., gasoline
stations and dry cleaners), and motor vehicle exhaust.

According to the 2005 California Almanac of Emissions and Air Quality, the majority of
the estimated health risk from toxic air contaminants can be attributed to relatively
few compounds, the most important of which is diesel particulate matter (DPM).
Diesel particulate matter is a subset of PM2.5 because the size of diesel particles are
typically 2.5 microns and smaller. The identification of diesel particulate matter as a
toxic air contaminant in 1998 led the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt
the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-fueled
Engines and Vehicles in September 2000. The plan’s goals are a 75-percent reduction
in diesel particulate matter by 2010 and an 85-percent reduction by 2020 from the
2000 baseline. Diesel engines emit a complex mixture of air pollutants, composed of
gaseous and solid material. The visible emissions in diesel exhaust are known as
particulate matter or PM, which includes carbon particles or “soot.” Diesel exhaust
also contains a variety of harmful gases and over 40 other cancer-causing substances.
California’s identification of diesel particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant was
based on its potential to cause cancer, premature deaths, and other health problems.
Exposure to diesel particulate matter is a health hazard, particularly to children whose
lungs are still developing and the elderly who may have other serious health problems.
Overall, diesel engine emissions are responsible for the majority of California’s
potential airborne cancer risk from combustion sources.

2.  Asbestos

Asbestos is listed as a TAC by ARB and as a Hazardous Air Pollutant by the EPA.
Asbestos occurs naturally in mineral formations and crushing or breaking these rocks,
through construction or other means, can release asbestoform fibers into the air.
Asbestos emissions can result from the sale or use of asbestos-containing materials,
road surfacing with such materials, grading activities, and surface mining. The risk of
disease is dependent upon the intensity and duration of exposure. When inhaled,
asbestos fibers may remain in the lungs and with time may be linked to such diseases
as asbestosis, lung cancer, and mesothelioma. Naturally occurring asbestos is not
present in San Bernardino County. The nearest likely locations of naturally occurring
asbestos, as identified in the General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California
prepared by the California Division of Mines and Geology, is located in Santa Barbara
County. Due to the distance to the nearest natural occurrences of asbestos, the
project site is not likely to contain asbestos.

Greenhouse Gases

Constituent gases of the Earth’s atmosphere, called atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHG),
play a critical role in the Earth’s radiation amount by trapping infrared radiation emitted
from the Earth’s surface, which otherwise would have escaped to space. Prominent
greenhouse gases contributing to this process include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CHy),
ozone, water vapor, nitrous oxide (N;O), and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs).  This
phenomenon, known as the Greenhouse Effect, is responsible for maintaining a habitable
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climate. Anthropogenic (caused or produced by humans) emissions of these greenhouse
gases in excess of natural ambient concentrations are responsible for the enhancement of
the Greenhouse Effect and have led to a trend of unnatural warming of the Earth’s natural
climate, known as global warming or climate change. Emissions of gases that induce global
warming are attributable to human activities associated with industrial/manufacturing,
agriculture, utilities, transportation, and residential land uses. Transportation is responsible
for 41 percent of the State’s greenhouse gas emissions, followed by electricity generation.
Emissions of CO, and nitrous oxide (NOx) are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion.
Methane, a potent greenhouse gas, results from off-gassing associated with agricultural
practices and landfills. Sinks of CO,, where CO; is stored outside of the atmosphere, include
uptake by vegetation and dissolution into the ocean. The following provides a description
of each of the greenhouse gases and their global warming potential.

1. Water Vapor

Water vapor is the most abundant, important, and variable GHG in the atmosphere.
Water vapor is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere it maintains a climate
necessary for life. Changes in its concentration are primarily considered a result of
climate feedbacks related to the warming of the atmosphere rather than a direct
result of industrialization. The feedback loop in which water is involved in is critically
important to projecting future climate change. As the temperature of the atmosphere
rises, more water is evaporated from ground storage (rivers, oceans, reservoirs, soil).
Because the air is warmer, the relative humidity can be higher (in essence, the air is
able to “hold” more water when it is warmer), leading to more water vapor in the
atmosphere. As a GHG, the higher concentration of water vapor is then able to absorb
more thermal indirect energy radiated from the Earth, thus further warming the
atmosphere. The warmer atmosphere can then hold more water vapor and so on and
so on. This is referred to as a “positive feedback loop.” The extent to which this
positive feedback loop will continue is unknown as there is also dynamics that put the
positive feedback loop in check. As an example, when water vapor increases in the
atmosphere, more of it will eventually also condense into clouds, which are more able
to reflect incoming solar radiation (thus allowing less energy to reach the Earth’s
surface and heat it up).

2. Carbon Dioxide

The natural production and absorption of CO, is achieved through the terrestrial
biosphere and the ocean. However, humankind has altered the natural carbon cycle
by burning coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. Since the industrial revolution began in
the mid 1700s. Each of these activities has increased in scale and distribution. CO;
was the first GHG demonstrated to be increasing in atmospheric concentration with
the first conclusive measurements being made in the last half of the 20th century.
Prior to the industrial revolution, concentrations were fairly stable at 280 parts per
million (ppm). The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) indicates that
concentrations were 379 ppm in 2005, an increase of more than 30 percent. Left
unchecked, the IPCC projects that concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere
is projected to increase to a minimum of 540 ppm by 2100 as a direct result of
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anthropogenic sources. This could result in an average global temperature rise of at
least two degrees Celsius.

Methane

CH; is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, although its atmospheric
concentration is less than that of CO,. Its lifetime in the atmosphere is brief (10 to 12
years), compared to some other GHGs (such as CO,, N,O, and Chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs). CH4 has both natural and anthropogenic sources. It is released as part of the
biological processes in low oxygen environments, such as in swamplands or in rice
production (at the roots of the plants). Over the last 50 years, human activities such as
growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and mining coal have added to the
atmospheric concentration of methane. Other anthropocentric sources include fossil-
fuel combustion and biomass burning.

Nitrous Oxide

Concentrations of N,O also began to rise at the beginning of the industrial revolution.
In 1998, the global concentration was 314 parts per billion (ppb). N,O is produced by
microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions which occur in fertilizer
containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes
(fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle
emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load. It is used as an aerosol spray
propellant (i.e., in whipped cream bottles, in potato chip bags to keep chips fresh, and
in rocket engines and in race cars).

Chlorofluorocarbons

CFCs are gases formed synthetically by replacing all hydrogen atoms in methane or
ethane (C;He) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms. CFCs are nontoxic, nonflammable,
insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the Earth’s
surface). CFCs have no natural source, but were first synthesized in 1928. It was used
for refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents. Due to the discovery that
they are able to destroy stratospheric ozone, a global effort to halt their production
was undertaken. This effort was extremely successful, and the levels of the major
CFCs are now remaining level or declining. However, their long atmospheric lifetimes
mean that some of the CFCs will remain in the atmosphere for over 100 years.

Hydrofluorocarbons

HFCs are synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute for CFCs. Out of
all the GHGs, they are one of three groups with the highest global warming potential.
The HFCs with the largest measured atmospheric abundances are (in order), HFC-23
(CHFs), HFC-134a (CFsCH,F), and HFC-152a (CHsCHF,). Prior to 1990, the only
significant emissions were HFC-23. HFC-134a use is increasing due to its use as a
refrigerant. Concentrations of HFC-23 HFC-134a are now about 10 parts per trillion
(ppt) each. Concentrations of HFC-152a are about 1 ppt. HFCs are manmade for
applications such as automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.
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Perfluorocarbons

PFCs have stable molecular structures and do not break down through the chemical
processes in the lower atmosphere. High-energy ultraviolet rays about 60 kilometers
above Earth’s surface are able to destroy the compounds. Because of this, PFCs have
very long lifetimes, between 10,000 and 50,000 years. Two common PFCs are
tetrafluoromethane (CF;) and hexafluoroethane (C;Fs). Concentrations of CF4 in the
atmosphere are over 70 ppt. The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum
production and semiconductor manufacturing.

Sulfur Hexafluoride

SFe is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. SFs has the
highest global warming potential of any gas evaluated; 23,900 times that of CO..
Concentrations in the 1990s were about 4 ppt. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for
insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the
magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak
detection.

Aerosols

Aerosols are particles emitted into the air through burning biomass (plant material)
and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat
and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light. Cloud formation can also be affected
by aerosols. Sulfate aerosols are emitted when fuel containing sulfur is burned. Black
carbon (or soot) is emitted during biomass burning due to the incomplete combustion
of fossil fuels. Particulate matter regulation has been lowering aerosol concentrations
in the United States; however, global concentrations are likely increasing.

Global Warming Potential

GHGs have varying global warming potential (GWP). The global warming potential is
the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere; it is the cumulative
radiative forcing effects of a gas over a specified time horizon resulting from the
emission of a unit mass of gas relative to the reference gas, CO,. One teragram of
carbon dioxide equivalent (Tg COze) is essentially the emissions of the gas multiplied
by the global warming potential. One teragram is equal to one million metric tons.
The carbon dioxide equivalent is a good way to assess emissions because it gives
weight to the global warming potential of the gas. A summary of the atmospheric
lifetime and the global warming potential of selected gases are summarized in Table 2.
As shown in Table 2, the global warming potential of GHGs ranges from 1 to 22,800.
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Table 2

Global Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes”

Global Warming Potential

Gas Atmospheric Lifetime (100 Year Horizon)
Carbon Dioxide (CO,) -3 1
Methane (CH,) 12 28-36
Nitrous Oxide (NO) 114 298
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 1-270 12-14,800

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 2,600-50,000 7,390-12,200
Nitrogen trifluoride (NF;) 740 17,200
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFg) 3,200 22,800

! Source: http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/gases.html

% Compared to the same quantity of CO, emissions.

® Carbon dioxide's lifetime is poorly defined because the gas is not destroyed over time, but instead moves among different parts of
the ocean—atmosphere—land system. Some of the excess carbon dioxide will be absorbed quickly (for example, by the ocean surface),
but some will remain in the atmosphere for thousands of years, due in part to the very slow process by which carbon is transferred
to ocean sediments.
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IV. AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT

A. Regulatory Setting

The proposed project is addressed through the efforts of various international, federal,
state, regional, and local government agencies. These agencies work jointly, as well as
individually, to improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making,
education, and a variety of programs. The agencies responsible for improving the air
quality are discussed below.

1. International

In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) to evaluate the impacts of global climate change and to develop
strategies that nations could implement to curtail global climate change. In 1992, the
United States joined other countries around the world in signing the United Nations’
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) agreement with the goal of
controlling GHG emissions. As a result, the Climate Change Action Plan was developed
to address the reduction of GHGs in the United States. The plan consists of more than
50 voluntary programs.

Additionally, the Montreal Protocol was originally signed in 1987 and substantially
amended in 1990 and 1992. The Montreal Protocol stipulates that the production and
consumption of compounds that deplete ozone in the stratosphere—CFCs, halons,
carbon tetrachloride, and methyl chloroform—were to be phased out, with the first
three by 2000 and methyl chloroform by 2005.

2. Federal - United States Environmental Protection Agency

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for setting
and enforcing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for atmospheric
pollutants. It regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the
federal government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives. The National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) pollutants were identified using medical
evidence and are shown below in Table 3.

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the EPA requires each state with federal
nonattainment areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that
demonstrates the means to attain the national standards. The State Implementation
Plan (SIP) must integrate federal, state, and local components and regulations to
identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of performance
standards and market-based programs within the timeframe identified in the State
Implementation Plan (SIP).

As indicated below in Table 4, the Basin has been designated by the EPA as a non-
attainment area for ozone (0Os) and suspended particulates (PM10 and PMZ2.5).
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Currently, the Basin is in attainment with the ambient air quality standards for carbon
monoxide (CO), lead, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and nitrogen dioxide (NO,).

In 2011, the Basin exceeded federal standards for either ozone or PM2.5 at one or
more locations on a total of 124 days, based on the current federal standards for 8-
hour ozone and 24-hour PM2.5. Despite substantial improvements in air quality over
the past few decades, some air monitoring stations in the Basin still exceed the NAAQS
for ozone more frequently than any other stations in the U.S. In 2011, three of the top
five stations that exceeded the 8-hour ozone NAAQS were located in the Basin (Central
San Bernardino Mountains, East San Bernardino Valley, and Metropolitan Riverside
County).

PM2.5 in the Basin has improved significantly in recent years, with 2010 and 2011
being the cleanest years on record. In 2011, only one station in the Basin
(Metropolitan Riverside County at Mira Loma) exceeded the annual PM2.5 NAAQS and
the 98th percentile form of the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS, as well as the 3-year design
values for these standards. Basin-wide, the federal PM2.5 24-hour standard level was
exceeded in 2011 on 17 sampling days.

The Basin is currently in attainment for the federal standards for carbon monoxide
(CO), lead, sulfur dioxide (SO,), and nitrogen dioxide (NOz). While the concentration
level of the new 1-hour NO; federal standard (100 ppb) was exceeded in the Basin at
two stations (Central Los Angeles and Long Beach) on the same day in 2011, the
NAAQS NO; design value has not been exceeded. Therefore, the Basin remains in
attainment of the NO, NAAQS.

The EPA designated the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin as nonattainment for
the recently revised (2008) federal lead standard (0.15 pg/m3, rolling 3-month
average), due to the addition of source-specific monitoring under the new federal
regulation. This designation was based on two source-specific monitors in Vernon and
the City of Industry exceeding the new standard in the 2007-2009 period of data used.

In Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency (Docket No. 05-1120), argued
November 29, 2006 and decided April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court held that not
only did the EPA have authority to regulate greenhouse gases, but the EPA's reasons
for not regulating this area did not fit the statutory requirements. As such, the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled that the EPA should be required to regulate CO, and other
greenhouse gases as pollutants under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA).

In response to the FY2008 Consolidations Appropriations Act (H.R. 2764; Public Law
110-161), EPA proposed a rule on March 10, 2009 that requires mandatory reporting
of GHG emissions from large sources in the United States. On September 22, 2009,
the Final Mandatory Reporting of GHG Rule was signed and published in the Federal
Register on October 30, 2009. The rule became effective on December 29, 2009. This
rule requires suppliers of fossil fuels or industrial GHGs, manufacturers of vehicles and
engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more per year of GHG emissions
to submit annual reports to EPA.
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On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings under
section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act. One is an endangerment finding that finds
concentrations of the six GHGs in the atmosphere threaten the public health and
welfare of current and future generations. The other is a cause or contribute finding,
that finds emissions from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines
contribute to the GHG pollution which threatens public health and welfare. These
actions will not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.
However, it is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s proposed GHG emission standards
for light-duty vehicles, which were jointly proposed by the EPA and Department of
Transportation on September 15, 2009.

On March 19, 2015, the Whitehouse announced that President Obama will issue an
Executive Order that will cut the Federal Government’s greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions 40 percent over the next decade from 2008 levels -- saving taxpayers up to
$18 billion in avoided energy costs -- and increase the share of electricity the Federal
Government consumes from renewable sources to 30 percent. Complementing this
effort, several major Federal suppliers are announcing commitments to cut their own
GHG emissions. Today, the Administration is hosting a roundtable that will bring some
of these large Federal suppliers together to discuss the benefits of their GHG reduction
targets or to make their first-ever corporate commitments to disclose emissions and
set new reduction goals.

Together, the combined results of the Federal Government actions and new supplier
commitments will reduce GHG emissions by 26 million metric tons by 2025 from 2008
levels, the equivalent of taking nearly 5.5 million cars off the road for a year. And to
encourage continued progress across the Federal supply chain, the Administration is
releasing a new scorecard to publicly track self-reported emissions disclosure and
progress for all major Federal suppliers, who together represent more than $187
billion in Federal spending and account for more than 40 percent of all Federal
contract dollars.

Since the Federal Government is the single largest consumer of energy in the Nation,
Federal emissions reductions and progress across the supply chain will have broad
impacts. The new commitments announced today support the United States’
international commitment to cut net GHG emissions 26-28 percent below 2005 levels
by 2025, which President Obama first announced in November 2014 as part of an
historic agreement with China. Additionally, the goals build on the strong progress
made by Federal agencies during the first six years of the Administration under
President Obama’s 2009 Executive Order on Federal Leadership on Environmental,
Energy and Economic Performance, including reducing Federal GHG emissions by 17
percent — which helped Federal agencies avoid $1.8 billion in cumulative energy costs
— and increasing the share of renewable energy consumption to 9 percent.?

1 Source: https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/03/19/fact-sheet-reducing-greenhouse-gas-emissions-
federal-government-and-acro.
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State — California Air Resources Board

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), which is a part of the California
Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for the coordination and
administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs within
California. In this capacity, the CARB conducts research, sets the California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), compiles emission inventories, develops suggested
control measures, provides oversight of local programs, and prepares the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for
criteria pollutants are shown in Table 3. In addition, the CARB establishes emission
standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (e.g., hairspray,
aerosol paints, and barbeque lighter fluid), and various types of commercial
equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions.

The South Coast Air Basin has been designated by the CARB as a nonattainment area
for ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. Currently, the South Coast Air Basin is in attainment with
the ambient air quality standards for CO, lead, SO,, NO,, and sulfates and is
unclassified for visibility reducing particles and Hydrogen Sulfide.

On June 20, 2002, the CARB revised the PM10 annual average standard to 20 pg/m3
and established an annual average standard for PM2.5 of 12 pg/m3. These standards
were approved by the Office of Administrative Law in June 2003 and are now effective.
On September 27, 2007 CARB approved the South Coast Air Basin and the Coachella
Valley 2007 Air Quality Management Plan for Attaining the Federal 8-hour Ozone and
PM2.5 Standards. The plan projected attainment for the 8-hour Ozone standard by
2024 and the PM2.5 standard in 2015.

The CARB is also responsible for regulations pertaining to toxic air contaminants. The
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, 1987, Connelly) was
enacted in 1987 as a means to establish a formal air toxics emission inventory risk
qguantification program. AB 2588, as amended, establishes a process that requires
stationary sources to report the type and quantities of certain substances their
facilities routinely release into the South Coast Air Basin. The data is ranked by high,
intermediate, and low categories, which are determined by: the potency, toxicity,
quantity, volume, and proximity of the facility to nearby receptors.

CARB also proposed interim statewide CEQA thresholds for GHG emissions and
released Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for
Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act, on October 24,
2008. The State currently has no regulations that establish ambient air quality
standards for GHGs. However, the State has passed laws directing CARB to develop
actions to reduce GHG emissions, which are listed below.

Assembly Bill 1493

California Assembly Bill 1493 enacted on July 22, 2002, required CARB to develop
and adopt regulations that reduce GHGs emitted by passenger vehicles and light
duty trucks. In 2005, the CARB submitted a “waiver” request to the EPA from a
portion of the federal Clean Air Act in order to allow the State to set more
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stringent tailpipe emission standards for CO, and other GHG emissions from
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. On December 19, 2007 the EPA
announced that it denied the “waiver” request. On January 21, 2009, CARB
submitted a letter to the EPA administrator regarding the State’s request to
reconsider the waiver denial. The EPA approved the waiver on June 30, 2009.

Executive Order S-3-05
The California Governor issued Executive Order S-3-05, GHG Emission, in June
2005, which established the following reduction targets:

] 2010: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels
] 2020: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels
] 2050: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

The executive order directed the secretary of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA) to coordinate a multi-agency effort to reduce GHG
emissions to the target levels. To comply with the Executive Order, the secretary
of CalEPA created the California Climate Action Team (CAT), made up of
members from various state agencies and commissions. The team released its
first report in March 2006. The report proposed to achieve the targets by
building on the voluntary actions of businesses, local governments, and
communities and through State incentive and regulatory programs.

Assembly Bill 32

In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires CARB, to adopt
rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to statewide
levels in 1990 by 2020 through an enforceable statewide emission cap which will
be phased in starting in 2012. Emission reductions shall include carbon
sequestration projects that would remove carbon from the atmosphere and best
management practices that are technologically feasible and cost effective.

On December 6, 2007 CARB released the calculated Year 1990 GHG emissions of
427 million metric tons of CO,e (MMTCO,e). The 2020 target of 427 MMTCO.e
requires the reduction of 169 MMTCO.e, or approximately 30 percent from the
State’s projected 2020 business as usual emissions of 596 MMTCOe and the
reduction of 42 MMTCOze, or almost 10 percent from the 2002-2004 average
GHG emissions. Under AB 32, CARB was required to adopt regulations by
January 1, 2011 to achieve reductions in GHGs to meet the 1990 cap by 2020.
Early measures CARB took to lower GHG emissions included requiring operators
of the largest industrial facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons of CO; in a
calendar year to submit verification of GHG emissions by December 1, 2010. The
CARB Board also approved nine discrete early action measures that include
regulations affecting landfills, motor vehicle fuels, refrigerants in cars, port
operations and other sources that became enforceable on or before January 1,
2010.
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On December 11, 2008 the CARB Board approved a Scoping Plan, with final
adoption May 11, 2009 that proposed a variety of measures including direct
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary
incentives, voluntary actions, a market-based cap-and-trade system, and a fee
regulation to fund the program. In current pending litigation, Association of
Irritated Residents v. California Air Resources Board, a California State trial court
found that the analysis of the alternatives identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan
Functional Equivalent Document (FED) was not sufficient for informed decision-
making and public review under CEQA. In response, CARB has appealed the
decision. In addition, CARB prepared the Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan
Functional Equivalent Document, June 13, 2011. On August 24, 2011 CARB
recertified the complete AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent
Environmental Document revised by the Final Supplement. In December, 2011
the Final Supplement was accepted as sufficient to fulfill the trial court’s March
order.

Senate Bill 1368

Senate Bill 1368 (SB 1368) is the companion Bill of AB 32 and was adopted
September, 2006. SB 1368 requires the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) to establish a performance standard for baseload generation of GHG
emissions by investor-owned utilities by February 1, 2007 and for local publicly
owned utilities by June 30, 2007. These standards could not exceed the GHG
emissions rate from a baseload combined-cycle, natural gas-fired plant.
Furthermore, the legislation states that all electricity provided to the State,
including imported electricity, must be generated by plants that meet the
standards set by California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and California
Energy Commission (CEC).

Executive Order S-1-07

Executive Order S-1-07 was issued in 2007 and proclaims that the transportation
sector is the main source of GHG emissions in the State, since it generates more
than 40 percent of the State’s GHG emissions. It establishes a goal to reduce the
carbon intensity of transportation fuels sold in the State by at least ten percent
by 2020. This Order also directs CARB to determine whether this Low Carbon
Fuel Standard (LCFS) could be adopted as a discrete early-action measure as part
of the effort to meet the mandates in AB 32.

On April 23, 2009 CARB approved the proposed regulation to implement the low
carbon fuel standard. The low carbon fuel standard is anticipated to reduce GHG
emissions by about 16 MMT per year by 2020. The low carbon fuel standard is
designed to provide a framework that uses market mechanisms to spur the
steady introduction of lower carbon fuels. The framework establishes
performance standards that fuel producers and importers must meet each year
beginning in 2011. Separate standards are established for gasoline and diesel
fuels and the alternative fuels that can replace each. The standards are “back-
loaded”, with more reductions required in the last five years, than the first five
years. This schedule allows for the development of advanced fuels that are
lower in carbon than today’s fuels and the market penetration of plug-in hybrid

22



electric vehicles, battery electric vehicles, fuel cell vehicles, and flexible fuel
vehicles. It is anticipated that compliance with the low carbon fuel standard will
be based on a combination of both lower carbon fuels and more efficient
vehicles.

Reformulated gasoline mixed with corn-derived ethanol at ten percent by
volume and low sulfur diesel fuel represent the baseline fuels. Lower carbon
fuels may be ethanol, biodiesel, renewable diesel, or blends of these fuels with
gasoline or diesel as appropriate. Compressed natural gas and liquefied natural
gas also may be low carbon fuels. Hydrogen and electricity, when used in fuel
cells or electric vehicles are also considered as low carbon fuels for the low
carbon fuel standard.

Senate Bill 97

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) was adopted August 2007 and acknowledges that climate
change is a prominent environmental issue that requires analysis under CEQA.
SB 97 directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), which is
part of the State Resource Agency, to prepare, develop, and transmit to CARB
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG
emissions, as required by CEQA, by July 1, 2009. The Resources Agency was
required to certify and adopt those guidelines by January 1, 2010.

Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97 as stated above, on December 30, 2009
the Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the state CEQA
guidelines that address GHG emissions. The CEQA Guidelines Amendments
changed 14 sections of the CEQA Guidelines and incorporate GHG language
throughout the Guidelines. However, no GHG emissions thresholds of
significance are provided and no specific mitigation measures are identified. The
GHG emission reduction amendments went into effect on March 18, 2010 and
are summarized below:

[ | Climate action plans and other greenhouse gas reduction plans can be
used to determine whether a project has significant impacts, based upon
its compliance with the plan.

] Local governments are encouraged to quantify the greenhouse gas
emissions of proposed projects, noting that they have the freedom to
select the models and methodologies that best meet their needs and
circumstances. The section also recommends consideration of several
gualitative factors that may be used in the determination of significance,
such as the extent to which the given project complies with state, regional,
or local GHG reduction plans and policies. OPR does not set or dictate
specific thresholds of significance.  Consistent with existing CEQA
Guidelines, OPR encourages local governments to develop and publish
their own thresholds of significance for GHG impacts assessment.

] When creating their own thresholds of significance, local governments
may consider the thresholds of significance adopted or recommended by
other public agencies, or recommended by experts.
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] New amendments include guidelines for determining methods to mitigate
the effects of greenhouse gas emissions in Appendix F of the CEQA
Guidelines.

| OPR is clear to state that “to qualify as mitigation, specific measures from
an existing plan must be identified and incorporated into the project;
general compliance with a plan, by itself, is not mitigation”.

] OPR’s emphasizes the advantages of analyzing GHG impacts on an
institutional, programmatic level. OPR therefore approves tiering of
environmental analyses and highlights some benefits of such an approach.

] Environmental impact reports (EIRs) must specifically consider a project's
energy use and energy efficiency potential.

Senate Bills 1078, 107, and X1-2 and Executive Orders S-14-08 and S-21-09
Senate Bill 1078 (SB 1078) requires retail sellers of electricity, including investor-
owned utilities and community choice aggregators, to provide at least 20
percent of their supply from renewable sources by 2017. Senate Bill 107 (SB
107) changed the target date to 2010. Executive Order S-14-08 was signed on
November 2008 and expands the State’s Renewable Energy Standard to 33
percent renewable energy by 2020. Executive Order S-21-09 directed CARB to
adopt regulations by July 31, 2010 to enforce S-14-08. Senate Bill X1-2 codifies
the 33 percent renewable energy requirement by 2020.

Senate Bill 375

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) was adopted September 2008 and aligns regional
transportation planning efforts, regional GHG emission reduction targets, and
land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) to adopt a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) or
alternate planning strategy (APS) that will prescribe land use allocation in that
MPOs Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). CARB, in consultation with each MPO,
will provide each affected region with reduction targets for GHGs emitted by
passenger cars and light trucks in the region for the years 2020 and 2035. These
reduction targets will be updated every eight years but can be updated every
four years if advancements in emissions technologies affect the reduction
strategies to achieve the targets. CARB is also charged with reviewing each
MPQ’s sustainable communities strategy or alternate planning strategy for
consistency with its assigned targets.

The proposed project is located within the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), which has authority to develop the SCS or APS. For the
SCAG region, the targets set by CARB are at eight percent below 2005 per capita
GHG emissions levels by 2020 and 13 percent below 2005 per capita GHG
emissions levels by 2035. On April 4, 2012, SCAG adopted the 2012-2035
Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS),
which meets the CARB emission reduction requirements. The Housing Element
Update is required by the State to be completed within 18 months after RTP/SCS
adoption or by October 2013.
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City and County land use policies, including General Plans, are not required to be
consistent with the RTP and associated SCS or APS. However, new provisions of
CEQA would incentivize, through streamlining and other provisions, qualified
projects that are consistent with an approved SCS or APS and categorized as
“transit priority projects”.

Senate Bill X7-7

Senate Bill X7-7 (SB X7-7), enacted on November 9, 2009, mandates water
conservation targets and efficiency improvements for urban and agricultural
water suppliers. SB X7-7 requires the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to
develop a task force and technical panel to develop alternative best
management practices for the water sector. In addition SB X7-7 required the
DWR to develop criteria for baseline uses for residential, commercial, and
industrial uses for both indoor and landscaped area uses. The DWR was also
required to develop targets and regulations that achieve a statewide 20 percent
reduction in water usage.

Assembly Bill 939 and Senate Bill 1374

Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) requires that each jurisdiction in California to divert
at least 50 percent of its waste away from landfills, whether through waste
reduction, recycling or other means. Senate Bill 1374 (SB 1374) requires the
California Integrated Waste Management Board to adopt a model ordinance by
March 1, 2004 suitable for adoption by any local agency to require 50 to 75
percent diversion of construction and demolition of waste materials from
landfills.

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Part 6

CCR Title 24, Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (Title 24) were first established in 1978 in response to a
legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The standards
are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of
new energy efficiency technologies and methods. Although it was not originally
intended to reduce GHG emissions, electricity production by fossil fuels results in
GHG emissions and energy efficient buildings require less electricity. Therefore,
increased energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions.

The Energy Commission adopted 2008 Standards on April 23, 2008 and Building
Standards Commission approved them for publication on September 11, 2008.
These updates became effective on August 1, 2009. CalEEMod modeling
defaults to 2008 standards. 2013 Standards have been approved and became
effective July 1, 2014.

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Part 11

All buildings for which an application for a building permit is submitted on or
after January 1, 2014 must follow the 2013 standards. The 2013 commercial
standards are estimated to be 30 percent more efficient than the 2008
standards; residential standards are 25 percent more efficient. Energy efficient
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buildings require less electricity; therefore, increased energy efficiency reduces
fossil fuel consumption and decreases greenhouse gas emissions.

California Green Building Standards

On January 12, 2010, the State Building Standards Commission unanimously
adopted updates to the California Green Building Standards Code, which went
into effect on January 1, 2011. The Code is a comprehensive and uniform
regulatory code for all residential, commercial and school buildings. CCR Title
24, Part 11: California Green Building Standards (Title 24) became effective in
2001 in response to continued efforts to reduce GHG emissions associated with
energy consumption. CCR Title 24, Part 11 now require that new buildings
reduce water consumption, employ building commissioning to increase building
system efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, and install low
pollutant-emitting finish materials. One focus of CCR Title 24, Part 11 is water
conservation measures, which reduce GHG emissions by reducing electrical
consumption associated with pumping and treating water. CCR Title 24, Part 11
has approximately 52 nonresidential mandatory measures and an additional 130
provisions for optional use. Some key mandatory measures for commercial
occupancies include specified parking for clean air vehicles, a 20 percent
reduction of potable water use within buildings, a 50 percent construction waste
diversion from landfills, use of building finish materials that emit low levels of
volatile organic compounds, and commissioning for new, nonresidential
buildings over 10,000 square feet.

The California Green Building Standards Code does not prevent a local
jurisdiction from adopting a more stringent code as state law provides metho