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1 INTRODUCTION 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR), as lead agency, prepared this final 
environmental impact report (Final EIR) in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15132).  This 
Final EIR contains comments received on the draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) for the proposed 
new 50-bed Mental Health Crisis Facility (MHCF) at the California Institution for Men (CIM) (proposed 
project), responses to those comments, and any revisions to the Draft EIR resulting from comments.  

1.1 PROPOSED PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On September 13, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California ruled in Coleman v. 
Wilson (now Coleman v. Brown) that CDCR was not providing adequate mental health care. Since that time 
CDCR has been undertaking various activities to address the deficiencies identified in the court’s ruling.  The 
provision of constitutionally adequate mental health care, as ordered by the courts, includes but is not 
limited to having licensed facilities that provide 24-hour care for stabilization and treatment of inmates with 
a mental health diagnosis.  Inmates in mental health crisis are required to be placed in a mental health 
crisis facility as quickly as possible, at least no more than 24 hours from diagnosis.  Compliance with the 
court orders requires providing mental health crisis beds distributed throughout the State and the 
recruitment of enough medically-trained mental health care staff to avoid delays in treatment. 

In an April 2017 order, the Coleman court identified, but did not address in full, “the underlying causes of 
the systemic delays in access to mental health crisis beds: too few MHCBs [mental health crisis beds] to 
meet needs and inadequate staff on hand to timely assess inmates who need a crisis bed level of care.”  To 
address the court’s concerns, CDCR plans to locate new MHCFs in areas with the highest potential for 
recruiting and retaining skilled medical professionals.  CDCR is currently operating 34 unlicensed mental 
health crisis beds in the CIM infirmary.  CDCR is proposing to construct a new MHCF at CIM, in consideration 
of its proximity to a recruitment pool of skilled medical professionals and to provide a permanent solution to 
the need for a licensed MHCF. 

The MHCF at CIM would be constructed within the current property boundaries of CIM, in the northwest 
portion of the existing prison grounds.  Inmate-patients are typically transferred to MHCF facilities on a limited-
term basis (approximately ten days); when stabilized, the inmates are transferred to correctional facilities that 
provide the required housing and on-going mental health treatment.  The new two-story MHCF building would 
encompass up to approximately 69,000 gross square feet.  The MHCF building would provide space for 50 
single-occupancy cells (comprised of 46 single cells and 2 double occupancy cells) dedicated to inmates in 
mental health crisis, along with mental health care treatment space, clinical support space, housing, 
recreation, custody, support, and administrative services.  Housing, treatment, and support space would be 
built according to CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines; California Building Standards Code; CCR Title 24; mental 
health licensing; and other state design policies and regulations.  Compliance with CCR Title 24 Building Energy 
Efficiency Standards would result in an energy-efficient building as it relates to electricity and natural gas 
consumption. 

1.1.1 Summary of Key Conclusions of the Draft EIR 

As described in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable 
impacts or cumulatively considerable impacts.  The proposed project would result in potentially significant 
impacts that could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures for Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources, and Biological Resources. 
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The Draft EIR analyzed two alternatives to the proposed project: the No Project Alternative and the 
Alternative Location within CIM Facilities.  The environmentally superior alternative is the proposed project 
because it would not result in greater impacts than any of the alternatives and would avoid all significant 
impacts (with mitigation).  The proposed project also, would best achieve the project objectives. 

1.1.2 Summary of Key Revisions Presented in the Final EIR  

Since release of the Draft EIR, CDCR continued to develop and refine the design of the proposed project.  
The refinements add details of the proposed facility, but most resources addressed in the Draft EIR are 
unaffected by the refinements.  Specifically, the gross square footage of the MHCF in a one-story 
configuration changed from 61,000 gross square feet to approximately 69,000 gross square feet.  A 
preliminary detailed site plan for the proposed MHCF is presented in Exhibit 2-4 of Final EIR Chapter 2, 
“Summary of the Proposed Project.”   

The square footage described in the Draft EIR was identified based on similar MHCFs at other state prisons 
and for the purpose of estimating the construction cost of the facility. As the design process progressed, 
CDCR determined that the design of the proposed MHCF at CIM would not be strictly based on existing 
prototypical facilities at other prisons.  CDCR also recognized the opportunity to address the arrangement of 
the interior of the new facility to achieve an improved therapeutic environment flexible enough to serve 
inmate patients experiencing mental health crisis and inmate patients experiencing other levels or degrees 
of mental illness.  Two aspects of an improved therapeutic environment were increased circulation space 
within housing and treatment areas and better natural lighting.  Other factors leading to the minor increase 
in square footage include staff/inmate security needs, compliance with state building codes, adapting the 
building and related service areas (including secure reception areas for CDCR inmate transport) to the 
proposed site, compliance with all CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines, compliance with fire codes, mental 
health treatment licensing provisions, and energy conservation.   

The increase to approximately 69,000 gross sf did not change the number of proposed mental health crisis 
beds in the facility (50), planned staffing (165), or parking/utility demands.  CDCR still expects that all 
treatment of inmate patients at the proposed MHCF will be for a limited duration of approximately 10 
days.  The proposed MHCF is not planned for long-term inmate housing and treatment.   

The square footage has been updated throughout the Draft EIR, as presented in Chapter 4, “Revisions to the 
Draft EIR.”  Each resource area was also reviewed to determine whether revisions to the impact analysis 
were warranted.  Modeling for the air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy analyses was updated with new 
assumptions based on 69,000 gross square feet (the analysis was “rounded up” to address up to 70,000 
gross square feet) (updates are presented in Appendix B, “Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions,” and Appendix C, “Revised Energy Consumption”).  Significance determinations for greenhouse 
gas and energy impacts did not change.  With the design modification, the local significance threshold for 
respirable particulate matter (PM10) would be exceeded.  As described in revisions to the air quality analysis 
(see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR), a new mitigation measure 
suggested in a comment letter from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (Comment Letter A2; 
see Section 3.2 of this Final EIR, “Comments and Responses”) is presented that would reduce impacts 
below the level of significance.  

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT 

CEQA requires a lead agency that has prepared a Draft EIR to consult with and obtain comments from 
responsible and trustee agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the project, and to provide the 
public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR is the mechanism for responding to 
these comments.  This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR, 
which are reproduced in this document; and to present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications to the 
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Draft EIR, including project updates, made in response to these comments and as a result of CDCR’s 
ongoing planning and design efforts.  The Final EIR will be considered by the Secretary of CDCR when 
deciding whether to approve the proposed MHCF at CIM.  

This Final EIR will also be used by CEQA responsible and trustee agencies to ensure that they have met their 
requirements under CEQA before deciding whether to approve or permit project elements over which they 
have jurisdiction.  It may also be used by other state, regional, and local agencies that may have an interest 
in resources that could be affected by the project or that have jurisdiction over portions of the project.  

The responsible and trustee agencies listed below may have responsibility for, or jurisdiction over, 
implementation of portions of the proposed project: 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
 Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 
 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

1.2.1 Comments That Require Responses 

Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that the focus of the responses to comments shall 
be on the disposition of significant environmental issues.  Responses are not required for comments 
regarding the merits of the proposed project or on issues not related to the project’s environmental impacts.  
Several of the issues raised in comments on the Draft EIR state the commenter’s preference about whether 
the project should be approved, or provide general statements concerning the Draft EIR and its conclusions, 
but without comments regarding the Draft EIR’s specific content.  Detailed responses may not be possible or 
warranted for comments that do not address the environmental impacts of the proposed project and 
whether they were properly addressed in the Draft EIR; these instances are noted in the response to such 
comments.  However, the Secretary of CDCR will review all comments, including those that do not warrant a 
response under CEQA, before considering certification of the Final EIR or approving the proposed project. 

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

On December 6, 2018, CDCR released the Draft EIR for a 53-day public review and comment period (more 
than the 45 days required by law).  The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution 
to reviewing agencies; posted on CDCR’s website (https://www.cdcr.ca.gov/FPCM/Environmental.html); and 
was made available in hardcopy at the Chino Branch Library: 13180 Central Avenue, Chino, CA, 91710 and 
CDCR offices: 9838 Old Placerville Road, Suite B, Sacramento, CA 95827.  A notice of availability of the 
Draft EIR was published in the San Bernardino Sun, the Chino/Chino Hills Champion, the Inland Valley Daily 
Bulletin, and distributed by CDCR to the mailing list for this proposed project. 

CDCR held a public hearing on January 10, 2019, at the at Chaffey College Community Center, to receive 
comments from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR.  The hearing was transcribed by a court reporter. 

Written and verbal comments were received from six local agencies and 21 individuals during the public 
comment period.  Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR,” identifies the 
individuals and agencies that comments, presents their respective comments, and provides responses to 
these comments.  None of information added to the EIR because of comments received or progress on 
CDCR’s proposed project design constitute “significant new information” by CEQA standards (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5); recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted.  

https://www.cdcr.ca.gov/FPCM/Environmental.html
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1.4 DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION  

This Final EIR is organized as follows:  

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose of the Final EIR, summarizes the proposed MHCF project 
(including recent design refinements) and the major conclusions of the Draft EIR, provides an overview of 
the CEQA public review process, and describes the content of the Final EIR. 

Chapter 2, “Summary of the Proposed Project,” describes the location, background, and goals and 
objectives for the proposed MHCF project, and describes the proposed project elements in detail.  

Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR,” contains a list of all parties who 
submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters 
received, a copy of the transcript from the proposed MHCF project public hearing, and responses to the 
comments.  The chapter begins with a set of master responses that were prepared to respond 
comprehensively to multiple comments that raised similar issues.  A reference to the master response is 
provided, where relevant, in responses to individual comments. 

Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents excerpted revisions to the Draft EIR text 
made in response to comments, or to amplify, clarify or make minor modifications or corrections.  Changes 
in the text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is added.  

Chapter 5, “References,” identifies the sources of information cited in this document. 

Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” identifies the lead agency contacts as well as the preparers of this Final EIR. 



 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation  
California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 2-1 

2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT  

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR) proposes to construct and operate a 
new Mental Health Crisis Facility (MHCF) at the California Institution for Men (CIM) (proposed project).  The 
proposed project would be constructed within the current property boundaries of CIM, in the northwest 
portion of the existing prison grounds. 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The property boundaries of CIM, located at 14901 Central Avenue in the City of Chino, encompass 
approximately 1,500 acres owned by the State of California.  CIM is within the central portion of Chino in San 
Bernardino County, approximately 33 miles southeast of downtown Los Angeles (see Exhibit 2-1 for the 
regional location of the proposed project).  Regional access to CIM is by State Route 71.   

There are four secure inmate housing facilities (or “yards”) within CIM: facilities A, B, C, and D.  These 
facilities are all separated from each other, so none share perimeter fencing (see Exhibit 2-2).  The site for 
the proposed MHCF is within the existing secure perimeter of Facility D, at the location currently occupied by 
a closed and disused chapel, a disused/empty swimming pool, as well as associated sidewalks and 
landscaping.  Demolition and removal of these components and related improvements would be necessary 
for construction of the proposed facility.  The facility would be situated directly adjacent to the existing CIM 
inmate infirmary. 

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

The new MHCF building would be configured as two-story building with up to approximately 69,000-gross 
square feet (gsf) of overall building footprint.  As noted in Chapter 1.1.2 of the Final EIR, the approximately 
69,000 gross sf footprint is larger than the 61,000 gross sf footprint evaluated in the Draft EIR, and this 
larger footprint is considered in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR.  This 
is a refinement in project design but does not alter the capacity of the facility.  The MHCF building would 
provide space for a total of 50 beds (comprised of 46 single cells and 2 double occupancy cells) dedicated 
to inmates in mental health crisis, along with mental health care treatment space, clinical support space, 
housing, recreation, custody, support, and administrative services.  Housing, treatment, and support space 
would be built according to CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines; California Building Standards Code; California 
Code of Regulations Title 24; mental health licensing; and other State design policies and regulations.  The 
facility would be constructed to highly secure standards and the building will also be designed to allow the 
provision of other levels of mental health care in addition to crisis.  The slightly larger facility does not require 
additional staffing. 

Other proposed project components include a new access road for the MHCF with a new cyclone fence and 
secure vehicle access area, improvements to the existing pedestrian pathway between the administration 
building and the MHCF site to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and 
resurfacing and restriping portions of the existing administration building parking lot to comply with ADA 
requirements.  A 360-space paved parking lot for staff and visitors would be installed in one of two areas.  
Both options would be located outside of the secure perimeter of Facility D and would be accessed from 
Merrill Avenue.  Parking lot Option A, located just southwest of the Facility D perimeter, would be 
approximately 3 acres.  Parking lot Option B, located south of the Facility D perimeter and immediately east 
of the existing parking lot, would be approximately 2.5 acres.  The MHCF will be built in accordance with the  
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U.S. Green Building Council’s sustainable design principles established through its Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) rating system.  Exhibit 2-3 shows the proposed site plan.  Exhibit 2-4 provides 
additional preliminary detail on the site plan for the proposed MHCF. 

2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

CDCR’s objectives for the proposed project are to: 

 comply with the provisions of the 2017/2018 State Budget Act to prepare preliminary construction plans 
for a 50-bed mental health crisis facility at CIM;  

 facilitate compliance with court orders to provide constitutionally adequate mental health treatment, 
including licensed, permanent mental health treatment services, within the State’s correctional system 
and to reduce transfer times for inmate-patients in a mental health crisis state; 

 locate treatment services in a geographically central area of the greater southern California region to 
complement existing mental health crisis beds in other parts of the State; 

 locate treatment services in a geographically central area of the greater southern California region to 
facilitate recruitment and retention of skilled medical and mental health professionals; and 

 prioritize infill over greenfield (e.g., non-developed land) development by utilizing developed areas and 
existing infrastructure to maximize efficient use of State resources and minimize conversion of natural 
resources, consistent with overall State goals. 
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3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This chapter presents comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which 
concluded on January 28, 2019, including transcribed comments received during the public hearing on 
January 10, 2019.  In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this chapter also 
presents written responses to comments on the Draft EIR and any revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. 

3.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Table 3-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter 
received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter. 

Table 3-1 List of Commenters 
Letter No. Commenter Date 

AGENCIES 

A1 Chino Valley Fire District January 2, 2019 

A2 South Coast Air Quality Management District January 22, 2019 

A3 City of Chino Hills January 23, 2019 

A4 City of Chino January 28, 2019 

A5 Inland Empire Utilities Agency January 28, 2019 

A6 State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  January 29, 2019 

INDIVIDUALS 

I1 Rachel Selleck January 3, 2019 

I2 Cristina Azevedo January 4, 2019 

I3 Patricia Yeates January 5, 2019 

I4 Karen Aguilar-Lee January 7, 2019 

I5 Susan Li January 11, 2019 

I6 Emma Li January 11, 2019 

I7 Daniel Merrill January 11, 2019 

I8 Kevin Chen January 24, 2019 

I9 lafayette9986@gmail.com January 27, 2019 

I10 lafayette9986@gmail.com January 27, 2019 

I11 Steven J. Elie January 28, 2019 

I12 Fernando Palacios January 28, 2019 

I13 Kim Briggs January 28, 2019 

I14 Brigid Bjerke January 28, 2019 

I15 Rita C. Chen January 28, 2019 

I16 Yi Wang January 28, 2019 

I17 Yong Jin January 28, 2019 

I18 Lu Jia Xu January 28, 2019 
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Table 3-1 List of Commenters 
Letter No. Commenter Date 

I19 Alex Wong & Vickie Sun January 28, 2019 
I20 Annaliese Bille January 28, 2019 
I21 Adriana Titus January 29, 2019 

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DRAFT EIR  

PH-1 — PH-6 Karen Comstock, Chief, Chino Police Department January 10, 2019 

PH-7 — PH-10 Kevin Mensen, Chino Police Department January 10, 2019 

PH-11 Gary George, San Bernardino County  January 10, 2019 

PH-12 — PH-16 Nicholas Liguori, Director of Development Services for the City of Chino January 10, 2019 

PH-17 — PH-18 Kyle Collins, Deputy Chief, Chino Valley Fire District January 10, 2019 

PH-19 — PH-21 Donna Marchesi January 10, 2019 

PH-22 — PH-23 Yan-Bo Yang January 10, 2019 

PH-24 — PH-29 Mark Hargrove, Chino City Council January 10, 2019 

PH-30 — PH-31 Marc Lucio, Chino City Council January 10, 2019 

PH-32 Denise Powell January 10, 2019 

PH-33 Dr. Sekhon January 10, 2019 

PH-34 — PH-42 Steve Elie, Director, Inland Empire Utilities Agency January 10, 2019 

PH-43 — PH-44 Deb Baker January 10, 2019 

PH-45 — PH-46 Darian Venerable January 10, 2019 

PH-47 Pat Schaffer January 10, 2019 

PH-48 — PH-50 Maria Rodriguez January 10, 2019 

PH-51 — PH-54 Eunice Ulloa, Mayor, City of Chino  January 10, 2019 

3.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
The verbal and written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are 
provided below.  The comment letters and verbal comments made at the public hearing are reproduced in 
their entirety and are followed by the response(s).  Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, 
each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying comment number in the margin of the 
comment letter. 

3.2.1 Master Responses 

Certain issues and topics that do not pertain to environmental impacts or the adequacy of the Draft EIR were 
made by multiple commenters.  Rather than repeat the responses to comments in each individual comment 
letter, two “Master Responses” are provided below to respond to the two common issues raised in these 
comments.  A reference to the relevant Master Response is provided, where applicable, in responses to the 
related individual comment.   

 Master Response 1: Condition and maintenance of existing infrastructure 
 Master Response 2: Public safety concerns related to possible escapes from the proposed MHCF or in 

transport 
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Master Response 1: Condition and maintenance of existing infrastructure 

Several comments were received regarding the condition of existing infrastructure at CIM given the age of 
the existing buildings.  Similar comments were provided on the Notice of Preparation and addressed in Draft 
EIR Section 2.3, “Scope of the EIR.”  Comments on the Draft EIR cited an audit of CIM conducted in 2008 by 
the Office of the Inspector General (Audit), which identified a number of concerns about the operation of CIM 
including the condition of its existing facilities.  The audit concluded that CDCR’s funding allocation to CIM 
for maintenance and repairs was inadequate to keep the institution in an acceptable state of repair. The 
Audit also outlined a number of other concerns such as staffing vacancies, training, weapons certification, 
facility operations, and the absence of coordinated facility and construction planning services. This is 
addressed further, below. 

As it relates to CEQA, the condition of existing facilities at CIM is part of the baseline environmental 
conditions.  As stated in Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the environmental setting consists 
of those conditions in place at the time the notice of preparation is published (in the case of this EIR, July 
2018), and those conditions “… will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead 
agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  When a project involves ongoing operations, “the 
established levels of a particular use and the physical impacts thereof are considered to be part of the 
existing environmental baseline.” (North Coast Rivers Alliance v. Westlands Water Dist. (2014) 227 
Cal.App.4th 832, 872.)  The Audit pertains only to the condition of the existing infrastructure at CIM at the 
time the Audit was completed. Some of the infrastructure or the conditions (such as inmate population 
totals) affecting the infrastructure has been improved, some not. These are the baseline conditions against 
which the impacts of the proposed project are considered, where relevant (such as water and wastewater 
infrastructure).  

The focus of the EIR is whether the proposed project—the construction of the new MHCF—would cause 
significant environmental impacts.  This EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of building the proposed 
MHCF on the existing CIM facility, including an evaluation of the adequacy of existing utility infrastructure to 
serve the needs of the MHCF. Therefore, while CDCR acknowledges that CIM requires on-going 
maintenance/repairs, and CDCR must work within the funds allocated by the annual State Budget, this is an 
issue that is separate and apart from the proposed project (unless the project results in an adverse 
environmental effect on these facilities).  

Nevertheless, CDCR will address the commenters’ concerns regarding the findings of the 2008 Audit and 
provide additional information on the changes that have occurred at CIM since that time.  A majority of the 
concerns identified in the Audit have either been addressed and/or are issues the institution continues to work 
on (e.g., through budget requests, maintenance programs, etc.).  One significant change since completion of 
the Audit is the reduction in population at CIM.  At the time of the Audit, CIM’s inmate population was in excess 
of 7,000 inmates.  As a result of sentencing law changes and orders imposed by the federal courts, CIM’s 
population has been reduced to approximately 3,700 inmates.  This substantial reduction in population has 
had the positive effect of reducing demands on the prison’s infrastructure.  For example, there has been a 
significant reduction in water and sewer demand, which has made capacity available in these systems (see 
discussion in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR).  As a reception center for CDCR’s Southern California Region, the 
reduction in inmate population also resulted in a significant reduction in traffic related to inbound/outbound 
County Sheriff and CDCR inmate transportation vehicles. (A reception center is a facility used to classify 
inmates after they are transferred to CDCR for incarceration). 

Staff at CIM have reported other improvements to the prison’s operation in response to the 2008 Audit, 
including a reduction in staff vacancies, an improvement in weapons certification, and on-going 
repairs/renovations of facilities and infrastructure.  CDCR also notes that CIM was accredited in 2016 by the 
Commission on Accreditations for Corrections. Institutions seeking accreditation must undergo intensive 
evaluations by the American Correctional Association (ACA) that culminate in the accreditation audit, a 
comprehensive assessment that encompasses every area of prison management including administrative 
and fiscal controls, staff training and development, the physical plant, safety and emergency procedures, 
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conditions of confinement, rules and discipline, inmate programs, health care, food service, sanitation, and 
the provision of basic services affecting the life, safety and health of inmates and staff. Institutions seeking 
accreditation have to comply with 525 ACA standards and score 100 percent for 62 mandatory 
requirements and at least 90 percent on 463 non-mandatory requirements. Half of the mandatory standards 
address health care. 

Regarding the condition of CIM facilities and infrastructure, CDCR has made substantial investment in the 
past five years in projects that improve health care facilities including new and renovated medical clinics, 
pharmacies, dental clinics, and related infrastructure including utility systems, roofs and walkways.  Within 
approximately the last 5 years, the value of these investments has exceeded $35 million.  The proposed 
project would remove unused facilities within CIM (e.g., an unsafe chapel, sidewalks around the chapel, and 
a closed swimming pool).  Removal of these facilities would eliminate the need to maintain these buildings 
and avoid their continuing deterioration. CDCR would design and build the infrastructure elements of the 
new facility to meet all current building codes, energy efficiency standards, and CDCR Design Criteria 
Guidelines. 

The 2008 Audit identified a concern with CDCR’s lack of an effective facility and construction planning office 
that could assist individual correctional facilities with oversight of long-term facility planning, provision of 
construction services (design, budgeting, assuring building code compliance, construction and facility 
management, etc.), and coordination of infrastructure repair/renovation.  Since the audit, CDCR has 
supported the development of an enhanced centralized office that can provide a wide range of facility 
planning and construction services to correctional facilities throughout the state.  CDCR’s Division of Facility 
Planning, Construction and Management also has a regionalized facility management branch that provides 
assistance to facility maintenance staff at each state correctional facility for the purpose of 
budgeting/allocating special repair funds, establishing maintenance repair priorities, and assisting with 
emergency repairs of equipment.    

Finally, comments also suggested that funding be re-allocated to repairing existing infrastructure at CIM as 
an alternative to constructing and operating the proposed 50-bed MHCF.  Under the terms of the annual 
State Budget, CDCR has no authority to transfer any portion of the project funding for infrastructure repairs 
at CIM.  This is not only infeasible but is unrelated to the proposed CIM project and would not meet any 
project objectives (see Chapter 2 of this document for a list of project objectives).  As explained on pages 7-3 
and 7-4 of the Draft EIR, the 2017/2018 State Budget Act specifically allocated funds for preparation of 
preliminary plans for a 50-bed MHCF at CIM, including environmental review.  Re-allocating appropriated 
MHCF funds for repair and maintenance is not authorized by the Act.  This concept is not a feasible 
alternative to development of the proposed MHCF, would meet none of the project objectives, and is, 
therefore, not considered in this EIR. 

Master Response 2: Public safety concerns related to possible escapes from the 
proposed MHCF or in transport 

Several comments were received regarding concerns about public safety related to escapes of inmate-
patients from the proposed MHCF or in transport.  Similar comments were provided on the Notice of 
Preparation and addressed in Draft EIR Section 2.3, “Scope of the EIR.”  The comments regarding public 
safety do not identify any environmental impact requiring review under CEQA.  (Saltonstall v. City of 
Sacramento (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 549, 585 [comments regarding public safety do not implicate a CEQA 
impact]; Baird, et al. v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464, 1469, fn 2.)  Pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 (as well as Section 15131), “An economic or social change by itself shall 
not be considered a significant effect on the environment.”  Because of CEQA requirements, and because 
the facility would be constructed to highly secure standards, this issue is not considered in this EIR.  
Moreover, under CEQA, a public safety issue would not result in a significant impact unless new facilities 
would need to be constructed (such as by the City of Chino) to maintain adequate service, and the 
construction would result in significant environmental effects (see State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Initial 
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Study Checklist Item XIV, Public Services).  In light of the fact that CDCR would design the project to avoid 
escapes, there is no substantial evidence to link the community’s concerns regarding public safety to a 
physical environmental effect. 

Nevertheless, a response is provided below with general information regarding the existing security features 
and protocols at CIM and in the new MHCF.  Please note that CDCR cannot disclose details of its security 
features in a public document.  Such details are confidential to protect the security of the facility.  This 
response provides general information that supports the confidential information used in design and 
operation of facilities.   

Inmate Transport to/from the Proposed MHCF.  Several comments raised concern with public safety 
surrounding transport of inmates to and from the proposed MHCF.  CDCR’s transportation division is 
responsible for transport of CDCR inmates to the proposed MHCF, as well as their subsequent transport to 
another state prison for long-term housing once the treatment period (approximately 10 days) is completed.  
CDCR utilizes vans specifically outfitted with a secure holding enclosure.  Inmate are fully secured within the 
security enclosure for the entire duration of the transport between correctional facilities. Only qualified and 
specifically trained CDCR correctional officers may operate these vehicles and/or provide security support.  
CDCR correctional officers operating transport vans are typically armed. Where inmate patients pose a 
higher security risk, CDCR transport will also provide a second vehicle to accompany the van with the inmate 
patient for the entire duration of the trip to/from the MHCF. Correctional officers operating the second 
vehicle are armed. Transport of all CDCR inmates between state correctional facilities is well coordinated 
with the affected institutions.  Strict on-grounds security protocols assure the safe entry of transport vehicles 
through the main facility gate, the subsequent movement of the transport van through the prison’s perimeter 
vehicular sallyport (a double gate system operated by correctional staff), and subsequently into the receiving 
area for the MHCF. 

CDCR transport vans with inmates experiencing a mental health crisis (with and without back-up depending 
on the respective inmate patient) currently access CIM on a regular basis because of the existing 34-bed 
mental health crisis program operated within the prison’s infirmary in Facility D. A photograph of a standard 
inmate patient transport van was added to Section 3.4.3 in Chapter 3, “Project Description” of the Final EIR.  
CDCR also transports other inmates to and from CIM on a regular basis as part of its typical operations.  

MHCF Security and Additional Fencing.  In addition to the well-established protocols for the secure 
movement of inmate patients in mental health crisis between state correctional facilities, the proposed 
MHCF has been designed to meet all CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines (DCG) for high security occupancy 
(e.g., Level IV classification).  CIM inmates are lower security (levels I and II). CIM also serves as a Reception 
Center, meaning it evaluates newly committed inmates and determines their security classification; 
therefore, CIM may also temporarily house some higher security level inmates in the Reception Center 
before they are sent to their permanent institution.  Inmates from other security levels (Level I through Level 
IV) may be transported to the proposed MHCF temporarily while they are in crisis.  Therefore, the proposed 
MHCF will be constructed to meet the security needs of Level IV inmates.  This level of security requirements 
assures the safe operation of the new MHCF regardless of an inmate’s individual classification (Level I-IV). 

Incorporating security elements of the DCG is a critical element of the design process for Preliminary Plans 
of the proposed MHCF.  The MHCF’s conformance with the DCG is tracked and confirmed through the 
preparation of the final design plans. Inspection provided by CDCR and other inspection services assure 
these elements are clearly included in the completed facility.  The building’s design is also guided by 
compliance with State building codes, fire/life/safety codes and policies, and licensing requirements for a 
state-operated mental health treatment facility.  Occupancy and activation of the new MHCF would not occur 
until there is confirmation that all of these requirements have been met. 

In addition to the design of the proposed MHCF being in compliance with the high security standards of the 
DCG and related building codes, the new facility would be encircled with a separate 12-foot high cyclone 
fence topped with razor wire.  This fence would provide an additional level of security including during the 
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arrival and departure of inmate patients.  See Exhibit 2-4 (Proposed MHCF Site Plan – Preliminary Detail) in 
Chapter 2 of this Final EIR for details on the proposed MHCF’s shape and security fencing.   

As stated in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR: 

“The proposed 50-bed MHCF to be constructed within Facility D directly adjacent to the infirmary would 
not pose a public safety hazard to adjacent residences because it would be designed and built to provide 
a secure building envelope to prevent escapes.  On top of the secure building design, the new MHCF 
would be encircled by a separate cyclone fence that would provide additional redundancy to the existing 
perimeter fencing and security systems of Facility D.  Additionally, CIM recently improved security 
measures associated with the Facility D perimeter.” 

“Finally, and as described in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” the proposed MHCF building would be built 
consistent with CDCR security standards and policies traditionally used for housing maximum security 
(Level IV) inmates.  These enhanced design features include the design of all entrances (e.g., 
staff/visitor entrances), windows, ventilation and fire control systems, security access to roofs and 
observation posts.  The additional security fencing that would encircle the proposed MHCF building 
would provide secure loading and unloading of inmates transferred to the proposed MHCF.  CDCR 
designs its facilities to accommodate the highest security level that might possibly be required, even if a 
lower security level is more regularly needed at the facility.”   
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3.2.2 Agencies 
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Letter 
A1 

Chino Valley Fire District 
Tim Shackelford, Fire Chief 
1/2/2019 

 

A1-1 The comment provides introductory text regarding previous comments submitted during the 
scoping process.  No response is necessary. 

A1-2 The comment provides additional introductory text and summarizes the comments that 
follow.  No response is necessary.  Also, see Master Response 1 regarding maintenance 
issues at CIM. 

A1-3 The comment correctly states that CIM’s fire department personnel does not provide 
emergency medical care and that the Chino Valley Fire District (CVFD) responds to these calls 
at CIM.  The comment also states that the CVFD will be called to provide emergency services 
for the proposed project.  The need for additional fire services is not considered an 
environmental impact under CEQA.  (City of Hayward v. Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2015) 242 
Cal.App.4th 833, 842-43; Guidelines, § 15131.)  “An economic or social change by itself shall 
not be considered a significant effect on the environment.”  (Id.)  Where a social or economic 
change has the potential to cause a significant effect on the environment, the EIR must 
evaluate the possible physical changes. (Guidelines, § 15131.)  The comment has not 
identified any physical changes that may result in the increased use of CVFD fire services.  

 CDCR sincerely appreciates the services provided by the District, notwithstanding the concerns 
expressed in CVFD’s comment letter.  As stated on page 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR, of the 12,400 
incidents that CVFD responded to in 2017, 174 were at CIM.  The District did not provide a 
breakdown of the areas and yards within CIM grounds where these calls originated.  Using this 
general value for the entire prison, the calls to CIM represent 1.4 percent of CVFD’s overall 
responses for 2017 and a rate of 0.05 calls to CVFD per person at CIM.  Using the average 
overall call-out number to CVFD for CIM incidents in 2017, an increase of up to 50 inmate-
patients as a result of the activation of the new MHCF is projected to result in 2.5 additional calls 
to CVFD annually.  This increase is considered minimal and would not reasonably necessitate 
new or expanded fire or emergency facilities, which could result in physical environmental effects 
subject to further CEQA review.  Please also see response to comment A1-4.  

A1-4 The comment requests that CDCR address the issues identified in the 2008 Audit before 
implementing the proposed MHCF; please see Master Response 1.   

 CVFD also requests information regarding the impact on local first responders that similar 
mental health crisis facilities have had at other prison facilities.  CDCR staff responsible for 
the operation of the existing mental health crisis facilities at CIM and the adjacent California 
Institution for Women report that there is a low occurrence of emergency (“911”) call-outs to 
the local fire services.  CDCR staff at these respective facilities believed that the presence of 
full-time nursing staff helped prevent life-threatening occurrences; similar full-time nursing 
staff would also be available at the new MHCF. Staff also observed that most inmate patients 
treated in these mental health crisis facilities do not have acute medical care issues. 

A1-5 The comment summarizes CVFD’s letter, stating that the addition of a 50-bed MHCF will 
burden taxpayers and jeopardize the safety of the community. Please see response to 
comment A1-3. 
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Letter 
A2 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Lijin Sun, J.D., Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 
1/22/2019 

 

A2-1 The comment provides introductory text and correctly summarizes Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” 
of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary.  

A2-2 The comment recommends the incorporation of mitigation to further reduce respirable 
particulate matter (PM10) emissions generated by the project during construction despite the 
project not exceeding SCAQMD’s localized air quality CEQA significance threshold for two 
acres with sensitive receptors at 25 meters in Source Receptor Area 33.  Specifically, the 
comment suggests requiring the use of Tier 4 construction equipment outfitted with Best 
Available Control Technology devices including California Air Resource Board-certified Level 3 
Diesel Particulate Filters.  The comment recommends that CDCR include these requirements 
in applicable bid documents, purchase orders, and contracts, require that contractors 
demonstrate the ability to supply compliant construction equipment, ensure periodic report 
for compliance, or otherwise employ alternative applicable mitigation strategies such as 
limiting daily construction haul truck trips and reducing the number and/or horsepower 
rating of construction equipment.   

 The Draft EIR evaluated the project’s potential PM10 emissions, both during construction and 
operation (see pages 4.2-11 through 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR).  As stated in the Draft EIR, 
PM10 emissions during construction would be 6 pounds/day (lb/day) during the site 
preparation phase and less during other phases. This does not exceed the 6 lb/day threshold 
of significance (and hence mitigation was not recommended). However, this is based on 
construction of a 61,000 gross square foot (gsf) project. Operational PM10 emissions would 
be less than 1 lb/day (the threshold is 2 lb/day).  

 As described in Chapter 4 of this document, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” the MHCF will 
require approximately 69,000 gsf; thus, the Final EIR evaluated the increase in emissions 
attributable to the additional square footage.  PM10 emissions for a 69,000 gsf project will 
exceed the 6 pounds per day localized threshold of significance (slightly) by generating 6.1 
lb/day of PM10 during site preparation.  Therefore, the impact is significant and requires 
mitigation, as suggested in this comment. 

 The recommended mitigation measures provided in the comment have been incorporated 
into the EIR, Impact 4.2-2, “Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an 
Existing or Projected Air Quality Violation During Construction.”  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.2-2, “Apply Tier-4 Emission Standards and Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters to all 
Diesel-Powered Off-Road Equipment,” would reduce PM10 emissions associated with site 
preparation during project construction (the most PM10-intensive phase) to 4.7 lb/day, which 
is below SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold of 6 lb/day.  As such, mitigated PM10 
emissions would not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable 
federal, state, or local ambient air quality standards and would not result in deleterious 
health impacts associated with human exposure to PM10.  

 In the context of the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, this recalculation does not 
constitute significant new information requiring recirculation of a Draft EIR.  “New 
information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on…a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid [a new significant effect] that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.” 
Recirculation is required where “[a] substantial increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact would result unless mitigation measure are adopted that reduce the impact to a level 
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of insignificance.”  (Guidelines, § 15088.5(a)(2).)  Here, CDCR will implement the suggested 
mitigation measure, and the measure will clearly reduce the potential PM10 impact to less 
than significant. 

A2-3 The comment provides summary text and requests that CDCR provide SCAQMD staff with 
written responses to SCAQMD’s comments before the certification of the Final EIR.  Pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15088(b), CDCR will provide responses to commenting agencies at 
least 10 days before certification of the EIR.  
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Letter 
A3 

City of Chino Hills 
Joann Lombardo, Community Development Director 
1/23/2019 

 

A3-1 The comment provides introductory text.  No response is necessary. 

A3-2 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  The commenter’s 
statement that “[p]rimary concerns raised in our letter are related to the location of CIM, 
which is in close proximity to a Chino Hills residential community and elementary school,” 
needs to be placed in context.  As described on pages 2-1 and 2-2 of the Draft EIR, CIM was 
opened in 1941, with its primary facilities (in addition to the original 1941 buildings) added 
in the 1950s, 60s and 70s.  As described on the City of Chino Hill’s website, the city was 
predominantly rural until the Chino Hills Specific Plan was approved by San Bernardino 
County in 1982, after which it urbanized and was later incorporated in 1991 (City of Chino 
Hills 2019).  Much like the City of Chino, the City of Chino Hills grew up around an existing 
prison and has approved the land uses that surround the prison (in the case of City of Chino) 
or the land uses that are now of “concern” due to proximity (in the case of the City of Chino 
Hills).  CDCR has operated the prison since 1941 and has never indicated a plan to do 
anything but continue (and enhance) its operations.  This context is important in light of the 
comments suggesting an incompatibility between the longstanding operations at CDCR and 
the urban uses that have been subsequently developed. 

Please see Master Response 2 regarding the safety and security of the proposed project.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis and does not raise 
an environmental impact subject to CEQA review.  No further response is necessary. 

A3-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives 
and should look at locations outside of Southern California.  As described on pages 7-1 through 
7-3 of the Draft EIR, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that alternatives to 
the proposed project must feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.  There are no alternatives 
that could avoid or substantially lessen (unmitigated) significant effects of the proposed 
project, and the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR are presented to satisfy CEQA’s 
requirement to identify a range of potentially feasible alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(a)).  Moreover, the potential for locating the project at alternative locations 
was considered in the alternatives analysis; please see the discussion on pages 7-8 through 7-
10 of the Draft EIR regarding the feasibility of alternative locations. 

Two of the five objectives for the proposed project are related to locating the MHCF in Southern 
California, specifically to quickly place inmate-patients in mental health crisis treatment in 
this area.  As stated on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, “the 24-hour clock by which an inmate must 
be transferred to a mental health crisis bed begins with diagnosis and ends when the 
inmate-patient is physically placed in the mental health crisis bed.”  Compliance with this 
mandate, in part, requires providing mental health crisis beds distributed throughout the 
State, and throughout Southern California to avoid delays in treatment.  As stated on page 
7-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 50-bed MHCF at RJD is needed in addition to the proposed 
MHCF at CIM.   

Regarding the “state of disrepair” at CIM, please see Master Response 1.  Regarding safety 
risks, the MHCF will be a stand-alone facility with its own security systems; please see Master 
Response 2. 
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Letter 
A4 

City of Chino  
Nicholas S. Liguori, Director of Development Services 
1/28/2019 

 

A4-1 The comment provides introductory text.  No response is necessary. 

A4-2 The comment states that the existing CIM facility is in a state of disrepair, provides 
inadequate general medical service, and requests that CDCR address the issues identified in 
the 2008 Audit, before implementing the proposed MHCF.  Please see Master Response 1.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further 
response is necessary. 

A4-3 The comment states that Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR is inadequate.  
Specifically, the comment states that because there is no detailed, final site plan, 
environmental impacts subject to CEQA review cannot be evaluated for accuracy.  CEQA 
Guidelines section 15124 states that “the description of the project … should not supply 
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extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.”  
Moreover, cases like Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, caution 
public agencies to not commit resources to a project to the extent that it already commits to 
project approval before compliance with CEQA.  In light of these authorities, prior to conducting 
CEQA review, CDCR generally only expends funding to partially design projects at a level of 
detail that is sufficient to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed project, 
among other objectives.  Commitment of CDCR’s limited financial resources to design a project 
“so there is no going back” would violate the principles of CEQA, as reiterated in Save Tara and 
other similar cases.  

In consideration of this requirement and the early stage of CDCR’s design process for the 
project, the Draft EIR evaluated impacts based on reasonable maximum assumptions for any 
variables related to the site plan.  This allows for an informed analysis while still providing 
some flexibility as the design process progresses.  For example, aesthetic impacts considered 
a maximum MHCF building height of two-stories; based on the completed preliminary plans the 
new facility will have a small second story but the facility will still be within the bounds of the 
original development area.  Since release of the Draft EIR, CDCR’s design of the proposed 
MHCF has continued to progress.  Design refinements add details of the proposed MHCF and, 
for most resource areas, remain with the maximum assumptions for the physical parameters 
of the proposed project that formed the basis of the impact analysis in the Draft EIR.  Most 
importantly, for this analysis, the project structures would be located in the middle of an 
existing prison yard, generally replace other developed uses, and would only be visible from 
very limited views from surrounding areas.  A detailed site plan would not change these 
project features.  By evaluating the maximum development footprint and height of the 
proposed facilities, the Draft EIR fairly evaluates and discloses all potential environmental 
impacts of the project.  A preliminary detailed site plan for the proposed MHCF is also 
presented in Exhibit 2-4 of this Final EIR, although this more detailed preliminary plan does 
not alter the analysis of potential impacts of the project.  

With respect to which parking lot option will be selected to evaluate the impact of impervious 
surfaces, a detailed, final site plan is not necessary.  Impact 4.7-3 of the Draft EIR assumes the 
larger parking lot option to evaluate runoff and stormwater.  As stated on page 4.7-12, 
“implementation of the proposed project would result in a total of up to 5.1 acres of new 
impervious surfaces; this comprises up to 2.1 acres at the proposed MHCF site from the 
building, sidewalk, and access road and up to 3 acres at the largest parking lot option 
(Option A).”  The impact discussion concludes that the additional 5.1 acres of impervious 
surfaces would be negligible (in relation to stormwater and groundwater recharge) as Facility 
D alone has approximately 80 acres of impervious surfaces and CIM’s main parking lots total 
approximately 13 acres.  Parking lot Option B would create even fewer acres of impervious 
surfaces.  Moreover, the site design will retain additional peak flows, avoiding any increase in 
peak runoff.  Please see Draft EIR Impact 4.7-3 (Increased Runoff During Operation) and 
Impact 4.7-4 (Deplete Groundwater Supplies) for additional information.  Additionally, as 
stated on page 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR, pedestrian 
improvements would include resurfacing of the parking lot to meet current ADA 
requirements, but the width would not be expanded; therefore, this feature of the proposed 
project would not contribute to additional impervious surfaces.  

 The comment also states that it is impossible to know if the parking lot can accommodate 
the stated 360 spaces without a parking lot layout.  While a parking lot layout is not provided, 
the impact analysis assumes that the proposed size of the parking lot is sufficient based on 
the experience of the project’s design engineer, which has designed numerous facilities.  
While it is not expected, any expansion, increase, or other modification of proposed project 
components after certification of the EIR and approval of the MHCF that could result in a 
physical environmental change would require consideration under CEQA.  
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A4-4 The comment correctly states that pages 1-2 and 3-1 of the Draft EIR state “the building will 
also be designed to allow the provision of other levels of mental health care in addition to 
crisis.” The commenter is correct that the project would allow flexibility such that if bed space 
at the MHCF is not needed for inmates in mental health crisis, other mental health treatment 
can be provided.  However, the planned capacity (50 beds) and the facility’s employment (165 
staff) would not be affected by this approach.   

The comment also expresses concern that other potential future facility modifications at CIM 
should be considered together with the proposed MHCF as a single project.  As identified in 
Table 5-2 of the Draft EIR “List of Projects in the Vicinity of the CIM MHCF Project” ongoing 
facility improvements (such as health care improvements) and maintenance projects at CIM 
are considered in the cumulative impact analysis.  The impacts of the projects listed in Table 5-
2 are considered for their potential to combine with the impacts of the proposed project to 
result in cumulative effects, and the comment does not raise any specific deficiencies in the 
analysis, so no further response can be provided.  These are separate projects, with 
independent utility, considered under separate legislation from that authorizing the MHCF, and 
would operate completely independent of the project.  They are not necessary for the 
operation of the proposed project, or necessary to achieve the project objectives, nor are 
they a reasonably foreseeable consequence of approving the project.  These separate 
projects would undergo separate CEQA review, as is appropriate with projects that are 
unconnected to other projects. 

Please see response to comment A4-3 for additional response regarding the adequacy of the 
project description.  

A4-5 The comment is correct in stating that one of the objectives of the proposed project specifically 
identifies CIM as the location for the MHCF, because it was identified as such in the 2017-
2018 State Budget Act.  The State Budget Act is a legislative action and not subject to CEQA.  
CEQA requires a stable project description to inform the decision-making process.  State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15124(a) states that the description of the project shall include “the 
precise location and boundaries of the proposed project.”  However, the Budget Act does not 
approve the project; it only allows for preliminary plans.  CEQA review, project approval by the 
Secretary of CDCR and funding approval by the State Public Works Board would be needed 
before the project could be constructed.  The project could be approved or rejected at any of 
these steps.  This is no different from any other project, including one in the City of Chino, 
which would be proposed at a specific location owned by the landowner. 

Insofar as the proposed project would result in significant environmental impacts, State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project, or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project.  Offsite alternatives to the proposed project at CIM were considered but 
eliminated for several reasons as described in Draft EIR sections 7.4.3, “Offsite Alternative – 
California Rehabilitation Center at Norco,” and 7.4.4, “Offsite Alternative – California State 
Prison, Los Angeles County at Lancaster.”   

A4-6 The comment expresses the view that the alternatives analysis is inadequate as locations 
outside of CIM were not adequately analyzed.  See response to comments A3-3 and A4-5.  
There are no alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen (unmitigated) significant 
effects of the proposed project (because none exist).  Also, for this reason, a statement of 
overriding considerations is not warranted.   

The alternative location at California Rehabilitation Center, Norco, would result in additional 
significant impacts relating to the demolition of National Register of Historic Places-eligible 
structures, compared to the project, so it is environmentally inferior even if it could ultimately 
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win approval of the State Historic Preservation Office (which adds uncertainty to this project).  
The alternative location at California State Prison, Los Angeles County (LAC) at Lancaster, 
could result in biological effects that are additional to what would occur (and be mitigated) at 
CIM; for instance, while the burrowing owl is common to both CIM and LAC, LAC is located in 
the Antelope Valley, an area with sensitive habitat that could support sensitive species 
including alkali mariposa lily, Le Conte’s thrasher, tricolored blackbird, and others.  While the 
LAC site was not surveyed for potential presence of these or other sensitive species, LAC 
would not avoid any project impacts and may increase them. Although not discussed in the 
Draft EIR, it is also noted that the LAC site is already spatially constrained by existing facilities 
including recently constructed medical treatment buildings.   

 The comment states that, as part of the alternatives analysis, a comprehensive plan for the 
entire CIM campus should be examined, with options for alternative land uses that could 
generate revenue for the state.  This implies that parts of CIM should be examined for private 
development, which is one of the only ways by which revenue could be provided to the State, 
and has been done on two other properties of CIM that were surplused.  There is no rationale 
for such a consideration with the stated purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis being to 
reduce or avoid impacts.  Rather, such an alternative would increase areas of development, 
and would not meet any of the project objectives.  The City of Chino also requested analysis of 
this alternative in its comments on the Notice of Preparation.  The rationale for not considering 
alternative land uses at CIM is presented on page 7-3 of the Draft EIR.  CDCR has no statutory 
authority to consider the conversion of existing CIM property to uses that are not related to 
its mission. 

A4-7 The comment expresses safety concerns related to the proposed project, including prisoner 
transport and security levels.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

A4-8 The comment states that the traffic impacts of inmate transportation are not analyzed in the 
Draft EIR.  As described in more detail below in response to comment A4-12, the comment is 
correct that the trips associated with inmate-patient transfers were not included in the trip 
generation estimates; however, adding the trips associated with inmate-patient transfers would 
not affect the analysis or conclusions of Section 4.10, “Transportation and Circulation”  
because they would not change the level of service at any affected intersections (see response 
A4-12). Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are necessary.  See also Master Response 2. 

A4-9 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Independent of the 
project, CIM addressed some of the existing security issues at its facility.  However, that does 
not address the security associated with the MHCF.  Please see Master Response 2.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary. 

A4-10 The comment expresses safety concerns related to the proposed project, including an 
electrified fence and security levels.  A lethal electrified fence is not proposed, but other 
security features are included that would preclude escape from the facility.  Please see 
Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

A4-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of light and glare needs to be reexamined 
once it has been determined whether the MHCF will be one or two stories.  As described on 
page 4.1-4 of the Draft EIR, no new high-mast lighting would be installed as part of the 
proposed project.  All lighting for the MHCF would be less intensive than the existing lighting at 
CIM because the proposed project would use LED bulbs with directional shielding and glare 
screens, which are intended to provide localized lighting like other institutional buildings.  
Because MHCF’s lighting would be screened by other buildings, the minimal additional light 
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would not be visible from outside CIM.  Additionally, the MHCF is located at the center of 
Facility D, and the nearest residences are located approximately 0.5 mile east of the MHCF.  
The proposed two-story building  would not substantially increase the casting of skyglow or the 
distance at which the facilities could be seen during the nighttime.  

A4-12 The comment begins by stating that the traffic impact analysis and conclusions are based on 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but that the San Bernardino County Transportation Commission 
has yet to adopt parameters for reviewing such analysis.  The comment goes on to state that 
the traffic analysis does not consider traffic generated by deliveries, guests, or the 
transportation of inmate-patients to and from the project site (including the impacts of 
trucks, large vehicles, and two-car inmate transport plan), and states that as many as 1,800 
different inmate-patients will occupy the project over the course of a year.  Additionally, the 
comment states that the intersection of College Park Avenue and Central Avenue should 
have been included in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA).  The comment concludes by 
stating that additional analysis of these issues is necessary, and that a revised draft must be 
recirculated, and a new public comment period provided. 

 Estimates of VMT are included in the “Analysis Methodology” sub-section on page 4.10-8 of the 
Draft EIR for disclosure purposes only.  The significance criteria used to evaluate the impacts 
of the project to transportation and circulation are identified on page 4.10-10 of the Draft EIR, 
none of which include VMT.  Thus, the comment is incorrect in its assertion that the impact 
analysis and conclusions of Section 4.10, “Transportation and Circulation,” are based on VMT.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

 The trip generation assumptions of the proposed project are detailed in the “Analysis 
Methodology” sub-section on page 4.10-8 of the Draft EIR, where it is stated that the trip 
generation estimates include daily deliveries and service trips.  Thus, the comment is 
incorrect in its assertion that the TIA, upon which Section 4.10, “Transportation and 
Circulation,” of the Draft EIR is based, does not consider deliveries and service trips.  Page 
4.10-8 of the Draft EIR states that additional trip generation details and assumptions are 
provided in Appendix E (i.e., the TIA).  As detailed in Appendix E of the Draft EIR, visitor 
hours are limited to weekends and holidays; and therefore, would not result in any new 
trips during the weekday a.m. or p.m. peak hour study periods, the periods upon which the 
transportation operational analysis and conclusions are based.  

The comment is correct that the trips associated with inmate-patient transfers were 
inadvertently not included in the trip generation estimates, and that the project could 
accommodate up to 1,800 inmate-patients per year.  While it is technically feasible that up 
to 1,800 different inmates could utilize the MCHF in a given year, this number is based on 
occupancy and re-occupancy of every bed every 10 days. In reality, the 50-bed facility would 
likely be fully occupied at some times, not at others, with gap periods between when a bed 
would be reused (after one patient leaves, maintenance of the bed, and another patient 
arrives). 

In response to this comment, a worst-case analysis is provided assuming the facility would 
be used by 1,800 different inmates in a year. Inmate transfers can occur 7 days/week, so 
the average number of inmate trips would be approximately 5 per day (1,800 inmates/365 
days). For worst-case analysis, it is assumed that each inmate-patient transfer is “high-
security” and would consist of two vans each, which would make roundtrips (i.e., one trip to 
the CIM facility and one trip back to the origin of the trip).  Therefore, inmate-patient trips 
could result in up to 20 trips per day1 and would generally be distributed to the external 
roadway network and study intersections consistent with the trip distribution patterns 

                                                      
1 5 inmates/day, 2 vans per inmate, 2 trips per van (1 trip in, 1 trip out) = 20 trips/day. 

Bob Sleppy
Where does this number come from?  Is this all 50 beds for 365 days a year?

Bob Sleppy
And where did the baseline go that 34 of the patient trips are part of the existing traffic conditions.  We only add trips for 16 additional inmates.
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detailed on page 4.10-8 of the Draft EIR. It is noted that security protocols would inhibit the 
ability to process up to 3 inmate-patients in any single hour. Also, any more than one inmate 
arriving per hour would be unlikely;  inmates are required to be delivered to a health crisis 
facility within 24 hours of their diagnosis. They would come from various prisons in Southern 
California and would depart from the originating prison as soon after diagnosis as reasonably 
possible.  These trips would not be scheduled for specific times and, therefore, would not be 
expected to follow a regular traffic pattern like employee shifts (where many people arrive 
and depart in the same hour). Under the worst case scenario, on an average day (5 inmate-
patients), the average gap between each arrival would be nearly 5 hours (24 hours/5 inmate-
patients). 

As shown on page 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR, the City of Chino’s General Plan guidelines state 
that a traffic study is required if a project would generate more than 50 two-way peak hour 
trips at one intersection.  As shown on Exhibit 4.10-2 of page 4.10-11 of the Draft EIR, the 
intersection of Central Avenue and Chino Hills Parkway would experience the greatest 
number of peak-hour project-generated trips consisting of 39 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 
40 trips in the p.m. peak hour.  Therefore, the number of trips generated by inmate-patient 
transport would need to exceed 10 trips during the a.m. peak hour or 9 trips during the p.m. 
peak hour to surpass the City of Chino threshold for conducting intersection level of service 
(LOS) analysis (i.e., 50 peak hour trips at a study intersection). 

Given the discussion above, it is not reasonable to assume that any more than 2 or 3 inmate-
patients could arrive/depart in any one hour. Therefore, it is not possible that the inmate-
patient transfers would generate the 9 or 10 peak hour trips needed to combine with the 
other project-generated trips and meet or exceed the 50 peak hour trip threshold at any City 
of Chino intersection.  Additionally, even if the 50-trip threshold were surpassed at the 
intersection of Central Avenue and Chino Hills Parkway (i.e., the intersection that would 
experience the highest volume of project-generated traffic), the addition of inmate-patient 
trips would not result in the intersection operating conditions degrading levels below LOS D 
(i.e., City of Chino significance threshold) because the intersection is currently operating at 
an acceptable level (LOS B), and the peak hour project-generated trips would be assigned to 
the through movements on Central Avenue, which have lower delays than the intersection 
average delay.  For these reasons the proposed project would not result in a substantial 
increase in overall intersection delay, and this issue does not warrant further study in the 
EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

The comment also expresses concerns that the inmates would arrive by large vehicle, 
suggesting this may have a larger impact on the roadway system. Inmates would be 
transported in vans typical of a mini-van. This type of vehicle would not behave differently on 
the roadway system than a car. As to other trucks, as shown in Table 4.10-3 of the Draft EIR, 
3 total truck trips in the A.M. (one per 20 minutes) and 3 total truck trips in the P.M. peak 
hours would be generated. This low level of trip generation would not cause vehicle queuing 
or any other impacts (none of which are raised in the comment letter) on the roadway 
system. 

In summary, the comment is incorrect that delivery and service trips are not included in the 
project trip generation.  Additionally, for the reasons explained above, considering the trips 
associated with project visitors and inmate-patient transfers would not affect the analysis or 
conclusions of Section 4.10, “Transportation and Circulation.”  Therefore, no changes to the 
Draft EIR are necessary and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted. 

A4-13 The comment notes that during the public review period of the Draft EIR, the California 
Supreme Court issued a new opinion in the Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 226 
Cal.App.4th 704, stating that an EIR must make a reasonable effort to substantively connect a 
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project’s air quality impact to likely health consequences.  The comment states that the Draft 
EIR must be revised and recirculated to reflect that analysis. 

In December 2018, the California Supreme Court issued its decision in Sierra Club v. County 
of Fresno, 226 Cal.App.4th 704.  The case reviewed the long-term, regional air quality 
analysis contained in the EIR for the proposed Friant Ranch development, a proposed new 
community that would include approximately 2,500 homes outside of the urban area.  The 
project is located in unincorporated Fresno County within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, an 
air basin currently in non-attainment with multiple national ambient air quality standards 
(NAAQS) and California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS), including ozone and 
particulate matter (PM).  The project’s air pollution emissions, as mitigated, were nearly ten 
times the threshold of significance.  The Court ruled that the air quality analysis failed to 
adequately disclose the nature and magnitude of long-term air quality impacts from 
emissions of criteria pollutants and precursors “in sufficient detail to enable those who did 
not participate in its preparation to understand and consider meaningfully the issues the 
proposed project raises.”  The Court noted that the air quality analysis did not provide a 
discussion of the foreseeable adverse effects of project-generated emissions on Fresno 
County’s compliance with NAAQS and CAAQS for criteria air pollutants nor did it explain a 
connection between the project’s emissions and deleterious health impacts.  Moreover, as 
noted by the Court, the EIR did not explain why it was not “scientifically possible” to 
determine such a connection.  The Court concluded that “because the EIR as written makes 
it impossible for the public to translate the bare numbers provided into adverse health 
impacts or to understand why such translation is not possible at this time,” the EIR’s 
discussion of air quality impacts was inadequate. 

In response to the Sierra Club v. County of Fresno decision, Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” of the 
Draft EIR has been revised to  provide an expanded discussion of SCAQMD’s regional and 
localized significance thresholds and how they are tied to achieving or maintaining attainment 
designation with the NAAQS and CAAQS, which are scientifically substantiated, numerical 
concentrations of criteria air pollutants considered to be protective of human health.  Impact 
4.2-2, “Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute Substantially to an Existing or Projected 
Air Quality Violation During Construction” (page 4.2-13) has also been revised to connect the 
project’s exceedance of SCAQMD’s LST for PM10 to potential health consequences.  However, 
as germane to this project, the PM10 impacts would be mitigated to below the level of 
significance and the project would not produce any significant impacts associated with any 
other pollutants. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation is not required where the 
new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR.  New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless 
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have 
declined to implement.  The revisions to the Draft EIR in light of Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
do not constitute “significant new information” and recirculation is not necessary. 

A4-14 The comment contends that, due to the traffic generated by the proposed project, 
infrastructure improvements are required to be made to the streets surrounding CIM and lists 
necessary transportation infrastructure improvements.  

 As stated on page 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would not require the 
construction, re-design, or alteration of any public roadways, and the proposed project would 
not adversely affect any existing or planned public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.  As 
described under Impact 4.10-1 and 4.10-2, the project would not result in any significant 
impacts to the transportation system.  Therefore, because the proposed project would not 
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result in any significant impacts to the transportation infrastructure surrounding the 
proposed project site, the proposed project is not required to construct any infrastructure 
improvements.  No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

A4-15 The comment states that CIM discharges wastewater to a septic system and not a sewer 
system.  This statement is incorrect.  As discussed on page 4.11-3 through 4.11-4 of Section 
4.11, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR, CIM operates an onsite wastewater 
treatment plant (WWTP), which discharges treated effluent to percolation ponds for 
subsequent use on alfalfa, corn, and permanent pasture.  CIM operates the WWTP in 
accordance with waste discharge requirements (WDRs) (Order No. 95-24) adopted by the 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on April 9, 1976 (updated most 
recently in 1995).  No evidence is provided in the comment (or any other comments) to 
suggest that the wastewater system at CIM does not provide for adequate and proper 
treatment of wastewater.  There would be no need to connect MHCF to the City or Inland 
Empire Utility Agency (IEUA) Brine Line because there is adequate capacity in the existing 
WWTP and CIM is in compliance with the WDRs (see Impact 4.11-2 in the Draft EIR).  

The capacity of the brine line, with respect to its existing use in disposing by-products of the 
CIM water treatment system, is discussed on page 4.11-7 of the Draft EIR.  As shown, the 
additional flows in the brine line in connection with treating water to serve the project would 
add 241 gallons per day (gpd) to a line that has permitted capacity of 194,000 gpd and flows 
of 48,214 gpd (around one quarter of capacity). 

 EIR preparers reviewed the materials appended to the comment letter, which included reports 
of alleged wastewater contamination from Mule Creek State Prison and reports of water quality 
violations at other CDCR institutions, although none at CIM.  The issues reported at Mule Creek 
State Prison are not applicable to the proposed project at CIM, and the comment does not 
raise issues with the analysis in the Draft EIR.  No further response is warranted.   

The comment states that the WWTP’s maximum capacity and MHCF generation rates are 
inconsistently reported in the Draft EIR.  The reported wastewater treatment capacity and 
MHCF wastewater generation rates are correct in the Draft EIR.  It appears that the commenter 
may have interchanged the values associated with the water treatment plant and the WWTP. 
These are two different plants with different functions. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
necessary. 

A4-16 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider a long enough time period in 
evaluating impacts to groundwater resources.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.7, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” the proposed project area overlays the Chino Basin, which 
would supply water to the proposed MHCF as it does to most of the CIM facilities.  The Chino 
Basin is adjudicated; therefore, it is subject to rules, regulations, and long-term plans to 
manage groundwater production, recharge, and quality.  Current planning documents indicate 
that sufficient groundwater is available to CIM through the overlying agricultural pool in 
accordance with the Peace II Agreement.  These documents project conditions through the 
year 2035; any projection beyond this period by CDCR would be speculative, but because the 
groundwater basin is adjudicated, it is reasonable to assume that existing users, of which the 
project would be one in 2035 (if approved), would be part of the existing uses considered in 
2035. Because the proposed project would not adversely affect Safe Yield, which is a metric 
used to maintain adequate groundwater levels, the proposed project would not cause 
substantial depletion of groundwater resources (see Impact 4.7-4 of the Draft EIR for more 
information).   The evaluation in the Draft EIR appropriately evaluates the availability of 
groundwater resources to the proposed MHCF.  The comment provides no evidence to suggest 
this analysis is not correct. 
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 The capacity of the potable water system at CIM and its ability to serve the proposed MHCF are 
analyzed in Impact 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR.  As described, CDCR has more than double the 
water treatment capacity than needed to treat existing plus project uses. This provides more 
than an adequate margin of safety to CIM, including with the proposed project. No additional 
City water service is needed.  No groundwater wells are proposed.    

 Regarding the comment that agricultural areas of CIM used for City water recycling could be 
lost, the proposed project is located in a developed area of CIM and no agricultural land would 
be developed (see pages 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 of the Draft EIR).  

No changes to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

A4-17 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address stormwater conveyance.  
Impact 4.7-3 in the Draft EIR addresses increased runoff during operation.  As discussed 
therein, “[i]mplementation of the proposed MHCF project would create up to a total of 
approximately five acres of new impervious surfaces, which would result in a negligible 
increase of stormwater and drainage flows.  In addition, CIM is a Non-Traditional Small MS4 
permittee under the Phase II Small MS4 General Permit (SWRCB Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ), 
which requires CDCR to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable 
through the development and implementation of BMPs.”  

As stated on page 4.7-12 of the Draft EIR, due to the topography and location of the proposed 
project area, runoff would not drain into the Magnolia or Cypress channels because these 
channels are located east of the proposed project area and sheet runoff not collected in 
drain will flow southwest.  These are the channels associated with the issues pertinent to 
Kimball Avenue that were raised by the commenter. 

The issue of storm water drainage is adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the 
Draft EIR are necessary, and recirculation is not warranted. 

A4-18 The comment requests identification of the board, body, or individual who will certify the Final 
EIR and requests a copy of the Notice of Determination, once completed.  As stated on page 
1-5 of Chapter 1, “Executive Summary,” of the Draft EIR, “After the Final EIR is prepared and 
the EIR public-review process is complete, the Secretary of CDCR is the party responsible for 
certifying that the EIR adequately evaluates the impacts of the proposed project.”  If the EIR is 
certified and the project is approved, CDCR will provide a copy of the Notice of Determination to 
the City of Chino.  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 3-35 

 



Responses to Comments  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-36 California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 

 

Letter 
A5 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency  
Chris Berch, P.E. BCEE, Executive Manager of Engineering/Assistant General Manager 
1/28/2019 

 

A5-1 The comment summarizes the IEUA’s jurisdiction and responsibility, and notes that comments 
were submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR.  This comment does 
not raise issues that pertain to the adequacy, accuracy, or content of the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary. 

A5-2 The comment correctly states that the Draft EIR concludes that the CIM WWTP has enough 
capacity to accommodate new inmate-patients and staff.  The comment expresses concern 
related to the potential for groundwater contamination from treated secondary effluent 
discharged to percolation ponds and reclaimed for irrigation and suggests that CIM route 
wastewater flow to IEUA.  CIM operates the onsite WWTP in accordance with WDRs (Order No. 
95-24) adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB on April 9, 1976 (updated most recently in 1995).  
Compliance with the WDRs includes discharge specifications, which are currently met by CIM.  
These discharge requirements are established to meet the State anti-degradation policy, which 
was established to protect water quality for use by the people of California.  As this relates to 
the onsite WWTP, the combination of secondary treatment and further treatment in percolation 
ponds or through irrigation use is sufficient to meet anti-degradation policy requirements, 
through compliance with the WDRs. 
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The Chino basin underlies the area that includes Chino, Norco, Ontario, and several other 
cities.  Regarding existing groundwater contamination, as discussed on page 4.7-7 of Section 
4.7, “Hydrology and Water Quality” of the Draft EIR, groundwater in the lower Chino Basin, 
where CIM is located, has historically exceeded California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22 
mandated objectives for total dissolved solids (TDS, salinity or salt) and nitrogen (nitrate).  This 
exceedance is primarily attributed to agriculture.  In addition to groundwater contamination 
caused by agriculture, some areas have exceeded standards for tetrachloroethylene and 
trichloroethylene (industrial solvents) with a contaminated plume discovered in the 1990’s that 
underlies CIM.  However, the Santa Ana RWQCB determined that the plume has not migrated 
and is not expected to migrate off CIM’s property.  There is no evidence that indicates that 
CIM’s discharged secondary effluent is contaminating the groundwater quality of the Chino 
Basin.  No changes to the project or revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary. 

A5-3 The comment suggests that CDCR consider incorporating recycled water infrastructures and 
water conservation programs into new and existing facilities.  Modifications to existing facilities 
are outside the scope of the proposed project.  Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design, CDCR Design Criteria Guidelines; California Building Standards Code; CCR Title 24 
require implementation of various water conservation practices in the proposed building.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further 
response is necessary. 

A5-4 The comment expresses concern over community safety and suggests the proposed MHCF be 
designed to prevent inmate escapes.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
A6 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan, Director 
1/29/2019 

 

A6-1 The comment states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to state agencies for 
review, no comments were received by state agencies, and that State Clearinghouse review 
requirements have been met.  No response is necessary. 
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3.2.3 Individuals 

 

Letter 
I1 

Rachel Selleck 
1/3/2019 

 

I1-1 The comment expresses support for the proposed MHCF.  No response is necessary. 

I1-2 The comment suggests renovating the existing CIM facility.  Please see Master Response 1.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further 
response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I2 

Cristina Azevedo 
1/4/2019 

 

I2-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and states that the existing CIM 
facility is deteriorating and should be torn down.  Please see Master Response 1.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary. 

I2-2 The comment expresses the belief that the proposed MHCF will bring crime to Chino and 
expresses concerns about public safety related to the proposed MHCF.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  

The comment also states that there are other locations more suitable for the proposed 
project than Chino.  The suitability of offsite alternatives is addressed in Chapter 7, 
“Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further 
response is necessary. 

 

Letter 
I3 

Patricia Yeates 
1/5/2019 

 

I3-1 The comment expresses concern related to public safety in the College Park area from the 
operation of the proposed project at CIM.  The College Park area is located on 710 acres of 
former CIM property that was surplused to the City of Chino in the early 2000s.  It is 
adjacent to the northern area of the prison.  The City approved a specific plan in 2004 that 
allowed development of 2,200 homes, parks, college uses, and other development (City of 
Chino 2004).   

With regard to public safety, please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I4 

Karen Aguilar-Lee 
1/7/2019 

 

I4-1 The comment expresses concern that the proposed project would bring an unwanted crowd 
to the city and that families would not feel safe.  Please see Master Response 2.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary. 

 

Letter 
I5 

Susan Li 
1/11/2019 

 

I5-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 



Responses to Comments  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-44 California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 

 

Letter 
I6 

Emma Li 
1/11/2019 

 

I6-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

 

Letter 
I7 

Daniel Merrill 
1/11/2019 

 

I7-1 The comment states that the current state of CIM is unacceptable and that money needs to 
be centered on modernizing the current facility instead of adding a new mental health 
facility.  Please see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I8 

Kevin Chen 
1/24/2019 

 

I8-1 Please see response to comment I3-1 concerning the history and location of College Park in 
connection with CIM.  The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the 
community.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I9 

lafayette9986@gmail.com 
1/27/2019 

 

I9-1 Please see response to comment I3-1 concerning the history and location of College Park in 
connection with CIM.  The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the 
community.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I10 

lafayette9986@gmail.com 
1/27/2019 

 

I10-1 The comment is a duplicate of Letter I9. 
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Letter 
I11 

Steven J. Elie 
1/28/2019 

 

I11-1 The comment provides introductory text and summarizes the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary. 

I11-2 The comment incorrectly states that environmental impacts of a two-story building versus a 
one-story building have not been analyzed.  As discussed in response to comment A4-3, 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 states that “the description of the project … should not 
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental 
impact.”  In consideration of the early stage of CDCR’s design process, the Draft EIR evaluated 
impacts based on reasonable maximum assumptions for any variables related to the site plan.  
This allows for an informed analysis while still providing some flexibility as the design process 
progresses.   

Visual impacts are discussed beginning on page 4.1-1, in Section 4.1, “Issues Found Not to 
Be Significant,” of the Draft EIR and both a single- and two-story building are evaluated.  The 
MHCF is described as being located within Facility D, with a two-story dormitory blocking 
views of the proposed new facility from the west, and the nearest residence located 
approximately 0.5 miles to the east, behind an 8-foot tall sound wall.  Page 4.1-2 of the Draft 
EIR discusses a one-story MHCF compared to a two-story MHCF.  The analysis concludes that 
the construction of a one-story building would not be visible from offsite areas and a two-
story might be slightly visible, however it would be indistinguishable from the existing 
facilities.   
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The comment provides no information suggesting why this analysis of visual impacts is not 
adequate.  Further, no information is provided to support the contention that the analysis is 
deferred or segmentation.  Consequently, no additional response on these issues is needed. 

I11-3 The comment suggests that an alternative should be considered that modernizes existing 
infrastructure for the new MHCF to rely on.  The existing infrastructure at CIM is only relevant 
to the project to the extent that its use would result in environmental impacts.  This type of 
alternative is unrelated to the proposal to construct the MHCF and to reduce or avoid its 
significant environmental impacts, as required by CEQA.  Also, because this suggested 
alternative does not meet any of the project objectives, it is not a feasible alternative to the 
proposed project under CEQA.  Please see Master Response 1 regarding the condition of 
existing infrastructure at CIM.   

I11-4 The comment states that the existing conditions of CIM need to be analyzed.  Specifically, the 
comment incorrectly states that existing water and wastewater infrastructure are being used 
to support this Draft EIR, without any analysis of their conditions or compliance with State or 
federal law.  

 Any improvements or other work possibly resulting in physical environmental changes to 
infrastructure that is necessary to support construction or operation of the MHCF must be 
considered part of the proposed project.  In designing the proposed project and developing 
the project description presented in the Draft EIR (Chapter 2), CDCR assessed the condition 
and capacity of existing infrastructure, including electrical generation and distribution lines, 
water and wastewater treatment and distribution pipes, roadways, and parking.  A proposed 
parking lot is included in the project description to support operation of the MHCF.  CDCR 
determined that no other improvements to infrastructure are needed.  Further, the project’s 
potential to adversely affect infrastructure was evaluated in the Draft EIR; see the 
discussions of water and wastewater infrastructure on page 4.11-5 through 4.11-7 in 
Section 4.11, “Utilities and Service Systems.” 

The comment does not offer any evidence to show that CIM is out of compliance with any 
state or federal law.  The Chino Basin is adjudicated; therefore, it is subject to rules, 
regulations, and long-term plans to manage groundwater production, recharge, and quality.  
Current planning documents indicate that sufficient groundwater is available to CIM through 
the overlying agricultural pool, in accordance with the Peace II Agreement; please see 
response to comment A4-16.  CIM operates the onsite WWTP in accordance with WDRs (Order 
No. 95-24) adopted by the Santa Ana RWQCB on April 9, 1976 (updated most recently in 
1995).  Compliance with the WDRs includes discharge specifications, which are currently met 
by CIM.  Please also see response to comment A5-2. 

I11-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide an analysis of the proposed project’s 
ability to meet WDR 95-24.  Impact 4.11-2, on page 4.11-6 of the Draft EIR, describes the 
existing demand and demand associated with the proposed MHCF, concluding that adequate 
capacity exists at the WWTP.  So long as CIM operates within the permitted capacity of the 
WWTP, RWQCB approval is not required for CDCR to add facilities at CIM. The WWTP is in 
compliance with WDR 95-24, and there are no unusual characteristics associated with the 
MHCF that would result in a different constituent quality of untreated sewage that would cause 
the WWTP to violate its WDRs.  Please also see response to comment A5-2. 

 The comment also contends, without evidence, that the WDRs are out of date.  WDRs are 
issued in California by the various RWQCB, in this case, the Santa Ana RWQCB, to protect water 
quality.  They are reissued every 5 years, ensuring compliance with current laws and 
regulations, and current scientific understanding regarding pollutants of concern.  The RWQCB 
staff ensure compliance with the WDRs by reviewing waste discharge reports and inspecting 
WWTPs for compliance with WDRs on a regular basis.  If the plant is found to comply with the 
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WDRs, then a report finding no violations is issued.  Minor corrective actions associated with 
operations may be noted and require attention.  A summary of inspections is provided on the 
Regional Board’s website.  As shown, CIM’s WWTP has been inspected 26 times since 
issuance of the WDRs (the last time in 2018).  No violations of the WDR are shown (California 
Integrated Water Quality System Project 2019).  

With regard to the assertion that secondary treatment would not be allowed today, the 
commenter provides no supporting evidence.  Secondary treatment, particularly for land 
application of effluent, is common in California.  Higher levels of treatment (typically known as 
“tertiary”) are typically required when treated effluent will be recycled for use on landscaping 
and in other public arenas. 

Regarding orders that recount problems leading up to WDR 95-24, some 30 years ago, while 
this may be of historical interest, it does not address the fact that the WWTP has been 
inspected regularly and shows no violations of the WDRs. 

I11-6 The comment refers to alleged groundwater issues at another CDCR facility.  This issue is not 
related to any groundwater quality reports at CIM.  Please see response A4-15.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary. 

I11-7 The comment states that the traffic analysis is incomplete as it does not account for inmate 
transfer trips.  The commenter is correct that the DEIR did not address inmate transfer trips.  
See response to comment A4-12, which explains that inmate transfer trips could total 20 
trips per day, as a worst-case-scenario where all inmates are assumed to be high security 
and requiring two vans for transport.  Thus, the commenter’s calculation of 50 trips per day 
is incorrect.   

I11-8 The comment makes a general summary comment and concludes that the infrastructure at 
CIM is crumbling.  Please see Master Response 1 regarding the condition of existing 
infrastructure at CIM.  
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Letter 
I12 

Fernando Palacios 
1/28/2019 

 

I12-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I13 

Kim Briggs 
1/28/2019 

 

I13-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

 

Letter 
I14 

Brigid Bjerke 
1/28/2019 

 

I14-1 The comment states that the existing CIM facility is aging and failing.  Please see Master 
Response 1 regarding the condition of existing infrastructure at CIM.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

I14-2 The comment expresses safety concerns related to prisoner transport.  Please see Master 
Response 2 regarding security considerations.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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I14-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address disposal and treatment of wastewater 
and expresses concerns about water supply contamination.  See response to comment 
A4-15 regarding disposal and treatment of wastewater and response to comment A5-2 
regarding groundwater contamination. 

I14-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address payment to CVFD for services rendered 
to this facility that CIM is not equipped to handle.  Please see response to comment A1-3. 

I14-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address existing noise from the prison, including 
the loud speaker.  CEQA requires that the Draft EIR evaluate the impacts of the proposed 
project compared to baseline “existing conditions.”  Existing prison noise, which has existed 
since activation of the prison in 1941, is not subject to analysis under CEQA.  Operational 
noise sources associated with the proposed project are evaluated under Impact 4.8-2 on 
page 4.8-10 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR analysis concludes that operation of the 
proposed project would not result in a substantial permanent noise increase above existing 
conditions.  The proposed MHCF would not increase the number of announcements made 
over the loudspeaker. 

I14-6 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address property values.  Impacts to residential 
property values are not within the scope of the EIR analysis for the reasons presented on 
Draft EIR pages 2-9 and 2-10 of Chapter 2, “Introduction.”  Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131, economic impacts that are not caused by physical impacts to the 
environment are not within the scope of CEQA.  Accordingly, courts have found that potential 
effects on property values need not be analyzed under CEQA (e.g., Porterville Citizens for 
Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007)).  Further, with specific 
reference to College Park, see response to comment I3-1.  Property values at College Park 
would already reflect its proximity to an existing prison. 

I14-7 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address glare from lights at the facility that will 
invade homes and yards of nearby residents.  Light and glare are discussed on page 4.1-4 in 
Section 4.1, “Issues Found Not to Be Significant,” of the Draft EIR.  All lighting for the MHCF 
would be less intensive than the existing lighting at CIM because the proposed project would 
use LED bulbs with directional shielding and glare screens.  Additionally, the MHCF is located 
near the center of Facility D, and the nearest residences are located approximately 0.5 miles 
east of the MHCF, which minimizes the visibility of the proposed MHCF from offsite viewers.   

I14-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address traffic increase on city streets.  Section 
4.10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR addresses traffic volumes and 
intersection operations under Impact 4.10-1.  The analysis concludes that the proposed 
project would add an estimated 72 a.m. peak hour and 72 p.m. peak hour net external trips 
during operation, and that no study area intersections that operate at acceptable LOS D or 
better under the Existing condition would be degraded to an unacceptable LOS with the 
addition of project-generated traffic.  Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 
See also response to comment A4-12. 

I14-9 The comment states that the Draft EIR must address noise during construction.  Section 4.8, 
“Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft EIR addresses construction noise under Impact 4.8-1.  
The analysis concludes that there would not be a substantial increase in ambient noise 
levels and the impact would be less than significant.  Specifically, offsite noise-sensitive land 
uses (e.g., within College Park) are approximately 0.5 miles east of the proposed MHCF 
project area, behind a sound wall.  Accounting for typical attenuation rates, the noise levels 
during construction could reach 51.4 dB Leq at the nearest offsite single-family residence, 
which would not exceed the City’s noise standard of 55 dB.  

I14-10 The comment states the Draft EIR must include a site plan.  See response to comment A4-3. 
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I14-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR must provide an answer to how a ten-day stay is going 
to stabilize someone who is experiencing a major mental health breakdown.  The medical 
process for stabilizing an inmate-patient would not result in any physical environmental 
effects and is therefore outside the scope of this EIR.  No further response is required.   

 

Letter 
I15 

Rita C. Chen 
1/28/2019 

 

I15-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I16 

Yi Wang 
1/28/2019 

 

I16-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I17 

Yong Jin 
1/28/2019 

 

I17-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I18 

Lu Jia Xu 
1/28/2019 

 

I18-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I19 

Alex Wong & Vickie Sun 
1/28/2019 

 

I19-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 
I20 

Annaliese Bille 
1/28/2019 

 

I20-1 The comment states that the existing CIM facility is in a state of disrepair.  Please see Master 
Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

I20-2 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

I20-3 The comment expresses safety concerns related to the proposed project, including prisoner 
transport and security levels.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 3-67 

 



Responses to Comments  Ascent Environmental 

 California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
3-68 California Institution for Men Mental Health Crisis Facility Project Final EIR 

Letter 
I21 

Adriana Titus 
1/28/2019 

 

I21-1 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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3.2.4 Public Hearing 
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Karen Comstock, Chief, Chino Police Department 
PH-1 The comment expresses the opinion that CDCR can build a secure MHCF, but also expresses 

concerns related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility and public safety.  Please see 
Master Response 1 and Master Response 2, respectively.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-2 The comment expresses concern related to the transportation of inmates and security. 
Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-3 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-4 The comment correctly states that CIM was proposed as the site for the MHCF.  It is noted 
that leadership at CDCR, including the Secretary, has changed since the reported meeting in 
Chino took place.  In compliance with CEQA, the Secretary will review the EIR, including 
comments and responses, before deciding whether to approve the project.  

PH-5 The comment incorrectly states that CIM disposes human waste on institution grounds.  See 
response to comments A4-15 and A5-2 regarding wastewater treatment. 

PH-6 The comment provides a general closing statement.  The comment does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Kevin Mensen, Chino Police Department 
PH-7 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 

Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

PH-8 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-9 The comment expresses concern related to the transportation of inmates and security.  
Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-10 The comment provides a general closing summary of the concerns identified in comments 
PH-7, PH-8, and PH-9.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Gary George, San Bernardino County 
PH-11 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed project.  The comment does not address 

the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Nicholas Liguori, City of Chino 
PH-12 The comment states that the EIR project description is inadequate because no site plan is 

provided.  See response to comment A4-3.  

PH-13 The comment states that because CIM is identified as the proposed MHCF location in the 
State Budget Act, the decision to place the MHCF at CIM has not been reviewed under CEQA.  
This EIR provides the CEQA review for CDCR’s proposal to construct and operate a MHCF at 
CIM.  All projects subject to CEQA begin with a proposal to place a project at a specific 
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location, and this project is no different.  It cannot be evaluated without a proposed location.  
However, that does not mean the project has been approved.  It is undergoing this CEQA 
review and will be subject to the deliberation and decision as to whether it should be 
approved when the EIR is brought before and reviewed by the Secretary of CDCR.  
Alternatives to the location at CIM are addressed in Chapter 7, “Alternatives,” of the Draft 
EIR.  See also response to comment A4-5.   

PH-14 The comment states that the EIR does not provide an analysis of alternative locations for the 
proposed project.  Funding for preliminary design and CEQA documentation by the 
Legislature does not commit CDCR to approve the project and does not preclude the ability 
to select an alternative.  Nothing in state law or policy directs CDCR to approve projects that 
receive this type of preliminary funding.  See response to comment A3-3. 

PH-15 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  The comment also raises issues regarding future maintenance of 
the MHCF, if it is constructed.  Maintenance funding is allocated throughout CDCR’s prison 
system and placing the MHCF at a different location would not alter future funding to 
maintain it.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no 
further response is necessary. 

PH-16 The comment provides a general closing statement of the above concerns and identifies 
concerns about the following topics without providing specific comments: traffic and roadway 
impacts, water supply, storm water, and utilities.  No further response is necessary. 

Kyle Collins, Deputy Chief, Chino Valley Fire District 
PH-17 The comment states that CIM’s fire department personnel does not provide emergency 

medical care and that the addition of a 50-bed mental health crisis facility will increase the 
service demand placed upon the CVFD.  See response to comment A1-3. 

PH-18 The comment requests that CDCR address the issues identified in the 2008 audit by the Office 
of the Inspector General and requests information related to first responders at similar mental 
health crisis facilities.  See response to comment A1-4. 

Donna Marchesi 
PH-19 The comment provides introductory language to the overall concerns expressed in comments 

PH-20 and PH-21, below.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-20 The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the community.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 

PH-21 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Yan-Bo Yang 
PH-22 The comment expresses concern related to existing prison noise and the potential increase 

of noise.  Please see response to comment I14-5. 

PH-23 The comment expresses concern related to safety and security.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. 
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Mark Hargrove, Chino City Council 
PH-24 The comment provides introductory language to the overall concerns expressed in comments 

PH-25 through PH-29, below.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-25 The comment expresses concern related to the security levels at CIM.  Please see Master 
Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and 
no further response is necessary. A lethal electrified fence is not necessary for security at 
Level IV facilities and not all CDCR Level IV facilities are surrounded by these fences. A lethal 
electrified perimeter fence around either the separate MHCF or the entire D Yard is not part 
of the scope of the proposed project as authorized by the State Budget Act.   

PH-26 The comment states that the location for the proposed MHCF was selected for Southern 
California, specifically CIM, from the beginning, and discusses the difficulty in recruiting for 
professional staffing positions in more remote areas.  Please see response to comment A3-3 
for a discussion of the need for a MHCF in Southern California.  

PH-27 The comment expresses concern related to the transportation of inmates and security. 
Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-28 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-29 The comment discusses American Correctional Association (ACA) accreditation.  ACA 
accreditation is not discussed in the Draft EIR and is not related to the proposed project.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary. 

Marc Lucio, Chino City Council 
PH-30 The comment expresses concern related to the transportation of inmates and security.  

Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-31 The comment expresses concern related to community safety and security.  Please see 
Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Denise Powell 
PH-32 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 

see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Dr. Sekhon 
PH-33 The comment expresses support for the proposed MHCF.  No response is necessary. 

Steve Elie, Director, Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
PH-34 The comment presents introductory language and briefly discusses the CEQA process.  The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response 
is necessary.  The comment suggests that insufficient time was provided to review the Draft 
EIR.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 requires that Draft EIRs are circulated for a 
minimum of 45 days.  This Draft EIR was circulated for 53 days. 
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PH-35 The comment correctly states that social issues are not discussed in the EIR.  CEQA is 
required to address environmental impacts, which are defined as direct or indirect effects on 
the physical environment (e.g., land, air, water, biological resources, noise) (State CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15358 and 15360).  Social and economic effects of a project, however, 
“…shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment,” although an EIR may trace 
a “chain of cause and effect” from an economic or social effect to an effect on the physical 
environment (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).  Please see Master Response 1 for a 
discussion of the existing conditions at the CIM facility. 

PH-36 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 
see Master Response 1.  Regarding the condition of infrastructure that would be used by the 
project, please see Section 4.11, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR, which 
discusses the onsite WWTP and water treatment plant.  Also see response to comment I11-5. 

PH-37 The comment incorrectly states that CIM is on a septic system and should connect into the 
IEUA system.  CIM has an onsite WWTP that treats effluent to a secondary level.  See 
response to comments A4-15 and A5-2 as well as response to comment I11-5.  Because 
CDCR treats its own wastewater and does so to levels that meet the RWQCB requirements, 
there is no need to connect to and use the capacity of the IEUA system. 

PH-38 The comment expresses the belief that the alternatives analysis is inadequate and suggest 
that CDCR has discretion about whether to analyze a no project alternative.  State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(1) requires that a “no project” alternative be evaluated to 
allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the 
impacts of not approving the proposed project. 

 The comment also states that a two-story MHCF could have been considered in the EIR as an 
alternative to a one-story building.  A two-story MHCF alternative would not reduce any 
significant impacts of a one-story MHCF or vice versa because there are no significant 
effects.  The possible maximum height of the proposed building is appropriately identified in 
the Draft EIR project description.  See response to comment A4-3 regarding the level of detail 
necessary in the project description.  

PH-39 The comment incorrectly states that environmental impacts of a two-story building versus a 
one-story building have not been analyzed.  See response to comment A4-3 regarding the 
level of detail necessary in the project description. 

PH-40 The comment expresses the belief that the schedule of responding to comments is 
accelerated.  CEQA does not mandate a period of time that must pass between the close of a 
comment period and the release of a Final EIR.  Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 15105(a) 
the public review period of a Draft EIR shall not be less than 45 days.  On December 6, 2018, 
CDCR released the Draft EIR for a 53-day public review and comment period.  Pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines 15088(b), the responses to comments in this current document will 
provided to commenting agencies 10 days before certification of an EIR.  CDCR will adhere to 
applicable procedural timing requirements of CEQA.  

PH-41 The comment expresses concern related the potential adverse effects on groundwater 
related to the discharge of treated secondary effluent onto CIM property.  See response to 
comment A5-2.  Water supply and capacity of the CIM wastewater treatment system are 
analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, “Utilities and Service Systems.” 

PH-42 The comment provides summary statements related to alternatives and existing conditions.  
None of the comments received on the Draft EIR have resulted in a new or substantial increase 
in the severity of an environmental impact; therefore, recirculation is not necessary. 
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Deb Baker 
PH-43 The comment provides introductory language and does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-44 The comment expresses concern related to community safety.  Please see Master Response 
2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further 
response is necessary. 

Darian Venerable 
PH-45 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 

see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-46 The comment expresses concern related to community safety and security.  Please see 
Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Pat Schaffer 
PH-47 The comment states that the deactivated youth authority facility adjacent to CIM was once a 

maximum-security facility and could be fully operative with improvements.  The MHCF is a 
unique facility, specifically designed to address the needs of inmates in mental health crisis.  
The existing youth facility could not simply be modified and repurposed to accommodate the 
treatment needs of these inmates.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

Maria Rodriguez 
PH-48 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 

see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-49 The comment questions how a ten-day stay is going to stabilize someone who is experiencing 
a major mental health crisis and what happens if it does not work.  See response to 
comment I14-11.  The analysis in the EIR assumes certain parameters, including a typical 
10-day treatment period, for the impact analysis.  However, if an inmate requires longer 
treatment, it would be provided.  The capacity of the facility including the number of inmates 
and staffing would not change if this were to occur, and no additional environmental effects 
would result.  

PH-50 The comment questions whether the proposed MHCF will be maintained in the future.  
Provision of mental health crisis treatment in a secure environment is consistent with the 
agency mission of CDCR.  CDCR endeavors to keep its facilities in good working order and 
would do so with the MHCF, if constructed.  

Eunice Ulloa, Mayor, City of Chino 
PH-51 The comment expresses concern related to the existing conditions at the CIM facility.  Please 

see Master Response 1.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-52 The comment correctly states that polluted groundwater in the Chino Basin is subject to 
treatment.  Water treatment is performed by the Chino Desalter Authority, as discussed on 
page 4.7-7 of the Draft EIR.  The comment also correctly states that CIM operates a WWTP 
and discharges treated secondary effluent to percolation ponds.  See response to comment 
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A5-2 regarding connecting to the IEUA system.  See response to comment I11-5 regarding 
the effectiveness of the onsite WWTP. 

PH-53 The comment expresses concern related to the transportation of inmates and security of 
CIM.  Please see Master Response 2.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR’s analysis, and no further response is necessary. 

PH-54 The comment is a summary statement that does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
analysis, and no further response is necessary. 
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4 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This chapter presents revisions to the text of the Draft EIR since its release and public review. The revisions 
are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIR and are identified by the Draft EIR 
page number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline. 

The revisions presented in this chapter clarify and expand on, or provide minor corrections to information in 
the Draft EIR and do not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation.  Pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation is required where “[a] substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact would result unless mitigation measure are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.”  (Guidelines, § 15088.5(a)(2).) Recirculation is not required where the new information added 
to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  New 
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's 
proponents have declined to implement.   

Nearly all changes are minor and do not involve changes in project impacts.  One change, as a result of a 
modification to the proposed project square footage, concerns a localized air quality impact from construction 
dust particles.  That impact, which affects inmates located within 25 meters of construction, was less than 
significant in the Draft EIR, but the threshold of significance would be slightly exceeded as a result of project 
modifications.  This impact is clearly mitigated by following the recommendations of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, and CDCR will adopt the relevant mitigation.  Here, CDCR will implement the suggested 
mitigation measure, and the measure will clearly reduce the potential PM10 impact to less than significant.  As 
a result, no increase in the severity of an impact would result and recirculation of the EIR is not required.  

Revisions to Chapter 1, Executive Summary 
To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence under Section 1.2.3, “Characteristics 
of the Project,” on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The new MHCF building would be configured as a two-story building with up to approximately 61,000 
69,000-gross square feet (sf) of overall building footprint.   

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Table 1-2 under Section 1.6.1, “Environmentally 
Superior Alternative,” on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Table 1-2 Comparison of Environmental Effects of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Environmental Topic Proposed Project No Project Alternative CIM Facility Alternative 

Air Quality  LTSM Less  Similar 

Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural 
Resources LTSM Less Similar 

Biological Resources LTSM Less  Similar 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy LTS Less Similar 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials LTS Less Similar 
Hydrology and Water Quality LTS Less Similar 
Noise and Vibration LTS Less Similar 
Public Services  LTS Less Similar 
Transportation and Circulation LTS Less Similar 
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Table 1-2 Comparison of Environmental Effects of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Environmental Topic Proposed Project No Project Alternative CIM Facility Alternative 

Utilities and Service Systems LTS Less Similar 
Notes: LTSM = less than significant with mitigation; LTS = less than significant 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Impact 4.2-1 on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

Impact 4.2-1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of the 
Applicable Air Quality Plan 

SCAQMD provides two key indicators for consistency with the 
AQMP: whether the proposed project would result in an 
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations delay timely attainment of air quality standards 
and; whether the proposed project would exceed the 
assumptions in the AQMP.  City of Chino policies also 
encourage compliance with regional planning efforts, 
encourage land use patterns that reduce trip lengths, and 
incorporate emissions reduction in construction projects.  As 
discussed in Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.2.-3 below, although the 
proposed project would exceed SCAQMD’s LST for 
PM10,these impacts are clearly mitigable to less-than-
significant and project-generated construction and 
operational emissions would be below SCAQMD’s regional 
thresholds of significance and thus would not violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violationinterfere with the region’s ability 
to comply with federal and State air quality standards.  The 
proposed project also includes a land use pattern that 
encourages lower vehicular use, and it includes emissions 
reduction measures during construction. 

Regional air quality emissions projections used in the AQMP 
are based on the growth projections included in Southern 
California Association of Government’s Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, 
which assumes a marginal growth in institutional uses at 
CIM.  The proposed project would increase the existing CIM 
inmate population by up to 50 additional inmate-patients 
and would require an estimated 165 additional staff 
(distributed over three work shifts) to commute to the site 
daily.  Up to 70 construction workers per day would be 
employed for approximately two years.  This would be a 
marginal increase over the August 31, 2018 inmate 
population of approximately 3,800 and current staffing of 
approximately 1,300.  Thus, the proposed project would not 
exceed assumptions in the AQMP and would not conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of any air quality planning efforts.  
This impact would be less than significant. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 
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To reflect minor updates to proposed project design and address the request of a commenting agency, 
Impact 4.2-2 on page 1-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Impact 4.2-2: Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing or Projected Air Quality Violation 
During Construction 

Construction activities would result in temporary and 
intermittent generation of criteria air pollutants and 
precursors from demolition, operation of heavy mechanical 
equipment, haul truck trips, and construction worker 
commute.  Project construction-related emissions would not 
exceed SCAQMD’s regional air quality significance thresholds 
which also is consistent with the City of Chino policies to 
reduce construction emissions.  However, the proposed 
project would exceed LSTs for PM10 during the site 
preparation phase.  Thus, although construction emissions 
would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
regional air quality violation, it could result in a localized 
violation of air quality standards Accordingly, construction 
emissions would not violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation.  This impact would be less than significant. 

LTPS No mitigation is required. Mitigation Measure 4.2-1: Apply 
Tier-4 Emission Standards and Level 3 Diesel Particulate 
Filters to all Diesel-Powered Off-Road Equipment 

For off-road construction equipment rated at 50 horsepower 
or greater, CDCR shall require that the construction 
contractor only use equipment that meets or exceed the 
CARB and EPA Tier 4 off-road emissions standards. Such 
equipment will be outfitted with Best Available Control 
Technology devices including CARB certified Level 3 Diesel 
Particulate Filters.  

Implementation of this measure shall be required in the 
contract that CDCR establishes with its construction 
contractors. Contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to 
supply the compliant construction equipment for use prior to 
any ground disturbing and construction activities. A copy of 
each unit’s certified tier specification or model year 
specification and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit (if 
applicable) shall be available upon request at the time of 
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 
Additionally, CDCR shall require periodic reporting and 
provision of written construction documents by construction 
contractor(s) and conduct regular inspections to the 
maximum extent feasible to ensure compliance. 

LTS 

 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Impact 4.2-3 on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

Impact 4.2-3: Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Contribute 
Substantially to an Existing or Projected Air Quality Violation 
During Operation 

The proposed project would generate operational emissions 
from the long-term operation of the MHCF, which would result 
in vehicle trips from employees and visitors to the proposed 
project site, natural gas combustion for space and water 
heating, and operation of stationary equipment (i.e., 
emergency generator, mini-boiler).  Stationary equipment 
would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 203, which would ensure 
that equipment would operate without emitting air 
contaminants in violation of provisions of Division 26 of the 
State Health and Safety Code.  As shown in Table 4.2-65, 
project operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
air quality significance thresholds.  Thus, operational 
emissions would not violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation.  This impact would be less than significant. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 
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To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Impact 4.5-1 on page 1-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

Impact 4.5-1: Generation of GHG Emissions 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with the 
proposed project would be generated during project 
construction and operation.  The project’s combined 
construction and operational emissions would be 
1,7422,067 metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e) per 
year, which would not exceed SCAQMD’s interim GHG 
significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e for residential and 
commercial sources or the adjusted target of 2,696 MTCO2e 
for first operational year 2022.  Both construction and 
operation of the MHCF would include GHG efficiency 
measures consistent with State polices and regulations for 
reducing GHG emissions and enabling achievement of the 
statewide reduction targets of Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and 
Senate Bill (SB) 32.  Thus, the project would not generate 
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment, or conflict with any 
applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  This impact 
would be less than significant. 

LTS No mitigation is required. LTS 

 

Revisions to Chapter 2, Introduction 
To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the second sentence of the fourth paragraph on page 
2-1 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The proposed MHCF would provide additional mental health treatment capacity within the CDCR 
correctional system for inmates determined by qualified medical/psychiatric staff to be in a mental 
health crisis state.  The proposed two-story MHCF building would comprise up to approximately  
69,000 gross square feet (gsf) of space for housing, mental health treatment, recreation, custody, 
support, and administrative services. 

To provide correction, the third bullet on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 Southern California South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Revisions to Chapter 3, Project Description 
To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence under Section 3.4, “Description of 
the Proposed Project,” on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The new MHCF building would be a two-story building with up to an approximately 69,000 gsf of 
overall building footprint. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the last sentence under Section 3.4, “Description of the 
Proposed Project,” on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Other proposed project components include a new cyclone fence that would separately encircle the 
MHCF within Facility D, and an access road for the MHCF.  These components would also occur 
within the proposed MHCF project site shown in Exhibit 3-1.  Additionally, the proposed project 
includes improvements to the existing pedestrian pathway between the administration building and 
the MHCF site to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, resurfacing and 
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restriping portions of the existing administration building parking lot to comply with ADA 
requirements, and installation of a new 360-space parking lot, at one of two optional locations, 
adjacent to Facility D.  Exhibit 3-1 shows the proposed site plan. Exhibit 3-2 provides additional detail 
on the site plan for the proposed MHCF.   

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Exhibit 3-2 is added on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR (and is 
provided at the end of this chapter). 

To provide clarification, the following picture of a standard inmate patient transport van is added to page 3-6 
of the Draft EIR (Section 3.4.3, “Security”). 

 

To provide correction, the third bullet on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.8.2, “Trustee and Responsible 
Agencies”) is revised as follows: 

 Southern CaliforniaSouth Coast Air Quality Management District. 

To provide correction, the third bullet on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR (Section 3.8.3, “Approvals and Permits”) is 
revised as follows: 

 Southern CaliforniaSouth Coast Air Quality Management District. 

Revisions to Section 4.1, Impacts Found Not to Be Significant 
To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence of the third full paragraph on page 
4.1-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The new MHCF building would be one-story or two stories and encompass up to 61,00069,000 
gross square feet of space.   
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To provide clarification, the first paragraph under Section 4.2.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources” on 
pages 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Farmlands are mapped by the State of California Department of Conservation (DOC) under the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP).  The FMMP was created by the State of 
California to provide data on farmland quality for use by decision makers in considering possible 
conversion of agricultural lands.  Under the FMMP, land is delineated into the following eight 
categories: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Local 
Importance, Grazing Land, Urban or Built‐Up Land, Other Land, and Water.  Mapping is conducted on 
a county‐wide scale, with minimum mapping units of 10 acres unless otherwise specified.  CIM is 
located on land classified by the FMMP as Urban and Built-Up Land, Prime Farmland, Locally 
Important Farmland, Unique Farmland, Grazing Land, and “Other Land” (not farmland). The 
proposed project area is classified as Urban and Built‐Up Land (DOC 2017).  The City of Chino 
General Plan designates the proposed project area as Urban Reserve. 

Revisions to Section 4.2, Air Quality 
To expand on information, the first two paragraphs under Section 4.2.3, “Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” 
on page 4.2-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Regional and local criteria air pollutant emissions and associated impacts, as well as impacts from 
TACs, CO concentrations, and odors were assessed in accordance with SCAQMD-recommended 
methodologies.  The proposed project’s estimated emissions are compared to SCAQMD-adopted 
thresholds, which were developed in part based on Section 182 (e) of the CAA (SCAQMD 2015).  
SCAQMD has established significance thresholds for both construction and operational emissions to 
assess a project’s regional air quality impacts.  Notably, CEQA-related air quality thresholds of 
significance are tied to achieving or maintaining attainment designation with the NAAQS and CAAQS, 
which are scientifically substantiated, numerical concentrations of criteria air pollutants considered 
to be protective of human health (SCAQMD 1993).  SCAQMD does not have a threshold for lead 
because the air basin is in attainment of federal and State air quality standards and because there is 
no specified level for which lead emissions would bring the SCAB out of attainment and result in 
increased health impacts.   

SCAQMD has also developed localized significance thresholds for local air quality impacts, which 
represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard, which are protective of 
human health. Localized significance thresholds (LSTs) are developed using dispersion modeling and 
are based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor areaare not 
expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of ambient air quality standards.  The air district 
provides mass rate look-up tables based on source receptor area, maximum disturbed acreage, and 
distance to the nearest sensitive receptor.  The proposed project is within the Southwest San 
Bernardino Valley source receptor area.  The maximum daily disturbed acreage is calculated to be 2 
acres during grading (see Appendix C “Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions”).  Thus, as 
recommended by SCAQMD, the 2-acre localized significance thresholds (LSTs) were used for this 
project (SCAQMD n.d.).  LSTs consider ambient concentrations of pollutants for each source receptor 
area and distances to the nearest receptor.  The nearest receptors to the proposed project area 
would be inmate housing within 25 meters of the MHCF site.  SCAQMD’s LST Methodology guidance 
states that projects with boundaries located closer than 25 meters to the nearest receptor should 
use the LSTs for receptors located at 25 meters (SCAQMD 2008:3-3).  As described in SCAQMD’s 
LST Methodology, only onsite emissions, which include fugitive dust and off-road construction 
equipment, were included in the LST analysis (SCAQMD 2008:1-4). 
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To provide clarification, the paragraph under the heading “Significance Criteria” on page 4.2-9 of the Draft 
EIR is revised as follows: 

The following thresholds of significance are used to determine if project-generated emissions would 
produce a significant localized and/or regional air quality impact such that human health would be 
adversely affected. The proposed project would result in a significant impact on air quality if it would: 

To provide clarification, the first paragraph in the Impact 4.2-1 summary box on page 4.2-10 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 

SCAQMD provides two key indicators for consistency with the AQMP: whether the proposed project 
would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations delay timely 
attainment of air quality standards and; whether the proposed project would exceed the 
assumptions in the AQMP.  City of Chino policies also encourage compliance with regional planning 
efforts, encourage land use patterns that reduce trip lengths, and incorporate emissions reduction in 
construction projects.  As discussed in Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.2.-3 below, although the proposed 
project would exceed SCAQMD’s LST for PM10,these impacts are clearly mitigable to less-than-
significant and project-generated construction and operational emissions would be below SCAQMD’s 
regional thresholds of significance and thus would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation interfere with the region’s ability to 
comply with federal and State air quality standards.  The proposed project also includes a land use 
pattern that encourages lower vehicular use, and it includes emissions reduction measures during 
construction. 

To expand on information, the text under the Impact 4.2-1 summary box beginning on page 4.2-10 of the 
Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP is the applicable regional air quality plan for the proposed project.  
SCAQMD’s guidance states that new or amended General Plan Elements (including land use zoning 
and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for consistency 
with the AQMP (SCAQMD 1993).  There are two key indicators of consistency: 

1. Whether the proposed project would 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. 

2. Whether the proposed project would exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. 

The purpose of the consistency finding is to determine if a project is inconsistent with the 
assumptions and objectives of the regional air quality plans and; therefore, if it would interfere with 
the region's ability to comply with federal and state air quality standards (SCAQMD 1993).  As 
discussed in Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.2-3 below, SCAQMD’s regional thresholds represent maximum 
levels of emissions that individual projects would need to be below to avoid conflicts with air quality 
planning efforts.  As shown in Tables 4.2-4 and 4.2-5, although the proposed project would exceed 
SCAQMD’s LST for PM10, the proposed project’s project-generated construction and operational 
emissions would be well below those SCAQMD’s levels regional significance thresholds.  Further, 
CDCR will adopt mitigation that has been recommended by the SCAQMD, that would clearly reduce 
the impact resulting from exceeding the LST for PM10 to a less-than-significant level.  Thus, the 
proposed project would not 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. 
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To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the paragraph in the Impact 4.2-2 summary box on 
page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Construction activities would result in temporary and intermittent generation of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors from demolition, operation of heavy mechanical equipment, haul truck trips, and 
construction worker commute.  Project construction-related emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
regional air quality significance thresholds which also is consistent with the City of Chino policies to 
reduce construction emissions.  However, the proposed project would exceed LSTs for PM10 during 
the site preparation phase. The LST threshold for this pollutant is 6 lb/day and the project would 
generate 6.1 lb/day during the site preparation phase.  Thus, although construction emissions would 
not contribute substantially to an existing or projected regional air quality violation, it could result in a 
localized violation of air quality standards Accordingly, construction emissions would not violate any 
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.  This 
impact would be less than significant. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence under the Impact 4.2-2 summary box 
on page 4.2-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Construction of the proposed project would include building up to an approximately 61,00069,000 
gross square foot MHCF, one of two parking lot options, pedestrian improvements, access road, 
onsite utility interconnections, as well as removing trees and demolishing the existing chapel and 
swimming pool. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Table 4.2-4 on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows; note that, as it relates to “regional” and “localized” emissions, the primary difference in the 
calculations is the inclusion of offsite mobile source emissions in regional emissions. Only those emissions 
that would occur on the project site are considered in the localized emissions calculation.  

Table 4.2-4 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Construction (Unmitigated) 

Maximum Daily Emissions by Construction Year and Phase 
Emissions (lb/day) 

VOC1 NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EVALUATIUON (onsite and offsite emissions) 

2020: Onsite and offsite 3.5 3736.8 2322.9 <1 76.3 43.9 
2021: Onsite and offsite 35.434 2221.8 22121.51 <1 2.4 1.3 
SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceed Regional Significance Thresholds? No No No No No No 

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EVALUATION (onsite emissions only) 
Onsite Demolition 3.3 33.2 2221.8 <1 21.9 21.6 
Onsite Site Preparation 2.63 2726.9 1312.8 <1 6.1 43.9 
Onsite Grading 2.4 26.4 16.1 <1 43.8 2 
Onsite Building Construction 2.1 19.2 1716.8 <1 1.1 1 
Onsite Paving 1.72 1312.9 1514.7 <1 10.7 10.6 
Onsite Architectural Coating 35.334 21.5 21.8 <1 <1 <1 
SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds2 - 170 1,232 - 6 5 
Exceed Localized Significance Thresholds? - No No - Yes No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; 
PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic compounds; SOX = oxides of sulfur; lb/day 
= pounds per day 

1  CalEEMod calculates emissions of “reactive organic gases,” which is a term that is used interchangeably with “volatile organic compounds” in this analysis. 
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Table 4.2-4 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Construction (Unmitigated) 

Maximum Daily Emissions by Construction Year and Phase 
Emissions (lb/day) 

VOC1 NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
2  SCAQMD does not have localized significance thresholds for volatile organic compounds or oxides of sulfur. 

Refer to Appendix C for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 20182019 

 

To expand on information, the first sentence under Table 4.2-4 on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as 
follows: 

As shown in Table 4.2-4, project construction-related emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
regional air quality significance thresholds.  However, the proposed project would slightly exceed or 
LSTs for Southwest San Bernardino Valley at 25 meters from sensitive receptors for PM10 during the 
site preparation phase by generating 6.1 lb/day of PM10.  Inmate housing is located within 25 meters 
of construction and these are the sensitive receptors that could be exposed. No sensitive receptors 
located outside CIM Facility D (and off the prison site) would be exposed to PM10 emissions that 
exceed the LST thresholds. Exceedance of the LST indicates that localized violations of air quality 
standards could occur, and thus localized health impacts to inmates at Facility D could occur.  
Analysis of potential exceedance of this LST is voluntary, and SCAQMD is the only air district in 
California that considers LSTs. Alternative locations in other air districts would not consider LSTs. As 
summarized in Table 4.2-2, “Sources and Health Effects of Criteria Air Pollutants,” human exposure 
to PM10 may cause breathing and respiratory symptoms, aggravation of existing respiratory and 
cardiovascular diseases, premature death, alterations to the immune system, and carcinogenesis. 
However, it would be misleading to correlate the level of PM10 associated with the project to specific 
health outcomes to the affected population. While the list of effects noted above could manifest in 
the recipient population, actual effects on individuals depend on individual factors, such as life stage 
(e.g., older adults are more sensitive), preexisting cardiovascular or respiratory diseases, and 
genetics (DNA). Even armed with this type of highly specific medical information (which is 
confidential to the individual), there are wide ranges of potential outcomes from exposure to 
particulates, from no effect to the effects described above. Further, even if individual medical 
histories were known and effects of exposure were more predictable, inmates frequently move due 
to changes in their security level, health needs, and release from prison. Therefore, other than 
determining the types of health effects that could occur, it would be speculative to more specifically 
correlate exposure to PM10 from this project to specific health outcomes to inmates.   

By evaluating emissions of PM10 against SCAQMD’s LSTs, it is foreseeable that the health 
complications associated with PM10 exposure could be exacerbated to inmates in Facility D by 
project-generated construction emissions. Mitigation is included below that would clearly reduce 
PM1o emissions to below the LST threshold established by SCAQMD. After mitigation, PM10 emissions 
would be reduced to 4.7 lb/day during site preparation (the phase with the highest PM10 generation), 
which is below the 6 lb/day threshold. As previously stated, SCAQMD CEQA-related air quality 
thresholds of significance are tied to achieving or maintaining attainment designation with the 
NAAQS and CAAQS, which are scientifically substantiated, numerical concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants considered to be protective of human health (SCAQMD 1993). Because the impact 
associated with exposure to PM10 emissions would be mitigated below the level needed to protect 
human health, no adverse health effects would be expected after mitigation. 

Thus, although construction emissions would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected regional air quality violation, they could result in a localized 
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violation of air quality standards and an increase in the potential for adverse health impacts to occur 
from PM10 exposure.  This impact would be less than significant. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design and address the request of a commenting agency, the 
text under the heading “Mitigation Measures” on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1: Apply Tier-4 Emission Standards and Level 3 Diesel Particulate 
Filters to all Diesel-Powered Off-Road Equipment  
For off-road construction equipment rated at 50 horsepower or greater, CDCR shall require that the 
construction contractor only use equipment that meets or exceed the CARB and EPA Tier 4 off-road 
emissions standards. Such equipment will be outfitted with Best Available Control Technology devices 
including CARB certified Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters.  

Implementation of this measure shall be required in the contract that CDCR establishes with its 
construction contractors. Contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply the compliant 
construction equipment for use prior to any ground disturbing and construction activities. A copy of 
each unit’s certified tier specification or model year specification and CARB or SCAQMD operating 
permit (if applicable) shall be available upon request at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit 
of equipment. Additionally, CDCR shall require periodic reporting and provision of written construction 
documents by construction contractor(s) and conduct regular inspections to the maximum extent 
feasible to ensure compliance.  

No mitigation is required. 

Significance after Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would reduce PM10 emissions through use of cleaner 
construction equipment. Table 4.2-5 shows the effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 in 
reducing the proposed project’s estimated construction emissions. Note that, as it relates to 
“regional” and “localized” emissions in Table 4.2-5, the primary difference in the calculations is the 
inclusion of offsite mobile source emissions in regional emissions. Only those emissions that would 
occur on the project site are considered in the localized emissions calculation.  

Table 4.2-5 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Construction (Mitigated) 

Maximum Daily Emissions by Construction Year and Phase 
Emissions (lb/day) 

VOC1 NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EVALUATIUON (onsite and offsite emissions) 

2020: Onsite and offsite 1 7 24 <1 6 3 
2021: Onsite and offsite 35 7 22 <1 1 <1 
SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceed Regional Significance Thresholds? No No No No No No 

LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EVALUATION (onsite emissions only) 
Onsite Demolition 0.5 2.0 23.3 <1 0.2 <1 
Onsite Site Preparation 0.3 1.2 12.4 <1 4.7 2.6 
Onsite Grading 0.4 1.6 17.8 <1 2.6 1.3 
Onsite Building Construction 0.3 2.2 17.5 <1 <1 <1 
Onsite Paving 0.7 1.2 17.3 <1 <1 <1 
Onsite Architectural Coating 35.1 0.1 1.8 <1 <1 <1 
SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds2 - 170 1,232 - 6 5 
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Table 4.2-5 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Construction (Mitigated) 

Maximum Daily Emissions by Construction Year and Phase 
Emissions (lb/day) 

VOC1 NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Exceed Localized Significance Thresholds? - No No - No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; 
PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic compounds; SOX = oxides of sulfur; lb/day 
= pounds per day 
1  CalEEMod calculates emissions of “reactive organic gases”, which is a term that is used interchangeably with “volatile organic compounds” in this analysis. 

2  SCAQMD does not have localized significance thresholds for volatile organic compounds or oxides of sulfur. 

Refer to Appendix C for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2019 

As shown in Table 4.2-5, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would reduce PM10 emissions 
associated with project construction to less than SCAQMD’s LST of 6 lb/day; the mitigated total 
would be 4.7 lb/day during site preparation, the phase with the highest potential for particulate 
matter generation. Note that construction phases would not overlap; therefore, while onsite site 
preparation and onsite grading, if added together, could exceed the threshold, these activities would 
be sequential and would not be added together.  As such, mitigated PM10 emissions would not cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard nor result in deleterious health impacts to inmates in CIM Facility D associated with human 
exposure to PM10.  Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would reduce 
construction impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

To provide clarification, the third sentence in the Impact 4.2-3 summary box on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 

The proposed project would generate operational emissions from the long-term operation of the 
MHCF, which would result in vehicle trips from employees and visitors to the proposed project site, 
natural gas combustion for space and water heating, and operation of stationary equipment (i.e., 
emergency generator, mini-boiler).  Stationary equipment would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 203, 
which would ensure that equipment would operate without emitting air contaminants in violation of 
provisions of Division 26 of the State Health and Safety Code.  As shown in Table 4.2-65, project 
operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s air quality significance thresholds.  Thus, 
operational emissions would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation.  This impact would be less than significant. 

To provide clarification, the last sentence of the second paragraph on page 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows: 

The modeled emissions are summarized in Table 4.2-65.  Refer to Appendix C for specific input 
parameters and modeling results.   
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To provide clarification, Table 4.2-5 on page 4.2-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Table 4.2-65 Summary of Modeled Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants and 
Precursors from Operation (Unmitigated) 

Category 
Emissions (lb/day) 1 

VOC2 NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Area 21.6 <1 <1 0 <1 <1 

Energy <1 1.2 1 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile 10.9 6 13.5 <1 4.2 1.2 

Stationary 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Operational Emissions 32.7 7.3 1514.6 <1 4.3 1.2 

SCAQMD Regional Significance Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Regional Significance Thresholds? No No No No No No 

Total Onsite Operational Emissions (excluding Mobile) 21.8 1.2 1.1 <1 <1 <1 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds - 170 1,232 - 2 2 

Exceed Localized Significance Thresholds? - No No - No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; 
PM10 = respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic compounds; SOX = oxides of sulfur; lb/day 
= pounds per day 

1  Totals may not add up due to rounding  
2  CalEEMod calculates emissions of “reactive organic gases,” which is a term that is used interchangeably with “volatile organic compounds” in this analysis. 

Refer to Appendix C for detailed assumptions and modeling output files. 

Source: Data modeled by Ascent Environmental in 2018 

 

To expand on information, the last paragraph beginning on page 4.2-15 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

As shown in Table 4.2-56, project operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s air quality 
significance thresholds or LSTs for Southwest San Bernardino Valley at 25 meters from sensitive 
receptors.  Thus, operational emissions would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations such that adverse health impacts would occur. As discussed in 
the “Analysis Methodology” section, SCAQMD developed these thresholds in consideration of 
achieving attainment for the NAAQS and CAAQS, which represent concentration limits of criteria air 
pollutants needed to adequately protect human health. Therefore, the project’s contribution to 
operational criteria pollutants and precursors would not contribute to the exceedance of the NAAQS 
or CAAQS in the SCAB nor result in greater acute or chronic health impacts compared to existing 
conditions.  This impact would be less than significant. 

Revisions to Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy 
To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the second sentence in the Impact 4.5-1 summary box 
on page 4.5-9 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

GHG emissions associated with the proposed project would be generated during proposed project 
construction and operation.  The proposed project’s combined construction (amortized over thirty 
years) and operational emissions would be 1,7422,067 MTCO2e per year which would not exceed 
SCAQMD’s interim GHG significance threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e for residential and commercial 
sources or the adjusted target of 2,696 MTCO2e for first operational year 2022.   
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To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence under the heading “Construction-
Generated Greenhouse Gas Emissions” on page 4.5-10 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Implementation of the proposed project would include construction of a one- to two-story MHCF that 
will be approximately 6169,000 gross square feet, a 360-space parking lot option, pedestrian 
improvements, access road, onsite utility interconnections, tree removal, and demolition of the 
existing chapel and swimming pool. During construction, GHG emissions would be emitted by 
mechanical equipment used for demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, and building 
construction; as well as vehicles used for worker commute, equipment delivery, and haul truck trips.   

Proposed project construction is estimated to generate a total of 440608 MTCO2e over the duration 
of construction activities (2020–2022) (refer to Appendix C “Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions” for modeling assumptions).     

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Table 4.5-1 on page 4.5-10 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows: 

Table 4.5-1 Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Source MTCO2e (MT/year) 

Area <1 

Energy 64518 

Mobile 857 

Stationary 110 

Waste 380641 

Water 541 

Total Operational GHG Emissions 2,04601 
Notes: Totals may not add due to rounding.  CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT = metric tons 
1. CDCR would achieve an overall 75 percent waste diversion rate and CIM, including the proposed MHCF, implements waste diversion practices to 

contribute to achieving this rate. However, it is uncertain what percentage of waste diversion would be achieved by each individual building (e.g., the 
proposed MHCF) within each institution. Thus, the modeling uses a conservative approach and assumes no waste diversion. 

Source: Modeled by Ascent Environmental in 20182019 

 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the last two paragraphs on page 4.5-10 of the Draft EIR 
is revised as follows: 

GHG emissions associated with the proposed project once occupied are estimated to be 2,04601 
MTCO2e/year.  This estimate includes emissions reductions associated with exceedance of Title 24, 
Part 6 requirements by 15 percent, which is a proposed project feature that is described in more 
detail under “Consistency with Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations,” below. 

The proposed project’s combined construction (amortized over 30 years) and operational emissions 
would be 2,06701 MTCO2e, per year which would be below SCAQMD’s interim GHG significance 
threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e for residential and commercial sources and the adjusted GHG emissions 
reduction target for operational year 2022 of 2,696 MTCO2e. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence under the heading “Summary” on 
page 4.5-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

The proposed project’s annual combined construction and operational emissions is estimated to be 
2,0671,742 MTCO2e.   
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To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Table 4.5-2 on page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows: 

Table 4.5-2 Project Construction and Operation Energy Consumption 
Phase Category Energy Consumption 

Construction Off-road Vehicles 20,30321,755 gallons of diesel 

On-road Vehicles 5,930,53055,856,129 gallons of gasoline and 283,635 gallons of diesel 

Operation Electricity1 1,268,7681,216,545 kWh/year 

Natural Gas 4,556,750 4,361,470 kBTU/year 

On-road Vehicles 83,019 gallons of gasoline and 31,232 gallons of diesel 
Notes: 1. Includes indirect electricity related to water provisioning and treatment 

kWH = kilowatt hours; kBTU = kilo British Thermal Units 

Source: Modeled by Ascent Environmental in 20182019 

 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first sentence of the second paragraph under the 
heading “Construction” on page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

An estimated 5,930,530 5,856,129 gallons of gasoline and 305,390303,938 gallons of diesel 
would be consumed to enable proposed project construction, accounting for both onsite equipment 
use and offsite vehicle travel. 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, the first paragraph under the heading “Operation” on 
page 4.5-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

Operation of the proposed project would be similar to hospital uses requiring electricity and natural 
gas for lighting, space and water heating, and appliances.  However, it is anticipated that the level of 
energy consumption associated with medical equipment at a hospital would be higher than what 
would occur at the MHCF, making the energy consumption estimate conservative.  The proposed 
project would require 1,268,7681,216,545 kilowatt hours of electricity per year (including indirect 
electricity related to water consumption) and 4,556,7504,361,470 kilo British Thermal Units of 
natural gas per year.  The proposed project would increase electricity and natural gas consumption 
in the region relative to existing conditions and would construct new onsite utility interconnections to 
existing electrical and natural gas facilities.  The estimated energy consumption accounts for 
exceedance of the 2016 Title 24 standards by 15 percent.   

Revisions to Chapter 7, Alternatives 
To provide clarification, the last bullet (ninth) on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows: 

 The proposed project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts.  Potentially 
significant impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
would result for air quality (result in a localized violation of an air quality standard), biological 
resources (impacts to Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl) and cultural and tribal cultural resources 
(impacts to inadvertent discoveries).  Refer to Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Executive Summary,” for a 
summary of the impacts of the proposed project.   
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To provide clarification, the first three full paragraphs on page 7-2 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows: 

For the proposed MHCF project, the consideration of alternatives that fulfill CEQA requirements is 
complicated by a simple factor: the proposed project would not result in any significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  The significant impacts of the proposed project are highly limited and can be 
clearly mitigated.  Significant impacts have been identified for special-status bird species and 
potentially unknown (buried) cultural and tribal cultural resources as well as localized air quality.  The 
special-status bird species potentially impacted by proposed project construction activities are adapted 
to ruderal areas.  Thus, the impacts of the proposed project to biological resources would occur nearly 
anywhere in the greater southern California region where there are mature trees within 0.5 miles of the 
proposed project to support Swainson’s hawk and marginal open space for burrowing owls.   

Proposed project impacts to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources are similarly ubiquitous.  
Currently unknown cultural resources that could be inadvertently discovered is a potentially 
significant impact in nearly all areas of ground disturbance in California, and mitigation of this impact 
is virtually prescribed by the State CEQA Guidelines.  Additionally, tribal ancestral territories and 
associated tribal cultural resources extend throughout California. 

The proposed project would emit (unmitigated) 6.1 pounds per day (lb/day) of PM10 during the 
construction site preparation phase, which would slightly exceed the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s (SCAQMD) Localized Significance Threshold (LST) of 6 lb/day for Southwest 
San Bernardino Valley at 25 meters from sensitive receptors. (This would be mitigated to 4.7 lb/day.) 
Within 25 meters, occupants of inmate housing would be exposed, but no sensitive receptors 
outside of CIM Facility D would be exposed to PM10 exceeding the LST. Analysis of potential 
exceedance of this LST is voluntary, and SCAQMD is the only air district in California that considers 
LSTs. Alternative locations in other air districts would not consider LSTs.  

To provide clarification, the paragraph under the heading “Air Quality” on page 7-5 of the Draft EIR is revised 
as follows:  

Regarding short-term emissions related to construction activities, this alternative would not require 
the equipment that is necessary under the proposed project to fill the hole created by removal of the 
swimming pool or, if needed, to demolish existing structures.  However, if undeveloped land would 
be cleared, grading equipment may be needed for a longer duration in comparison to the proposed 
project.  Thus, construction emissions would be similar under this alternative in comparison to the 
proposed project.  It is also anticipated that construction within the existing CIM facilities would 
occur farther than 25 meters from any perimeter fenceline, thereby preventing the exposure of any 
offsite receptors to PM10 in exceedance of SCAQMD’s LST. Operational vehicular traffic and 
stationary sources (i.e., HVAC and generators) would be the same under this alternative as the 
proposed project.  [Similar] 

To reflect minor updates to proposed project design, Table 7-1 starting on page 7-7 of the Draft EIR is 
revised as follows: 

Table 7-1 Comparison of Environmental Effects of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Environmental Topic Proposed Project No Project Alternative CIM Facility Alternative 

Air Quality  LTSM Less  Similar 

Archeological, Historical, and Tribal 
Cultural Resources LTSM Less Similar 

Biological Resources LTSM Less  Similar 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy LTS Less Similar 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials LTS Less Similar 
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Table 7-1 Comparison of Environmental Effects of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
Environmental Topic Proposed Project No Project Alternative CIM Facility Alternative 

Hydrology and Water Quality LTS Less Similar 

Noise and Vibration LTS Less Similar 

Public Services  LTS Less Similar 

Transportation and Circulation LTS Less Similar 

Utilities and Service Systems LTS Less Similar 
Notes: LTSM = less than significant with mitigation; LTS = less than significant 
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Exhibit 3-2 Proposed MHCF Site Plan – Preliminary Detail 
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