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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. 
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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. 
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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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