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Section 1.0 Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Fontana Sierra Business Center Project has 

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

Guidelines. CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 indicates that the contents of a Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) Environmental Impact Reports shall contain the information outlined in this article, but the 

format of the document may be varied. Each element must be covered, and when these 

elements are not separated into distinct sections, the document shall state where in the 

document each element is discussed.  

(b) The EIR may be prepared as a separate document, as part of a general plan, or as part of a 

project report. If prepared as a part of the project report, it must still contain one separate and 

distinguishable section providing either analysis of all the subjects required in an EIR or, as a 

minimum, a table showing where each of the subjects is discussed. When the Lead Agency is a  

state agency, the EIR shall be included as part of the regular project report if such a report is 

used in the agency’s existing review and budgetary process.  

(c) Draft EIRs shall contain the information required by Sections 15122 through 15131. Final EIRs 

shall contain the same information and the subjects described in Section 15132.  

(d) No document prepared pursuant to this article that is available for public examination shall 

include a “trade secret” as defined in Section 6254.7 of the Government Code, informa tion 

about the location of archaeological sites and sacred lands, or any other information that is 

subject to the disclosure restrictions of Section 6254 of the Government Code.  

The Final EIR includes all of these required components. 

In accordance with § 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Fontana, as the lead agency for the 

proposed Project, evaluated comments received on the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2020100256) 

and has prepared responses to the comments received.  The preceding Table of Contents provides a lis t  

of all persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.  Section 2.0 includes  the 

Responses to Comments received by the City of Fontana on the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that 

responses to comments also resulted in various editorial clarifications and corrections to the original 

Draft EIR text.  Added or modified text is shown in Section 3.0, Errata, by underlining (example) while 

deleted text is shown by striking (example).  The additional information, corrections, and clarifications 

are not considered to substantively affect the conclusions within the EIR.  This Response to Comments 

document is part of the Final EIR, which includes the EIR pursuant to § 15132 of the State CEQA 

Guidelines. 

Responses to comments will be sent to all commenting agencies and individuals.  This satisfies the 

requirement of Section 21092.5 of CEQA to send responses to the public agency comments received on 
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the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to Project approval.  This document includes responses to all written 

comments received on the Draft EIR. 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF EIR 

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

• Section 1.0 Introduction. This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR, including the 

requirements under CEQA, the organization of the document, as well as brief summary of the 

CEQA process activities to date. 

• Section 2.0 Comments and Responses to Draft EIR. This section provides a list of public 

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

written comment received, and any response required under CEQA. 

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

1.3 CEQA PROCESS SUMMARY 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) is an informational document intended to inform the 

public and decision-makers about the environmental consequences of the proposed Fontana Sierra 

Business Center Project (proposed Project). The Project involves the development of an approximately 

705,735-square foot warehouse building within an approximately 32-net acre site, with associated 

facilities and improvements including approximately 4,500 square feet of 1st floor office space, vehicle 

parking, loading dock doors, trailer parking, on-site landscaping, and related on-site and off-site 

improvements. The expected building height is approximately 49’ 6” and the Project’s proposed building 

will have a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of approximately .50.  

The Project site will provide landscaping on approximately 19.0 percent (133,069-square-feet) of Project  

site. Project construction is anticipated to take occur in one phase, starting the second half of 2021 and 

culminating the second half of 2022. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15082, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) advising public 

agencies, special districts, and members of the public who had requested such notice that an EIR for the 

proposed Project was being prepared.  The NOP was distributed on October 8, 2020 and 

October 9, 2020 with a 30-day public review period ending on November 9, 2020. The NOP and 

comment letters received are provided in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting 

Notice of the Draft EIR.  

After receiving public comments on the NOP, the proposed Project was analyzed for its potential to 

result in environmental impacts. Impacts were evaluated in accordance with the significance criteria 

developed by the City that are based on criteria presented in Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist 

Form,” of the CEQA Guidelines. The criteria in the Environmental Checklist (checklist), was used to 

determine if the proposed Project would result in, “no impact,” “less than significant impact,” “less than 

significant impact with mitigation measures,” or potentially significant impact” to a particular 

environmental resource.  
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The Draft EIR describes the existing environmental resources on the Project site and in the vicinity of the 

Project site, analyzes potential impacts on those resources that would or could occur upon initiation of 

the proposed Project, and identifies mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the magnitude of 

those impacts determined to be significant. The environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR 

concern several subject areas, including aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 

energy/energy conservation, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous 

materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, public services, transportation,  

tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. As noted in the preceding paragraph,  

public comments were received during the NOP process and included written letters provided to the 

City during public meetings.  A copy of the letters with the NOP is provided in Appendix A to the 

Draft EIR. The comments were used, as intended, to help inform the discussion of the Draft EIR and help 

determine the scope and framework of certain topical discussions.   

When the Draft EIR was completed, it was circulated for public review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

§ 15087.  The 45-day public review for the Draft Environmental Impact Report began on May 7, 2021 

and ended on June 21, 2021.  All comment letters received during the 45-day public review period 

previously mentioned are included in this Final EIR.  Additionally, a public meeting with the Fontana 

Planning Commission was held for the proposed Project on May 18, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.  A total of 40 

speakers commented on the Project at the Planning Commission hearing.  

As set forth in more detail in the Responses to Comments and Errata, none of the clarifications or 

amplifications set forth herein change the significance conclusions presented in the Draft EIR or 

substantially alters the analysis presented for public review.  Furthermore, the Draft EIR circulated for 

public review was fully adequate under CEQA such that meaningful public review was not precluded.  

Thus, the clarifications provided in the Responses to Comments and Errata do not constitute significant 

new information that might trigger recirculation. 

1.4 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR details the changes to the Draft EIR. Most of the changes to the 

Draft EIR represent clarifications to the existing content.  Added or modified text is shown in Section 3.0,  

Errata, by underlining (example) while deleted text is shown by striking (example).   
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Section 2.0 Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Table 2.0-1 below provides a list of those parties that provided written comments on the Draft EIR during 

the public review period. In addition, one comment letter was received after the close of the public review 

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

A copy of the written comments are provided in this section, and have been annotated with the assigned 

letter along with a number for each comment. Each comment document is followed by a written response 

which corresponds to the comments provided. 

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

Letter Date Received Organization/Name 

Agencies 

A June 15, 2021 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Robert Krieger, Branch Chief, Risk Reduction Branch 

B May 20, 2021 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Jacob Mathew, District 8 Planning 

C May 6, 2021 
California Department of Justice 

Rob Swanson, Deputy Attorney General, Environment Section 

D May 20, 2021 
Fontana Unified School District 

Timothy DeLand, Director of Facilities Planning, Design & Construction 

Organizations 

E June 17, 2021 
Blum Collins, LP, Attorney at Law, Gary Ho 

On behalf of: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA) 

Public/Individuals 

F May 18, 2021 Yuliana Ceballos 

G May 18, 2021 Otilia Manon 

H May 18, 2021 Veronica Perez 
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Comment Letter A - California Air Resources Board (CARB) 

Robert Krieger, Branch Chief, Risk Reduction Branch 
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Responses to Comment Letter A – CARB, Robert Krieger 

A1 This comment is introductory in nature. The comment restates the project description and 

identifies CARB’s concern regarding air quality of nearby residents. The introductory comment 

does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Therefore, no further response is necessary. 

A2 The HRA prepared for the project notes that SCAQMD does not establish separate cumulative 

thresholds and does not require combining impacts from cumulative projects. SCAQMD considers 

projects that do not exceed the project-specific thresholds to generally not be cumulatively 

significant. Appendix D of the SCAQMD White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address 

Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution (2003) notes that projects that result in emissions that do 

not exceed the project-specific SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance should result in a less 

than significant impact on a cumulative basis unless there is other pertinent information to the 

contrary. The HRA prepared for the project determined that emissions from construction and 

operation of the project would not exceed carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic hazard thresholds, 

therefore, cumulative impacts are less than significant. The HRA prepared for the DEIR 

acknowledges SCAQMD’s MATES IV Study, which estimates an average excess carcinogenic risk of 

400 in one million, and the SCAQMD’s MATES IV mapping tool identifies an estimated risk of 

815.80 for the geographic grid that includes the Project site to which the Project’s air pollutant 

emissions and the pollutant emissions from other cumulative projects would be added.  

AB 617 emphasizes protecting communities from the harmful effects of air pollution from sources 

other than vehicles. AB 617 requires a statewide strategy with focused actions for communities 

heavily impacted by air pollution. These actions include developing community air monitoring 

plans (CAMPs) and/or community emissions reduction plans (CERPs) to reduce emissions of toxic 

air contaminants (TACs) and criteria pollutants. The San Bernardino/Muscoy area was among 

three communities chosen for the program and is the closest CERP to the project site. The project 

site is approximately seven miles west of the CERP’s boundary and approximately six miles west 

of the emissions study area boundary.  The CERP does not include project-specific requirements 

but would allow the SCAQMD and CARB to implement emissions reducing measures. The CERPs 

required under AB 617 are intended to reduce exposure in communities most impacted by air 

pollution and allow State and local air districts to address the cumulative and environmental 

justice effects to burdened communities. The project is not within a CERP boundary and is not 

inconsistent or in conflict with AB 617. 

A3 This comment is incorrect in stating that the project analysis was conducted under the assumption 

that TRUs would not operate within the project site.  The HRA was conservatively modeled to 

include emissions from TRUs (Appendix H, page 191). However, since MM AQ-2, to which the 

Project will be subject, prohibits the project from including any form of cold storage, trucks 

accessing the site likely would not include TRUs. 

A4 This comment acknowledges that MM AQ-2 prohibits the proposed project from being used for 

cold storage and that unmitigated diesel PM emissions would result in cancer risks 4.82 chances 

per million, which is below SCAQMD’s 10 chances per million significance threshold. This 
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comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the analysis. Therefore, no further 

response is necessary. 

A5 This comment states that, in addition to MM AQ-2, the project description should include 

additional language that prohibits the operation of TRUs on the project site and requires a restrict 

covenant over the parcel to prohibit the applicant’s use of TRUs. The additional restrictive 

language is not required since MM AQ-2 prohibits cold storage, is legally enforceable under CEQA. 

A6 As discussed under Response A3 and Response A5 the HRA did include emissions from TRUs and 

the results of the emissions calculations were still below SCAQMD thresholds. 

A7 This comment states that DEIR does not account for mobile emissions from the grading phase of 

construction related to trips for the import of soil by heavy-duty trucks. However, as detailed in 

the DEIR at page 3.0-3, any structures on the site were demolished and leveled prior to the 

preparation of technical studies and prior to the analysis baseline. The Project’s Conceptual 

Grading Plan, which was included as part of the Design Review (DR) package submitted to the 

City, determined that the site earthwork would balance and no soil will need to be imported or 

exported. Therefore, truck trips associated with hauling soil were, appropriately, not included in 

the air quality model. 

A8 The commenter suggests the DEIR used an inappropriate vehicle fleet mix to evaluate mobile 

emissions. The air quality assessment, greenhouse gas assessment, and health risk assessment all use 

the fleet mix included in the traffic study. The traffic study used Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) trip generation rates for a Fulfillment Center – Sort land use (ITE land use code 155b). The fleet 

mix is based on the SCAQMD Warehouse Truck Trip Study Data Results and Usage (July 17, 2014), 

which specifies a normalized truck mix of approximately 16.7% of the trucks being 2-axle, 20.7% 3-axle, 

and 62.5% 4+-axle. The total trip generation is considered conservative and applying truck percentages 

from the 2003 Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study to the ITE 155b trip generation would 

overestimate the truck volumes. The 2003 Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study has a higher 

percentage of trucks based on traffic counts from warehouses located in Fontana. However, the types 

of warehouses where counts were collected in the Study were smaller warehouses and do not 

represent the Fulfillment Center – Sort warehouse building type of the Project. As such, the Fontana 

Study does not accurately represent the project or the shipping practices associated with this type of 

use. To address this issue, the SCAQMD formed the Warehouse Stakeholder Working Group, and 

developed the Warehouse Truck Trip Study Data Results and Usage (2014), and the High Cube 

Warehouse Vehicle Trip Generation Analysis (2016).  

Applying the Fontana Truck Trip Study truck percentages to the ITE land use Code 155b would combine 

data from two different studies that evaluate two different types of land uses. This hybrid between 

two (2) data sources would not represent the project, and would result in inaccurate, and therefore 

inappropriate, information. A more appropriate approach would be to use the Fontana Truck Trip 

Generation Study truck percentage of 20.4 with ITE High-Cube Warehouse (ITE 152)1 trip rate of 1.68 

 
1  Note that this is a conservative approach. ITE 152 was eliminated in  ITE’s 10 th Edition Trip Generation Manual, and the next closest 

applicable land use is ITE 154 (High Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage), which has a daily trip generation of 1.40 trips per thousand 
square feet.  
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trips per thousand square feet. Using this method, the proposed 705,735 square foot project would  

generate a total of 1,186 total daily trips and 242 total daily truck trips (assuming 20.4 percent trucks). 

Therefore, the fleet mix identified in the 2014 SCAQMD study and utilized in the DEIR estimates a 

greater number of trucks (400 daily truck trips versus 242 daily truck trips) than what would be 

estimated using the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. 

A9 The comment requests additional mitigation in order to ensure that all feasible mitigation is 

incorporated. The following table provides an evaluation of the requested measures and 

applicability to the project. 

Suggested Mitigation Response 
• In construction contracts, include language 

that requires all off-road diesel powered 

equipment used during Project construction to 

be equipped with Tier 4 or cleaner engines, 
except for specialized construction equipment 

in which Tier 4 engines are not available. In 

place of Tier 4 engines, off-road equipment can 

incorporate retrofits that achieve emission 
reductions that equal or exceed that of a Tier 4 

engine.  

Construction emissions for the Project are below SCAQMD 

thresholds. Therefore, there is no nexus for such mitigation. 
Additionally, CalEEMod/OFFROAD emissions rates incorporate 

equipment turnover, which results in incrementally cleaner 

fleets (i.e., more Tier 4 equipment) in future years. Finally, 

please reference the added MM AQ-6, related to requirements 
pertaining to construction equipment, which states:  

 

All construction equipment shall be maintained in good 

operation condition so as to reduce emissions. The 

construction contractor shall ensure that all construction 

equipment is being properly serviced and maintained as per 
the manufacturer’s specification. Maintenance records shall be 

available at the construction site for City of Fontana 

verification. The following additional measures, as determined 
applicable by the City Engineer, shall be included as conditions 

of the Grading Permit issuance:  

• Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, 

during all phases of construction to maintain smooth 
traffic flow.  

• Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of 

construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site.  

• Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets 

or sensitive receptor areas.  

• Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a 

community liaison concerning on-site construction 
activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 

generation.  

• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization and ensure 

that all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and 

maintained according to manufacturers’ specifications 

• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., 

material delivery trucks and soil import/export). If the City 

of Fontana determines that 2010 model year or ne wer 
diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Project shall use 

trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx and PM 

emissions requirements. 

• During Project construction, all internal combustion 

engines/construction equipment operating on the Project 

site shall meet EPA-certified Tier 3 emissions standards, or 
higher according to the following: 

• All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 

greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission 
standard, where available. In addition, all construction 

equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified 
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Suggested Mitigation Response 
by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 

contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no 
less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel 

emissions control strategy for similarly sized engines as 

defined by CARB regulations. 

• A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT 

documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit 

shall be made available if requested at the time of 

mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

• In construction contracts, include language 

that requires all off-road equipment with a 
power rating below 19 kilowatts (e.g., plate 

compactors, pressure washers) used during 

project construction be battery powered. 

Construction emissions for the Project are below SCAQMD 

thresholds. Therefore, mitigation requiring battery powered 

construction equipment is not required. However, please 
reference the added MM AQ-6 (shown above) for the inclusion 

of more stringent requirements pertaining to construction 

equipment. 

• In construction contracts, include language 

that requires all heavy-duty trucks entering the 
construction site, during the grading and 

building construction phases be model year 

2014 or later. All heavy-duty haul trucks should 

also meet CARB’s lowest optional  low-NOx 
standard starting in the year 2022. 

Construction emissions are below SCAQMD thresholds. Site 

earthwork would be balanced, and soil hauling would not be 

required. Therefore, this measure is not applicable.  However, 
please reference the added MM AQ-6 (shown above) for the 

inclusion of more stringent requirements pertaining to 

construction equipment. 

• Include contractual language in tenant lease 

agreements that requires all heavy-duty trucks 

entering or on the Project site to be model year 
2014 or later, expedite a transition to zero-

emission vehicles, and be fully zero-emission 

beginning in 2030.  

The project is a speculative warehouse and the end user’s fleet 
is currently unknown. Non-zero emissions vehicles are 

currently legal, and as such, the City has no means to enforce 

and/or require that only zero-emissions vehicles could access 

the Project site.  Therefore, this requirement is not feasible. 
This measure is not feasible because the project applicant has 

no means of controlling the privately-owned vehicles used by 

the independent trucking companies that will eventually 

operate to/from the facility. 

Additionally, trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating greater 

than 14,000 pounds accessing the site must meet or exceed 
2010 model-year emissions equivalent engine standards by 

January 1, 2023 (CARB Truck and Bus Regulation, 13 California 

Code of Regulations Section 2025). 

The CARB Advanced Clean Trucks Rule requires electric truck 

sales starting in 2024, with the goal of every new truck sold in 

California to be zero-emission by 2045. 

Furthermore, SCAQMD Rule 2305, Warehouse Indirect Source 

Rule (ISR) (adopted on May 7, 2021), which requires the Project 

operator to directly reduce NOX and particulate matter 

emissions or to otherwise facilitate emission and exposure 
reductions of these pollutants in nearby communities. 

Alternatively, warehouse operators can choose to pay a 

mitigation fee. Funds from the mitigation fee will be used to 
incentivize the purchase of cleaner trucks and charging/fueling 

infrastructure in communities nearby.  

• Including language in tenant lease agreements, 

requiring the installing of vegetative walls or 

other effective barriers that separate loading 
docks and people living or working nearby. 

The Project’s health risks and localized operational emissions 
do not exceed SCAQMD thresholds; therefore, mitigation in 

the form of vegetative walls or other barriers is not required.  

However, it should be noted that Mitigation Measure AQ-31 
requires that prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the 

Project shall be required to include the construction of a 14' 

concrete screen wall along the Project's easterly property line 

adjacent to the Project's easterly truck court. 
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Please also reference the added mitigation measures MM AQ-5 through MM AQ-29, which were 

included to become part of the Project in order to mitigate air quality impacts to the fullest extent 

possible. 
 

A10 This comment summarizes CARB’s concerns discussed in the comment letter. These concerns 

have been addressed in the previous responses. 

Response A3 notes that TRUs were conservatively included in the HRA and identifies the page number 

in the HRA. Response A7 states that hauling trips were not included in the air quality and HRA modeling 

because the grading plan showed that the site was balanced, and no soil would need to be imported 

or exported. Response A8 explains that the truck trips evaluated in the DEIR are more conservative 

using SCAQMD rates and percentages than using the Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study. 

Response A9 shows that suggested mitigation measures were considered but are either not required 

under CEQA or not feasible. 

A11 This comment states that CARBs review of the project and ability to provide substantive 

comments is limited based on staff time, resources, and its assessment of impacts. The comment 

does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. No 

further response is required. 

A12 The comment provides closing remarks and requests that CARB be included in the 

State Clearinghouse list of selected State agencies that will receive the DEIR as part of the 

comment period. The City will comply with all requirements imposed by Public Resources Code 

Section 21092.5, including providing CARB with a copy of Responses A1 through A12. The 

comment does not state any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the DEIR. No 

further response is required. 
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Comment Letter B - California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Jacob Mathew, District 8 Planning 
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Response to Comment Letter B – Caltrans, Jacob Mathew 

B1 The comment requests that the Traffic Impact Analysis and associated appendices be sent to 

Caltrans for review.  The Traffic Impact Analysis and associated appendices were sent to Caltrans 

for review on May 7, 2021 (confirmed to be received via FedEx delivery methods), and again on 

May 20, 2021.  Additionally, the Traffic Impact Analysis was also publicly available on the City’s 

website since May 7, 2021, at the following URL:  

https://www.fontana.org/DocumentCenter/View/34987/FSBC-Appendix-L---Traffic.   

As such, all requested documents have been sent to Caltrans for review. 

B2 Comment noted.  This comment summarizes the proposed Project.  

B3 Comment noted.  The comment summarizes Caltrans obligations as a responsible agency under 

CEQA. 

B4 A Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for the Project and is located in Appendix L of the Draft 

EIR.  As previously discussed in Response B1, above, the Traffic Impact Analysis was made 

available to Caltrans on May 7, 2021, and again on May 20, 2021.   Additionally, the Hydrology 

Report was provided to Caltrans on May 7, 2021, and is identified as Appendix I in the Draft EIR.  

B5 Comment noted.  As discussed on page 4.13-8 of the Draft EIR, the Project would provide 

continuous sidewalks along its frontages with Slover Avenue and Juniper Avenue. This would 

eliminate the discontinuous sidewalks along westbound Slover Avenue and provide a continuous 

networking connecting to the existing sidewalks to the east.  Paved pedestrian paths would be 

provided connecting the proposed sidewalks to the Project site. The Project would also provide 

bicycle parking spaces. The outside perimeter of the Project site would be landscaped.  Finally, as 

part of the proposed Project, the intersection of Slover Avenue and Juniper Avenue will be 

signalized and improved with controlled crossings for pedestrians in accordance with current City 

standards to maximize safety and accessibility (see DEIR Page 3.0-5, Off-site Improvements: 

Juniper Avenue). As demonstrated in Table 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR, the Project’s circulation 

elements will be consistent with the City of Fontana General Plan and City of Fontana Active 

Transportation Plan (ATP) elements pertaining to the circulation system, including transit, bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities, resulting in a less than significant impact.    

Per City Municipal Code, the Project would require 164 auto parking spaces and 142 trailer parking 

stalls.  However, the Project would provide 330 auto parking spaces and 179 trailer stalls. Of the 

330 auto parking spaces provided: 

• 272 are standard 

• 4 are standard accessible 

• 4 are van accessible 

• 1 is van-accessible EV 

• 1 is standard accessible EV 

• 20 are standard EV 

• 28 are clean air/vanpool

Refer to Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, for additional information.  

https://www.fontana.org/DocumentCenter/View/34987/FSBC-Appendix-L---Traffic
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Comment Letter C - California Department of Justice 

Rob Swanson, Deputy Attorney General, Environment Section 
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Response to Comment Letter C - California Department of Justice, Rob Swanson  

C1 Comment noted. This comment is introductory in nature. 

C2 The zoning for the parcels within the Project boundaries and the surrounding areas have been 

Light and General Industrial or General Commercial since April of 1989. As such, the residences 

previously located on the Project site and the surrounding uses are considered non-conforming 

uses. 

The proposed Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Designations and the 

Zoning Designations. The Project site’s industrial land use category designations are I-G: General 

Industrial and I-L: Light Industrial. I-G: General Industrial and I-L: Light Industrial (0.1 to 0.6 FAR) 

allow for uses such as manufacturing, warehousing, fabrication, assembly, processing, trucking, 

equipment, and automobile and truck sales and services.  

General uses permitted (either by right, minor use permit, or conditional use permit) under the 

industrial zoning districts (Light Industrial [M-1] and General Industrial [M-2]) include 

manufacturing, food processing, service and repair, storage and open yards, warehousing uses, 

retail sales, restaurants and bars, administrative and professional offices, educational, and 

miscellaneous uses.  

C3 The additional air quality and greenhouse gas emissions mitigation measures from the City’s 

General Plan EIR have been added to the Project EIR.  Refer to Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR, 

for the additional mitigation measures. 

C4 While this is just an estimate, the Project will likely go before Planning Commission for approval 

in the Winter of 2021. 

C5 The City is aware of the Warehouse Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measures 

document released by the Attorney General’s Office in March 2021 and has incorporated all of 

the proposed mitigation measures, to the extent feasible and applicable to the project.   Some of 

the best practices listed within the AG Best Practices Document were unable to be included as 

mitigation measures because they do not allow for proper enforceability by the City/applicable 

jurisdiction in accordance with current CEQA requirements. All of the feasible mitigation measures 

from the Warehouse Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measures document are described 

in the below Table 2.0-2, Feasible Mitigation Measures, along with the method in which they were 

incorporated into the Project. 

Table 2.0-2: Feasible Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Method of Project Incorporation 

Siting & Design: 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Posting signs clearly showing the 

designated entry and exit points from the public street for 

trucks and service vehicles. 

See MM AQ-14  
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Mitigation Measure Method of Project Incorporation 

AQ & GHG Impacts from Construction: 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Requiring off-road construction 

equipment to be zero-emission, where available, and all 

diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment, to be 

equipped with CARB Tier IV-compliant engines or better, 

and including this requirement in applicable bid documents, 

purchase orders, and contracts, with successful contractors 

demonstrating the ability to supply the compliant 

construction equipment for use prior to any ground-

disturbing and construction activities.  

See MM AQ-6  

The Project's contractors shall prohibit off-road diesel-

powered equipment from being in the “on” position for 

more than 10 hours per day. The Project's general 

contractor shall designate an officer to monitor the 

construction equipment operators on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-15 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Requiring on-road heavy-duty haul 

trucks to be model year 2010 or newer if diesel-fueled.  

See MM AQ-6  

The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from grading 

on days with an Air Quality Index forecast of greater than 

100 for particulates or ozone for the Project area. 

MM AQ-16 

The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from idling 

heavy equipment for more than five minutes. The Project's 

general contractor shall designate an officer to monitor the 

construction equipment operators on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-17 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Keeping on-site and furnishing to the 

lead agency or other regulators upon request, all equipment 

maintenance records and data sheets, including design 

specifications and emission control tier classifications. 

See MM AQ-6  

The Project's contractors shall conduct an on-site inspection 

to verify compliance with construction mitigation and to 

identify other opportunities to further reduce construction 

impacts. Documentation verifying said inspection occurred 

shall be available on-site at any time during construction for 

the City's inspection. 

MM AQ-18 

The Project shall be required to use paints, architectural 

coatings, and industrial maintenance coatings that have 

volatile organic compound levels of less than 10 g/L. All 

specifications, plans, and or details necessary to verify 

MM AQ-19 
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Mitigation Measure Method of Project Incorporation 

compliance shall be included in the Project's applicable 

construction drawings.  

The Project Applicant shall be required to provide 

information on transit and ridesharing programs to 

construction employees, which shall be made available in 

the construction trailer at all times. 

MM AQ-20 

AQ & GHG Impacts from Operation: 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Requiring on-site equipment, such as 

forklifts and yard trucks, to be electric with the necessary 

electrical charging stations provided.  

See MM AQ-5  

The Project's Operators shall require trucks on-site to be 

limited to five (5) minutes of idle time, and turned off when 

not in use. The Operator shall designate an officer to 

monitor trucks on-site for compliance. 

 MM AQ-21 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to post both interior- and exterior-facing 

signs, including signs directed at all dock and delivery areas, 

identifying idling restrictions and contact information to 

report violations to (1) CARB, (2) SCAQMD, and (3) the 

building manager, to the City's reasonable satisfaction. 

MM AQ-22 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to construct all ninety-eight (98) dock 

doors as "EV ready" through installation of the required 

conduit and junction boxes. 

MM AQ-23 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to construct twenty-five (25%) of all vehicle 

parking stalls on-site as "EV ready" through installation of 

the required conduit and related infrastructure. 

MM AQ-24 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to install a 225 kW DC solar photovoltaic 

system (i.e., sufficient to power the anticipated initial 

improvements for a 705,735 square foot warehouse). 

MM AQ-25 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Posting signs at every truck exit 

driveway providing directional information to the truck 

route. 

See MM AQ-14  

AG BEST PRACTICE: Providing tenants with information on 

incentive programs, such as the Carl Moyer Program and 

Voucher Incentive Program, to upgrade their fleets. 

See MM AQ-4  
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Mitigation Measure Method of Project Incorporation 

Traffic Impacts: 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Installing signs in residential areas 

noting that truck and employee parking is prohibited. 

See MM AQ-14  

AG BEST PRACTICE: Constructing new or improved transit 

stops, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and crosswalks, with special 

attention to ensuring safe routes to schools. 

See DEIR Page 3.0-5 and 3.0-6. 

AG BEST PRACTICE: Designating areas for employee pickup 

and drop-off.  

See MM AQ-1  

AG BEST PRACTICE: Implementing traffic control and safety 

measures, such as speed bumps, speed limits, or new traffic 

signs or signals 

See DEIR Page 3.0-5 and 3.0-6. 

AG BEST PRACTICE: The Project shall be required to 

construct roadway improvements to improve traffic flow. 

See DEIR Page 3.0-5 and 3.0-6. 

Miscellaneous: 

The Project Applicant or Operator shall appoint a 

compliance officer who is responsible for implementing all 

mitigation measures, and providing contact information for 

the compliance officer to the City, to be updated annually. 

MM AQ-26 

The Project's contractors shall be required to sweep the 

surrounding streets on a daily basis during construction to 

remove any construction-related debris and dirt. 

MM AQ-27 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to construct cool pavement and/or 

portland cement concrete (PCC) for site paving in order to 

reduce heat island effects. 

MM AQ-28 

Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project 

shall be required to install air filtration in the warehouse 

facility, with a minimum of 1 air change per hour, in order to 

promote worker well-being. 

MM AQ-29 
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Comment Letter D - Fontana Unified School District 

Timothy DeLand, Director of Facilities Planning, Design & Construction 
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Response to Comment Letter D - Fontana Unified School District, Timothy DeLand 

D1 Comment noted. This comment is introductory in nature. With respect to the statement regarding 

the Project’s potential to “create health or safety conditions for students .”  While the comment 

does not point to any substantial evidence of a significant impact please note the added air quality 

MM AQ-5 through AQ-41 included within the Final EIR (“Section 3.2 - Changes to the Draft EIR” 

within Section 3.0 – Errata to the Draft EIR) that have been added to the EIR. The majority of these 

added mitigation measures would address health and safety conditions for students from an air 

quality and transportation safety perspective. Further, as part of the Project, the Applicant will 

signalize the intersection of Slover Avenue & Juniper Avenue. The signalization of this intersection 

will include improvements for controlled crossings for pedestrians (including students) in 

accordance with current City standards to maximize safety and accessibility (see DEIR Page 3.0-5, 

Off-site Improvements: Juniper Avenue). 

D2 The comment summarizes the mitigation measures and impact determinations for Air Quality and 

Traffic/Transportation.  The comment does not identify any deficiencies or concerns with the 

determinations.  Potential health and safety impacts, including health risks associated with 

emissions and traffic safety issues, were fully analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR concluded 

that implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts 

despite mitigation in Air Quality (Impact 4.2-1, Impact 4.2-2, and Cumulative Impacts), 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Impact 4.7-1, Impact 4.7-2, and Cumulative Impacts), and 

Transportation and Traffic (Impact 4.13-2). Refer to Chapter 4.2, Air Quality, Chapter 4.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Traffic for additional 

information.  

D3 Comment noted. The Traffic Impact Analysis (refer to Appendix L, Traffic Impact Analysis  of the 

Draft EIR) fully analyzes potential traffic generated by the proposed Project and its impact on all 

surrounding intersections.  As noted in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, the Project 

would result in a significant and unavoidable impact as it pertains to conflict or inconsistency with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) (Impact 4.13-2).  However, as documented in 

the Draft EIR, all other transportation-related impacts would be reduced to a level of less than 

significant. Furthermore, the Project would not cause a cumulatively considerable transportation 

impact. Refer to page 4.13-23 of the Draft EIR for additional information. 

Future development facilitated by the Project, in conjunction with cumulative development in the 

cumulative development sites, would increase development in previously developed areas and 

could result in transportation impacts.  The proposed Project is consistent with the City’s General 

Plan land use designation and zoning designation, and as such, was ana lyzed as part of the City’s 

General Plan EIR, including cumulative impacts of the Project.  Additionally, since the Project is 

consistent with the General Plan, the Project’s payment of Development Impact Fees (DIF) would 

mitigate cumulative traffic impacts.  The determination of project fees for traffic impacts is based 

on the need to mitigate project-related impacts, and the need to mitigate cumulative project 

impacts through the implementation of the General Plan Traffic and Circulation Element.   The 

http://online.encodeplus.com/regs/sanramon-ca/doc-view.aspx?pn=0&ajax=0&secid=2959
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proposed Project is required to pay all DIF fees required by the City, and as such, this would 

include cumulative traffic impacts.  

D4 Refer to Response D3, above for a discussion of cumulative traffic impacts.  Additionally, the City 

is committed to monitoring traffic impacts near major intersections and nearby paths of travel 

that students would utilize. 
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Comment Letter E - Blum Collins, LP, Attorney at Law, Gary Ho 

On behalf of: Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA) 
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Response to Comment Letter E - Gary Ho, Blum Collins, LLP 

E1  This comment is introductory in nature and states that Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) 

has submitted comments on behalf of Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA). Responses 

to individual comments will be sent to the address noted pursuant to the requirements of CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088. Responses to specific comments are provided below; refer to Responses E4 

through E32.  

E2  This comment restates the project description and provides the commenter’s allegation that the 

following comments will show that the DEIR did not adequately evaluate air quality, health risk, and 

greenhouse gas impacts. Specific environmental comments are responded to in the responses below; 

refer to Responses E4 through E32. 

E3  This comment is introductory in nature and summarizes the CalEEMod software. The introductory 

comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the DEIR or raise any other CEQA issue. 

Responses to specific comments are provided below; refer to Responses E4 through E32. 

E4  This comment states that unsubstantiated changes were made to the model without justification. This 

statement is incorrect, the edits made by Paul Rosenfeld and Matthew Hagemann to the model include 

updating outdated information, compliance with current regulations, and inputting required 

mitigation measures. Although the air quality analysis used the most recent version of CalEEMod 

(version 2016.3.2) at the time the DEIR was circulated for public review, some of CalEEMod's 

baseline/default data is from 2008 or earlier. The CalEEMod User’s Guide (October 2017) instructs the 

user to consider the accuracy of the equipment and phase duration estimations and using project 

specific construction schedules, when available. As such, many of the defaults were out of date and 

not consistent with existing standards and regulations. CalEEMod was designed to allow the user to 

change the default to reflect site- or project-specific information when it’s available. It is standard 

practice to update the model’s generic default data with project-specific data from appropriate 

sources (site plans, construction schedules, etc.). These changes are noted in DEIR Appendix B, 

Section 4.2 as well as in Appendix A of the Air Quality Assessment (refer to DEIR Appendix B). These 

changes are also discussed further in the responses below. 

This comment incorrectly states that inputs made in the model are not consistent with the information 

in DEIR and that the project’s construction and operational emissions are underestimated. This 

comment is a general statement and responses to specific comments on this subject are provided in 

Responses E5 and E12, below. 

E5  This statement correctly notes that edits have been made to the default construction phase-lengths 

to reflect project-specific information to more accurately model project emissions. Default phase 

lengths in CalEEMod are based on SCAQMD construction surveys conducted in 2008 and 2010 

(CalEEMod Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod  and Appendix E: Technical Source 

Information). CalEEMod uses the total project acreage entered into the land use screen to estimate 

construction time and equipment based on survey information received. If the total acreage of a 

project falls between the acreage of two construction sites surveyed, the phase length for the greater 

acreage is used. Since the default phase lengths are based on 2010 construction equipment and 

building methods, these phases are extremely conservative , due to improvements over the past 

10 years. Project specific construction information was provided by the applicant was entered in 
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model. As noted in Response E4, this approach is consistent with the CalEEMod User’s Guide 

(October 2017) instructs the user to consider the accuracy of the equipment and phase duration 

estimations and using project specific construction schedules, when available. 

E6  Refer to Response E5, above. The commenter incorrectly states that changes to the construction 

schedule were not justified. CalEEMod default phase lengths are based on averages from construction 

surveys conducted in 2008 and 2010 and are determined by the total acreage of the site. Based on 

default CalEEMod values, construction of the project would take approximately 2.5 years. But Paul 

Rosenfeld and Matthew Hagemann who reviewed the default phase length determined that this 

schedule does not take into account new building methods, such as concrete tilt-up construction 

which dramatically reduces construction time compared to traditional methods. Concrete placement 

is fast and easy because panels are poured on-site and assembled using cranes. Formwork placement 

is faster and simpler, including block-outs for door and window openings. For this reason, project 

specific construction phases are more accurate than default values, which are outdated and do not 

represent the project. Project specific information was entered into the model and noted as 

“Construction Schedule” as recommended in the CalEEMod User’s Guide. 

E7  As discussed under Responses E5 and E6, changes to CalEEMod’s default construction schedule were 

made based on project-specific information in order to accurately model project emissions. Based on 

CalEEMod outputs, construction emissions were condensed and not disproportionately spread out as 

the commenter erroneously states. The commenter is incorrectly suggesting that the construction 

phases were extended strictly for the purpose of reducing daily emissions. Spreading-out construction 

activities over a greater period of time would reduce the amount emissions generated per day. 

However, the duration of most construction activities were reduced when compared to CalEEMod 

default values, resulting in a higher concentration of pollutants per day (as the same amount of work 

must be done in a shorter period of time). In fact, only one phase was extended beyond the CalEEMod 

default values. The architectural coating phase was extended by twelve days, based on the 

construction schedule. All other phases were reduced. As stated previously, whenever project specific 

data was available it was used in place of default assumptions. 

E8  This commenter’s statement is true, architectural coating emissions were reduced from the default 

100 g/L to 50 g/L. as required by SCAQMD Rule 1113. Rule 1113 states that, effective January 1, 2019, 

all building envelope coatings are limited to 50 g/L or less2. SCAQMD regulates the manufacturers of 

these coatings to meet the required standards. The project is located within SCAQMD and construction 

is anticipated to begin in 2021, therefore the Rule 1113 applies to the project and changes made to 

CalEEMod are appropriate. 

E9  This comment incorrectly states that the changes made to comply with Rule 1113 were unsupported. 

As discussed under Response E8, Rule 1113 states that all building envelope coatings must be 50 g/L 

or less after 1/1/2019. CalEEMod is a statewide emission estimating program, therefore rules for a 

specific air district are not included in the model as default values. Rule 1113 is specific to SCAQMD; 

therefore, the change must be made manually. As the commenter stated, Rule 1113 contains various 

VOC limits for different coatings, however because the project is a warehouse the applicable category 

would be building envelope which the Rule 1113 defines as any fluid applied coatings applied to the 

 
2  http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/compliance/vocs/architectural-coatings/tos 
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building envelope. Therefore, any coatings, regardless of type, applied to a building must be 50 g/L or 

less. 

E10  The comment confuses text in the DEIR concerning the analysis of criteria pollutants with the DEIR’s 

analysis of toxic air contaminants (TACs) (i.e., diesel particulate matter [DPM]). The commenter states 

that default operation vehicle has been updated and identifies 45 pages of edits to emission factors 

are identified in the DEIR (Appendix B, pp 41-86, 116-161) but incorrectly states that only certain 

emissions were changed to underestimate mobile emissions. By default, CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 

includes emission rates for all vehicles based on the EMFAC 2014 database provided by CARB. At the 

time the air quality analysis for this Project was prepared, 2017 Emission Factor Model (EMFAC2017) 

was the latest model and CARB required that an air quality analysis include the updated emission rates. 

This was done.  As the commenter noted under “User Entered Comments and Non-Default data” the 

source of the edits was identified as EMFAC2017. Following the methodology described in Section 5.2 

Methodology for Converting EMFAC2014 Emission Rates into CalEEMod Vehicle Emission Factors of in 

the CalEEMod User’s Guide, Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod , CalEEMod’s the default 

2014 emission rates for all vehicle categories were updated to the 2017 emission rates, as required 

by CARB. These modifications in CalEEMod apply to criteria pollutants. However, the project’s health 

risk assessment evaluates DPM emissions, which occur from trucks and are discussed on DEIR 

page 4.2-23. Therefore, the changes to CalEEMod emission factors were applied to all vehicle 

categories, not to select vehicle as the comment incorrectly states. 

E11  By default, CalEEMod does not include off-road cargo moving equipment for warehouses. To be 

conservative four electric-powered forklifts were added to the model. These additions were not 

required by CalEEMod but were conservatively added to anticipate potential equipment needs. 

Although the commenter repeatedly refers to compressed natural gas as the off-road equipment fuel 

source, the model includes electric powered equipment based on industry trends. However, due to an 

error in the CalEEMod program itself, the CalEEMod default values incorrectly use the same emission 

rates for electrical equipment as diesel. As shown in the CalEEMod outputs, (Appendix B, pp 89 -90, 

164-165) the electric off-road equipment is shown to generate NOX, CO, SOX and PM10 and PM2.5 from 

exhaust, all of which are not possible with electric equipment. Therefore, although the intent was to 

include electric off-road equipment, the model has inadvertently included emissions from diesel 

equipment. Based on this information, the result for all uses of this model result in off-road equipment 

emissions that have been overestimated, however, to be conservative these emissions were included 

in the analysis. 

E12  The commenter is incorrect in stating that the SCAQMD High Cube Warehouse Truck Trip Study White 

Paper suggests that high cube warehouses require an average of 0.12 forklifts per 1,000-SF. The White 

Paper only provides the results of a business survey developed by SCAQMD. The survey was sent to 

approximately 400 warehouse operators and SCAQMD received 63 responses, 34 of which were 

operating high cube warehouses. The White Paper states that 29 of the 34 high cube responses 

reported how many pallet jacks and forklifts were used at their facility. The commenter does not 

address the fact that  the average number reported includes un-powered pallet jacks as well as 

forklifts. Indeed, based on the survey results it is impossible to identify the explicit number of powered 

forklifts each warehouse would be expected to employ, since the data provided also includes pallet 

jacks, which employees use to manually maneuver pallets of cargo. Accordingly, the commenter’s 
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statement that the DEIR underestimates the number of forklifts and thus underestimate emissions is 

incorrect.  

E13  Project construction and operations will be subject to all applicable state and local laws, ordinances, 

and regulations. Compliance with existing regulations that would reduce emissions (e.g., SCAQMD 

Rule 402 and 403, which are subject to enforcement action under the applicable provisions of the 

California Health & Safety Code) are not considered mitigation as defined by CEQA. Mitigation 

measures are required above and beyond existing regulation to reduce or eliminate  any remaining 

significant impacts. However, CalEEMod does not include compliance with all regulations by default 

and the user must incorporate standard regulations within CalEEMod’s mitigation module, even if they 

are mandatory City/State/SCAQMD regulations or standard permit conditions. SCAQMD 

recommended control measures are not mitigation under CEQA, as they are required by the Air District 

during construction by SCAQMD regulation. Although the mitigated output from CalEEMod show 

reductions from existing regulatory requirements and project design features that are termed 

“mitigation” within the model, those modeling components associated compliance with existing 

regulations are not considered mitigation under CEQA. The DEIR discusses SCAQMD Rules 402 and 403 

under Standard Conditions and Requirements (Appendix B, pp 29). 

E14  Refer to Response E13. The changes identified are consistent with the application of dust control 

measures required in SCAQMD Rule 403 and are not considered mitigation under CEQA.  

E15  The commenter incorrectly states that Rule 403 is not required and that the inclusion is unsupported. 

Under both federal and state law, SCAQMD is under legal obligation to make and enforce air pollution 

regulations. Air pollution violations may result in either criminal or civil liability. SCAQMD does not 

criminally prosecute air pollution violations, criminal cases are referred to state, county, or city 

attorneys. However, SCAQMD can impose fines of $5,000 per day to $1,000,000 per day. 

Rule 403 requires the implementation of best available dust control measures and includes control 

measures and guidance3. Changes made to the model associated with Rule 403 were identified in Rule 

403 Table 1: Best Available Control Measures. Since compliance with Rule 403 is required by law, the 

commenter’s statement that the inclusion of Rule 403 requirements is unsubstantiated is incorrect. 

Compliance with Rule 403 is required law and does not need to be included as a mitigation measure 

to make it enforceable. 

E16  The inclusion of “Transit Subsidy” under  mobile mitigation measures is an error in the CalEEMod 

program. Transit subsidy was not included as mitigation; no employee eligible value was entered, no 

daily transit subsidy amount was entered, and no changes related to transit subsidy are identified in 

the model output files. For confirmation, a Mitigation Report was generated in CalEEMod and included 

in Section 3.0, Errata. The Mitigation Report shows that although transit subsidy is listed as a mitigation 

measure, the input value is 0.0 and results in a 0.0 percent reduction. Therefore, there is no emissions 

credit taken for transit subsidy in the emissions modeling. 

E17  As shown in the model output files, the model was run in April 2021 . Therefore, as identified under 

“User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” outdated energy efficiency data included in CalEEMod 

version (2016.3.2) was updated with the more recent 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. Due 

 
3  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/rule-iv/rule-403.pdf 
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to limitations in the model, any updates to energy usage are labeled as mitigation in the model output 

file. Kimley-Horn utilized the most recent CalEEMod version (2016.3.2). Therefore, some of 

CalEEMod's baseline/default data is from 2016 and therefore out of date. CalEEMod does not 

automatically include compliance with all regulations by default, so the user has to incorporate 

standard regulations within CalEEMod’s mitigation module, even though they may actually be 

City/State/SCAQMD regulations or standard permit conditions. These adjustments are often 

incorporated into the model’s mitigation module, even though they are not considered mitigation 

under CEQA. The California Energy Commission states that nonresidential buildings built using the 

2019 standards will use about 30 percent less energy than those built under the 2016 standard4. 

CalEEMod was designed to allow the user to update outdated information and it is a standard practice 

to revise default values to include the best the available data, including changes to regulatory 

standards and requirements5.  

E18  As shown in the model output files, the model was run in April 2021. Therefore, as discussed 

previously, the analysis used CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 which includes 2016 standards and 

regulations. To be consistent with the mandatory CalGreen 2019 Code requirements, the model was 

updated to include low-flow plumbing fixtures and water efficient landscape irrigation. CalEEMod was 

designed to allow the user to update outdated information and it is a standard practice to revise 

default values with the best the available data, including changes to regulatory standards and 

requirements. However, due to limitations in the model, any updates to water conservation are 

labeled as mitigation measures in the model output file. These changes are noted in the model. Since 

these water efficiency measures are required by regulation and building code, they are not considered 

CEQA mitigation measures 

E19  This statement is correct; notes were added to the model (Appendix B, pp.39,114) that acknowledge 

that changes were made to default values based on updates to existing standards and regulations. 

Please refer to Responses E17 and E18. No further response is required.  

E20  Due to a flaw in the model program, the CalEEMod output file does not include the notes entered 

under the Traffic Mitigation/Commute tab. However, the model requires the user to input an 

explanation for any changes to default information or the model won’t run.  The note entered under 

the Traffic Mitigation/Commute tab in the model was “Require TDM” which refers to Mitigation 

Measure AQ-1. 

E21  This comment is incorrect for the following reasons. As discussed under Response E16, listing Transit 

Subsidy as a mitigation measure is an error in the program. Transit subsidy was not included as a 

mitigation measure in CalEEMod and no edits related to transit subsidy are included in the model 

outputs. In addition, as discussed under Response E17 and Response E18, CalEEMod does not include 

compliance with all regulations by default and the user has to incorporate standard regulations within 

CalEEMod’s mitigation module, even though they may actually be City/State/SCAQMD regulations or 

standard permit conditions. Although the mitigated output from CalEEMod show reductions from 

existing regulatory requirements and project design features that are termed “mitigation” within the 

 
4  https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/Title_24_2019_Building_Standards_FAQ_ada.pdf 
5 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/user-guide-2021/01_user-39-s-guide2020-4-0.pdf, page 13 
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model, those modeling components associated with the compliance of existing regulations are 

required by law and cannot be eliminated from the project’s design as the commenter suggests.  

E22  The commenter states that air quality impacts cannot be identified as significant and unavoidable 

without implementing all feasible mitigation. As explained in the DEIR, no feasible mitigation exists 

that can reduce the project’s air quality impacts to a less than significant level. Under Comment E31 

the commenter includes suggested best practices and mitigation measures provided by the California 

Attorney General. As discussed on Response E31, these suggestions were considered during the air 

quality analysis process and were either included as mitigation in the DEIR, found not to be feasible, 

not required under CEQA, or were determined to have no impact on emissions. 

E23  The analysis in the tech studies and DEIR incorporate project-specific parameters to accurately 

represent construction and operational emissions. The analysis conducted by commenter SWAPE 

ignored the reductions in emissions resulting from legally-required codes and regulations.  Commenter 

SWAPE also used outdated information, and incorrect assumptions to inaccurately inflate emissions. 

For example, SWAPE used outdated vehicle emission factors rather than using the approved updated 

emission factors as required by CARB. SWAPE also modified the construction schedule instead of using 

the project specific schedule provided and did not include regulations required by SCAQMD, Title 24, 

and CalGreen Building Code. SWAPE also assumed 85 diesel powered forklifts operating inside a closed 

warehouse. These modifications deviate from the proposed project conditions and artificially increase 

emissions. 

Related specifically to ROG emissions, the analysis provided by SWAPE ignores SCAQMD Rule 1113 

which requires non-residential buildings use coatings with 50 g/L or less of VOC. In addition, SWAPE 

used a shortened architectural coating phase, rather than the project specific construction phase 

provide, this compresses the painting activity into a shorter period to increases the amount of 

emissions released per day.  

E24  This statement reports that the maximum cancer r isk for construction and operations are 8.32 per 

million and 4.82 per million, both of which are below the 10 per million thresholds. Based on this 

information the project’s health risk impacts are less than significant. No further response is required. 

E25  This comment is incorrect states that the HRA used flawed emission estimates which underestimated 

DPM concentrations. As discussed under Response E10, CalEEMod includes outdated emission factors 

by default. Following the methodology described in the  CalEEMod User’s Guide, Appendix A: 

Calculation Details for CalEEMod, CalEEMod’s default 2014 emission rates for all vehicle categories 

were updated with 2017 emission rates as required by CARB. 

E26 According to SCAQMD methodology, health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described 

in terms of individual cancer risk. Additionally, the cancer risk is expressed in the SCAQMD thresholds6 

as “incremental cancer risk.” Individual cancer and incremental cancer risk is the likelihood that a 

person continuously exposed to concentrations of TACs over a lifetime will contract cancer based on 

the use of standard risk assessment methodology. The comment incorrectly applies the SCAQMD’s 

10 in one million cancer risk threshold as a cumulative threshold. The SCAQMD’s 10 in one million 

threshold is an incremental threshold and it is, therefore, inappropriate to combine construction and 

 
6  SCAQMD, South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds, April 2019.  
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operational risk levels and compare to the SCAQMD’s threshold as presented in the comment. The 

method of simply adding the construction and operational risk levels as conducted in the comment is 

also incorrect because both risk levels assume that the exposure duration start in the first trimester. 

As construction is estimated to last for approximately one year, it would be impossible to be exposed 

to both construction and operational emissions in the third trimester. The commenter’s approach of 

adding the construction and operational risk levels presented in the DEIR together overestimates risk 

because the age sensitivity factors are double counted.  

Given the short-term construction schedule of approximately one year, Project construction would 

not result in a long-term (e.g., 30 or 70 years) source of TAC emissions. The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook does not recommend analysis of TACs from short-term construction activities associated 

with land use development projects. A construction health risk assessment is not required by SCAQMD 

and no guidance for health risk assessments for construction has been adopted by SCAQMD or the  

City. Although SCAQMD’s CEQA guidance does not require a health risk assessment for short-term 

construction emissions, a construction health risk assessment was conservatively prepared for the 

Project and provided in the DEIR. As analyzed in DEIR pages 4.2-22 and 4.2-23, Project construction 

activities, including TACs from equipment exhaust would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations. Project-related TAC impacts during construction would be less than 

significant. 

Although as discussed above, conducting a construction health risk assessment is not required and 

combining construction and operational risk is not required by the SCAQMD, a more appropriate 

conservative approach would be to assume an exposure duration for construc tion to start at the first 

trimester and for operational exposure to conservatively begin at age 1. It should be noted that the 

HRA in the DEIR conservatively included TRU emissions with the truck trips on the surrounding roads 

and did not apply fraction of time at home for age bins less than 16 years. This is conservative because 

MM AQ-2 prohibits cold storage, thereby eliminating trucks with TRUs at this site. Additionally, the 

California Office of Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommends the fraction of time at home 

factor applied to age bins less than 16 years.  

However for informational purposes, using the approach of combining construction and operations 

described above and incorporating fraction of time at home for age bins less than 16 years would 

result in a construction risk of 5.41 in one million and an ope rational risk of 3.17 in one million for a 

combined risk of 8.57 in one million, which is below the 10 in one million threshold. This risk 

calculations were conducted consistent with California OEHHA methodology. Therefore, even when 

combining construction and operational, health risks would remain below SCAQMD thresholds. 

E27  Refer to Response E26, above, regarding health risk impacts.  

E28  This comment states that the project would result in GHG emissions that exceed the City’s significance 

threshold. The comment notes that MM AQ-1 through AQ-4 would reduce GHG impacts. However, a 

majority (91 percent) of the remaining mitigated emissions are from mobile sources and neither the 

project applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, therefore 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

E29  This comment states that the GHG analysis and significant and unavoidable impact conclusion is 

incorrect because the model uses unsubstantiated vehicle emissions. This comment is incorrect, as 
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discussed under Responses E10 and E11, the default vehicle emission values in CalEEMod version 

2016.3.2 are outdated and were updated with EMFAC2017 vehicle emissions as required by CARB.  

E30  The commenter states that GHG impacts cannot be identified as significant and unavoidable without 

implementing all feasible mitigation. As stated in the DEIR, mitigation was identified; however no 

feasible mitigation exists that can reduce the project’s GHG impacts to less than significant. 

Comment E31 includes suggested best practices and mitigation measures provided by the California 

Attorney General. As discussed on Response E31, these suggestions were considered during the GHG 

analysis process and were either included as mitigation in the DEIR, found not to be feasible or 

required under CEQA, or were determined to have no impact on emissions. 

E31  This comment states that all feasible mitigation was not included in the DEIR and includes a list of 

mitigation measures and best practices provided by the California Attorney General’s office 7. The 

Applicant has now included those best practices/mitigation measures contained within the 

Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California 

Environmental Quality Act document that were determined to be feasible and effective at 

substantively reducing significant impacts, through either added mitigation measures or updated 

project design. Please reference Table 2.0-2, Feasible Mitigation Measures above, for a detailed list 

of all feasible best practices/mitigation measures from the Attorney General’s document, as well as 

the method by which they have been included as part of the Project. 

E32  This comment is a disclaimer, stating that SWAPE conducted their analysis based on limited 

information and that no warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work 

methodologies and protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented in this 

comment letter. No further response is required.  

  

 
7  https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/warehouse-best-practices.pdf  

https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/warehouse-best-practices.pdf
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Comment Letter F - Yuliana Ceballos 
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Response to Comment Letter F - Yuliana Ceballos 

F1 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific 

issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

However, Project Driveway 11 refers to the proposed project’s southernmost driveway along 

Juniper Avenue. This distance from the middle of Project Driveway 11 to the middle of the 

commenter’s property’s driveway to the north is approximately 187’. As such, the driveway will 

not be directly in front of the commenter’s driveway.  

As stated above, the Project Driveway 11 is located approximately 187’ south of the commenter’s 

property’s driveway. Therefore, (1) lights from trailers and cars flashing into adjacent properties 

at nighttime and (2) the potential for vehicles and trailers blocking the commenter’s driveway 

causing a potential hazard in an emergency is not anticipated due to the distance between the 

driveways. 

F2 The proposed project is speculative in nature; the end user/tenant is not known at this time.  

Prior to obtaining a Certificate of Occupancy from the City, the prospective business would be 

required to submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan in the California Environmental Reporting 

System (CERS). Within this plan, there would be an inventory of the type, quantity, location within 

the building, and size/volume of the potentially hazardous materials proposed for their use. Upon 

review and acceptance by the Hazardous Materials Division of the San Bernardino County Fire 

Department, a hazardous materials permit would be issued, and the site inspected once every 

three (3) years. The Hazardous Materials Business Plan is available to the public, upon request 

from the SB County Fire Dept. – Hazardous Materials Division. 

For the proposed storage/treatment of extremely hazardous substances (e.g. , ammonia gas or 

chlorine gas), more stringent requirements would need to be met.  For example, if a prospective 

business were to require ammonia on-site above regulatory thresholds set to protect the public, 

the business would be subject to the California Accidental Release and Prevention Program 

(CalARP).  This program requires (1) the preparation of a Risk Management Plan which details  

specific emergency protocols in the case of a release of the ammonia, which includes immediate 

notification to all applicable emergency responders and to call 911, and (2) a requirement to 

publically notice the surrounding property owners (including the commenter) via mail-outs and a 

published entry in the local newspaper of all hazardous substances above regulatory thresholds 

that are proposed within this Risk Management Plan. 

For additional information regarding the protocols and notification requirements pertaining to 

hazardous materials of a future prospective business, or to obtain a copy of the Hazardous 

Materials Business Plan for the future tenant(s) (once they occupy the building), please contact 

the San Bernardino County Fire Dept. – Hazardous Materials Division.  

It should be noted that while the proposed project is speculative in nature (end-user/tenant is 

unknown at this time), it is unlikely that ammonia would be utilized in the building above 

regulatory thresholds by any prospective business.  According to the San Bernardino County Fire 
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Department – Hazardous Materials Division, the primary use for ammonia in industrial warehouse 

buildings is for the operation of refrigerated space within the building. Per air quality mitigation 

measure MM AQ-2 found on Page 4.2-17 of the publicly circulated Draft EIR for the project, cold 

storage (i.e., refrigerated space) is not permitted: “MM AQ-2 – Prior to the issuance of building 

permits, the City of Fontana Building and Safety Division shall confirm that the Project does not 

include storage.”  

Additionally, please refer to Chapter 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the Draft EIR for 

additional information related to storage of hazardous materials on-site.  As identified on 

page 4.8-26 of the Draft EIR, no significant hazardous materials impacts would occur with 

implementation of the proposed Project. 

F3 The comment includes the following concerns: (1) the building’s lighting, (2) the truck’s/trailers’ 

lighting, and (3) trucks’/trailers’ noise after 10 pm. 

1)  BUILDING LIGHTING: Per City of Fontana Municipal Code (Section 30-544), for industrial 

building projects “all lights shall be directed and/or shielded to prevent the light from 

adversely affecting adjacent properties. No structure or lighting feature shall be permitted 

which creates adverse glare.” The proposed project will include lighting fixtures which direct 

light downward, coupled with 14’ tall solid concrete screen walls along Juniper Avenue 

opposite the commenter’s property. 

2)  TRUCKS’/TRAILERS’ LIGHTING: The proposed project will include 14’ tall solid concrete screen 

walls along Juniper Avenue opposite the commenter’s property, which will fully screen all 

trucks/trailers (including their lights) from view. 

3)  TRUCKS’/TRAILERS’ NOISE AFTER 10 PM: Per City of Fontana Municipal Code 

(Section 30-543(a)-2), “the noise level between 10 pm and 7:00 am shall not exceed 65 db(a).” 

For comparison, in order to understand this 65 dba maximum noise amount, please note that 

per Table 4.11-4: Existing Traffic Noise Levels from Page 4.11-7 of our Draft Environmental 

Impact Report publically circulated in May 2021, the existing traffic noise from Slover Avenue 

between Cypress Avenue and Sierra Avenue is between 65.8 dba to 66.2 dba.  

F4 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific 

issue or comment related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

The proposed project is speculative in nature; the end-user/tenant is not known at this time. 

Therefore, the proposed hours of operations are unknown.  However, to identify a worst-case 

scenario for impacts, the Traffic Impact Analysis included an assessment of 24-hour a day traffic, 

which was also used for the air quality, greenhouse gas, and noise analyses.  

F5 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific 

issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

The Applicant is willing to put any signage along Juniper Avenue deemed by the City to be 

necessary to prevent trucks from parking along the street.  The proposed project has 179 truck 
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trailer parking stalls on-site within the fully screened truck courts, despite the City’s requirement 

to provide only 142 truck trailer parking stalls.  The Project proposes excess trailer parking on-site 

to prevent parking along Juniper Avenue. 

F6  As proposed, there will be approximately sixty five (65) new trees planted along Juniper Avenue 

to complement the proposed building’s already-enhanced elevations. The Applicant is willing to 

consider residents’ requested tree species, as long as they are deemed acceptable by the City. 

F7 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

The Applicant has gone through several design iterations with the City of Fontana staff to ensure 

the proposed building elevations will be aesthetically-pleasing (ample glass & glazing, color 

palette, reveal lines, vertical panel articulation, etc.), rather than a “dull ugly building.” With 

respect to noise levels, the proposed project includes 14’ tall solid concrete screen walls along 

Juniper Avenue which are designed to block/considerably reduce sound from within the truck 

court. 

That being said, the Applicant is willing to construct new fencing in front of the commenter’s 

property along Juniper Avenue, subject to compliance with City of Fontana code requirements.  

F8 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

The Project does not include improvements that would require additional private property to be 

acquired.  The easterly limit of the proposed street widening along Juniper Avenue in front of the 

commenter’s property stops at 16’ east of the centerline (middle) of Juniper Avenue. The 

commenter’s property boundary along Juniper Avenue starts at approximately 30’ east of the 

centerline (middle) of Juniper Avenue. Therefore, there is a 14’ wide gap (30’ minus 16’) between 

the commenter’s property line and the closest construction location the Applicant will need to 

utilize. 

F9 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the DEIR or note a specific 

issue or comment related to the DEIR’s environmental analysis.  

As noted in Response F9 above, the proposed Project will not result in the need for additional 

land from private property, and the Project would not damage any plants/grass on private 

property. That being said, in the unlikely event that plants and/or grass are damaged for some 

reason during construction, the Applicant would agree to promptly cause the re-planting of all 

plants and/or grass along any damaged private property. 

F10 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  

As further stated in the responses above, the Applicant (1) will provide signage to prevent trailers 

parking along Juniper Avenue, (2) is already proposing ample landscaping along Juniper Avenue 

as part of the proposed project, (3) is willing to construct new fencing along the commenter’s 
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property’s Juniper Avenue frontage, and (4) is required to provide building lighting that is directed 

downward, with the lights from trucks/trailers screened from private views via 14’ high solid 

concrete screen walls along Juniper Avenue. 

With respect to the commenter’s request for the nearby residents to be provided information 

regarding the intended use of the building/site, with a specific focus on what hazardous materials 

are being utilized, the Applicant will comply with all requirements set forth by the City of Fontana 

to this effect.  

F11 Comment noted. Refer to Responses F1 through F10, above. 
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Comment Letter G – Otilia Manon 
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Response to Comment Letter G - Otilia Manon 

G1 This comment does not identify a specific concern with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or note a 

specific issue or comment related to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.  However, your 

comment will be considered by decision-makers for the Project. 
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Comment Letter H – Veronica Perez 
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Response to Comment Letter H - Veronica Perez 

H1 The commenter has summarized the information presented in the Draft EIR. Refer to 

Chapters 4.2, Air Quality, 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 4.13, Transportation and Traffic, for 

additional information.  The Draft EIR fully discloses any and all significant impacts associated with 

development of the proposed Project. Refer to page 1.0-4 through 1.0-5 of the Draft EIR.  As noted 

on pages 1.0-4 and 1.0-5, there are unavoidable significant impacts associated with air quality, 

greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation and traffic. 

H2 Comment noted.  The Draft EIR fully analyzes all environmental impacts associated with 

development of the proposed Project.  Refer to Response H1, above, for additional information 

on significant impacts.  As noted in Response 

H3 Transportation impacts, including those related to active/passive transportation, are fully 

disclosed in Chapter 4.13, Transportation and Traffic.  As noted in Response B5, above, the Project 

would provide continuous sidewalks (including adjacent street lighting and landscaping) along its 

frontages with Slover Avenue and Juniper Avenue. This would eliminate the discontinuous 

sidewalks along westbound Slover Avenue and provide a continuous networking connecting to 

the existing sidewalks to the east.  Paved pedestrian paths would be provided connecting the 

proposed sidewalks to the Project site. The Project would also provide bicycle parking spaces. The 

outside perimeter of the Project site would be landscaped. Additionally, as part of the proposed 

Project, a new traffic signal will be installed at the intersection of Slover Avenue and Juniper 

Avenue (top of page 4.13-23 of DEIR).  As demonstrated in Table 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR, the 

Project’s circulation elements will be consistent with the City of Fontana General Plan and City of 

Fontana Active Transportation Plan (ATP) elements pertaining to the circulation system, including 

transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, resulting in a less than significant impact.    

H4 Comment noted. 
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Section 3.0 Errata to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE ERRATA 

The Draft EIR for the Fontana Sierra Business Center Project dated May 2021, is hereby incorporated by 

reference as part of the Final EIR.  Changes to the Draft EIR are further detailed below.  

The changes to the Draft EIR do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental document, and 

instead represent changes to the Draft EIR that provide clarification, amplification and/or insignificant 

modifications, as needed as a result of public comments on the Draft EIR, or due to additional information 

received during the public review period. These clarifications and corrections do not warrant Draft EIR 

recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

None of the changes or information provided in the comments reflect a new significant environmental 

impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact for which mitigation is not 

proposed, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen significant 

environmental impacts but is not adopted. In addition, the changes do not reflect a fundamentally flawed 

or conclusory Draft EIR. 

Changes to the Draft EIR are listed by Section, page, paragraph, etc. to best guide the reader to the 

revision. Changes are identified as follows: 

• Deletions are indicated by strikeout text. 

• Additions are indicated by underlined text. 

3.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Page 1.0-9 Table 1-2 

Section 4.2, Air Quality 
Significant and 

Unavoidable Impact 

MM AQ-1 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall prepare and 

submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program detailing strategies 

that would reduce the use of single-occupant vehicles by employees by increasing 

the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. The TDM shall 

include, but is not limited to the following: 

▪ Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM coordinator to 

educate residents, employers, employees, and visitors of surrounding 

transportation options; 

▪ Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as showers for 

employees, self-service bicycle repair area, etc. around the project site. 

▪ Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make only occasional use 

of a vehicle, as well as others who would like occasional access to a vehicle of a 

different type than they use day-to-day; 

▪ Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through parking incentives 

and administrative support, such as ride-matching service; and 
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▪ Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as preferential 

load/unload areas or convenient designated parking spaces for carpool/vanpool 

users. 

MM AQ-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Fontana Building and Safety 

Division shall confirm that the Project does not include cold storage.  

MM AQ-3 All truck access gates and loading docks within the project site shall have a sign 

posted that states: 

▪ Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use  

▪ Truck drivers shall shut down the engine after five minutes of continuous idling 

operation once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or 

“park,” and the parking brake is engaged. 

▪ Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB to rep ort 

Violations 

MM AQ-4 The Project Applicant shall make its tenants aware of the funding opportunities, 

such as the Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Moyer 

Program), and other similar funding opportunities, by providing applicab le literature 

available from the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The Moyer Program On -

Road Heavy-Duty Vehicles Voucher Incentive Program (VIP) provides funding to 

individuals seeking to purchase new or used vehicles with 2013 or later model year 

engines to replace an existing vehicle that is to be scrapped. 

MM AQ-5  All on-site forklifts shall be non-diesel and shall be powered by electricity, 

compressed natural gas, or propane if technically feasible.  

MM AQ-6  All construction equipment shall be maintained in good operation condition so as to 

reduce emissions. The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction 

equipment is being properly serviced and maintained as per the manufacturer’s 

specification. Maintenance records shall be available at the construction site for City 

of Fontana verification. The following additional measures, as determined 

applicable by the City Engineer, shall be included as conditions of the Grading Permit 

issuance:  

• Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 

construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.  

• Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 

equipment on- and off-site.  

• Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor 

areas.  

• Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison 

concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related 

to PM10 generation.  

• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization and ensure that all vehicles and 

equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturers’ 

specifications.  

• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g. , material delivery 

trucks and soil import/export). If the City of Fontana determines that 2010 

model year or newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Project shall use 

trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx and PM emissions requirements.  
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• During Project construction, all internal combustion engines/construction 

equipment operating on the Project site shall meet EPA-certified Tier 3 

emissions standards, or higher according to the following: 

o All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp 

shall meet the Tier 4 emission standard, where available. In addition, all 

construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by 

CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve 

emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 

Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for similarly sized engines as 

defined by CARB regulations. 

o A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and 

CARB or SCAQMD operating permit shall be made available if requested 

at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.  

MM AQ-7  Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, all Applicants shall submit construction 

plans to the City of Fontana denoting the proposed schedule and projected 

equipment use. Construction contractors shall provide evidence that low emission 

mobile construction equipment will be utilized, or that their use was investigated 

and found to be infeasible for the project. Contractors shall also conform to any 

construction measures imposed by the SCAQMD as well as City Planning Staff.    

MM AQ-8  All paints and coatings shall meet or exceed performance standards noted in 

SCAQMD Rule 1113. Specifically, the following measures shall be implemented, as 

feasible: · 

• Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that required under 

AQMD Rule 1113.  

• Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

• Require the use of pre-painted construction materials.  

MM AQ-9  The Project shall be required to apply paints either by hand or high volume, low 

pressure (HVLP) spay. These measures may reduce volatile organic compounds 

(VOC) associated with the application of paints and coatings by an estimated 60 to 

75 percent. In addition, the contractor shall specify the use of low volatility paints 

and coatings. Several of currently available primers have VOC contents of less than 

0.85 pounds per gallon (e.g., Dulux professional exterior primer 100 percent acrylic). 

Top coats can be less than 0.07 pounds per gallon (8 grams per liter) (e.g., Lifemaster 

2000-series). This latter measure would reduce these VOC emissions by more than 

70 percent.  

MM AQ-10  The Project shall designate preferential parking for vanpools.  

MM AQ-11  The Project shall be required to post both bus and MetroLink schedules in 

conspicuous areas.  

MM AQ-12  The Project shall be requested to configure their operating schedules around the 

MetroLink schedule to the extent reasonably feasible.  

MM AQ-13  The Project shall be required to incorporate light colored roofing materials. 

MM AQ-14 The project shall restrict the turns trucks can make entering and exiting the facility 

to route trucks away from sensitive receptors by posting signs at every truck exit 

driveway providing directional information to the truck route. Additionally, the 

project shall install signs along Juniper Avenue north of Slover noting that truck and 

employee parking is prohibited. 
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MM AQ-15 The Project's contractors shall prohibit off-road diesel-powered equipment from 

being in the “on” position for more than 10 hours per day. The Project's general 

contractor shall designate an officer to monitor the construction equipment 

operators on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-16 The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from gradi ng on days with an Air 

Quality Index forecast of greater than 100 for particulates or ozone for the Project 

area. 

MM AQ-17 The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from idling heavy equipment for more 

than five minutes. The Project's general contractor shall designate an officer to 

monitor the construction equipment operators on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-18 The Project's contractors shall conduct an on-site inspection to verify compliance 

with construction mitigation and to identify other opportunities to further reduce 

construction impacts. Documentation verifying said inspection occurred shall be 

available on-site at any time during construction for the City's inspection.  

MM AQ-19 The Project shall be required to use paints, architectural coatings, and industrial 

maintenance coatings that have volatile organic compound levels of less than 10 g/L. 

All specifications, plans, and or details necessary to verify compliance shall be 

included in the Project's applicable construction drawings.  

MM AQ-20 The Project Applicant shall be required to provide information on transit and 

ridesharing programs to construction employees, which shall be made available in 

the construction trailer at all times. 

MM AQ-21 The Project's Operators shall require trucks on-site to be limited to five (5) minutes 

of idle time and turned off when not in use. The Operator shall designate an officer 

to monitor trucks on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-22 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to post 

both interior- and exterior-facing signs, including signs directed at all dock and 

delivery areas, identifying idling restrictions and contact information to report 

violations to (1) CARB, (2) SCAQMD, and (3) the building manager.  

MM AQ-23 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to 

construct all ninety-eight (98) dock doors as "EV ready" through installation of the 

required conduit and junction boxes. 

MM AQ-24 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to 

construct twenty-five (25%) of all vehicle parking stalls on-site as "EV ready" through 

installation of the required conduit and related infrastructure.  

MM AQ-25 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to install 

a 225 kW DC solar photovoltaic system (i.e., sufficient to power the anticipated 

initial improvements for a 705,735 square foot warehouse ). 

MM AQ-26 The Project Applicant or Operator shall appoint a compliance officer who is 

responsible for implementing all mitigation measures and providing contact 

information for the compliance officer to the City, to be updated annually.  

MM AQ-27 The Project's contractors shall be required to sweep the surrounding streets on a 

daily basis during construction to remove any construction-related debris and dirt. 
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MM AQ-28 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to 

construct cool pavement and/or portland cement concrete (PCC) for site paving in 

order to reduce heat island effects. 

MM AQ-29 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to install 

air filtration in the warehouse facility, with a minimum of 1 air change per hour, in 

order to promote worker well-being. 

Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Significant and 

Unavoidable Impact 

Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 29, from Section 4.2, Air Quality would be 

applied. 

Significant and 

Unavoidable Impact 

Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4 29, from Section 4.2, Air Quality would be 

applied. 

Page 4.1-10, First Paragraph 

For purposes of aesthetic resource impact analysis, cumulative impacts are considered for cumulative 

development according to the related projects; see Table 4.0-1, Cumulative Projects List. Page 4.2-13, 

Second Paragraph 

The violations to which Consistency Criterion No. 1 refers are CAAQS and NAAQS. As shown in Table 4.2-7: 

Construction-Related Emissions and Table 4.2-8: Long-Term Operational Emissions under Impact 4.2-2 

below, the Project would not exceed the construction emission standards. However, the Project would 

exceed operational emission standards for NOX. Therefore, the Project would contribute to an existing air 

quality violation. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ429 would be required to reduce NOX emissions, 

however impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Thus, the Project would not be consistent 

with the first criterion. Concerning Consistency Criterion No. 2, the AQMP contains air pollutant reduction 

strategies based on SCAG’s latest growth forecasts, and SCAG’s growth forecasts were defined in 

consultation with local governments and with reference to local general plans. The northern half of the 

Project site is designated General Industrial while the southern half of the Project site is designated as 

Light Industrial. The Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Designations and the 

Zoning Designations and would not require a General Plan Amendment (GPA) and a Zone Change. As such, 

the Project is consistent with SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. Thus, the Project is consistent with the 

second criterion. However, as the project would exceed criteria pollutant thresholds and not be consistent 

with the first criterion, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Refer to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29. 

Page 4.2-16, Second Paragraph 

MM AQ-1 through AQ-29 have been identified to reduce NOX emissions from Project mobile sources. 

MM AQ-1 requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to 

reduce single-occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-2 eliminates transport refrigeration 

unit (TRU) emissions and MM AQ-3 prohibits idling when engines are not in use. Additionally, MM AQ-4 

promotes the use of alternative fuels and clean fleets.  However, Table 4.2-8: Long-Term Operational 
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Emissions shows that despite the implementation of MM AQ-1 through AQ-429, NOX emissions would 

remain above the SCAQMD’s thresholds. Since neither the Project Applicant nor the City has regulatory 

authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce NOX 

emissions to levels that are less than significant. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

Page 4.2-18, First New Paragraph 

MM AQ-5  All on-site forklifts shall be non-diesel and shall be powered by electricity, compressed 

natural gas, or propane if technically feasible. 

MM AQ-6  All construction equipment shall be maintained in good operating condition so as to 

reduce emissions. The construction contractor shall ensure that all construction 

equipment is being properly serviced and maintained as per the manufacturer’s 

specification. Maintenance records shall be available at the construction site for City of 

Fontana verification. The following additional measures, as determined applicable by the 

City Engineer, shall be included as conditions of the Grading Permit issuance:  

• Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 

construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.  

• Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- 

and off-site.  

• Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.  

• Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-

site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation.  

• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization and ensure that all vehicles and 

equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturers’ 

specifications.  

• Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks 

and soil import/export). If the City of Fontana determines that 2010 model year or 

newer diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Project shall use trucks that meet EPA 

2007 model year NOx and PM emissions requirements. 

• During Project construction, all internal combustion engines/construction equipment 

operating on the Project site shall meet EPA-certified Tier 3 emissions standards, or 

higher according to the following: 

• All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet 

the Tier 4 emission standard, where available. In addition, all construction equipment 

shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device 

used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what 

could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for similarly sized 

engines as defined by CARB regulations. 
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• A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or 

SCAQMD operating permit shall be made available if requested at the time of 

mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 

MM AQ-7  Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, all Applicants shall submit construction plans 

to the City of Fontana denoting the proposed schedule and projected equipment use. 

Construction contractors shall provide evidence that low emission mobile construction 

equipment will be utilized, or that their use was investigated and found to be infeasible 

for the project. Contractors shall also conform to any construction measures imposed by 

the SCAQMD as well as City Planning Staff.   

MM AQ-8  All paints and coatings shall meet or exceed performance standards noted in SCAQMD 

Rule 1113. Specifically, the following measures shall be implemented, as feasible: ·  

• Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than that required under AQMD 

Rule 1113.  

• Construct or build with materials that do not require painting.  

• Require the-use of pre-painted construction materials.  

MM AQ-9  The Project shall be required to apply paints either by hand or high volume, low pressure 

(HVLP) spay. These measures may reduce volatile organic compounds (VOC) associated 

with the application of paints and coatings by an estimated 60 to 75 percent. In addition, 

the contractor shall specify the use of low volatility paints and coatings. Several of 

currently available primers have VOC contents of less than 0.85 pounds per gallon 

(e.g., Dulux professional exterior primer 100 percent acrylic). Top coats  can be less than 

0.07 pounds per gallon (8 grams per liter) (e.g., Lifemaster 2000-series). This latter 

measure would reduce these VOC emissions by more than 70 percent.  

MM AQ-10  The Project shall designate preferential parking for vanpools.  

MM AQ-11  The Project shall be required to post both bus and MetroLink schedules in conspicuous 

areas.  

MM AQ-12  The Project shall be requested to configure their operating schedules around the 

MetroLink schedule to the extent reasonably feasible.  

MM AQ-13  The Project shall be required to incorporate light colored roofing materials.  

MM AQ-14 The project shall restrict the turns trucks can make entering and exiting the facility to 

route trucks away from sensitive receptors by posting signs at every truck exit driveway 

providing directional information to the truck route. Additionally, the project shall install 

signs along Juniper Avenue north of Slover noting that truck and employee parking is 

prohibited. 
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MM AQ-15 The Project's contractors shall prohibit off-road diesel-powered equipment from being in 

the “on” position for more than 10 hours per day. The Project's general contractor shall 

designate an officer to monitor the construction equipment operators on-site for 

compliance. 

MM AQ-16 The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from grading on days with an Air Quality 

Index forecast of greater than 100 for particulates or ozone for the Project area.  

MM AQ-17 The Project's contractors shall be prohibited from idling heavy equipment for more than 

five minutes. The Project's general contractor shall designate an officer to monitor the 

construction equipment operators on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-18 The Project's contractors shall conduct an on-site inspection to verify compliance with 

construction mitigation and to identify other opportunities to further reduce construction 

impacts. Documentation verifying said inspection occurred shall be available on-site at 

any time during construction for the City's inspection. 

MM AQ-19 The Project shall be required to use paints, architectural coatings, and industrial 

maintenance coatings that have volatile organic compound levels of less than 10 g/L. All 

specifications, plans, and or details necessary to verify compliance shall be included in the 

Project's applicable construction drawings. 

MM AQ-20 The Project Applicant shall be required to provide information on transit and ridesharing 

programs to construction employees, which shall be made available in the construction 

trailer at all times. 

MM AQ-21 The Project's Operators shall require trucks on-site to be limited to five (5) minutes of idle 

time, and turned off when not in use. The Operator shall designate an officer to monitor 

trucks on-site for compliance. 

MM AQ-22 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to post both 

interior- and exterior-facing signs, including signs directed at all dock and delivery areas, 

identifying idling restrictions and contact information to report violations to (1) CARB, (2) 

SCAQMD, and (3) the building manager. 

MM AQ-23 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to construct all 

ninety-eight (98) dock doors as "EV ready", through installation of the required conduit 

and junction boxes. 

MM AQ-24 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to construct 

twenty-five (25%) of all vehicle parking stalls on-site as "EV ready" through installation of 

the required conduit and related infrastructure. 

MM AQ-25 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to install a 225 

kW DC solar photovoltaic system (i.e., sufficient to power the anticipated initial 

improvements for a 705,735 square foot warehouse). 
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MM AQ-26 The Project Applicant or Operator shall appoint a compliance officer who is responsible 

for implementing all mitigation measures, and providing contact information for the 

compliance officer to the City, to be updated annually. 

MM AQ-27 The Project's contractors shall be required to sweep the surrounding streets on a daily 

basis during construction to remove any construction-related debris and dirt. 

MM AQ-28 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to construct 

cool pavement and/or portland cement concrete (PCC) for site paving in order to reduce 

heat island effects. 

MM AQ-29 Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the Project shall be required to install air 

filtration in the warehouse facility, with a minimum of 1 air change per hour, in order to 

promote worker well-being. 

Page 4.2-26, Second Paragraph 

As shown in Table 4.2-8: Long-Term Operational Emissions, the Project operational emissions from 

mobile sources alone would exceed the SCAQMD threshold for NOX despite the implementation of 

mitigation. However, it should be noted that the proposed Project would only exceed regional thresholds 

for NOX, and not localized thresholds.1 As a result, operational emissions associated with the Project would 

result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant cumulative regional air quality impacts. 

Table 4.2-8 shows that approximately 96 percent of the project’s NOX emissions are from mobile sources. 

Emissions of motor vehicles are controlled by State and Federal standards and the Project has no control 

over these standards. MM AQ-1 through AQ-29 have been identified to reduce NOX the Project’s mobile 

source emissions. MM AQ-1 requires the implementation of a TDM program to reduce single-occupant 

vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-2 prohibits cold storage and MM AQ-3 prohibits idling when 

engines are not in use. Additionally, MM AQ-4 promotes the use of alternative fuels and clean fleets. 

Implementation of operational MM AQ-1 through AQ-29 would reduce NOX emissions by reducing the 

number of employee vehicles on-site and reducing the amount of time trucks spend idling. However, 

impacts would not be reduced to a less than significant level. Since the majority (96 percent) of emissions 

are from mobile sources and neither the Project Applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control 

tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce the Project’s impacts with 

respect to operational emissions to less than significant levels. While the Project has some control over 

NOX emissions (refer to MM AQ-1 through AQ-429), the majority of emissions are beyond the Project’s 

control. Therefore, no additional feasible mitigation measures beyond MM AQ-1 through AQ-429 are 

available to further reduce emissions, and impacts would remain significant.    

Page 4.7-16, Second Paragraph 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, of this EIR identifies Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-29 to reduce mobile 

source emissions. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand 

 
1 It should be noted that while there are sensitive receptors near the Project site (approximately 60 feet east of the Project site along Juniper 

Avenue) those sensitive receptors are non-conforming uses, as their zoning is General Commercial (C-2).  The proposed Project is consistent 
with zoning ((Light Industrial (M-1)) and ((General Industrial (M-2)). 
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Management (TDM) program to reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. Mitigation 

Measure AQ-2 prohibits cold storage and Mitigation Measure AQ-3 prohibits idling when engines are not 

in use. Additionally, Mitigation Measure AQ-4 promotes the use of alternative fuels and clean fleets. These 

mitigation measures are incorporated in the GHG emissions shown in Table 4.7-3: Project Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions under the “Mitigated” column and would reduce GHG emissions by reducing the number 

of employee vehicles on-site, reducing the amount of time trucks spend idling, and replacing older trucks 

with newer models. 

Page 4.7-17, First and Second Paragraph 

As shown in Table 4.7-3: Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions, although implementation of these mitigation 

measures would reduce GHG emissions to 14,472.01 MTCO2e per year, the resulting emissions are still 

expected to exceed the City’s GHG threshold. Table 4.7-3 shows that approximately 91 percent of the 

project’s mitigated GHG emissions are from mobile sources. Emissions of motor vehicles are controlled 

by State and Federal standards and the Project has no control over these standards. As discussed above, 

MM AQ-1 through AQ-29 (refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality) have been identified to reduce the Project’s 

mobile source emissions. Implementation of operational MMs AQ-1 through AQ-29 would reduce GHG 

emissions by reducing the number of employee vehicles on-site and reducing the amount of time trucks 

spend idling. However, impacts would not be reduced to a less than significant level.  

Since the majority (91 percent) of mitigated emissions are from mobile sources and neither the Project 

Applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation 

measures exist that would reduce the Project’s impacts with respect to operational emissions to less than 

significant levels. While the Project has some control over GHG emissions (refer to Mitigation Measures 

AQ-1 through AQ-29), the majority of emissions are beyond the Project’s control. No additional feasible 

mitigation beyond AQ-1 through AQ-429 are available further reduce emissions. Therefore, this impact 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Page 4.7-17, Mitigation Measures Statement 

Refer to MM AQ-1 through AQ-429. 

Page 4.7-23, Fourth and Fifth Paragraph 

The Project would not obstruct or interfere with efforts to increase ZEVs or state efforts to improve system 

efficiency. As discussed above, MMs AQ-1 through AQ-429 would reduce mobile source emissions by 

promoting the use of alternative fuels and clean fleets. Therefore, the Project would also benefit from 

implementation of these State programs and measures, which would reduce future GHG emissions from 

trucks.  

The Project’s long-term operational GHG emissions would exceed the City’s threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e 

per year despite the implementation of MM AQ-1 through AQ-29 in Section 4.2, Air Quality and thus 

could impede California’s statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 and 2050. Since the majority 

(91 percent) of mitigated emissions are from mobile sources and neither the Project Applicant nor the 
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City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation measures exist that 

would reduce the Project’s impacts with respect to operational emissions to less than significant levels. 

While the Project has some control over GHG emissions (refer to MM AQ-1 through AQ-429), the majority 

of emissions are beyond the Project’s control. Therefore, no additional feasible mitigation measures 

beyond MM AQ-1 through AQ-429 are available to further reduce emissions, and impacts would remain 

significant. MM AQ-1 through AQ-429 represents all feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the 

Project’s emissions. A significant and unavoidable impact would occur as a result of the proposed Project. 

Page 4.7-24, Mitigation Measures Statement 

Refer to MM AQ-1 through AQ-429. 

Page 4.7-24, Cumulative Impacts Paragraph 

As discussed above, the Project-related GHG emissions would exceed the City’s threshold of 3,000 

MTCO2e despite implementation of MM AQ-1 through AQ-429 from Section 4.2, Air Quality and could 

impede statewide 2030 and 2050 GHG emission reduction targets. As such, the Project would result in a 

potentially significant cumulative GHG impact. 

Page 4.7-24, Significant Unavoidable Impacts, Second Paragraph 

Cumulative GHG Emissions. Despite implementation of MM AQ-1 through AQ-429, the proposed Project 

would still result in net annual emissions that exceed the GHG emissions significance threshold of 3,000 

MTCO2e/yr. Therefore, Project-related GHG emissions and their contribution to global climate change 

would be cumulatively considerable. 

Appendix B, Air Quality Analysis 

See Attachment 1- Mitigation Report  



San Bernardino-South Coast County, Mitigation Report

Sierra Business Center - HC Sort Facility

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 9/15/2021 2:32 PMPage 1 of 11



Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF Oxidation Catalyst

Air Compressors Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Excavators Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Forklifts Diesel No Change 0 3 No Change 0.00

Generator Sets Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Pavers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel No Change 0 4 No Change 0.00

Scrapers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 9 No Change 0.00

Welders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 9/15/2021 2:32 PMPage 2 of 11



Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 4.81000E-003 3.31000E-002 4.26200E-002 7.00000E-005 1.92000E-003 1.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.00015E+000 6.00015E+000 3.90000E-004 0.00000E+000 6.00991E+000

Cranes 2.55400E-002 2.92340E-001 1.26600E-001 3.80000E-004 1.20200E-002 1.10600E-002 0.00000E+000 3.32672E+001 3.32672E+001 1.07600E-002 0.00000E+000 3.35362E+001

Excavators 5.27000E-003 4.95300E-002 7.52500E-002 1.20000E-004 2.40000E-003 2.21000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.04366E+001 1.04366E+001 3.38000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.05210E+001

Forklifts 2.70000E-002 2.48720E-001 2.60880E-001 3.40000E-004 1.69900E-002 1.56300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.02155E+001 3.02155E+001 9.77000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.04599E+001

Generator Sets 2.55900E-002 2.26880E-001 2.75960E-001 4.90000E-004 1.16500E-002 1.16500E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23906E+001 4.23906E+001 2.07000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.24424E+001

Graders 5.21000E-003 6.81300E-002 2.03200E-002 8.00000E-005 2.16000E-003 1.99000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.69445E+000 6.69445E+000 2.17000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.74858E+000

Pavers 2.90000E-003 2.93800E-002 4.03700E-002 7.00000E-005 1.40000E-003 1.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.78204E+000 5.78204E+000 1.87000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.82879E+000

Paving Equipment 2.50000E-003 2.43300E-002 3.56400E-002 6.00000E-005 1.19000E-003 1.09000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.00998E+000 5.00998E+000 1.62000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.05049E+000

Rollers 2.33000E-003 2.41600E-002 2.60400E-002 4.00000E-005 1.39000E-003 1.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.22727E+000 3.22727E+000 1.04000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.25336E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.83100E-002 1.92000E-001 7.06600E-002 1.50000E-004 9.32000E-003 8.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.31348E+001 1.31348E+001 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.32410E+001

Scrapers 2.13800E-002 2.46160E-001 1.61110E-001 3.50000E-004 9.58000E-003 8.81000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.06283E+001 3.06283E+001 9.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.08760E+001

Tractors/Loaders/
Backhoes

4.00400E-002 4.06290E-001 5.12450E-001 7.10000E-004 2.29400E-002 2.11100E-002 0.00000E+000 6.22394E+001 6.22394E+001 2.01300E-002 0.00000E+000 6.27426E+001

Welders 2.15500E-002 1.11120E-001 1.27890E-001 1.90000E-004 5.10000E-003 5.10000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.41166E+001 1.41166E+001 1.75000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.41603E+001
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Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 4.81000E-003 3.31000E-002 4.26200E-002 7.00000E-005 1.92000E-003 1.92000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.00014E+000 6.00014E+000 3.90000E-004 0.00000E+000 6.00991E+000

Cranes 2.55400E-002 2.92340E-001 1.26600E-001 3.80000E-004 1.20200E-002 1.10600E-002 0.00000E+000 3.32672E+001 3.32672E+001 1.07600E-002 0.00000E+000 3.35361E+001

Excavators 5.27000E-003 4.95300E-002 7.52500E-002 1.20000E-004 2.40000E-003 2.21000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.04366E+001 1.04366E+001 3.38000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.05210E+001

Forklifts 2.70000E-002 2.48720E-001 2.60880E-001 3.40000E-004 1.69900E-002 1.56300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.02155E+001 3.02155E+001 9.77000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.04598E+001

Generator Sets 2.55900E-002 2.26870E-001 2.75960E-001 4.90000E-004 1.16500E-002 1.16500E-002 0.00000E+000 4.23905E+001 4.23905E+001 2.07000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.24424E+001

Graders 5.21000E-003 6.81300E-002 2.03200E-002 8.00000E-005 2.16000E-003 1.99000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.69444E+000 6.69444E+000 2.17000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.74857E+000

Pavers 2.90000E-003 2.93800E-002 4.03700E-002 7.00000E-005 1.40000E-003 1.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.78204E+000 5.78204E+000 1.87000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.82879E+000

Paving Equipment 2.50000E-003 2.43300E-002 3.56400E-002 6.00000E-005 1.19000E-003 1.09000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.00997E+000 5.00997E+000 1.62000E-003 0.00000E+000 5.05048E+000

Rollers 2.33000E-003 2.41600E-002 2.60400E-002 4.00000E-005 1.39000E-003 1.28000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.22726E+000 3.22726E+000 1.04000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.25336E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.83100E-002 1.92000E-001 7.06600E-002 1.50000E-004 9.32000E-003 8.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.31348E+001 1.31348E+001 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.32410E+001

Scrapers 2.13800E-002 2.46160E-001 1.61110E-001 3.50000E-004 9.58000E-003 8.81000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.06283E+001 3.06283E+001 9.91000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.08760E+001

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

4.00400E-002 4.06290E-001 5.12450E-001 7.10000E-004 2.29400E-002 2.11100E-002 0.00000E+000 6.22393E+001 6.22393E+001 2.01300E-002 0.00000E+000 6.27426E+001

Welders 2.15500E-002 1.11120E-001 1.27890E-001 1.90000E-004 5.10000E-003 5.10000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.41165E+001 1.41165E+001 1.75000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.41603E+001
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Fugitive Dust Mitigation

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 Reduction 0.00

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 Reduction 0.00

Yes Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction 61.00 PM2.5 Reduction 61.00 Frequency (per 
day)

3.00

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.66663E-006 1.66663E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Cranes 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.20239E-006 1.20239E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19274E-006

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 9.58164E-007 9.58164E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.90096E-006

Forklifts 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 9.92867E-007 9.92867E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 9.84903E-007

Generator Sets 0.00000E+000 4.40762E-005 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17951E-006 1.17951E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.41368E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.49377E-006 1.49377E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.48179E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.99602E-006 1.99602E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.98001E-006

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 3.09859E-006 3.09859E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.61335E-007 7.61335E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 7.55229E-007

Scrapers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.30598E-006 1.30598E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.29551E-006

Tractors/Loaders/Ba
ckhoes

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.12469E-006 1.12469E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.11567E-006

Welders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.41678E-006 1.41678E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.41240E-006

Yes/No Mitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation InputMitigation Measure
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Yes Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

12.00 Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

15.00

Yes Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 9.00

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction

Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Architectural Coating Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural Coating Roads 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.08 0.07

Building Construction Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction Roads 0.59 0.16 0.55 0.15 0.08 0.07

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.10 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.61 0.61

Grading Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.07

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.10

Site Preparation Fugitive Dust 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.61 0.61

Site Preparation Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00
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Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 

PM10
Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.35 4.35 4.31 4.29 4.35

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.29 0.46 0.63 0.58 0.45 0.45 0.00 0.56 0.56 0.16 0.00 0.56

Natural Gas 29.51 29.55 29.55 30.95 29.48 29.48 0.00 29.56 29.56 29.73 29.79 29.56

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 19.66 19.69 20.00 19.98 19.76

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Mitigation 
Selected

No

No

No

No

No

No

Category

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

Land Use

% Reduction

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.00

0.16

Input Value 1

0.42

Input Value 2 Input Value 
3

Measure

Increase Diversity

Land Use SubTotal

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing

Increase Transit Accessibility

Improve Destination Accessibility

Improve Walkability Design

Increase Density

Project Setting:

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Date: 9/15/2021 2:32 PMPage 7 of 11



No

No

No Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

Neighborhood Enhancements

0.00Implement NEV Network

Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Improve Pedestrian Network

No

No

No

No

No

No

Parking Policy Pricing

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Transit Improvements

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Parking Policy Pricing

Neighborhood Enhancements 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00Limit Parking Supply

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal

Transit Improvements Subtotal

Increase Transit Frequency

Expand Transit Network

Provide BRT System

Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal

On-street Market Pricing

Unbundle Parking Costs

Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute

Commute 0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

0.00

2.00

0.00

Voluntary

0.00

Transit Subsidy

Commute Subtotal

Provide Ride Sharing Program

Employee Vanpool/Shuttle

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option

Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

Workplace Parking Charge

Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"

Implement Trip Reduction Program
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Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

No Hearth

% Electric Chainsaw

% Electric Leafblower

% Electric Lawnmower

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior)

Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior)

Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Only Natural Gas Hearth

Input Value

100.00

100.00

50.00

50.00

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

Yes

Mitigation Measure

Install High Efficiency Lighting

On-site Renewable

Exceed Title 24

Input Value 1

30.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Input Value 2

No School Trip 0.00 0.00Implement School Bus Program

0.01Total VMT Reduction

No Use Low VOC Paint (Parking) 100.00
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Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

ClothWasher 30.00

DishWasher 15.00

Fan 50.00

Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented

No

No

No

Mitigation Measure

Use Reclaimed Water

Use Grey Water

Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Input Value 1

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Input Value 2

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Install low-flow bathroom faucet

Install low-flow Toilet

Install low-flow Shower

Install low-flow Kitchen faucet

32.00

18.00

20.00

20.00

No

No

Yes

Turf Reduction

Water Efficient Landscape

Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems

0.00

6.10

0.00 0.00

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed
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