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CHAPTER 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Executive Summary for the Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP) Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) evaluated all potential environmental impacts of
implementing the AGSP and provides focused summaries of these potential significant
environmental effects, including potential significant adverse environmental impacts, that are
forecast to occur from implementation of the proposed Project. It also contains a summary of the
Project background, Project objectives, and Project description based on the Draft AGSP
document provided in Appendix 8.4 of Volume 1. A table summarizing environmental impacts,
mitigation measures, and mitigation responsibility is included at the end of this Executive
Summary (Table 1.5-1).

1.1 BACKGROUND

The Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA or Agency) is a joint powers agency in the west San
Bernardino Valley that was created to facilitate redevelopment of the former Norton Air Force Base
and the surrounding area in the early 1990s. The Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP) represents
a long-range plan for the development of the area immediately north of the Airport that functions
as the front door to the San Bernardino International Airport (SBIA or Airport), and when adopted
will guide all future development proposals and other improvements in the Specific Plan area. This
is particularly important because the Specific Plan must be implemented consistently across
jurisdictional lines by two separate cities for it to be successful. After conferring, a group of local
agencies and stakeholders agreed that the IVDA should assume the lead in managing the
preparation of the AGSP and the environmental documentation required to comply with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for this project. The other participating
agencies/entities in developing the AGSP include the City of Highland, City of San Bernardino, the
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and the East Valley Water District (cooperating agencies).
These stakeholders have jurisdictional and ownership interests in the plan area and have invested
significant time and resources in supporting the IVDA in completing the AGSP for the benefit of
their respective communities.

Although the Specific Plan includes an 9.2-acre site within the SBIA, the vast majority of the Plan
area serves as the front door to the Airport (mostly private land) and this interface strongly
influences the type of uses incorporated in the Land Use Plan, and how those uses may impact
the functionality of the 3rd, 5th and 6th Street corridors, and adjacent distribution facilities located
directly southwest of the Plan area. Well-known retailers, such as Mattel, Stater Bros., Amazon,
and Kohl’s each operate distribution facilities exceeding one million square feet in the general
area and are examples of thriving large-scale local industrial development that has evolved in the
last 20 years to the south of the proposed AGSP.

The AGSP represents a long-range plan for the development of the planning area, and when
adopted will guide all future development proposals and other improvements in the Specific Plan
area. Refer to Figures 3-2 through 3-4. The approximately 678-acre AGSP Plan area is located
immediately north of the SBIA and the Plan area extends to the north side of 6" Street except at
the southwest and southeast corners of Del Rosa Drive and 6™ Street where the plan extends to
the north side of 5" Street. The western boundary extends to the center line of Tippecanoe
Avenue and Plan area is bounded by the SR-210 to the east. The Specific Plan area includes
parcels in both the City of Highland (about 485 acres) and the City of San Bernardino (about 193
acres), as shown on Figure 3-2, Local Vicinity Map.
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Realizing that a significant transition in the area could not occur one project at a time, a primary
goal of the group discussions held was to facilitate and encourage a potential economic
development opportunity that could be beneficial to both cities, the Airport, and existing property
owners interested in transformation of the area. Collectively, the participants determined that the
project area would benefit from the preparation and implementation of the AGSP.

After extensive discussions among the AGSP participants, a decision was made to establish
“Mixed Use Business Park” as the only future human-occupied land use within the planning area.
A total of 468.29 acres of the planning area (approximately 468 acres used in future reference)
are designated as Mixed Use Business Park. The specific uses allowed in the AGSP are identified
in detail in the Specific Plan document provided as Appendix 8.4 in Volume 1 of the Draft PEIR.
The only other designations in the AGSP planning area are ROW (141.05 acres) and Floodway
(68.8 acres). A total of about 9,271,255.45 square feet (SF) (henceforth rounded to 9,271,256
SF) of non-residential development could be realized under the AGSP, and up to 75,000 SF of
hotel (an estimated 150 rooms) could be constructed. This mix of uses is forecast to generate up
to 5,097 new jobs within the AGSP.

IVDA has prepared this Program DEIR for the Airport Gateway Specific Plan that evaluates the
potential environmental impacts that would result from constructing and implementing the AGSP.
The focus of the analysis, in accordance with Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
addresses the specific effects of the Project Description as presented in Chapter 3, Project
Description. However, it is the combination of authorizations and entitlements requested for this
Project that must be authorized and recommended by IVDA, and ultimately adoption by the Cities
of Highland and San Bernardino, to allow the Specific Plan to be implemented.

1.2 INTENDED USE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

This Program DEIR has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines,
2022, pursuant to Section 21151 of the CEQA statute. The IVDA is the Lead Agency for the
Project and has supervised the preparation of this DEIR. The other participating agencies/entities
in developing the AGSP include the City of Highland, City of San Bernardino, the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians, and the East Valley Water District (cooperating agencies). This DEIR is
an information document which will inform public agency decision makers and the general public
of the potential environmental effects, including any significant impacts that may be caused by
implementing the proposed Project. Possible ways to minimize significant effects of the proposed
Project and reasonable alternatives to the Project are also identified in this Program DEIR.

This document broadly assesses the impacts, including unavoidable adverse impacts and
cumulative impacts, related to the construction and operation of the proposed Project. This
Program DEIR is also intended to support the permitting process of all agencies from which
discretionary approvals must be obtained for particular elements of this Project, such as
modifications to the City Creek Bypass channel at the southern end of the planning area. Other
California agency approvals (if required) for which this environmental document may be utilized
include:

Aesthetics: Local jurisdictions (City of San Bernardino and City of Highland)
Air Quality: South Coast Air Quality Management District
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Biology: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or California Department of

Hazards &
Hazardous
Waste:

Hydrology &
Water Quality:

Land Use &
Planning:

Population /
Housing:

Transportation:

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), CDFW and Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) may need to participate in review of discharge of fill into or alteration
of a streambed for future projects under the AGSP, particularly modifications
to City Creek Bypass channel.

San Bernardino County Fire Department and Department of Toxic Substances
Control may be involved should for future projects that would store and use
hazardous materials or that would be located on a site contaminated by
hazardous materials.

The RWQCB will issue, authorize or oversee Waste Discharge Requirements
(WDR), Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPs) and Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plans (SWPPP) for future projects under the AGSP where
applicable. To construct future projects under the AGSP (one acre or larger)
a Notice of Intent must be submitted to the State Water Resources Control
Board for a General Construction Permit, which is then enforced by the
RWQCB. Finally, if any flood hazard areas are affected by future projects
under the AGSP, San Bernardino County Flood Control, and FEMA may
perform reviews of such projects.

Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, and additionally the nearby Cities of
Redlands and Loma Linda may be impacted by the implementation of the
General Plan through growth resulting from land use designation changes.
Additionally, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is
involved in regional planning, and as such will require review of the project to
ensure consistency with their regional planning documents. San Bernardino
County Fire Department and CalFire would require a review of future projects
under the AGSP to ensure concurrence with Fire Codes for specific projects.

SCAG is involved in regional planning, and as such will require review of the
project to ensure consistency with the SCAG Regional Housing Needs
Assessment.

The Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, and additionally the nearby Cities
of Redlands and Loma Linda roadways may be impacted by future growth
resulting from implementation of the AGSP. SCAG is involved in regional
planning, and as such will require review of the project to ensure consistency
with the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan.

No other reviewing or permitting agencies have been identified.
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1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following objectives have been established for the proposed project and will aid decision
makers in their review of the project, its associated environmental impacts, and the proposed
alternatives to the project:

o Economic Opportunities: Attract innovative and job-generating businesses that deliver
an array of job types (diversity of qualifications, wages and salaries) near the area’s
residential communities and that can respond to changing demand and market conditions
in the future.

¢ Infrastructure: Provide comprehensive infrastructure improvements for water, sewer,
circulation system, and stormwater drainage that resolve longstanding flooding and
hydrology issues and that are adequately financed to meet future system needs.

¢ Distinctive Design and Appearance: Gateways, corridors and buildings within the
Airport Gateway Specific Plan are anticipated to feature landmark design elements, create
a memorable visitor experience, and provide a unified sense of identity. Building and
roadway treatments in this area command the same level of investment and quality of
design as achieved under the adjacent Alliance Specific Plan.

o Streetscape Improvements: Consistent roadway design and improvements, including
landscape, monumentation and an integrated, seamless approach to ongoing main-
tenance across jurisdictional boundaries.

¢ Mobility: Efficiently connect new industrial, office and existing distribution uses to freeway
access while providing safe spaces for pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and motor vehicles
along 3, 5" and 6" Streets and gateway nodes. Local businesses support and incentivize
bike, car ride-share programs, and other alternative modes of transportation, to further
support efforts to reduce vehicle miles travelled and greenhouse gas emissions in the
region.

¢ Integrated Planning: Collaboration between agencies and property owners occurs
on a regular basis to identify catalyst sites to initiate new businesses, to encourage
innovative development, and to develop joint solutions to issues that arise within the
project area.

Overall, the purpose of developing a specific plan for the Airport Gateway Area is to align local
and regional development objectives and implementation efforts for future land use, mobility, and
economic development efforts in the multi-jurisdictional plan area.

The primary goal of the AGSP is to implement a collaborative effort, intended to provide a
regulatory framework for the plan area that includes a comprehensive theme for the corridor, to
refine land use and development codes, provide efficient and effective access to freeway
corridors, improve infrastructure and drainage, and develop streetscape and design standards
that support opportunities for transition and change within the planning area.

1.4 PROJECT APPROVALS

This Program DEIR for the AGSP will be used as the information source and CEQA compliance
document for the following discretionary actions or approvals by the CEQA lead agency, the
Inland Valley Development Agency. CEQA requires that the IVDA, the CEQA Lead Agency, to
consider the environmental information in the project record, including this Program DEIR, prior
to making a decision regarding whether or not to approve and recommend implementation of the
proposed Airport Gateway Specific Plan by the Cities of San Bernardino and Highland. The

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 1-4



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

decision that will be considered by the IVDA is whether to recommend approval of the AGSP as
defined in Chapter 3 of this document and discussed above under Section 1.1. Alternatively, the
IVDA can reject the project as proposed. This Program DEIR evaluates the environmental effects
as outlined above.

The IVDA will serve as the CEQA Lead Agency pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines Section
15015(b)(1). This Specific Plan DEIR has been prepared by Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA)
under contract to and the direction of the IVDA. TDA was retained to assist the IVDA to perform
the independent review of the project required by CEQA before the Program DEIR is released.
The IVDA has reviewed the content of the Program DEIR and concurs in the conclusions and
findings contained herein.

1.5 IMPACTS

The IVDA concluded that an EIR should be prepared to address any potential significant impacts
that may result from implementation of the proposed Project. A Specific Plan Program DEIR has
been prepared for the proposed AGSP to address all 20 of the topics that make up the current
(2022) Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

Based on data and analysis provided in this DEIR, it is concluded the proposed Project will result
in significant adverse environmental impacts to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Noise,
Transportation, and Utilities and Service Systems. All other potential impacts were determined to
be less than significant without mitigation, based primarily on implementation of Specific Plan
goals and policies, or can be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of the
mitigation measures identified in the Program DEIR. Note that the cumulative significant impacts
are identified in this document based on findings that the Project’s contributions to such impacts
are considered to be cumulatively considerable which is the threshold identified in Section 15130
of the State CEQA Guidelines. Table 1.5-1 summarizes all of the environmental impacts and
proposed mitigation and monitoring measures identified in this Program DEIR and will be provided
to the decision-makers prior to finalizing the DEIR.

Subchapter 4.2 Aesthetics: As described in Subchapter 4.2 of this DEIR, implementation of the
AGSP was determined to be less than significant through the implementation of mitigation.
Mitigation is required to underground utilities, ensure adequate landscaping is provided by future
projects under the AGSP, ensure protection of established trees where possible, provide
adequate glare prevention, and provide buffer designs to minimize light pollution at sensitive
receptors. As a result, there will not be any unavoidable Project specific or cumulative adverse
impacts to aesthetics from implementing the Project as proposed.

Subchapter 4.3 Agriculture and Forestry Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.3 of this DEIR,
the proposed Project is not forecast to cause any significant adverse impacts to agricultural or
forestry resources or resource values. No unavoidable significant impact to agricultural or forestry
resources will result from implementing the proposed AGSP.

Subchapter 4.5 Biological Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.5 of this DEIR, due to the
lack of significant biological resources within the proposed project area, the Project is not forecast
to cause any direct significant unavoidable adverse impact to sensitive biological resources. This
is because all potential impacts to biological resources within the Project area would be limited
and can be mitigated to a less than significant impact level. Thus, based on the lack of significant
onsite biological resources and the mitigation that must be implemented to control potential site
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specific impacts on biological resources, the proposed Project is not forecast to cause significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to biological resources.

Subchapter 4.6 Cultural Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.6 of this DEIR, potential
cultural resource impacts associated with the proposed Project can be mitigated to a less than
significant impact level. Implementation of the AGSP may affect historical resources due to the
age of the existing structures and known history of the project area. It is possible that some of the
buildings within the project area may qualify as significant historical resources, and also possible
that subsurface historical resources could be discovered during construction, so mitigation has
been identified to address these circumstances. The cultural resources evaluation identified
relatively few known prehistoric resource sites within the project area. The accidental exposure
of subsurface archaeological resources of significance can be mitigated. Given the above, there
will not be any unavoidable Project specific or cumulatively significant adverse impacts to cultural
resources from implementing the AGSP as proposed, though mitigation is required minimize such
impacts from reaching a level of significant adverse impact.

Subchapter 4.7 Energy: As described in Subchapter 4.7 of this DEIR, AGSP construction and
operation activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy
and would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency. The AGSP is not anticipated to cause or result in the need for additional energy
producing or transmission facilities. Furthermore, the Project would comply with regulations
imposed by the federal and state agencies that regulate energy use and consumption through
various means and programs. No Energy-specific mitigation measures are required to minimize
impacts under this issue primarily because of existing regulations regarding energy conservation
and use; however, several air quality mitigation measures would reduce construction and
operational energy consumption and impacts thereof, further minimizing impacts under this issue.
As such, through implementation mitigation referenced in the Section 4.4 Air Quality, local
General Plan policies, State and Federal regulations pertaining to energy conservation, SCE
programs, and other existing regulations, the proposed Project’s potential energy cumulative and
Project-specific impacts can be controlled and will be reduced below a level of significance.

Subchapter 4.8 Geology and Soils: As described in Subchapter 4.8 of this DEIR, potential new
development would be located throughout the AGSP project area and would result in a larger
number of structures/people potentially exposed to substantial adverse effects associated with
severe ground shaking or ground failure. However, impacts related to geologic and seismic
hazards associated with the AGSP would be less than significant by adherence to and/or
compliance with building codes and standards and the goals and policies of each City’s General
Plan. Furthermore, mitigation is required to ensure that future development under the AGSP
prepare and submit project specific geotechnical reports and adhere to the recommendations
thereof; mitigation is also required to ensure water quality is not substantially degraded during
construction or occupancy of future projects under the AGSP. With mitigation implementation, no
unavoidable significant adverse on-site or off-site geology or soil impacts have been identified.

Subchapter 4.10 Hazards and Hazardous Waste: As described in Subchapter 4.10 of this DEIR,
the Project requires mitigation measures to address the following: identification of and adherence
to truck routes that connect regional transportation corridors with the project area to minimize
interface between mixed-use business park and residential uses; minimize the potential for
accidental release of hazardous materials; address the potential for unknown contaminated
materials to be exposed during construction and provide protocol for remediation; minimize the
potential for uses to be developed near schools that require routine handling of hazardous
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materials; and, ensure that infrastructure construction activities in roadways minimize interference
with emergency routes and access. Therefore, though there will be some adverse impacts as a
result of implementing the Project, specific mitigation measures have been identified to reduce
potential Project specific and cumulative (direct and indirect) effects to a less than significant
impact level for hazards and hazardous material issues. Thus, the AGSP is not forecast to cause
any unavoidable significant adverse hazards or hazardous material impacts.

Subchapter 4.11 Hydrology and Water Quality: As described in Subchapter 4.11 of this DEIR,
the proposed Project will make unavoidable alterations in the Planning Area hydrology and the
proposed uses have a potential to result in generation of new pollutants from the proposed
urban/suburban environment that can degrade water quality. However, the Project requires
mitigation measures to address the following: ensure that during construction the SWPPP will be
implemented to control any discharges from a site to minimize potential water quality degradation
during this stage of development; ensure that the Project-Specific WQMPs will be implemented
in a manner comparable to that identified for the watershed; ensure that future projects
implemented within the AGSP project area shall submit an Infiltration Feasibility Analysis and a
Low Impact Development drainage design to the local jurisdiction; and, ensure that the City Creek
By-Pass channel can be re-constructed in a timely manner. Through implementation of mitigation,
potential hydrology and water quality impacts can be controlled to a less than significant impact
level. The proposed AGSP will not cause unavoidable significant hydrology or water quality
impacts.

Subchapter 4.12 Land Use and Planning: As described in Subchapter 4.12 of this DEIR, no
significant impacts to land use and planning from implementing the AGSP are anticipated to
occur. The Project is located within the Cities of San Bernardino and Highland. The change in
character resulting from the AGSP would be consistent with the existing General Plan visions for
both the site and the general area, and as such would not physically divide a community. The
proposed project is considered consistent with the relevant goals of the SCAG RTP/SCS and
each City’s General Plan Land Use Element Goals. As such, based on the available data and
analysis presented in this DEIR, with implementation of mitigation to establish a relocation
program for existing residents of the area, and ensure that a community facilities district is
established, impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project will not
cause unavoidable significant land use and planning impacts.

Subchapter 4.13 Mineral Resources: As described in Subchapter 4.13 of this DEIR, the project
site and surrounding area do not contain any existing mineral development nor any identified
potential for mineral resource development. Please note that the southern boundary of the AGSP
is 3" and/or 5" Street and the mineral resource areas south of this border will not be affected by
the AGSP. Based on these data, the proposed Project has no potential to cause any unavoidable
significant adverse impact to mineral resources or values in the project area.

Subchapter 4.15 Population and Housing: As described in Subchapter 4.15 of this DEIR, the
Project is forecast to ultimately employ approximately 5,097 persons, though it is unknown
whether the new employees will be drawn from the general area or bring new residents to the
Cities of San Bernardino and City of Highland. SCAG forecasts that a 77,901-person gap exists
between the 2016 population and the projected build out populations for each City. Also, it is not
anticipated that the whole of the number of anticipated employees generated by implementation
of the AGSP would be new residents of the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino, particularly
given the available labor force/unemployment rate within the Cities of Highland and San
Bernardino, the proposed project may induce limited population growth, but the proposed project
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will not induce substantial population growth that exceeds either local or regional projections. As
stated above under Section 4.12, Land Use and Planning, implementation of the AGSP would
result in development that has the potential to displace existing persons and housing within the
AGSP Planning Area. Mitigation is required to ensure that a Model/Conceptual Relocation Plan
will be implemented to ensure that future developers provide adequate relocation resources to
affected persons or households. The provision of adequate resources to facilitate relocation of
persons that would be displaced by the AGSP, and the minimization of the potential for
circumstances related to insufficient replacement housing through implementation of mitigation
would minimize the potential for a significant adverse impact to occur related to the displacement
of existing people or housing necessitating replacement housing elsewhere. Based on these data,
the proposed project has a less than significant potential to cause any unavoidable significant
adverse impacts to population and housing resources in the project area.

Subchapter 4.16 Public Services: As described in described in Subchapter 4.16 of this DEIR,
impacts to fire and police protection will be mitigated through the payment of the Development
Impact Fees to the City within which development under the AGSP will occur. Furthermore,
contribution of both sales taxes and property taxes to the general funds of each City would offset
the incremental demand for fire and police protection services. Impacts to schools and other public
services will be less than significant with the Project’s contribution of property and sales taxes to
the general fund and payment of school impact fees. Parks and Recreation are discussed under
Subchapter 4.17 of this DEIR. It was determined that the Cities consider impacts to parks from
industrial, commercial, and other non-residential projects less than significant through the
contribution of property and sales taxes, which in turn contribute to the general funds of the Cities
of Highland and San Bernardino commensurate with property value and sales values. However,
there is a potential for new residents generated indirectly from implementation of AGSP to create
a demand for parks beyond that which is currently provided or identified within either City.
Therefore, as there is not currently a funding mechanism to obtain funds from Industrial and
Commercial uses within either the City of Highland or City of San Bernardino, mitigation sets forth
the framework from which funding for future parks can be obtained from future AGSP projects.
Mitigation will preclude the AGSP from creating any unavoidable significant adverse impact to
parks and recreation. Thus, the basis for this conclusion is that in addition to mitigation to
minimize impacts to parks, adequate funding will be generated to offset Project-related new
demand for public services within the Project area.

Subchapter 4.17 Recreation: As described in Subchapter 4.17 of this DEIR, and above under the
discussion for Public Services, the Project may indirectly induce population growth that may
require new park land and recreation facilities to serve the minor project-related population
increase. The project’s contribution of taxes to each City’s General Fund—which cover
development of new parks and recreation facilities within the City—is considered adequate to
offset most Project-related new demand for park and recreation facilities within each City.
However, there is a potential for new residents generated indirectly from implementation of AGSP
to create a demand for parks, and as there is not currently a funding mechanism to obtain funds
from Industrial and Commercial uses within either the City of Highland or City of San Bernardino,
mitigation sets forth the framework from which funding for future parks can be obtained from future
AGSP projects. Based on these findings, the proposed Project would not cause significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to the area recreation resources.

Subchapter 4.19 Tribal Cultural Resources: Area tribes were notified of the AGSP and no
requests for consultation were submitted. Measures outlined under Cultural Resources include
mitigation to protect any potential tribal cultural resources that may exist in the project area from
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accidental exposure. Thus, with implementation of mitigation to protect cultural resources, the
Project would not cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources.

Subchapter 4.21 Wildfire: As described in Subchapter 4.21 of this DEIR, under the proposed
AGSP, due to the location of the AGSP Area being 3 to 5 miles south of the foothills, construction
and operation of future projects within the Plan area is well outside of any delineated high fire
hazard severity zone. The Wildfire section of this EIR determined that the potential for wildfire to
occur within the planning area is low due to the distance of the Planning Area from nearby hills
with wildland fire hazards. As such, development under the AGSP would have a minimal potential
to experience wildfire hazards, and as such, based on this information, the Project would not
cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts under wildfire hazards.

The proposed Project could result in significant impacts to the following environmental
issues: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Noise, Transportation, and Utilities and Service
Systems, based on the facts, analysis and findings in this Program DEIR.

Subchapter 4.4 Air Quality: As described in Subchapter 4.4, construction of the proposed AGSP
would result in NOx and PM1o emissions that exceed applicable SCAQMD regional air quality
thresholds based on additional mitigation. Additionally, even after implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, the Project operational-source emissions would exceed
applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance for emissions of NOx and PMi, when
compared to the existing sources of emissions. No other feasible mitigation measures have been
identified that would reduce these emissions to levels that are less than significant; however, 40
mitigation measures have been identified to minimize air pollution emissions to the greatest extent
feasible. Thus, operational and construction-source air quality impacts are projected to result in an
unavoidable significant adverse impact with respect to NOx and PM1, emissions. Impacts to
sensitive receptors would be less than significant and furthermore mitigation shall be implemented
to ensure that projects exceeding a specific size prepare project-specific health risk assessments to
mitigate for potential impacts thereof. Exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are
considered significant and unavoidable, and therefore impacts under this issue are considered
significant and unavoidable.

Subchapter 4.9 Greenhouse Gas: As described in Subchapter 4.9, the proposed project will
generate approximately 69,512.06 metric tons COe per year in terms of net emissions when
compared to the existing emissions in the Planning Area. The Project-specific evaluation of
emissions presented in the preceding analysis demonstrates that after implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures, which includes a requirement for future AGSP structures to
be solar or alternative energy ready, the AGSP would generate emissions beyond the SCAQMD
3,000/10,000 MTCO2elyr threshold, and as such, will have a significant and unavoidable adverse
impact under Greenhouse Gas. Therefore, the project's GHG emissions are considered to be an
unavoidable adverse significant impact. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified that
would reduce these emissions to levels that are less than significant. Thus, exceedances of
applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are considered significant and unavoidable, and the AGSP
would create a significant cumulative impact to global climate change.

Subchapter 4.14 Noise: As described in Subchapter 4.14, the proposed Project will cause
significant off-site transportation noise impacts on the nearest sensitive receptors. Mitigation is
available to reduce the offsite traffic noise impact, but it cannot be enforced on private property.
Consequently, the Project's traffic noise impacts on the surrounding land uses are significant and
unavoidable. Construction noise impacts, operation noise impacts, and vibration noise impacts
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are less than significant with the implementation of mitigation to reduce noise generated from
these activities to the extent feasible. Therefore, off-site transportation noise level increases at
adjacent noise-sensitive residential homes are considered significant and unavoidable, but all
other noise impacts are less than significant.

Subchapter 4.18 Transportation: As described in Subchapter 4.18 of the DEIR, the project
requires mitigation measures recommended in the Traffic Impact Analysis to minimize impacts to
the circulation system from implementing the AGSP. The Project will implement intersection and
roadway improvements consistent with City requirements. However, the project’s transportation
impact based on VMT is potentially significant based on City of San Bernardino and SBCTA
recommended thresholds. As the efficacy of TDM measures and reduction of VMT impacts
thresholds cannot be assured, the project's VMT impact is therefore considered significant and
unavoidable. As such, based on these findings, the proposed Project would cause significant
unavoidable adverse impacts to the regional VMT issue.

Subchapter 4.20 Utilities and Service Systems: As described in Subchapter 4.20 of the DEIR, the
proposed Project will cause an unavoidable increase in the demand for water, wastewater,
recycled water, electric and natural gas utility systems within the Project area. Given that the
whole of the AGSP would result in significant impacts, including significant construction and
operational air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, development under the AGSP would result
in a significant and unavoidable potential to require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded stormwater infrastructure, the construction of which would cause a significant
impact these various systems are anticipated to accommodate this increased demand with
existing facilities without causing an unavoidable significant adverse impact. Furthermore, while
mitigation would require the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino and the IVDA to assist the
East Valley Water District (EVWD) with selection of reservoir and well sites that do not result in
significant adverse impacts, the ultimate locations of these facilities cannot be determined at this
time. As such, it is possible the development of such facilities may cause significant unavoidable
adverse impacts. Based on the facts and findings presented in the above analysis, the proposed
Project will cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to City and area water, wastewater,
and stormwater infrastructure.

Project impacts to landfill capacity from construction and demolition debris were found to be less
than significant with the implementation of mitigation to ensure that construction and demolition
waste is recycled where feasible. Additionally, solid waste mitigation would minimize the amount
of solid waste being hauled on a daily basis in support of individual AGSP projects. With the
implementation of the mitigation measures referenced above, AGSP solid waste impacts will
remain less than significant. Project impacts related to operational solid waste were also found
to be less than significant without mitigation. Based on the facts and findings presented in the
above analysis, the proposed Project will not cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to
City and area solid waste management system.

The Executive Summary of potential Project impacts is presented in Table 1.5-1.

1.6 ALTERNATIVES

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines require an
evaluation of alternatives to the proposed action. Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines

indicates that the “discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating any
significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of not significant....” The
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State Guidelines also state that “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project....which could
feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project” and “The range of alternatives required in an
EIR is governed by ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” The detailed analyses of the alternatives evaluated are
provided in Chapter 5 of this DEIR. This evaluation addresses those alternatives for feasibility
and range of alternatives required to permit decision-makers a reasoned choice between the
alternatives. Refer to Table 1.6-1 for a tabular comparison of alternatives (found at end of
chapter).

Overall, the purpose of developing a specific plan for the Airport Gateway Planning Area is to
align local and regional development objectives and implementation efforts for future land use,
mobility, and economic development efforts in the multi-jurisdictional plan area. The primary goal
of the AGSP is to implement a collaborative effort, intended to provide a regulatory framework for
the plan area that includes a comprehensive theme for the corridor, to refine land use and
development codes, provides efficient and effective access to freeway corridors, improves
infrastructure and drainage, and develops streetscape and design standards that support
opportunities for transition and change within the planning area.

In this instance the DEIR analysis in Chapter 4 has reached a finding that there are five issues
with unavoidable significant adverse effects from implementing the Project as proposed in
Chapter 3, the Project Description.

One of the alternatives that must be evaluated in an environmental impact report (EIR) is the “No
Project Alternative,” regardless of whether it is a feasible alternative to the proposed Project, i.e.,
would meet the project objectives or requirements.

No Project Alternative (NPA)

Under this alternative, the environmental impacts that would occur if the proposed Project is not
approved and implemented are identified. Under this alternative, existing uses, including
residential development and commercial uses, would remain in place. The vacant acreage (243
acres) would remain vacant and undeveloped under this alternative and the existing uses would
remain as follows on Table 3-1 (extracted from Chapter 3, Project Description).

Table 3-1
EXISTING LAND USE ESTIMATES"
(EXCLUDING ROW AND FLOODWAY)

Land Use TOTAL CITY OF HIGHLAND CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
Classification | Acres SF? Employment® | Acres SF? Employment® | Acres SF2 Employment?
Commercial* | 19.87 | 150,647 301 17.31 | 131,328 262 2.56 | 19,319 39
SR 0.66 | 3,000 6 0.66 | 3,000 6 0 0 0
Industrial 75.72 | 526,915 176 60.11 | 418,289 140 15.61 | 108,626 36
IE::illii(t:ies 094 | 3,686 4 094 | 3,686 4 0 0 0
Vacant® 29021 | N/A N/A 116.67 | N/A N/A 17354 | N/A N/A
Residential 127.96 | N/A N/A 10065 | N/A N/A 3.66 N/A N/A
Total 515.367 | 684,248 487 296.34 | 556,303 412 195.37 | 127,945 75
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Notes

1. The data provided in the above table was derived from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html|?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area. Accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

2. SF =square feet. The non-residential square feet are from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htm|?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a). Accessed in 2020 and
early 2021.

3. Employment generation rates of 3,000 SF/job for industrial, 1000 SF/job for public facilities and 500 SF/job for Commercial and

Educational Facilities were used. If industrial land uses were employee intensive than employment rate would be closer to 2,000

SF/job. If warehouses/distribution are highly automated, the employment rate would be closer to 4,000 SF/job. 3,000 SF/job has

been applied as an average.

Commercial properties generally consist of strip center commercial, gas station, offices, and hotel uses.

Highland Head Start

Vacant land includes some acreage that should be dedicated to ROW and floodway because some Assessor Parcel Numbers

(APNSs) are not broken down to exclude ROW and floodway acreage that may be adjacent to an existing use. As such, the

actual vacant land to be developed by the project has been determined to be 243 acres.

7. The total acreage provided includes, as with Vacant land discussed under item “6” above, superfluous acreage that is dedicated
to ROW and floodway, and will remain dedicated to ROW and floodway under the propose AGSP. The acreage reflects the best
estimate of existing uses as described under item 1, above.

oo~

Additionally, the existing residential within the project area are broken down as follows on Table
3-2 (extracted from Chapter 3, Project Description).

Table 3-2
EXISTING LAND USE ESTIMATES"
RESIDENTIAL BREAKDOWN

Residence TOTAL CITY OF HIGHLAND CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
Type Acres | Units? | Population® | Acres | Units? | Population® | Acres | Units? | Population®
Apartment/ | 4/ 1, | 947 803 1279 | 241 784 165 6 19
Condo
Duplex/
Triplex/ 7.72 92 299 7.72 92 299 0 0 0
Quadplex
ﬂ°b"e 1.49 40 130 1.49 40 130 0 0 0
ome
Single
Family 104.31 381 1,239 100.65 375 1,220 3.66 6 19
Detached
Total 127.96 760 2,471 122.65 748 2,433 5.31 12 38
Notes

1. The data provided in the above table was derived from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area. Accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

2. The units have been calculated utilizing the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area, as well as verification of units for large apartment
buildings utilizing rental websites such as Zillow.com. Websites were accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

3. Existing population numbers are estimates calculated using 3.52 persons per household for both cities and a vacancy rate of 7.6
% for Highland and 9.0% for San Bernardino (DOF, Jan 2017)

This is a true no project alternative, in that it assumes that all of the approximately 243 acres of
vacant land remain undeveloped, and the project area does not undergo significant change in
land use from that which exists at present.

With respect to the NPA, Project objectives are not attained because no development is included
as a part of the NPA. With respect to the significant unavoidable impacts of Project, the NPA
would avoid some of the unavoidable significant impacts of the Project, but would have a potential
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to result in significant impacts to stormwater where the AGSP would not. No revenues from new
development would be generated, thereby minimizing the potential for the IVDA, City of Highland,
and City of San Bernardino to revitalize this area. Furthermore, the NPA would not result in
redevelopment of this area, as the AGSP results in greater buffers between the Airport, and
industrial and business park uses from nearby residences, thereby minimizing future health risk
at sensitive receptors from aircraft operations and heavy trucks utilizing area roadways—such as
5" Street, 3" Street, and Victoria Avenue. Additionally, the NPA would not promote much needed
job growth within the area, and would not create economic growth within the Cities of San
Bernardino and Highland.

No Project Alternative with Vacant Land Developed under the Existing Land Use Designations
Another alternative is the No Project Alternative with Vacant Land Developed under the Existing
Land Use Designations. Under this Alternative, the approximately 243 acres of vacant land would
be developed in addition to those uses that exist at present remaining in place. Under this
Alternative, the existing conditions outlined above under Tables 3-1 and 3-2 would remain the
same. Development that could occur within the planning area is assumed to follow the underlying
land use designations for the project area, much of which is developed (existing uses are
anticipated to remain as they exist at present under the No Project Alternative), and much of the
land that is vacant that could be developed is already designated for Business Park and Industrial
Use (refer to the existing land use map provided as Figure 3-4).

Table 5-1
VACANT LAND USE, UNDERLYING LAND USE DESIGNATIONS ESTIMATES
(EXCLUDING ROW AND FLOODWAY)

TOTAL
Land Use Classification’ i ;
Acres SF Employment Reﬁgﬁgt'al Population*

Commercial 81.48 617,7487 4,53010 - -
Industrial’3 61.48 427,8208 1411 - -
Public Facilities 0.37 1,451° 212 - -
Single Family Residential 73.91 - - 2707 867°
Multi-Family Residential 72.97 - - 1,1683 4,5845
Total 290.21 1,047,019 4,673 1,438 5,451

" The total acreage provided includes superfluous acreage that is dedicated to ROW and floodway, and will remain dedicated to ROW
and floodway under the propose AGSP. The acreage reflects the best estimate of existing uses.

23.65 single family units per acre; based on the existing single family units per acre calculated utilizing data from Table 3-1

3 16 multi-family units per acre; based on the existing apartment, condo, and duplex/triplex/quadplex, and mobile home units per acre
calculated utilizing data from Table 3-1

4 Population numbers are estimates calculated using 3.52 persons per household for both cities and a vacancy rate of 7.6 % for
Highland and 9.0% for San Bernardino (DOF, Jan 2017)

5 Population is calculated utilizing note “4” above and the existing acreages that are vacant within each City; 19.61 acres are located
in the City of Highland and 54.36 acres are located in the City of San Bernardino

8 Population is calculated utilizing note “4” above and the existing acreages that are vacant within each City; 0.17 acres are located in
the City of Highland and 54.36 acres are located in the City of San Bernardino

77,581.6 SF per acre Commercial

86,958.7 SF per acre Industrial

93,921 SF per acre Public Facilities

1055.6 employees per acre Commercial

112.3 employees per acre Industrial

124.3 employees per acre Public Facilities

'3 Industrial uses include Business Park uses as well as those designated as Industrial.
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The following table combines the existing population and uses outlined in Tables 3-1 and 3-2
above, with the anticipated population based on land use designations of vacant land within the

AGSP.

Table 5-2
EXISTING PLUS VACANT LAND USE ESTIMATES

(EXCLUDING ROW AND FLOODWAY)

Land Use Classification TOTAL
Acres SF Employment? Units Population?
Commercial 101.35 768,395 4,831 - -
Educational Facilities 0.66 3,000 6 - -
Industrial 137.2 954,735 317 - -
Public Facilities 1.31 5,137 6 - -
Single-Family Residential 178.22 - - 651 2,106
Multi-Family Residential 96.62 - - 1,547 5,816
Total 515.36' 1,731,267 5,160 2,198 7,933

" The total acreage provided includes superfluous acreage that is dedicated to ROW and floodway, and will remain dedicated to ROW
and floodway under the propose AGSP. The acreage reflects the best estimate of existing uses.

2 Population numbers are estimates calculated using 3.52 persons per household for both cities and a vacancy rate of 7.6 % for
Highland and 9.0% for San Bernardino (DOF, Jan 2017)

3 Employment generation rates of 3,000 SF/job for industrial, 1000 SF/job for public facilities and 500 SF/job for Commercial and
Educational Facilities were used. If industrial land uses were employee intensive than employment rate would be closer to 2,000
SF/job. If warehouses/distribution are highly automated, the employment rate would be closer to 4,000 SF/job. 3,000 SF/job has been
applied as an average.

With respect to the NPA2, some of the project objectives are not attained.

Economic Opportunities: The NPA2 would result in economic opportunities, so this
objective would be met under this alternative.

Infrastructure: The NPA2 would not result in some vital infrastructure projects, such as the
City Creek Bypass Channel improvements proposed under the AGSP. However, it is
assumed that future development proposals would be required to otherwise improve area
infrastructure.

Distinctive Design and Appearance: The NPA2 would not develop a specific plan that
would result in a cohesive design with landmark elements similar to other specific plan
areas surrounding the Airport. As such, it would not meet this objective.

Streetscape Improvements: Future development under this alternative would include
streetscape improvements concurrent with development proposals. The NPA would
therefore meet this objective.

Mobility: It is assumed that future development proposals under the NPA2 would be
required to otherwise improve area mobility, but as development proposals would be for
individual projects, as opposed to the AGSP, which contemplates a specific plan for the
entire planning area, the NPAZ2 would not meet this objective to the same degree as the
AGSP.

Integrated Planning: As with Mobility, as development proposals under the NPA2 would
be for individual projects, as opposed to the AGSP, which contemplates a specific plan for
the entire planning area, the NPA2 would not meet this objective as no planning
coordination between the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino, IVDA, or EVWD and
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians would be anticipated.
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With respect to the significant unavoidable impacts of Project, the NPA2 would not avoid all of the
unavoidable significant impacts that would result under the AGSP. Furthermore, the NPA2 would
have a potential to result in significant impacts to stormwater where the AGSP would not.
Additionally, the NPA2 would not result in greater buffers between the Airport, and industrial and
business park uses from nearby residences, thereby minimizing future health risk at sensitive
receptors from heavy trucks utilizing area roadways—such as 5" Street, 3™ Street, and Victoria
Avenue. Ultimately, the AGSP and NPA2 would result in similar levels of significance for many
issues, though because the NPA2 would only redevelop vacant land, most impacts, even those
that are significant and unavoidable, are lesser than those that would occur under the AGSP. The
exception—stormwater infrastructure—is discussed in detail above.

Conclusion

The No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. However, this alternative
does not meet the project objectives. Beyond the NPA the NPA2 has been determined to be the
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. This is because though long-
term impacts under this alternative would be significant, short-term impacts, such as construction
related GHG and Air Quality Emissions, would be able to be mitigated to a level of less than
significant. Furthermore, overall impacts would be lessened when compared to the AGSP
because the existing development would not be replaced and redeveloped with new uses under
the NPA2. However, the NPA2 would not eliminate unavoidable significant impacts under any
issue—excepting the issue of Noise—for which the AGSP would result in significant impacts, and
would result in a significant impact under hydrology because the stormwater infrastructure
required to meet new demands on the stormwater collection system would not be installed. The
NPA2 would not meet most of the project objectives.

A summary of impacts of the alternatives compared to the Proposed Project is included in
Table 1.6-1 below, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).

1.7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

A detailed discussion of all comments received on the project in response to the Notice of
Preparation is provided in Chapter 2, Introduction. Based on this input the following issues were
identified as being controversial:

1. Transportation: traffic congestion, truck traffic and related diesel emissions in proximity to
sensitive receptors was one of the main concerns raised by commenters on the NOP, and
that additional traffic generated by the project in this area would contribute to the greater
congestion in the project area.

2. AGSP contribution to air and greenhouse gas emissions, and the potential impacts to
sensitive receptors in the population.

3. Relocation Plans for residences within the AGSP Planning Area.

4. Environmental Justice.
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1.8 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND
MITIGATION MEASURES DISCUSSED IN THIS DRAFT EIR

Table 1.5-1 provides a summary of all impacts and mitigation measures identified in the detailed
environmental evaluation presented in Chapter 4 of this Program DEIR. This summary is meant
to provide a quick reference to proposed Project impacts, but the reader is referenced to Chapter
4 to understand the assumptions, method of impact analysis and rationale for the findings and
conclusions presented in Table 1.6-1.
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Table 1.5-1

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION MEASURES DIISCUSSED IN THIS DRAFT EIR

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

AES-1:

AESTHETICS

Each new development proposal in the future shall include undergrounding the above ground power lines and removal
of power poles adjacent to or required to serve a project site, where required by Municipal regulations.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AES-2:

Landscaping will be required by each City for future projects developed under the AGSP. Both cities and the AGSP
have identified landscape concepts/ elements in the Community Design Elements of their respective General Plans
and the AGSP (Chapter 5). The landscape plans for each future development shall be submitted to each City and
incorporate these design concepts/elements. The landscape plans shall incorporate the buffer concepts identified in
the General Plans and the AGSP to buffer the industrial uses on the south side of 6™ Street from the residential uses
on the north side of 6™ Street.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AES-3:

Where mature tree resources of high aesthetic quality occur on a site, the future developers shall make all reasonable
efforts to retain such singular scenic tree resources. Where such resources cannot be protected and retained on a
project site, the developer shall provide aesthetic enhancements to the site acceptable to the City to offset the loss of
such resources.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AES-4:

Prior to approval of the Final Design for future site-specific projects, an analysis of potential glare from sunlight or
exterior lighting to impact vehicles traveling on adjacent roadways shall be submitted to the City for review and
approval. This analysis shall demonstrate that due to building orientation or exterior treatment, no significant glare
may be caused that could negatively impact drivers on the local roadways or impact adjacent land uses. [f potential
glare impacts are identified, the building orientation, use of non-glare reflective materials or other design solutions
acceptable to the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino shall be implemented to eliminate glare impacts.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AES-5:

The new AGSP development along 6™ Street and Tippecanoe Avenue will occur in a transition area between light
industrial/business park uses on the one side of the road and residential uses on the other. Both cities require “buffer
designs” on 6" Street to minimize conflicts between land uses. Exterior lighting for AGSP development on 6™ Street
shall be designed to minimize conflicts with the residential uses on the north side of this roadway. Lighting plans shall
be prepared by future developers that minimize light and glare impacts on adjacent residential properties and they
shall be reviewed and approved by the city with jurisdiction as fulfilling the intent and purpose of this measure.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

The existing visual setting of the Planning Area will be permanently altered as
a result of implementation of the AGSP. The intensification of development
greater than that which presently occurs within the AGSP Planning Area will
change the visual setting. Given that the specific development proposals
within the AGSP are presently unknown, the impacts to visual resources in the
area including scenic vistas trees, and from new sources of light and glare
were determined to be significant without mitigation. As such, mitigation is
required to reduce impacts under this issue.

As described in Subchapter 4.2, all potential aesthetic impacts associated with
the AGSP can be mitigated to a less than significant impact level. Mitigation
measures would: minimize impacts to scenic vistas through requiring utilities
to be undergrounded; requiring landscape plans; minimize impacts to scenic
resources such as mature trees through protection in place where possible;
minimize light and glare impacts by requiring project specific analyses; and,
requiring buffering along 6th street from traffic that might cause glare. As a
result, there will not be any unavoidable project specific or cumulative adverse
impacts to aesthetics from implementing the project as proposed.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
No mitigation measures are required.

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.3 of this DEIR, the AGSP Planning Area does
not contain any agricultural or forestry resources. Thus, the proposed Project
is not forecast to cause any significant adverse impacts to agricultural or
forestry resources or resource values. No unavoidable significant impact to
agricultural or forestry resources will result from implementing the proposed

No mitigation is required. Impacts are less than significant.

certified street sweepers if visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets.

AGSP.
Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency
AIR QUALITY
AQ-1: The Construction Contractor shall ensure that off-road diesel construction equipment complies with Environmental City of Highland and/or
Protection Agency (EPA)/California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 emissions standards or equivalent and shall ity of B .
ensure that all construction equipment is tuned and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications. City of San Bernardino
This measure will apply to all future projects.
AQ-2: Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints which have been
reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC limits put forth by SCAQMD’s Rule 1113. Super-Compliant low VOC paints City of Highland and/or
shall be no more than 10g/L of VOC. Alternatively, Future AGSP Development may utilize building materials that do City of San Bernardino
not require the use of architectural coatings. This measure will apply to all future projects under the AGSP.
AQ-3: Plans, specifications and contract documents shall require that a sign must be posted on-site stating that construction City of Highland and/or
workers shall not allow diesel engines to idle in excess of five minutes. City of San Bernardino
AQ-4: During site preparation and grading activity all actively graded areas within each proposed project site shall be City of Highland and/or
watered at two (2) hour watering intervals (e.g., 4 times per day) or a movable sprinkler system shall be in place. City of San Bernardino
AQ-5: Future AGSP Developments shall be required to install gravel pads at all access points to prevent tracking of mud City of Highland and/or
onto public roads. City of San Bernardino
AQ-6: Future AGSP Developments shall be required to install and maintain trackout control devices in effective condition at . .

. . City of Highland and/or
all access points where paved and unpaved access or travel routes intersect (e.g., Install wheel shakers, wheel ) )
washers, and limit site access). City of San Bernardino

AQ-7: Future AGSP Developments shall be required to cover all materials transported off- or on- to the site. Materials shall Citv of Hiahland and/or
be effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from the top of the .y 9 .
container shall be maintained. City of San Bernardino

AQ-8: Future AGSP Developments shall be required to sweep all streets at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1186 City of Highland and/or

City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

AQ-9:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to
contact regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action to a complaint within 24
hours.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-10:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to formulate a high wind response plan for enhanced dust control if
winds are forecast to exceed 15 mph in any upcoming 24-hour period.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-11:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to use electric or alternative fueled construction equipment where
technically feasible and/or commercially available, where the electric or alternatively fueled equipment can perform
adequately when compared to gasoline or diesel fueled equipment.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-12:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to use zero emission (ZE) or near-zero emissions (NZE) trucks, if and

when feasible; at a minimum, future development shall be required to use 2010 and newer haul trucks (e.g., including
material delivery trucks and soil import/export, and trucks required for operation). Once required to comply with State
law, or otherwise comply with SCAQMD Rules, ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be mandatory for use by future
AGSP Development; until this point, the use of ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be required once such vehicles
are readily available, and comparable in cost (within a 20% margin) to non-ZE/NZE on-road haul trucks.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-13:

During the City’s review process for individual project applications within the Specific Plan, the individual projects shall
conduct modeling of the regional and the localized emissions (NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) associated with the
construction activities estimated for any proposed individual developments one acre or larger. If the modeling shows
that emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for those emissions, applicable mitigation would
be required. For implementing projects within each City, the individual projects shall be responsible for submitting a
focused project-level air quality assessment that includes the modeling of localized on-site emissions associated with
daily grading activities anticipated for the proposed individual projects. A regional and localized emissions analysis will
be required for all projects subject to CEQA discretionary actions.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-14:

During the City’s review process for individual project applications within the Specific Plan, the individual projects shall
conduct modeling of the regional and the localized emissions (NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) associated with the
operational activities estimated for the proposed individual developments one acre or larger. If the modeling shows
that emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for those emissions, applicable mitigation would
be required. For implementing projects within each City, the individual projects shall be responsible for submitting a
focused project-level air quality assessment that includes the modeling of localized on-site emissions associated with
daily grading activities anticipated for the proposed individual projects. A regional and localized emissions analysis will
be required for all projects subject to CEQA discretionary actions.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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AQ-15: During each City’s review process for individual project applications within the Specific Plan, projects that generate
more than 100 diesel truck trips per day or projects that generate other toxic air contaminants (TACs) within a 100-foot
buffer of the nearest sensitive receptor, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City prior to future
discretionary project approval. The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with policies and procedures of CEQA and
the SCAQMD. If the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk of an individual Project exceeds 10 in 1 million or the Citv of Highland and/or
appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the individual Project’s will be required to identify and demonstrate 'y 9 )
that mitigation measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., City of San Bernardino
below ten in one million or a hazard index of 1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Uses that do not
generate a significant number of average daily truck trips (less than 100 truck trips), including but not limited to
development of hotel uses, and commercial uses supporting the AGSP development such as coffee shops, fast food
restaurants, restaurants, etc.) and excluding fueling stations shall be exempt from preparing an HRA.
AQ-16:  Legible, durable, weather-proof signs shall be placed at truck access gates, loading docks, and truck parking areas
that identify applicable CARB anti-idling regulations. At a minimum, each sign shall include: 1) instructions for truck
drivers to shut off engines when not in use; 2) instructions for drivers of diesel trucks to restrict idling to no more than Citv of Highland and/or
five (5) minutes once the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to "neutral" or "park," or the parking brake is .y 9 )
engaged; and 3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and the CARB to report violations. Prior to the City of San Bernardino
issuance of an occupancy permit, the Lead Agency shall conduct a site inspection to ensure that the signs are in
place.
AQ-17: Prior to tenant occupancy, the Project Applicant or successor in interest shall provide documentation to the Lead
Agency demonstrating that occupants/tenants of the Project site have been provided documentation on funding City of Highland and/or
opportunities, such as the Carl Moyer Program, that provide incentives for using cleaner-than-required engines and City of San Bernardino
equipment.
AQ-18:  The minimum number of automobile electric vehicle (EV) charging stations required by the California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Title 24 shall be provided. As agreed to by the Applicant and Lead Agency, final designs of Project City of Highland and/or
buildings shall include electrical infrastructure sufficiently sized to accommodate the potential installation of additional City of San Bernardino
auto and truck EV charging stations.
AQ-19:  As agreed to by the Applicant and Lead Agency, final Project designs shall provide for installation of conduit in tractor City of Highland and/or
trailer parking areas for the purpose of accommodating potential installation of EV truck charging stations. City of San Bernardino
AQ-20:  Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks with a gross vehicle weight Citv of Hiahland and/or
rating greater than 14,000 pounds with a 2010 model year engine or newer or to be equipped with a particulate matter .y 9 )
trap, as available. City of San Bernardino
AQ-21:  Future AGSP uses shall be operated in a manner such that no offensive odor is perceptible at or beyond the property City of Highland and/or
line of that use, as determined by SCAQMD. City of San Bernardino
AQ-22:  Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with the following: All on-site outdoor cargo-handling Citv of Hiahland and/or
equipment (including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other on-site equipment) and all on- .y 9 )
site indoor forklifts will be powered by electricity where feasible. City of San Bernardino
AQ-23:  Future AGSP Developments shall not discharge into the atmosphere from any single source of emission whatsoever Gi .
. . . . . h . - ity of Highland and/or
any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any 1 hour that is as dark or darker ) )
in shade as that designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart, as published by the U.S. Bureau of Mines. City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

AQ-24:

Future AGSP Developments shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or
other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the
public, or that endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or that cause, or have
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-25:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 —

Fugitive Dust. This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result

of anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust

emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made condition capable of generating fugitive dust. Applicable

dust suppression requirements from Rule 403 are summarized below.

¢ Nontoxic chemical soil stabilizers shall be applied according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more).

e Active sites shall be watered at least twice daily. (Locations where grading is to occur will be thoroughly watered
prior to earthmoving.)

e All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials shall be covered, or at least 0.6 m (2 ft) of freeboard
(vertical space between the top of the load and top of the trailer) maintained in accordance with the requirements
of California Vehicle Code (CVC) Section 23114.

e Construction access roads shall be paved at least 30 m (100 ft) onto the site from the main road.

e Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall be reduced to 15 mph or less.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-26:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113
— Architectural Coatings. No person shall apply or solicit the application of any architectural coating within the
SCAQMD with VOC content in excess of the values specified in a table incorporated in the Rule. A list of
manufacturers of low/no-VOC paints is provided at the following SCAQMD website:
http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/architectural-coatings/reporting-and-support-documents/rule-314-
manufacturers.pdf?sfvrsn=4 All paints will be applied using either high volume low-pressure spray equipment or by
hand application.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-27:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1301
— General. This rule is intended to provide that pre-construction review requirements to ensure that new or relocated
facilities do not interfere with progress in attainment of the NAAQS, while future economic growth within the South
Coast Air Quality Management District is not unnecessarily restricted. The specific air quality goal is to achieve no net
increases from new or modified permitted sources of nonattainment air contaminants or their precursors. Rule 1301
also limits emission increases of ammonia, and Ozone Depleting Compounds (ODCs) from new, modified or relocated
facilities by requiring the use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-28:

Building operators will require (by contract specifications) that equipment, including heavy-duty equipment, motor
vehicles, and portable equipment, be turned off when not in use for more than 5 minutes. Truck idling shall not exceed
5 minutes in time. All facilities will post signs requiring that trucks shall not be left idling for more than 5 minutes
pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485, which limits idle times to not more than five
minutes. Nighttime (after 10:00 PM) truck idling would not be permitted.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-29:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to meet or exceed 2020 Title 24, Part 6 Standards and meet Green
Building Code Standards for future structures.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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AQ-30:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize faucets, toilets and showers that are low-flow fixtures that
would reduce indoor water demand by 20% per CalGreen Standards.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-31:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with a recycling program that reduces waste to landfills by a
minimum 60 percent per AB 341.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-32:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize high-efficiency lighting that is at least 34% more efficient than
standard lighting.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-33:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize light-colored paving and roofing materials, and encourage the
use of cool or green roofs for future AGSP development.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-34:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize water-based or low VOC cleaning products.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-35:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to coordinate with Edison to install EV Charging Stations incrementally
over the life of the project as required by future demand. The initial installation of EV Charging Stations shall be
determined though consultation between the Developer, Southern California Edison, and the City of Highland and/or
San Bernardino.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-36:

Future AGSP Developments shall require trucks to utilize truck routes identified in the Airport Gateway Specific Plan.
In order to enforce this requirement, truck routes will be clearly marked with trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not
enter residential areas.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-37:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to use or to retain a landscaping contractor(s) that uses electric
landscaping equipment, if contactors with electric equipment are feasible to retain within the immediate project area.

AQ-38:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to include a contract specification in the street sweeping contract that
uses electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters. If contactors with such equipment are not available
readily in the project area, the Developer shall document this fact and the cleanest sweepers available in response to
this contract specification shall be used.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-39:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to maximize the planting of drought resistant trees in landscaping and
parking lots and whenl/if recycled water becomes available in the future, landscaping shall be supported by this
alternative source of water supply.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-40:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and
appliances.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-41:

Future development under the AGSP shall be designed to require internal check-in points for trucks to minimize
queuing outside of the project site.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-42:

Future AGSP Developments shall be required to comply with the following: Any operation or activity that might cause
the emission of any smoke, fly ash, dust, fumes, vapors, gases, or other forms of air pollution, which can cause
damage to human health, vegetation, or other forms of property, or can cause excessive soiling on any other parcel,
shall conform to the requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

AQ-43:  Where future projects under the AGSP require permits from SCAQMD to operate specific types of equipment and
processes, the developers/operators shall be required to obtain such permits prior to operation of the specific
equipment and processes requiring the permit.

AQ-44: Future AGSP Developments that require the use of backup generators due to a delay in service from Edison shall be

limited to a use period of 9 months total. No permanent use of generators shall be allowed. Prior to operation of a
generator for a period of over three months, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to address impacts to nearby sensitive
receivers shall be prepared. The HRA shall be prepared in accordance with the provisions of MM AQ-15 (If the HRA
shows that the incremental cancer risk of an individual Project exceeds 10 in 1 million or the appropriate noncancer
hazard index exceeds 1.0, the individual Project’s will be required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures
are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a
hazard index of 1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms).

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.4, construction of the proposed AGSP would
result in NOx and PM+o emissions that exceed applicable SCAQMD regional air
quality thresholds. Additionally, the Project operational-source emissions would
exceed applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds of significance for emissions of
NOx and PM+o when compared to the existing sources of emissions. Thus,
operational and construction-source air quality impacts are projected to result in
an unavoidable significant adverse impact with respect to NOx and PM1o
emissions. As the future Project’s emissions will comply with federal, state, and
local air quality standards, the proposed Project’s emissions are not
sufficiently high enough to use a regional modeling program to correlate health
effects on a basin-wide level, and would not provide a reliable indicator of
health effects if modeled.

As described in Subchapter 4.4, construction of the proposed AGSP would
result in NOx and PM1o emissions that exceed applicable SCAQMD regional
air quality thresholds based on additional mitigation. Additionally, even after
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, the Project
operational-source emissions would exceed applicable SCAQMD regional
thresholds of significance for emissions of NOx and PM10 when compared to the
existing sources of emissions. No other feasible mitigation measures have been
identified that would reduce these emissions to levels that are less than
significant; however, 40 mitigation measures have been identified to minimize air
pollution emissions to the greatest extent feasible. Thus, operational and
construction-source air quality impacts are projected to result in an
unavoidable significant adverse impact with respect to NOx and PM1o
emissions. Impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant and
furthermore mitigation shall be implemented to ensure that projects exceeding a
specific size prepare project-specific health risk assessments to mitigate for
potential impacts thereof. Exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional
thresholds are considered significant and unavoidable, and therefore impacts
under this issue are considered significant and unavoidable.
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Responsible Agency

BIO-1:

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A Pre-construction Burrowing Owl Survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist at least 3 days prior to any
ground disturbing activities, at any time of year. Surveys shall be completed following the recommendations and
guidelines provided within the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, March 2012) or most recent version
by a qualified biologist. If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected within any Project disturbance area, or within a
500-foot buffer of the disturbance area, a 300- foot radius buffer zone surrounding the burrow shall be flagged, and no
impacts to soils or vegetation or noise levels above 65 dBA shall be permitted while the burrow remains active or
occupied. Disturbance-free buffers may be modified based on site-specific conditions in consultation with CDFW. The
qualified biologist shall monitor active burrows daily and will increase buffer sizes as needed if owls show signs of
disturbance. If active burrowing owl burrows are located within any work area and impact cannot be avoided, a
qualified biologist shall submit a burrowing owl exclusion plan to CDFW for review and approval. The burrowing owl
exclusion plan shall include permanent compensatory mitigation consistent with the recommendations in the Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows and burrowing owls impacted
are replaced. Passive relocation shall take place outside the nesting season (1 February to 31 August).

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

BIO-2:

As part of all future applications for development under the AGSP within the habitat patch located north of 5th Street,
South of 6th Street, west of State Route (SR) 210 and east of Central Avenue, biology surveys for SBKR, CAGN, and
CBB shall be performed and submitted to the City of Highland. If any of these species are identified within this
property, the site shall be avoided or mitigation acceptable to the City and regulatory agencies shall be provided.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

BIO-3:

Prior to issuance of grading permits within the streambed, the developer shall provide the City with regulatory permits
for impacts to the City Creek Bypass Channel. To compensate for the impacts to these waters of the State, the party
seeking channel modifications shall either implement onsite enhancement in the area set aside to protect stream
channel habitat or acquire offsite compensatory mitigation habitat or create such habitat at a 1:1 mitigation-to-impact
ratio. This habitat shall be located within the watershed. The regulatory permits (Regional Board Waste Discharge
Requirements and CDFW 1602) may increase this compensatory ratio but the IVDA finds that this is the minimum
habitat required to offset the impacts to water resources on the project site.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

BIO-4:

Bird nesting season generally extends from February 1 through September 15 in southern California and specifically,
April 15 through August 31 for migratory passerine birds. To avoid impacts to nesting birds (common and special
status) during the nesting season, a qualified Avian Biologist will conduct pre-construction Nesting Bird Surveys (NBS)
prior to project-related disturbance to nestable vegetation to identify any active nests. If no active nests are found, no
further action will be required. If an active nest is found, the biologist will set appropriate no-work buffers around the
nest which will be based upon the nesting species, its sensitivity to disturbance, nesting stage and expected types,
intensity and duration of disturbance. The nests and buffer zones shall be field checked weekly by a qualified
biological monitor. The approved no-work buffer zone shall be clearly marked in the field, within which no disturbance
activity shall commence until the qualified biologist has determined the young birds have successfully fledged and the
nest is inactive.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

BIO-5:

Future developers shall implement an invasive species management plan during construction of future specific
projects. For project sites that are smaller than 1-acre, the developer shall utilize the City’s guidelines for manage-
ment of invasive species. For larger projects, greater than 1-acre, the developer shall prepare a site-specific invasive
species management plan. Should invasive species be inadvertently introduced to a site, the contractor shall remove
the infestation to the satisfaction of the city prior to receiving a construction completed notice.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

BIO-6:

within the AGSP Planning Area.

Future development under the AGSP shall not be allowed to utilize of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as
mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species, in the unlikely event that any such species exist

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

No candidate, sensitive, or special status species have a potential to be
impacted as a result of implementation of the proposed AGSP, with the
exception of burrowing owl. As far as BUOW, the habitat within the vacant
parcels and the City Creek Bypass Channel is considered potentially suitable
for burrowing owl, and thus, without mitigation, impacts to this species could
be significant. While no potential was identified to impact San Bernardino
kangaroo rat or California coastal gnatcatcher, these species are known to
exist in the vicinity of the AGSP, and therefore, without contingency mitigation
may be significantly impacted by the implementation of the AGSP. Any
unpermitted and unmitigated modifications to the City Creek Bypass Channel
downstream of Victoria Avenue would have a potential to result in significant
impacts on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community and/or on
state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means. There is habitat for nesting birds and foraging
raptors in the ornamental trees, California pepper trees and Eucalyptus trees
found in the Specific Plan area, and while compliance with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act is mandatory, mitigation to ensure protection of nesting birds and
foraging raptors is necessary to prevent a significant impact from occurring.
Without mitigation to control the introduction of invasive species into the
project area, and to enforce compliance with the tree ordinance, a significant
potential to conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting of biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance may occur from
project implementation.

As described in Subchapter 4.5 of this DEIR, due to the lack of significant
biological resources within the proposed project area, the Project is not
forecast to cause any direct significant unavoidable adverse impact to
sensitive biological resources. This is because all potential impacts to
biological resources within the Project area would be limited and can be
mitigated to a less than significant impact level. Thus, based on the lack of
significant onsite biological resources and the mitigation that must be
implemented to control potential site-specific impacts on biological resources,
the proposed Project is not forecast to cause significant unavoidable adverse
impacts to biological resources.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

CULTURAL RESOURCES

CUL-1:  Where a future discretionary project requiring a Negative Declaration or follow-on EIR is proposed within an existing
facility that has been totally disturbed due to it undergoing past engineered site preparation (such as a roadway or
engineered building site), the agency implementing the AGSP project will not be required to complete a follow-on
cultural resources report

Where a Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation is not required or at any location where a subsurface cultural City of Highland and/or
resource is accidentally exposed, the following shall be required to minimize impacts to any accidentally exposed
cultural resource materials:

e Should any cultural resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, earthmoving or grading
activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed
immediately by a qualified archaeologist. Responsibility for making this determination shall be with the
Implementing Agency’s onsite inspector. The archaeological professional shall assess the find, determine its
significance, and make recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures within the guidelines of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

City of San Bernardino

CUL-2:  Where a future discretionary project requiring a Negative Declaration or follow-on EIR is proposed within an
undisturbed site and/or a site that will require substantial earthmoving activities and/or excavation, a Phase | Cultural
Resources Investigation is required, the following phases of identification, evaluation, mitigation, and monitoring shall
be followed for a given AGSP project:

1. Phase | (Identification): A Phase | Investigation to identify historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources
in a project area shall include the following research procedures, as appropriate:

e Focused historical/archaeological resources records searches at SCCIC and/or EIC, depending on the
project location, and paleontological resources records searches by NHMLAC, SBCM, and/or the Western
Science Center in Hemet.

e Historical background research, geoarchaeological profile analysis, and paleontological literature review;

¢ Consultation with the State of California Native American Heritage Commission, Native American tribes in City of Highland and/or
the surrounding area, pertinent local government agencies, and local historic preservation groups;

e Field survey of the project area by qualified professionals of the pertinent discipline and at the appropriate
level of intensity as determined on the basis of sensitivity assessment and site conditions;

e Field recordation of any cultural resources encountered during the survey and proper documentation of the
resources for incorporation into the appropriate inventories or databases.

2.  Phase Il (Evaluation): If cultural resources are encountered in a project area, a Phase Il investigation shall be
required to evaluate the potential significance of the resources in accordance with the statutory/regulatory
framework outlined above. A typical Phase Il study consists of the following research procedures:

e Preparation of a research design to discuss the specific goals and objectives of the study in the context of
important scientific questions that may be addressed with the findings and the significance criteria to be
used for the evaluation, and to formulate the proper methodology to accomplish such goals;

¢ In-depth exploration of historical, archaeological, or paleontological literature, archival records, as well as
oral historical accounts for information pertaining to the cultural resources under evaluation;

City of San Bernardino
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Responsible Agency

e Fieldwork to ascertain the nature and extent of the archaeological/paleontological remains or resource-
sensitive sediments identified during the Phase | study, such as surface collection of artifacts, controlled
excavation of units, trenches, and/or shovel test pits, and collection of soil samples;

e Laboratory processing and analyses of the cultural artifacts, fossil specimens, and/or soil samples for the
proper recovery, identification, recordation, and cataloguing of the materials collected during the fieldwork
and to prepare the assemblage for permanent curation, if warranted.

Phase Il (Mitigation): For resources that prove to be significant under the appropriate criteria, mitigation of

potential project impact is required. Depending on the characteristics of each resource type and the unique

aspects of significance for each individual resource, mitigation may be accomplished through a variety of
different methods, which shall be determined by a qualified archaeologist, paleontologist, historian, or other
applicable professional in the “cultural resources” field. Typical mitigation for historical, archaeological, or
paleontological resources, however, may focus on the following procedures, aimed mainly at the preservation of
physical and/or archival data about a significant cultural resource that would be impacted by the project:

e Data recovery through further excavation at an archaeological site or a paleontological locality to collect a
representative sample of the identified remains, followed by laboratory processing and analysis as well as
preparation for permanent curation;

e Comprehensive documentation of architectural and historical data about a significant building, structure, or
object using methods comparable to the appropriate level of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
and the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) for permanent curation at a repository or repositories
that provides access to the public;

e Adjustments to project plans to minimize potential impact on the significance and integrity of the resource(s)
in question.

Phase IIl (Monitoring): At locations that are considered sensitive for subsurface deposits of undetected

archaeological or paleontological remains, all earth-moving operations shall be monitored continuously or

periodically, as warranted, by qualified professional practitioners. Archaeological monitoring programs shall be
coordinated with the nearest Native American groups, who may wish to participate

CUL-3:

After each phase of the studies required by mitigation measure CUL-2 has been completed, where required, a
complete report on the methods, results, and final conclusions of the research procedures shall be prepared and
submitted to SCCIC, EIC, NHMLAC, and/or SBCM, as appropriate and in addition to the lead agency for the project,
for permanent documentation and easy references by future researchers,

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

Implementation of the AGSP may affect historical resources due to the age of
the existing structures and known history of the project area. It is possible that
some of the buildings within the project area may qualify as significant
historical resources, and also possible that subsurface historical resources
could be discovered during construction, so mitigation has been identified to
address these circumstances. The cultural resources evaluation identified
relatively few known prehistoric resource sites within the project area, but
without mitigation to protect known and unknown resources within the project
area, a significant impact under cultural resources could occur.

As described in Subchapter 4.6 of this DEIR, potential cultural resource
impacts associated with the proposed Project can be mitigated to a less than
significant impact level. Implementation of the AGSP may affect historical
resources due to the age of the existing structures and known history of the
project area, however, mitigation has been identified to address this issue. It is
possible that some of the buildings within the project area may qualify as
significant historical resources, and also possible that subsurface historical
resources could be discovered during construction, so mitigation has been
identified to address these circumstances. The cultural resources evaluation
identified relatively few known prehistoric resource sites within the project
area. The accidental exposure of subsurface archaeological resources of
significance can be mitigated. Given the above, there will not be any
unavoidable Project specific or cumulatively significant adverse impacts to
cultural resources from implementing the AGSP as proposed, though
mitigation is required minimize such impacts from reaching a level of
significant adverse impact.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

ENERGY
Refer to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas mitigation measures.

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

Project construction and operations would not result in the inefficient, wasteful
or unnecessary consumption of energy. The Project would therefore not cause
or result in the need for additional energy producing or transmission facilities.
The Project would not engage in wasteful or inefficient uses of energy and aims
to achieve energy conservations goals within the State of California. The Project
would not conflict with any of the state or local plans. As such, a less than
significant impact is expected. Furthermore, the proposed project would be
consistent with regulations pertaining to energy consumption and demand
would ensure that the proposed project would not result in any significant and
unavoidable energy impacts. Mitigation is only provided to ensure that energy
demand from implementation of the AGSP is reduced to the greatest extent
feasible.

As described in Subchapter 4.7 of this DEIR, AGSP construction and
operation activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary
consumption of energy and would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The AGSP is not anticipated
to cause or result in the need for additional energy producing or transmission
facilities. Furthermore, the Project would comply with regulations imposed by
the federal and state agencies that regulate energy use and consumption
through various means and programs. No Energy-specific mitigation
measures are required to minimize impacts under this issue primarily because
of existing regulations regarding energy conservation and use; however,
several air quality mitigation measures would reduce construction and
operational energy consumption and impacts thereof, further minimizing
impacts under this issue. As such, through implementation mitigation
referenced in the Section 4.4 Air Quality, local General Plan policies, State
and Federal regulations pertaining to energy conservation, SCE programs,
and other existing regulations, the proposed Project’s potential energy
cumulative and Project-specific impacts can be controlled and will be reduced
below a level of significance.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

GEO-1:  All future site-specific projects authorized within the AGSP project area shall prepare and submit comprehensive
geotechnical investigation reports to the City with jurisdiction. All of the recommended seismic design and
construction measures identified within the geotechnical investigation prepared for a future project to mitigate the
following potential geotechnical impacts shall be implemented by the Applicant. Implementation of these specific
measures must address all of the identified ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, collapse, or subsidence
hazards identified at a project site.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

GEO-2:  Prior to the commencement of construction of any future project within the AGSP project area that will disturb more
than 10,000 square feet, the cities or County shall require preparation, approval, and implementation of as site- or
project-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and Draft Water Quality Management Plan. The construction
contractor(s) shall select best management practices (BMPs) applicable to each site-specific development. BMPs shall
include activities on each site to achieve a reduction in pollutants from stormwater discharge to the maximum extent
practicable during the construction of each future facility within the AGSP, and to control urban runoff after each future
facility within the AGSP is constructed and in operation. Examples of BMP(s) that would achieve a reduction in
pollutants include, but are not limited to:

The use of silt fences or coir rolls;

The use of stormwater de-silting or retention basins;

The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;

The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site;

The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to prevent the tracking of silt and other
pollutants from the site onto public roads;

The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum necessary to efficiently perform the construction
activities required. Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be stored in water courses or other areas subject to
the flow of surface water; and

Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof material during rain events to control erosion
of soil from the stockpiles.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

GEO-3: At any location where a subsurface paleontological resource is accidentally exposed, the following shall be required to
minimize impacts to any accidentally exposed resource materials:

Should any paleontological resources be encountered during construction of these facilities, earthmoving or
grading activities in the immediate area of the finds shall be halted and an onsite inspection shall be performed
immediately by a qualified paleontologist. Responsibility for making this determination shall be with the
Implementing Agency’s onsite inspector. The paleontological professional shall assess the find, determine its
significance, and make recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures within the guidelines of the
California Environmental Quality Act.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

The AGSP Planning Area and Region as a whole contains substantial

geological and soils constraints. Due to these substantial constraints and the
locations where such constraints may occur, a potential for significant geology
and soils resources impacts from implementation of the AGSP was identified.

As described in Subchapter 4.8 of this DEIR, potential new development
would be located throughout the AGSP project area and would result in a
larger number of structures/people potentially exposed to substantial adverse
effects associated with severe ground shaking or ground failure. However,

impacts related to geologic and seismic hazards associated with the AGSP
would be less than significant by adherence to and/or compliance with building
codes and standards and the goals and policies of each City’s General Plan.
Furthermore, mitigation is required to ensure that future development under
the AGSP prepare and submit project specific geotechnical reports and
adhere to the recommendations thereof; mitigation is also required to ensure
water quality is not substantially degraded during construction or occupancy of
future projects under the AGSP. With mitigation implementation, no
unavoidable significant adverse on-site or off-site geology or soil impacts have
been identified.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

GREENHOUSE GAs

GHG-1:  Future AGSP Developments shall be required to construct future buildings to be solar or other clean energy City of Highland and/or
technology compatible, and clean energy ready. Each AGSP structure greater than 50,000 SF shall ensure each Citv of San Bernardino
structure provides either a solar photovoltaic panel system or other clean energy systems within 2 years of y
commencing operations where feasible.

GHG-2: Future AGSP Developments with more than 10 employees or more than 10 company vehicles shall submit a GHG

Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP) to the pertinent City for review and approval. The objective of the plan shall be to

reduce GHG emissions by a minimum of 10%. The GHG ERP shall consider and identify GHG emission reductions

from the following emission source categories as part of the ERP:

e Energy source reduction from measure GHG-1

Implementation of Ride Sharing Program (Mobile Source)

Provision of electric vehicle charging stations (Level 2 or Level 3, Mobile Source)

Maintenance of an onsite bicycle sharing program (Mobile Source)

Establishment and support of a mass transit use program (including adjusting hours of operations to complement

local mass transit operations, Mobile Source)

Provision of secure bicycle parking facilities (Mobile Source)

e Acquisition of a minimum of one company electric vehicle or low NOx emission CNG vehicle, including truck(s)
(Mobile source)

¢ Install low demand water consumption systems, internally and outdoors (Water Usage source)

¢ Implement a solid waste management system that achieves greater than 50% recycling (Waste Management
Source)

e  Utilize construction equipment that can reduce GHG and NOx emissions a minimum of 5% (Construction
Emissions Source)

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 1-30



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.9, the proposed project will generate
approximately 69,512.06 metric tons COze per year in terms of net emissions
when compared to the existing emissions in the Planning Area. The Project-
specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis
demonstrates that the AGSP would generate emissions beyond the SCAQMD
3,000/10,000 MTCO2elyr threshold, and as such, will have a significant and
unavoidable adverse impact under Greenhouse Gas. Therefore, the project's
GHG emissions are considered to be an unavoidable adverse significant
impact.

As described in Subchapter 4.9, the proposed project will generate
approximately 69,512.06 metric tons COze per year in terms of net emissions
when compared to the existing emissions in the Planning Area. The Project-
specific evaluation of emissions presented in the preceding analysis
demonstrates that after implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures, which includes a requirement for future AGSP structures to be
solar or alternative energy ready, the AGSP would generate emissions
beyond the SCAQMD 3,000/10,000 MTCOzelyr threshold, and as such, will
have a significant and unavoidable adverse impact under Greenhouse Gas.
Therefore, the project's GHG emissions are considered to be an unavoidable
adverse significant impact. No feasible mitigation measures have been identified
that would reduce these emissions to levels that are less than significant. Thus,
exceedances of applicable SCAQMD regional thresholds are considered
significant and unavoidable, and the AGSP would create a significant
cumulative impact to global climate change.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

HAzARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
HAZ-1:

land use jurisdiction.

Following approval of the AGSP, the cities of Highland and San Bernardino shall jointly
designate 3™ and 5™ Streets within the AGSP project area as truck routes. 6™ Street shall mostly
be designated for local deliveries only. Specific design guidelines for new industrial buildings
fronting on 6™ Street shall incorporate buffers to reduce potential conflicts between the industrial
uses that are south of 6! and residential uses north of this roadway. All routine large truck
access to industrial projects constructed between 5™ and 6" Streets shall be from 5" Street.
Buffering techniques along 6% Street may include the following: dense landscape buffering; use
of landscaped berms; short walls with articulation; and other designs acceptable to the city with

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

HAZ-2:

Prior to and during grading and construction, should an accidental release of a hazardous
material occur, the following actions will be implemented: construction activities in the immediate
area will be immediately stopped; appropriate regulatory agencies will be notified; immediate
actions will be implemented to limit the volume and area impacted by the contaminant; the
contaminated material, primarily soil, shall be collected and removed to a location where it can
be treated or disposed of in accordance with the regulations in place at the time of the event; any
transport of hazardous waste from the property shall be carried out by a registered hazardous

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

waste transporter; and testing shall be conducted to verify that any residual concentrations of the
accidentally released material are below the regulatory remediation goal at the time of the event.
All of the above sampling or remediation activities related to the contamination will be conducted
under the oversight of County Hazardous Materials Division. All of the above actions shall be
documented and made available to the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to closure (a
determination of the regulatory agency that the site has been remediated to a threshold that
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

poses no hazard to humans) of the contaminated area. This measure shall be made a require-
ment of future projects in the AGSP project area.

HAZ-3:

During grading if an unknown contaminated area is exposed, based on field observations by the
contractor, soils engineer or City/County inspector, the following actions will be implemented:
any contamination found during construction will be reported to the County Hazardous Materials
Division. Further, all of the sampling or remediation related to the contamination will be
conducted under the oversight of this County department. In the event contamination is found,
construction activities in the immediate area will be immediately stopped; appropriate regulatory
agencies will be identified; a qualified professional (industrial hygienist or chemist) shall test the
contamination and determine the type of material and define appropriate remediation strategies;
immediate actions will be implemented to limit the volume and area impacted by the contami-
nant; the contaminated material, primarily soil, shall be collected and removed to a location
where it can be treated or disposed of in accordance with the regulations in place at the time of
the event; any transport of hazardous waste from the property shall be carried out by a
registered hazardous waste transporter; and testing shall be conducted to verify that any
residual concentrations of the accidentally released material are below the regulatory
remediation goal (MCL) at the time of the event. All of the above actions shall be documented
and made available to the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to closure of the contaminated
area (a determination of the regulatory agency that the site has been remediated to a threshold
that poses no hazard to humans or the environment). This measure shall be made a
requirement of future projects in the AGSP project area.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

HAZ-4:

The City reviewing future site-specific development proposals shall verify the distance from the
nearest school. If located within one-quarter mile of a school, the application for the project must
demonstrate that no handling of acutely hazardous materials will occur within the facility.
Alternatively, the proposed development can provide sufficient information to the City to verify
that hazardous emission or acutely hazardous materials will be under sufficient control that
potential exposure at the school is negligible, less than a once in 100-year possibility.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

HAZ-5:

To the extent that construction activities must occur within adjacent on-site and off-site roadway
rights-of-way, a Traffic Management Plan, prepared for construction activities, shall provide
adequate emergency access to all parcels of land at all times, and shall include measures to
ensure that during an emergency evacuation, the right-of-way is accessible for this purpose.
Adequate emergency access is defined as access by any emergency personnel to any occupied
parcel at all times during construction activities. Prior to grading permit issuance, the Cities of
Highland and San Bernardino shall verify and approve the construction Traffic Management Plan
that must incorporate adequate measures to ensure emergency access and availability of
adjacent on-site and off-site roadways should an evacuation be needed.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

The AGSP Planning Area and Region as a whole contains substantial hazards | As described in Subchapter 4.10 of this DEIR, the Project requires mitigation
and hazardous materials issue constraints. Due to these substantial measures to address the following: identification of and adherence to truck
constraints and the development of future projects under the AGSP in routes that connect regional transportation corridors with the project area to
locations where such constraints may exist, a potential for significant hazards minimize interface between mixed-use business park and residential uses;
and hazardous materials issue impacts from implementation of the AGSPP minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous materials; address
were identified in Subchapter 4.10. the potential for unknown contaminated materials to be exposed during

construction and provide protocol for remediation; minimize the potential for
uses to be developed near schools that require routine handling of hazardous
materials; and, ensure that infrastructure construction activities in roadways
minimize interference with emergency routes and access. Therefore, though
there will be some adverse impacts as a result of implementing the Project,
specific mitigation measures have been identified to reduce potential Project
specific and cumulative (direct and indirect) effects to a less than significant
impact level for hazards and hazardous material issues. Thus, the AGSP is
not forecast to cause any unavoidable significant adverse hazards or
hazardous material impacts.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

HYD-1:  The future developer shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies
Best Management Practices that will be implemented to prevent construction pollutants from contacting stormwater
and with the performance standard of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite. The SWPPP shall be City of Highland and/or
developed with the goal of achieving a reduction in pollutants both during and following construction to control urban
runoff to the maximum extent practicable based on available, feasible best management practices. The SWPPP and
the monitoring program for the construction projects shall be consistent with the requirements of the latest version of
the State's General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and NPDES No. CAS618033, Order No. R8-210-0036
for projects within San Bernardino County or the permit in place at the time of construction.

City of San Bernardino

HYD-2:  The Project-Specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) which defines bioretention basins and treatment units
as permanent Best Management Practices shall be implemented to prevent long-term surface runoff from discharging
pollutants from site on which construction has been completed. The WQMP shall be implemented with the goal of
achieving a reduction in pollutants following construction to control urban runoff pollution to the maximum extent City of Highland and/or
practicable based on available, feasible best management practices at the time of construction. The stormwater
discharge from the project site shall be treated to control pollutant concentrations for all pollutants, but especially for
those identified pollutants that impair downstream surface water quality at the time construction occurs. Source
Control BMPs reduce the potential for urban runoff and pollutants from coming into contact with one another. Source
Control BMPs that may be incorporated into the project are described in County’s TGM.

City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

HYD-3:

Future projects implemented within the AGSP project area shall submit an Infiltration Feasibility Analysis and a Low
Impact Development drainage design to the local jurisdiction. The agency shall review these two studies, provide
feedback and guidance, and approve final versions of both studies. The developer shall implement/install the onsite
drainage and water quality design features in the approved version of the studies. Adjacent drainage infrastructure
consistent with CSDP No. 6 shall be installed by future AGSP projects as part of the proposed project.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

HYD-4:

within the AGSP project area.

The IVDA shall coordinate and combined with the two cities (Highland and San Bernardino) the CSDP No. 6 City
Creek By-Pass channel design shall be implemented in order to receive stormwater generated from within the
identified watershed. The final design shall receive approvals from San Bernardino County and other agencies with
interest (such as the Regional Board) and be under construction and implemented from Victoria to the Twin (Warm)
Creek channel by year 5 of the Plans authorization or before 2.5 million square feet off development has occurred

Inland Valley Development
Agency, City of Highland
and City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.11 of this DEIR, the proposed Project will make
unavoidable alterations in the Planning Area hydrology and the proposed uses
have a potential to result in generation of new pollutants from the proposed
urban/suburban environment that can degrade water quality. The overall
hydrology and water quality impacts that would result from implementation of
the AGSP could be significant without the implementation of substantive
mitigation measures. As such, several mitigation measures were identified to
minimize impacts related to hydrology and water quality.

As described in Subchapter 4.11 of this DEIR, the Project requires mitigation
measures to address the following: ensure that during construction the
SWPPP will be implemented to control any discharges from a site to minimize
potential water quality degradation during this stage of development; ensure
that the Project-Specific WQMPs will be implemented in a manner comparable
to that identified for the watershed; ensure that future projects implemented
within the AGSP project area shall submit an Infiltration Feasibility Analysis
and a Low Impact Development drainage design to the local jurisdiction; and,
ensure that the City Creek By-Pass channel can be re-constructed in a timely
manner. Through implementation of mitigation, potential hydrology and water
quality impacts can be controlled to a less than significant impact level. The
proposed AGSP will not cause unavoidable significant hydrology or water
quality impacts.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

LAND USE AND PLANNING

City of Highland and/or

LU-1: Prior to implementation of any project under the AGSP, each city will complete the required shift of conforming City of San Bernardino
residential units to alternative locations in both cities.
LU-2: Once the AGSP is adopted, the IVDA, City of Highland and City of San Bernardino will explore the establishment of a

community facilities district, or comparable mechanism, to provide a source of funding for common infrastructure
elements within the AGSP; to seek grant funds; and secure low-interests loans. This funding mechanism must be
established within one year of approval of the AGSP by all three agencies.

Inland Valley Development
Agency, City of Highland
and City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

The change in character resulting from the AGSP would be consistent with the
existing General Plan visions for both the site and the general area, and as
such would not physically divide a community. The proposed project is
considered consistent with the relevant goals of the SCAG RTP/SCS and each
City’s General Plan Land Use Element Goals, however, the loss of residential
units as a result of project implementation would have a potentially significant
impact without mitigation to address this issue.

As described in Subchapter 4.12 of this DEIR, no significant impacts to land
use and planning from implementing the AGSP are anticipated to occur.
However, based on the available data and analysis presented in this DEIR,
with implementation of mitigation to establish a relocation program for existing
residents of the area, and ensure that a community facilities district is
established, impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed
Project will not cause unavoidable significant land use and planning impacts.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

MINERAL RESOURCES
No mitigation measures

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.13 of this DEIR, the project site and surrounding
area do not contain any existing mineral development nor any identified
potential for mineral resource development. Please note that the southern
boundary of the AGSP is 3™ and/or 5" Street and the mineral resource areas
south of this border will not be affected by the AGSP. Based on these data,
the proposed Project has no potential to cause any unavoidable significant
adverse impact to mineral resources or values in the project area.

No mitigation is required. Impacts are less than significant.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures Responsible Agency

NoISE

NOI-1: To reduce potential operational noise levels increases at the nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations, the AGSP shall
include the following operational noise mitigation measures:

e The AGSP shall be designed to minimize the potential noise exposure to nearby noise sensitive land uses
including:
o0 locating driveways and vehicle access points away from noise sensitive uses.
0 locating loading docks away from adjacent noise sensitive uses.
0 minimize the use of outside speakers and amplifiers.
o0 incorporate walls landscaping and other noise buffers and barriers between uses, as appropriate.
e Sound barrier walls or earth berms of sufficient height and length shall be provided to reduce exterior noise levels
to 65 CNEL or lower at nearby noise sensitive uses. Prior to the issuance of grading permits, an acoustical City of Highland and/or
analysis report shall be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant. The report shall specify the noise barriers’ City of San Bernardino
height, location, and types capable of achieving the desired mitigation affect.
e All on-site operating equipment that is used in outdoor areas (including but not limited to trucks, tractors, forklifts,
and hostlers), shall be operated with properly functioning and well-maintained mufflers.
e Maintain quality pavement conditions on the property that are free of vertical deflection (i.e., speed bumps) to
minimize truck noise.
e The truck access gates and loading docks within the truck court on the Project site shall be posted with signs
which state:
0  Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use;
o Diesel trucks servicing the Project shall not idle for more than five (5) minutes; and
o Post telephone numbers of the building facilities manager to report idling violations.

NOI-2: During all future AGSP construction, the construction contractors shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards. The construction City of Highland and/or
contractors shall place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away from the noise- City of San Bernardino
sensitive receivers nearest to a given Project site.

NOI-3: The construction contractors shall locate equipment staging in areas that will create the greatest distance between City of Highland and/or
construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receivers nearest to a given Project site during all future . .
construction under the AGSP. City of San Bernardino

NOI-4: The construction contractors shall design delivery routes to minimize the exposure of sensitive land uses or residential Inland Valley Development
dwellings to delivery truck-related noise. This shall be accomplished through preparation of a construction routing Agency, City of Highland
plan approved by the IVDA and either or both affected cities. and City of San Bernardino

NOI-5: No music or electronically reinforced speech from construction workers shall be audible at noise-sensitive properties. Cl_ty of Highland and./or

City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

NOI-6:

During construction, portable noise barriers shall be placed near the noise-producing equipment between the noise
source and the receptors for activities where the anticipated noise at the sensitive receptor would exceed 60dBA. The
noise barriers may be constructed from construction materials such as from 4-foot by 8-foot sheets of marine plywood
(minimum one-inch thickness) or one and one eighth inch (1 1/8”) tongue-in-groove sub-floor, backed with three and a
half inch thick R-11 fiberglass insulation for sound absorption. Several such panels may be hinged together in order to
be self-supporting and to provide a continuous barrier. The temporary, portable noise barriers should at a minimum
reduce noise levels at receptor locations below an exterior sound level of 65 dBA and an interior sound level of 45
dBA at the receptor.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

NOI-7:

All construction employees that will be exposed to noise levels greater than 75 dB over an 8-hour period shall be

provided with adequate hearing protection devices to ensure no hearing damage will result from construction activities.

Areas where noise levels are routinely expected to exceed 80 dBA shall be clearly posted with signs requiring hearing
protection be worn.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

NOI-8:

The project proponent for each new Project under the AGSP shall establish a noise complaint/response program that
shall include keeping the local community informed of the schedule, duration, and progress of the construction, in
order to minimize the public objections to unavoidable noise. Communities where construction is scheduled should be
notified in advance of the construction and of the expected construction-related temporary and intermittent noise
increases. This can be accomplished by posting signs with phone contacts and information regarding construction
schedules a minimum of one week before initiating ground disturbing activities.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

NOI-9:

To the extent feasible (where construction activities can occur concurrently), the noisiest operations shall be
scheduled to occur simultaneously in the construction program to avoid prolonged sequential periods of construction
activity annoyance.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Impact Description Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.14, the proposed Project will cause significant
off-site transportation noise impacts on the nearest sensitive receptors.
Furthermore, construction noise impacts, operation noise impacts, and
vibration noise impacts would be result in a significant change in the noise
environmental in the AGSP Planning area without the implementation of
mitigation.

are less than significant.

As described in Subchapter 4.14, the proposed Project will cause significant
off-site transportation noise impacts on the nearest sensitive receptors.
Mitigation is available to reduce the offsite traffic noise impact, but it cannot be
enforced on private property. Consequently, the Project's traffic noise impacts
on the surrounding land uses are significant and unavoidable. Construction
noise impacts, operation noise impacts, and vibration noise impacts are less
than significant with the implementation of mitigation to reduce noise
generated from these activities to the extent feasible. Therefore, off-site
transportation noise level increases at adjacent noise-sensitive residential
homes are considered significant and unavoidable, but all other noise impacts
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

POPULATION AND HOUSING

PH-1: For any development actions that may cause displacement of conforming residential occupants (relevant to both
tenants and homeowners alike), the Developer shall prepare a relocation plan that complies with the requirements of
the California Relocation Assistance Law, California Government Code Section 7260 et seq, and if federal funding is
anticipated, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. As a component of
the relocation plan, the Developer shall provide an explanation of the relocation requirements that they are complying
with, and a detailed relocation plan consistent with one of the above-listed relocation guidelines to include:

1. Introduction.

Project description.

Assessment of the relocation needs of persons subject to displacement.

Assessment of available replacement housing units within proximity to the Project site.

Description of the relocation program and guidelines to be followed; and

Administrative Provisions to include:

Informational Statement and Notices to be provided.

Description of any citizen participation or outreach efforts.

Grievance procedures.

Project schedule or timelines of any proposed displacement

Estimated budget to provide relocation benefits in accordance with the identified relocation program

requirements.

QUAwN

caoow

A sample outline of the components of the relocation plan to be prepared, incorporating the above, will include but not
be limited to the outline, methodology, and information contained in the Model/Conceptual Relocation Plan Mitigation
prepared by OPC (provided as Appendix 10 of Volume 2 of this DPEIR).

Before proceeding with and causing displacement of individuals and households, general notice of the relocation plan
shall be provided, and notice shall be designed to reach the occupants of all properties to be displaced, and shall be
provided 30 days prior to submission to the Agency for approval.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

development under the AGSP is constructing new housing, the Developer or Agency shall be required to complete a
second-tier CEQA evaluation

PH-2: Where sufficient comparable replacement housing resources do not exist at the time a displacement is proposed to City of Highland and/or
occur, the Developer shall be required to complete a second-tier CEQA evaluation documenting displacement . )
im City of San Bernardino
pacts.
PH-3: Where the only available means to provide sufficient replacement housing to persons that would be displaced by

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.15 of this DEIR, the Project is forecast to
ultimately employ approximately 5,097 persons, though it is unknown whether
the new employees will be drawn from the general area or bring new residents
to the Cities of San Bernardino and City of Highland. It is not anticipated that
the whole of the number of anticipated employees generated by implementa-
tion of the AGSP would be new residents of the Cities of Highland and San
Bernardino, particularly given the available labor force/lunemployment rate
within the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino. However, even with the
77,901-person gap exists between the 2016 population and the projected build
out populations for each City, the proposed project may induce limited
population growth. Regardless, the proposed project will not induce substantial
population growth that exceeds either local or regional projections. Thus, the
project would have a less than significant potential to induce substantial
population growth.

As stated above under Section 4.12, Land Use and Planning, implementation
of the AGSP would result in development that has the potential to displace
existing persons and housing within the AGSP Planning Area. Without
provision of adequate resources to facilitate relocation of persons that would
be displaced by the AGSP, and without the minimization of the potential for
circumstances related to insufficient replacement the AGSP would result in a
potential for a significant adverse impact to occur related to the displacement
of existing people or housing necessitating replacement housing elsewhere.

Implementation of the AGSP would result in development that has the
potential to displace existing persons and housing within the AGSP Planning
Area. Mitigation is required to ensure that a Model/Conceptual Relocation
Plan will be implemented to ensure that future developers provide adequate
relocation resources to affected persons or households. The provision of
adequate resources to facilitate relocation of persons that would be displaced
by the AGSP, and the minimization of the potential for circumstances related
to insufficient replacement housing through implementation of mitigation would
minimize the potential for a significant adverse impact to occur related to the
displacement of existing people or housing necessitating replacement housing
elsewhere. Based on these data, the proposed project has a less than
significant potential to cause any unavoidable significant adverse impacts to
population and housing resources in the project area.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

PuBLIC SERVICES
No mitigation measures are required.

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in described in Subchapter 4.16 of this DEIR, impacts to fire and
police protection will be mitigated through the payment of the Development
Impact Fees to the City within which development under the AGSP will occur.
Furthermore, contribution of both sales taxes and property taxes to the general
funds of each City would offset the incremental demand for fire and police
protection services. Impacts to schools and other public services will be less
than significant with the Project’s contribution of property and sales taxes to
the general fund and payment of school impact fees. Parks and Recreation
are discussed under Subchapter 4.17 of this DEIR. It was determined that the
Cities consider impacts to parks from industrial, commercial, and other non-
residential projects less than significant through the contribution of property
and sales taxes, which in turn contribute to the general funds of the Cities of
Highland and San Bernardino commensurate with property value and sales
values. However, there is a potential for new residents generated indirectly
from implementation of AGSP to create a demand for parks beyond that which
is currently provided or identified within either City. Therefore, as there is not
currently a funding mechanism to obtain funds from Industrial and Commercial
uses within either the City of Highland or City of San Bernardino, mitigation
sets forth the framework from which funding for future parks can be obtained
from future AGSP projects. Mitigation will preclude the AGSP from creating
any unavoidable significant adverse impact to parks and recreation. Thus, the
basis for this conclusion is that in addition to mitigation to minimize impacts to
parks, adequate funding will be generated to offset Project-related new
demand for public services within the Project area.

No mitigation is required. Impacts are less than significant.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

1-40



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

RECREATION AND PARKS

San Bernardino, City of Highland, and the IVDA.

REC/PK-1: Future projects shall contribute funds to the City/Cities within which the proposed development is located that shall
be allocated to developing or improving parks and/or recreational facilities within the AGSP planning area or
otherwise located within the corresponding City. The City of San Bernardino, City of Highland, and the Inland Valley
Development Agency (IVDA) shall establish a mechanism by which future project proponents can contribute to a
funding mechanism to be directed to the development or improvement of City Parks. The fair share for future AGSP
Projects, except where the Cities and/or IVDA establish a different funding schedule, shall be that for every 10,000
SF of development associated with the AGSP, the project shall contribute 0.11% of the funds necessary to develop
25.5 acres of parkland or otherwise fairly contribute to development or improvement of parks as defined by the City of

Inland Valley Development
Agency, City of Highland
and City of San Bernardino

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.17 of this DEIR, and above under the discussion
for Public Services, the Project may indirectly induce population growth that
may require new park land and recreation facilities to serve the minor project-
related population increase. The project’s contribution of taxes to each City’s
General Fund—which cover development of new and improvements to
existing parks and recreation facilities within the City—is generally considered
adequate to offset most Project-related new demand for park and recreation
facilities within each City. However, there is a potential for new residents
generated indirectly from implementation of AGSP to create a demand for
parks, and as there is not currently a funding mechanism to obtain funds from
Industrial and Commercial uses within either the City of Highland or City of
San Bernardino. Thus, a significant impact from AGSP implementation on
parks and recreation could occur.

As described in Subchapter 4.17 of this DEIR, as there is not currently a
funding mechanism to obtain funds from Industrial and Commercial uses
within either the City of Highland or City of San Bernardino, mitigation is
required and sets forth the framework from which funding for parks and
recreation facilities can be obtained from future AGSP projects. Based on
these findings, the proposed Project would not cause significant unavoidable
adverse impacts to the area recreation resources.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

TRANSPORTATION
TRAN-1:

projects within the AGSP in the following manners:

for AGSP related traffic ($3,465,119);

through 4.18-7.

Future development under the AGSP shall require fair share contribution towards the deficient roadway segments and
intersections outlined under Tables 4.18-4 through 4.18-7. Fair share contribution shall be contributed by future

e Fair share contribution shall be tabulated as a percentage of the total AGSP project cost ($3,465,119) that shall
be based on the square footage of a given future project in relation to the allowable square footage within the
AGSP. For instance, if a project would contribute 500,000 square feet (SF) of the allowable 9,199,491 SF within
the AGSP, the project’s fair share would be to contribute 5.44% (equal to $188,332.11) of the total fair share cost

e The City of San Bernardino, City of Highland, and the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) shall establish a
community facilities district or comparable collaborative mechanism that each future project within the AGSP shall
pay into to fund roadway the necessary roadway infrastructure to remedy deficiencies identified in Tables 4.18-4

Inland Valley Development
Agency, City of Highland
and City of San Bernardino
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

TRAN-2:

Every new project within the AGSP shall be required to construct the roadway improvements along the project
frontage to achieve full roadway width, including curb, sidewalk, gutter, and width required for bike lanes, where
applicable as indicated on the applicable Circulation Element (either the City of San Bernardino or City of Highland).
Where these improvements occur at an existing bus stop, the project proponent shall be required to improve the bus
stop as directed by OmniTrans and the City within which the project is developed.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-3:

Where a future project is not located within a quarter mile of an existing OmniTrans bus stop, the project proponent
shall be required to consult with the City within which the project is proposed and/or with OmniTrans to determine
whether additional stops along this route or other routes are necessary to accommodate future AGSP development as
development within the AGSP planning area increases. Where OmniTrans and/or the City determine that a new bus
stop is appropriate, the project proponent shall be required to either install a bus stop meeting OmniTrans’ standards
or shall provide the funds to OmniTrans to develop the bus stop.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-4:

Future development under the AGSP shall be required to contribute a fair share contribution towards the Regional
Multi-Purpose Trail along City Creek. The City of San Bernardino, City of Highland, and the Inland Valley Development
Agency (IVDA) shall establish a community facilities district or comparable collaborative mechanism that each future
project within the AGSP shall pay into to fund the City Creek Regional Multi-Purpose Trail that would be located within
the confines of the AGSP planning area.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-5:

Future development under the AGSP shall be required to provide bike racks where deemed appropriate by the
corresponding City in conjunction with frontage improvements. Additionally, future developments within the AGSP
shall provide adequate and secure bicycle storage facilities through the provision of bicycle parking spaces equaling
10% of the total number of automobile parking spaces required for a given development.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-6:

Future projects shall incorporate truck parking lots within or near the AGSP Planning Area to allow for truck queuing.
This can be accomplished on an individual project basis as part of project design, or alternatively the City of San
Bernardino, City of Highland, and the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) shall establish a mechanism by which
future project proponents can contribute to a funding mechanism to be directed to the development of truck parking
lots by the above agency/Cities.

Inland Valley Development
Agency, City of Highland
and City of San Bernardino

TRAN-7:

Every new project within the AGSP shall be required to contribute its fair share to installing signals at the following
intersections:

e Sterling Avenue at 6th Street

e Victoria Avenue at 6th Street

e Central Avenue at 3rd Street

The Cities within which the above intersections are located, at which signals would be installed shall determine the
appropriate timing in which to install a signal at the above intersections based on actual peak hour operations,
engineering judgement and signal peak hour warrant analyses.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES

1-42



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

TRAN-8:

The applicable jurisdiction within which a future project under the AGSP is proposed shall require future Applicants to
implement transportation demand management (TDM) strategies to reduce project VMT. The measures that shall be
considered are, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

Future Building Operators shall prioritize employing local residents

Future Building Operators shall provide pedestrian network improvements

Future Building Operators shall provide traffic calming measures

Future Building Operators shall implement car-sharing program

Future Building Operators shall contribute to increased transit service frequency/speed
Future Building Operators shall encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules
Future Building Operators shall provide ride-share programs

Future Building Operators shall provide on-site facilities to provide end of trip services for bicycling such as secure
bike parking, storage lockers and showering facilities.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-9:

All future projects that require truck access within the AGSP planning area shall be designed such that all truck
entrances are located on 3™ Street or 51" Street. No truck entrances shall be located on 6% Street.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-10:

All future projects within the AGSP planning area with frontage on the north-south streets shall be required to locate
their passenger car driveways on the north-south streets, except where the Applicant for a given project petitions to
the City within which the project is located that this configuration would be infeasible due to a hazard deemed
legitimate by the City.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino

TRAN-11:

For projects that require construction within roadways within the AGSP planning area, the City within which the

project is located shall require that contractors prepare a construction traffic control plan. Elements of the plan

should include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

e Develop circulation and detour plans, if necessary, to minimize impacts to local street circulation. Use haul
routes minimizing truck traffic on local roadways to the extent possible.

¢ To the extent feasible, and as needed to avoid adverse impacts on traffic flow, schedule truck trips outside of
peak morning and evening commute hours.

¢ Install traffic control devices as specified in Caltrans’ Manual of Traffic Controls for Construction and
Maintenance Work Zones where needed to maintain safe driving conditions. Use flaggers and/or signage to
safely direct traffic through construction work zones.

e For roadways requiring lane closures that would result in a single open lane, maintain alternate one-way traffic
flow and utilize flagger-controls.

e Coordinate with facility owners or administrators of sensitive land uses such as police and fire stations,
hospitals, and schools. Provide advance notification to the facility owner or operator of the timing, location, and
duration of construction activities.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

Intersection improvements for these 10 deficient intersections have been
identified to improve the intersections to operate at an acceptable Level of
Service. Furthermore, without intersection improvements, roadway widening,
bike route installation and bike parking requirements, sidewalk and bike
accommodations, additional bus stops, trail development, and the installation
of truck parking lots, the proposed development under the AGSP would have a
potentially significant impact on circulation in the Planning Area and region as
a whole. The project’s transportation impact based on VMT is potentially
significant based on City of San Bernardino and SBCTA recommended
thresholds. As the efficacy of TDM measures and reduction of VMT impacts
thresholds cannot be assured, the project's VMT impact is therefore
considered significant and unavoidable.

As described in Subchapter 4.18 of the DEIR, the project requires mitigation
measures recommended in the Traffic Impact Analysis to minimize impacts to
the circulation system from implementing the AGSP. The roadway improve-
ments shown have been identified to mitigate the project impact on the
deficient roadway segments. The project fair share proportion of the improve-
ments are enforced through mitigation that would minimize the circulation
impacts from implementation of the AGSP. It is recommended that each
development within the Specific Plan construct the roadway improvements
along the project frontage to achieve the full roadway width, including curb,
sidewalk, and gutter, as indicated on the applicable Circulation Element to
improve not only the circulation of automotive traffic, but also improve
pedestrian access to this corridor.

In addition, the improved frontage shall include space to accommodate a
future bike route, and where bicycle parking is not public at future
developments within the AGSP, future development would provide adequate
and secure bicycle storage facilities with bicycle parking spaces equaling 10%
of the total number of automobile parking spaces required for a given
development.

Future development shall be required to improve existing bus stops along
frontages of future project sites, and for projects developed outside of the
existing Route, shall consult with OmniTrans to determine whether additional
stops along this route or other routes are necessary as development within the
AGSP planning area increases.

Development associated with the AGSP shall be required contribute funds to
further enable the development of this Regional Multi-Purpose Trail along City
Creek to ensure trail circulation is promoted by future development.
Additionally, future development within the AGSP would incorporate truck
parking lots within the Specific Plan or at nearby locations to prevent offsite
queuing.

However, the project’s transportation impact based on VMT is potentially
significant based on City of San Bernardino and SBCTA recommended
thresholds. As the efficacy of TDM measures and reduction of VMT impacts
thresholds cannot be assured, the project's VMT impact is therefore
considered significant and unavoidable. As such, based on these findings, the
proposed Project would cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts to the
regional VMT issue.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Refer to Cultural Resources mitigation measures.

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

Area tribes were notified of the AGSP and no requests for consultation were
submitted. No request for specific mitigation to protect known or unknown
tribal cultural resources of significance within the project area was provided.
However, potential tribal cultural resources may exist in the project area that
could be exposed during construction. Should this occur without proper
treatment and action, accidental exposure might result in significant impact

As described in Subchapter 4.20 of this DEIR, measures outlined under
Cultural Resources include mitigation to protect any potential tribal cultural
resources that may exist in the project area from accidental exposure. Thus,
with implementation of mitigation to protect cultural resources, the Project
would not cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts to tribal cultural
resources.

under tribal cultural resources.

Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

UTIL-1:  Developers of projects under the AGSP shall install recycled water pipelines concurrent with construction of each City of Highland and/or
individual Project. Based upon review of the Project by the City Engineer, the Engineer may waive the requirement City of San Bernardino
that a recycled water line be installed. Such a waiver must be based upon substantial data supplied by the project
applicant to justify waiving the requirement that installation of recycled water lines.

UTIL-2:  Developers of projects under the AGSP shall, be required to furnish will-serve letters from SoCal Edison to the City City of Highland and/or
within which a given project is proposed prior to approval of the project by the City within which the development is . .
planned. City of San Bernardino

UTIL-3:  Developers of projects under the AGSP shall be required to place electrical distribution lines adjacent to a given City of Highland and/or
project site underground per City regulations. City of San Bernardino

UTIL-4: The Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, as well as IVDA shall support EVWD's selection of new reservoir and well Iniand VaIIey Deve'lopment

. e - Agency, City of Highland
sites within the AGSP Planning Area. . .
and City of San Bernardino

UTIL-5:  The contract with demolition and construction contractors for each future proposed development within the AGSP shall
include the requirement that all materials that can feasibly be recycled shall be salvaged and recycled. This includes, City of Highland and/or
but is not limited to, wood, metals, concrete, road base, asphalt, and demolition materials. The contractor shall submit Citv of San B di
a recycling plan to the local jurisdiction for review and approval prior to the start of demolition/construction activities to ity of San Bernardino
accomplish this objective.

UTIL-6:  The contract with demolition and construction contractors for each future proposed development within the AGSP shall

include the requirement that soil export, and other construction and demolition hauling activities utilize 15 CY trucks,
except where it is infeasible (for example: materials cannot adequately be contained in 15 CY trucks due to bulky size
and therefore require a larger size truck to accommodate such materials, etc.), and shall limit truck trips to 50 trucks
per day with an average trip length of no greater than 75 miles per trip, roundtrip.

City of Highland and/or
City of San Bernardino
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Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.20 of the DEIR, the proposed Project will cause
an unavoidable increase in the demand for water, wastewater, recycled water,
electric and natural gas utility systems within the Project area. Given that the
whole of the AGSP would result in significant impacts, including significant
construction and operational air quality and greenhouse gas impacts,
development under the AGSP would result in a significant and unavoidable
potential to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded stormwater infrastructure, the construction of which would cause a
significant impact these various systems are anticipated to accommodate this
increased demand with existing facilities without causing an unavoidable
significant adverse impact. Furthermore, the development reservoir and well
sites may cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts because the ultimate
locations of these facilities cannot be determined at this time.

Without the implementation of mitigation to ensure that solid waste is recycled
and disposed of at the appropriate facilities, development under the AGSP
would result in impacts on the area solid waste management systems.

As described in Subchapter 4.20 of the DEIR, the whole of the AGSP would
result in significant impacts, including significant construction and operational
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts, and as a result, development under
the AGSP would result in a significant and unavoidable potential to require or
result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater
infrastructure, the construction of which would cause a significant impact
these various systems are anticipated to accommodate this increased
demand with existing facilities without causing an unavoidable significant
adverse impact. Furthermore, while mitigation would require the Cities of
Highland and San Bernardino and the IVDA to assist the East Valley Water
District (EVWD) with selection of reservoir and well sites that do not result in
significant adverse impacts, the ultimate locations of these facilities cannot be
determined at this time. As such, it is possible the development of such
facilities may cause significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Based on the
facts and findings presented in the above analysis, the proposed Project will
cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to City and area water,
wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure.

Project impacts to landfill capacity from construction and demolition debris
were found to be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation to
ensure that construction and demolition waste is recycled where feasible.
Additionally, solid waste mitigation would minimize the amount of solid waste
being hauled on a daily basis in support of individual AGSP projects. With the
implementation of the mitigation measures referenced above, AGSP solid
waste impacts will remain less than significant. Project impacts related to
operational solid waste were also found to be less than significant without
mitigation. Based on the facts and findings presented in the above analysis,
the proposed Project will not cause unavoidable significant adverse impacts to
City and area solid waste management system.
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Environmental Category / Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures

Responsible Agency

WILDFIRE
No mitigation measures are required.

Impact Description

Impact After Mitigation

As described in Subchapter 4.21 of this DEIR, under the proposed AGSP, due
to the location of the AGSP Area being 3 to 5 miles south of the foothills,
construction and operation of future projects within the Plan area is well
outside of any delineated high fire hazard severity zone. The Wildfire section
of this EIR determined that the potential for wildfire to occur within the planning
area is low due to the distance of the Planning Area from nearby hills with
wildland fire hazards. As such, development under the AGSP would have a
minimal potential to experience wildfire hazards, and as such, based on this
information, the Project would not cause significant unavoidable adverse
impacts under wildfire hazards.

No mitigation is required. Impacts are less than significant.
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Table 1.6-1

TABULAR COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Would the Project/Alternative Result in Significant Adverse
Impacts to the Resource Issues of ...?

Which Alternative is
Environmentally

AGSP No P_roject No F_’roject Superior?
Alternative (NPA) Alternative (NPA2)
Aesthetics No No No NPA
Foégsrit?}lljllgg:oir:ges No No No Alternatives are equal
Air Quality Yes No Yes NPA
Biological Resources No No No NPA
Cultural Resources No No No NPA
Energy No No No NPA
Geology and Soils No No No NPA
No
Haz:riizoaurg T\Azrt]grials No No No NPA
w:trgr'ogxaal‘i't‘f No Yes Yes AGSP
Land Use / Planning No No No NPA
Mineral Resources No No No Alternatives are equal
Noise Yes No No NPA/NPA2
Population / Housing No No No NPA
Public Services No No No NPA
Recreation No No No NPA
Tranﬁ_port_ation / Yes No Yes NPA
raffic
T St - = o
SeLriltiigtejeSSyzrt]gms Yes No Yes NPA
Wildfire No No No Alternatives are equal
Proj‘;@ucl)%jl'\ggg\ﬁes? Yes No No )
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CHAPTER 2 - INTRODUCTION
21 BACKGROUND

The Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA or Agency) is a joint powers agency in the west San
Bernardino Valley that was created to facilitate redevelopment of the former Norton Air Force Base
and the surrounding area. The Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP) represents a long-range
plan for the development of the area immediately north of the Airport that functions as the front
door to the San Bernardino International Airport, and when adopted will guide all future
development proposals and other improvements in the Specific Plan area. This is particularly
important because the Specific Plan must be implemented consistently across jurisdictional lines
by two separate cities for it to be successful. After conferring, a group of local agencies and
stakeholders agreed that the IVDA should assume the lead in managing the preparation of the
AGSP and the environmental documentation required to comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). The other participating agencies/entities in developing the AGSP include the
City of Highland, City of San Bernardino, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and the East
Valley Water District (cooperating agencies). These stakeholders have jurisdictional and
infrastructure ownership interests in the plan area and have invested significant time and resources
in supporting the IVDA to complete the AGSP for the benefit of the region.

The Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP) area is located approximately 60 miles east of Los
Angeles just south of the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. It is centrally located between
three major freeways (the 1-210 to the north and east, the 1-215 to the west, and the I-10 to the
south) and regional attractions including the Loma Linda University and Medical Center (5 miles
southwest of plan area), University of Redlands (8 miles southeast of plan area), San Bernardino
International Airport (south of and adjacent to the AGSP project area), and commercial shopping
destinations in Downtown San Bernardino and the Highland Town Center, both within 3 miles of
the plan area (see Figure 3-1, Regional Location).

The 678.13-acre AGSP Plan area is located immediately north of the SBIA and the Plan area
extends to the north side of 6" Street except at the southwest and southeast corners of Del Rosa
Drive and 6" Street where the plan extends to the north side of 5" Street. The western boundary
extends to the center line of Tippecanoe Avenue and the Plan area is bounded by the 1-210
Freeway (which is not in the jurisdiction of the proposed AGSP) to the east. The Specific Plan
area includes parcels in both the City of Highland (485 acres) and the City of San Bernardino (193
acres), as shown on Figure 3-2, Local Vicinity Map.

Realizing that a significant transition in the area could not occur one project at a time, a primary
goal of group discussions held was to facilitate and encourage a potential economic development
opportunity that could be beneficial to both cities, the Airport, and existing property owners
interested in the transformation of the area. Collectively, the participants determined that the
project area would benefit from the preparation and implementation of the AGSP. The following
objectives have been established for the proposed project and will aid decision makers in their
review of the project, its associated environmental impacts, and the proposed alternatives to the
project:

o Economic Opportunities: Attract innovative and job-generating businesses that deliver
an array of job types (diversity of qualifications, wages and salaries) near the area’s
residential communities and that can respond to changing demand and market conditions
in the future.
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¢ Infrastructure: Provide comprehensive infrastructure improvements for water, sewer and
stormwater that resolve longstanding flooding and hydrology issues and that are
adequately financed to meet future system needs.

¢ Distinctive Design and Appearance: Gateways, corridors and buildings within the
Airport Gateway Specific Plan are anticipated to feature landmark design elements, create
a memorable visitor experience, and provide a unified sense of identity. Building and
roadway treatments in this area command the same level of investment and quality of
design as achieved under the adjacent Alliance Specific Plan area.

e Streetscape Improvements: Consistent roadway design and improvements, including
landscape, monumentation and an integrated, seamless approach to ongoing main-
tenance across jurisdictional boundaries.

e Mobility: Efficiently connect new industrial, office and existing distribution uses to freeway
access while providing safe spaces for pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and motor vehicles
along 3™ and 5" Streets and gateway nodes. Local businesses support and incentivize
bike and car share programs to further support efforts to reduce vehicle miles travelled
and greenhouse gas emissions in the region.

¢ Integrated Planning: Collaboration between agencies and property owners occurs on a
regular basis to identify catalyst sites to initiate new businesses, to encourage innovative
development, and to develop joint solutions to issues that arise within the project area.

Overall, the purpose of developing a specific plan for the Airport Gateway Area is to align local
and regional development objectives and implementation efforts for future land use, mobility, and
economic development efforts in the multi-jurisdictional plan area.

Based on the preliminary review of the proposed AGSP, IVDA and the cooperating agencies
findings concluded that a full scope program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be
prepared for the AGSP in accordance with the procedure outlined in Section 15060(d) of the State
CEQA Guidelines (2022 version). A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed to the public for
review and comment on June 17, 2022. The State Clearinghouse assigned the AGSP EIR the
following tracking number: SCH# 2022060349 The decision to prepare an EIR was based on the
finding that the proposed Project may have one or more significant effects on the existing
environment as is documented in the NOP, provided as Subchapter 8.1 of this document.

IVDA has prepared the AGSP Program EIR that evaluates potential broad scope or programmatic
environmental impacts that would result from constructing and implementing the AGSP, and
limited site-specific issues related to future infrastructure improvements.

2.2 PURPOSE AND USE OF AN EIR

The CEQA was adopted to assist with the goal of maintaining the quality of the environment for
the people of the State of California. Compliance with CEQA, and its implementing guidelines,
requires that an agency making a decision on a project (defined as a discretionary action that
can change the physical environment) must consider its future potential environmental
effects/impacts before granting any approvals or entittements. Further, the State adopted a policy
"that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects." Thus, an agency, in this case IVDA, must examine
feasible alternatives and identify feasible mitigation measures as part of the environmental review
process. CEQA also states "that in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make
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infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof." (§21002, Public Resources Code)

When applied to a proposed project, such as the proposed AGSP, the reviewing agency is
required to identify the potential environmental impacts of implementing the project; and, where
potentially significant impacts are identified, must determine whether there are feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that can be implemented to avoid or substantially lessen significant
environmental effects of a project. The first step in this process—determination that an EIR is
required and issuance of a NOP—has been completed for the AGSP. Thus, the AGSP constitutes
the “project being considered for approval and implementation” by IVDA and the cooperating
agencies.

A PEIR has been selected as the appropriate document for compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) based on the definition of a program document contained in
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines which states:

"A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized
as one large project and are related either: (1) Geographically, (2) As a logical part in the chain
of contemplated actions, (3) In conjunction with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or (4) As individual activities carried
out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways."

The AGSP meets several of the preceding requirements for a program EIR (PEIR). Specifically,
the AGSP is geographically connected and integrated with the growth of the community; the AGSP
will establish rules, plans and other criteria to guide future development within its boundaries; and
future development will occur under the same statutory and regulatory authority and the future
development will have generally similar environmental effects that can be mitigated in similar ways.
A primary goal of the AGSP is to implement a collaborative effort, intended to provide a regulatory
framework for the plan area that includes a comprehensive theme for the corridor, to refine land
use and development codes, provides efficient and effective access to freeway corridors, improves
infrastructure, including drainage, and develops streetscape and design standards that support
opportunities for transition and change within the planning area.

As stated above, the environmental issues that will be analyzed in this PEIR are defined in the
standard Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form (Appendix G, State CEQA Guidelines),
including: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources,
Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning (Environmental
Justice), Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation, Tribal Cultural Systems, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire. Of these
issues the following have been identified as having the highest potential to experience potentially
significant adverse impacts: Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gases, Hydrology and Water
Quality, Land Use and Planning (Environmental Justice), Noise, Transportation, and Utilities And
Service Systems.

IVDA prepared and circulated a NOP for the Project. The NOP public review period through the
State Clearinghouse began on June 17, 2022 and ended on July 18, 2022. Respondents were
requested to submit their input as to the scope and content of environmental information and
issues that should be addressed in the AGSP PEIR no later than 30 days after receipt of the NOP.
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The NOP was distributed to interested agencies, the State Clearinghouse (SCH), and a list of
interested parties compiled by the IVDA and the cooperating agencies. VDA held a Scoping
Meeting on July 7, 2022 at 6 p.m. at the Inland Valley Development Agency: Agency
Headquarters, Board Room located at 1601 East 3™ Street, San Bernardino, California (provided
as Subchapter 8.2 of this PEIR). The date and location of the scoping meeting were announced
in the NOP, and although not required, a legal advertisement announcing the scoping meeting
was published in a local newspaper of general circulation prior to the scoping meeting. Eight
responses were submitted in response to the NOP. Eleven comments were received at the
scoping meeting. Comments are summarized below, and a brief response to each issue
organized by environmental topic is provided following the summary of comment received. A
copy of each NOP comment letter is provided in Subchapter 8.3. The location where the issues
raised in the comments are addressed is described in the following text.

NOP Comment Letter #1 from the Native American Heritage Commission, dated June 17, 2022:
o The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) outlines the circumstances in which
an EIR must be prepared, and specifically relays that the Lead Agency must determine
whether there are historical resources within the project area of potential effects (APE),

and whether such resources are significant.

e The lead agency must consult with all Native American tribes that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project; the Comment Letter
details the AB 52 consultation process.

o The Comment Letter details the provisions of SB 18 and how a lead agency would comply
with SB 18.

e The Comment Letter details NAHC recommendations for cultural resource assessments
including contacting the appropriate regional archaeological information center for a
record search, conducting an archaeological inventory survey if required, and submit
report per requirements, contacting the Native American Heritage Commission for a
sacred lands file check, as well as suggestions for mitigation to prevent impacts to
subsurface resources.

NOP Comment Letter #2 from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, dated July 1,
2022:

o The Comment Letter suggests that the Lead Agency utilize the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook as guidance in the
preparation of the air quality and greenhouse gas analysis.

e The Comment Letter details the types of air quality and greenhouse gas impacts that
should be analyzed in the EIR, including the types of emissions that should be quantified
in the EIR, including analyzing overlapping operational and construction generated
emissions, and performing a mobile source health risk assessment.

o The Comment Letter specifies that the EIR should outline any permits that would be
required to be obtained by the Lead Agency or Developers as a result of project
operations.

¢ SCAQMD staff notes concern about potential public health impacts of siting warehouses
within close proximity to sensitive land uses, especially in communities already affected
by existing warehouse and truck activities.

e The Comment Letter provides information and sites sources indicating that the area
surrounding the project has an estimated cancer risk of over 426 in one million, and
SCAQMD staff notes concern that the proposed AGSP could result in an even greater risk
to the community.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 2-4



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report INTRODUCTION

e The Comment Letter outlines the need for mitigating air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions, and recommends several specific mitigation measures that should be
considered to minimize operational emissions generated by the AGSP, including:

(0}
(0}

(0}

O o0O0O0

o

(0}

(0]

Require zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) on-road haul trucks;

Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in
the Final CEQA document;

Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or at a minimum, provide the electrical
infrastructure;

Maximize use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays;

Use light colored paving and roofing materials;

Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances;

Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products that go beyond the requirements of
South Coast AQMD Rule 1113;

Clearly mark truck routes with trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not travel next to or
near sensitive land uses;

Design the Proposed Project such that truck entrances and exits are not facing
sensitive receptors;

Design the Proposed Project such that any check-in point for trucks is inside the
Proposed Project site to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside.

Design the Proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic inside the Proposed Project
site is as far away as feasible from sensitive receptors; and,

Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by providing overnight truck
parking inside the Proposed Project site.

¢ The Comment Letter outlines Rule 2305, and its applicability to the proposed project

NOP Comment Letter #3 from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, dated July 13, 2022:
¢ The Comment Letter outlines the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) role
as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and as a responsible agency under
CEQA for specific circumstances, specifically related to regulatory authority and where a
project proponent or lead agency may seek take authorization for listed species.
e The Comment Letter provides recommendations that the DEIR include:

(0}

(0}

(0}
(0}
(0}

An assessment of the various habitat types located within the project footprint, as well
as a map indicating the above;

A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal species
that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat type onsite and
within adjacent areas that could be affected by the project;

A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive
species located within the Project footprint and within offsite areas with the potential
to be affected, specifically in reference to the following species:

= Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia)

= San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus)

A recent floristic based assessment of special status plants and natural communities;
A thorough discussion of the regional setting and project area setting; and,

A full accounting of open space and conservation lands within and adjacent to the
project area.

e The Comment Letter provides recommendations that the DEIR include the following
related to direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to biological resources:

(0}

A discussion of impacts from lighting, noise, defensible space, and human activity on
wildlife-human interactions. Additionally, specifications regarding defensible space
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and the intended use of the vacant land within the AGSP Planning Area should be
described;

0 A discussion of potential indirect Project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in areas adjacent to the project footprint;

0 An evaluation of impacts to adjacent open space lands from both the construction of
the Project and any long-term operational and maintenance needs; and,

o0 A cumulative effects analysis developed as described under CEQA Guidelines section
15130.

The Comment Letter requests that the DEIR describe and analyze a reasonable range of

alternatives.

The Comment Letter indicates a list of recommended mitigations measures, including:

0 A recommendation that the Lead Agency include in the analysis how appropriate
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will reduce indirect impacts to fully
protected species.

0 Arecommendation that the DEIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise
protect sensitive plant communities from project-related direct and indirect impacts.

o California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) should be considered during the
environmental review process, including, but not limited to: burrowing owl, American
white pelican, northern harrier, loggerhead shrike, northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse, and yellow warbler.

o0 A recommendation that the DEIR specify mitigation that is roughly proportional to the
level of impacts, in accordance with the provisions of CEQA by providing long-term
conservation value for the suite of species and habitat being impacted by the Project.

0 Restoration objectives should include protecting special habitat elements or re-
creating them in areas affected by the Project; examples could include retention of
woody material, logs, snags, rocks, and brush piles.

0 A recommendation to ensure protection of nesting birds;

o0 A recommendation to require that a CDFW-approved qualified biologist be retained to
be onsite prior to and during all ground- and habitat-disturbing activities to move out
of harm’s way special status species or other wildlife of low or limited mobility that
would otherwise be injured or killed from project-related activities; and,

0 A recommendation to disallow use of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as
mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.

The Comment Letter provides information regarding the California Environmental Species

Act (CESA), specifically referencing the CESA-listed species have the potential to occur

onsite or have previously been reported onsite: San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat

(Dipodomys merriami parvus).

The Comment Letter provides information regarding the Lake and Streambed Alteration

Program (LSA Program) as the design and construction of City Creek Bypass upgrades

are likely to notify CDFW per Fish and Game Code section 1602.

The Comment Letter provides information regarding the submittal of information to the

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

The Comment Letter provides information regarding CDFW filing fees.

NOP Comment Letter #4 from the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, dated July
15, 2022:

The Comment Letter indicates that the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District
owns properties to the east of the AGSP boundary within the Upper Santa Ana River Wash
for purposes of groundwater recharge and is the Permittee for the Upper Santa Ana River
Wash Habitat Conservation Plan.
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NOP

2022:

NOP

2022:

The Comment Letter requests that inclusion and analysis of the Upper Santa Ana River
Wash Habitat Conservation Plan in the Biological Resources, Land Use & Planning, and
other applicable sections.

The Comment Letter provides Wash Plan Covered Activities that may apply to the AGSP,
and if applicable, the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District requests a
discussion to be included in the DEIR.

The Comment Letter offers to share biological data from the Wash Plan.

Comment Letter #5 from the Peoples Collective for Environmental Justice, dated July 18,

The Comment Letter described the mission of the Peoples Collective for Environmental
Justice (PCEJ), which is fighting environmental racism and eliminating air pollution
burdens.

The Comment Letter raises concerns regarding outreaching and engaging stakeholders
on the proposed AGSP and recommends community outreach directly with communities
and business owners that live inside the proposed AGSP and that live adjacent to it. The
Comment Letter also provides suggestions for the types of outreach that IVDA should
consider.

The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA should hold multiple workshops to break down
the project and environmental analysis to members of the community.

The Comment Letter suggests Spanish notification and informational materials on the
project.

The Comment Letter emphasizes concern that the residents and businesses that would
be displaced by the AGSP should be involved in the CEQA process.

The Comment Letter suggests that VDA must do a full environmental impact report with
appendices that examine the environmental justice impacts, public health impacts and
economic impacts.

The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA look into different land use scenarios, including
an option that does not allow for future distribution or warehousing facilities in the area.
Another suggestion is that carbon capture projects should be considered under the AGSP.
The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA create electrification standards for future uses
under the AGSP, and also conveys interest in the AGSP creating a Carbon Neutral Plan.
The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino
create an oversight committee that can negotiate and implement community benefits
agreements with the developers and operators of facilities within the AGSP.

Comment Letter #6 from Southern California Association of Governments, dated July 18,

The Comment Letter describes the purpose and responsibilities of Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), specifically SCAG’s role in facilitating consistency
between future projects and SCAG’s adopted regional plans.

The Comment Letter requests that the DEIR is provided to SCAG staff via email during
the public review period.

NOP Comment Letter #7 from Teamsters Local Union No. 1932, dated July 18, 2022:

The Comment Letter describes the community the Teamsters represent, and indicates the
Teamsters role in community ally-ship.
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The Comment Letter expresses that the planning process for the SBIA should treat the
airport as a scarce resource, setting high standards for jobs, infrastructure, pollution
mitigation, and quality of life for the surrounding areas.

The Comment Letter recommends that the DEIR contain the following:

o0 Mitigation such as: fence line testing of greenhouse gas emissions; energy consump-
tion measuring, reporting, and requirements for renewable energy technology, such
as solar panels; flood mitigation; requirements for electrification of fleets associated
with vehicle-focused industrial, manufacturing, and logistical uses; a tree planting
program to ensure sufficient shade and avoiding creation of intense heat sinks; and,
other best practices that go above and beyond minimum requirements;

o Internal circulation standards that support pedestrian access and bike paths;

o0 A study of specific impacts of different types of warehouse and logistical uses, and in
particular the different types of vehicles (freight, trucks, commercial vans, passenger
vehicles) to be used, and their impact on road wear—and-tear, emissions, and public
safety; and,

o0 Creation of an oversight committee that can negotiate and implement community
benefits agreements with the developers and operators of facilities on the site.

The Comment Letter explains how community benefit agreements could be used as a tool

under future AGSP development. The community benefit agreement process is outlined

in the Comment Letter.

NOP Comment Letter #8 from the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works, dated
July 19, 2022:

The Comment Letter describes that the San Bernardino County Flood Control District
(Flood Control District) possesses easement and fee-owned right-of-way within and
surrounding the perimeter of the AGSP Planning Area, and notes that the AGSP Planning
Area is within the Comprehensive Storm Drain Plan (CSDP) No. 6.

The Comment Letter notes that, when planning for or altering existing or future storm

drains, IVDA should be advised that the project is subject to the District's Comprehensive

Storm Drain Plan No. 6, dated August 31, 2001. Construction of new or alterations to

existing storm drains should be fully evaluated in the DEIR.

The Comment Letter notes the flood zones within which the AGSP Planning Area lies:

o FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panels 06071C8682J; 8701J, dated September 2,
2016, and 06071C8702H, dated August 28, 2008, the Project lies within Zones A, AE,
X-shaded (500 yr. floodplain; protected by a levee), X-unshaded, and the Regulatory
Floodway.

The Comment Letter recommends that the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino enforce

its most recent regulations for development within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA)

and floodplains.

The Comment Letter notes that any encroachments including, but not limited to access

for grading, side drain connections, utilities crossing, street improvements, and channel

improvements on the District's right-of-way or facilities will require a permit from the

District’s prior to start of construction. Additionally, District’s facilities built by the Army

Corps of Engineers (ACOE) will require the District to obtain approval (408-Permit) from

the ACOE. These impacts should be discussed in the DEIR.

The Traffic Division of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District notes in the

Comment Letter the following regarding circulation in the AGSP Planning Area:

o A portion of properties adjacent to 5" Street are zoned Multi-Family, and additional
residences are located within the Limited Industrial zone.
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o Future dedication and construction of a 6-Lane Divided Major road (5" Street) will
place truck traffic immediately adjacent to the existing residences and may displace
residences, and the EIR should specify which cross section listed in the EIR this is
referring to.

o The EIR should discuss the existing structural section, which is not constructed to
accommodate a 6-Lane Divided Major road with proposed volumes of truck traffic, and
provide costs as well as funding mechanism to reconstruct within the EIR.

o Discuss impacts to residents along Del Rosa Drive and Del Rosa Avenue from truck
traffic along these roadways.

0 Del Rosa Drive currently has insufficient right-of-way to accommodate a 4-Lane
Divided Major road, and the EIR should specify which cross section the EIR is referring
to.

0 The Traffic Impact Study should be provided to the County for its review, and this
should include supporting justification for the 2040 roadways segments.

The County requests to be included on the circulation list for all project notices, public

reviews, and public hearings.

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 1: Andrea

The speaker suggests workshops should be held throughout the PEIR IVDA process with
the community.

0 They asked that the Project Team communicate how many workshops will be held.
The speaker suggests that Spanish-language notices should be included as well as
English ones.

0 They asked what the radius of the notification would be.

The speaker suggests that fence line NOx, GHG, DPM tests between industrial and
residential uses should be considered, as should monitoring the area for air quality. They
suggests a mitigation measure to enforce this concept.

The speaker suggests that the Project Team communicate the AQ emissions and GHG
generated to community.

Would there be recommendations for buffers between commercial / industrial and
industrial / commercial between sensitive uses?

o Would there be buffering mitigation between uses that would be incompatible?

0 Recommend additional policies (not specific) should be considered for buffering.

o Doesn’t want warehouses next to residential uses.

The speaker believes that there should be objectives about community safety, reducing
emissions, guaranteeing economic opportunities to the residents who live in the Planning
Area.

The speaker suggests reporting requirements for emissions / energy use, and that those
reports should be made available to the community.

The speaker suggests that there should be a requirement for electrification of the area,
cars, trucks, buildings. Would there be an electrification plan? They suggest a similar plan
that considered 25% electric by 2030, 50% by 2035, etc.

The speaker suggests tree planting programs.

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 2: Stephen

o If this was Palm Springs, would we be asking area to be rezoned? Is this being
development type considered because this is an impoverished community?
What happens to the residents who live in this community?

o Can developers use eminent domain?
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¢ Can the Developer threaten the residents to make them leave?
e Where are the majority of the residents are located? In Highland or in San Bernardino?
o What is the impact of the houses being relocated on the housing crisis?
o If the purpose of IVDA is to revitalize the community, is the proposed use (Light

industrial and commercial), minimum wage jobs meeting this goal? The speaker
doesn’t believe that the development supported by IVDA has revitalized the
community at all.

o The speaker states that warehouses in Moreno Valley were built without access to
electricity. Edison suggested it would be several years before the infrastructure would
be available for these uses.

¢ What are the regulations that pertain to backup generators to prevent pollution?

The speaker suggests that back-up generators should not be allowed and
development should not be allowed until electricity is available.

o What are the ramifications of generators being utilized over a period of years until
electricity is available to serve them?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 3: Lori

The speaker communicates that the Specific Plan is long, and asks for verification that,
as the AGSP goes through the process, it would also go through each of the City’s
planning commissions.
The speaker sits on the Jurupa Valley Planning Commission and asks what projects are
occurring in the area outside of the specific plan?

0 Asks the Project Team to look at cumulative impacts of implementing this project

along with other cumulative projects.

The speaker asks if each project will go through the Cities as specific development
projects?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 4: David

The speaker is a Business Agent for the teamsters.

The speaker communicates that a majority of residents for Eastgate had no idea what was
going to be taking place as a result of that project.

The speaker re-emphasizes that communication of the Project with residents is important,
as they believe that more people would show up with their concerns.

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 5: Henry Salazar

In regards to the responses to scoping meeting comments provided in the document, the
speaker asks who is going to be answering these questions? Who is it that is giving the
okay to put certain things in the document?

Who has the final say over what goes in the document?

The speaker mentions job guarantee as a desire.

Is there a process that has to be followed in order to meet CEQA? What is that process?
The speaker suggests that no one has taken the initiative to meet with the community,
suggests that Fox News and CNN ads should be placed.

Are the truck routes established and permanent?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 6: Mauricio

Are there plans to inform the residents or plans for the displaced residents?
Are there any businesses in mind that would occupy the AGSP specific plan area?
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The speaker lists drayage trucks, diesel trucks, and concerns due to the potential
emissions, and asks would there be buffer zones?

What would the buffer zone be?

Does it state in the EIR/Specific Plan that a goal is to buffer trucks from residents?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 7: Yassi

The speaker suggests that Negative Declarations are barred from use in future tiering
efforts, including from parcel consolidation.
The speaker suggests monthly updates to the community on the project and that IVDA
could be the owner of the updates.
The speaker suggests flexibility to disallow medium and heavy duty industrial
development, as they are concerned about those uses. The speaker suggests that
impacts from those uses already exist and are hefty.
Would the document consider mobility initiatives or car sharing?
The speaker is concerned about truck safety along the truck routes and having trucks that
can carry drayage/cargo near commercial and residential properties. The speaker
vocalizes additional concerns about obscenities on cargo trucks.
The speaker suggests that new buildings in the overlay should be electrified, including
heat pumps, appliances, and the speaker suggests working with Edison an on
assessment. Utilities should be included in the design of the AGSP and individual projects.
The speaker expresses that there is a huge opportunity for recycled water, pipe fitters,
potential to implement construction jobs with pipe fitting recycled water.
Community oversight structure is needed housed within the Community herein.
The speaker recommends Sign-up Sheet Follow up.
The speaker suggests that Presentations and Project Descriptions should be available in
Spanish, as well as notices as.
The speaker suggests that Health Risk Assessments should be required. The speaker
asks what health risks would be exacerbated by this development?

0 The speaker suggests mitigation: electrification, 1,000-foot buffers, and tree

canopy.

The speaker is concerned about possible jobs and livelihood offered to the community?
Why are more minimum wage jobs with companies that are multi-national corporations
that don’t care about the community being invited to this area?
The speaker states that there is not a fresh food grocery store nearby. How would the
AGSP facilitate this?
The speaker states that there is not a greenspace or indoor recreation facility. How would
the AGSP facilitate this?
The speaker suggests community-based mitigation to increase livelihoods in this area.
The speaker states that the retrofit jobs provide a livable wage.
The speaker suggests that the document/Project Team should spell out the requirements
regarding wages by the state in the document.

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 8. Sheena

The speaker didn’t know about this meeting, and believes that better communication
should be available to residents.

The speaker states that trucks blast through red lights every day in the general project
area.

The speaker believes that this project would bring more trucks and more development to
an area that has significant traffic already.
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The speaker suggests that notifications should be put on the news, on Facebook, etc. for
people who can’t read.
How many people get the Sun newspaper delivered to their house?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 9: Sean Martinez

The speaker provided suggestions for reaching out to the community during the Eastgate
project.

The speaker believes there is a high level of interest in economic development in the
community.

The speaker suggests that a way to reach out to the community would be to knock on
doors for residences that would be displaced by this plan as this would let them know what
the project would mean for them.

For most people EIRs are not accessible because of their technical content being at too
high of a level.

The speaker believes there is an opportunity to negotiate and implement Community
Benefit Agreements for each of the developments that would occur under the AGSP.
The speaker communicates that there is a lack of trust between the community and
institutions. They believe this project would provide an opportunity to create good will in
the community, which will be needed to revitalize this area. They believe that the last 30
years have been a failure to the community as a result of high injury rate jobs and high
turn-over jobs, which have not benefitted the community. Working with the community to
receive their feedback and implement Community Benefit Agreements would present an
opportunity to restore trust.

The speaker offers to help IVDA and the Cities to implement the community benefit
agreements, etc.

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 10: Jo

The speaker is looking for community involvement, good jobs, protection of the
surrounding houses, mitigation of noise, air issues, traffic.

Is there a way to talk about the construction materials?

Can construction materials benefit the community, using materials that sequester CO2?
The speaker concurs with what everyone else has said

The speaker believes that San Bernardino has been on a course of tragedy with non-union
jobs, poor training, and suggests that this project should ensure that neighborhoods taken
care of, noise mitigation should be considered for houses and schools that are adjacent
to the project, and that traffic planning as part of the AGSP would benefit the community.
If this project doesn’t actually take place for 10-15 years, is there a follow-on process?

Scoping Meeting Speaker Number 11: Marta

The speaker suggests that newspapers are not too hip, and that people don’t read them
anymore. Instead, people are on Facebook and social media. The speaker suggests that
IVDA send out the notices as flyers with dates of the hearing and of the workshops.

The speaker lives in the City of Highland 1.5 miles away

The speaker suggests that the Project Team get involved and email her and the
community, and that her team is happy to get involved.

The speaker indicates that she believes that the Community is not involved in CEQA and
doesn’t understand the environmental process. Community organizers are aware of
CEQA, but people going about their daily lives aren’t aware.
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e The speaker suggests that the Project Team should notify the community, and should ask
them to provide email addresses to keep updated on the progress of the AGSP.

A brief response to each issue raised is provided below organized by environmental topic.

CEQA Compliance

This header is intended to provide a space for comments that apply to community engagement
and the applicability of community engagement as a requirement of the CEQA process.
Additionally, this header is intended to provide a space for responses to comments that question
the next steps under CEQA for projects proposed under the AGSP.

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter raises concerns regarding reaching out and
engaging stakeholders on the proposed AGSP and recommends community outreach directly
with communities and business owners that live inside the proposed AGSP and that live adjacent
to it. The Comment Letter also provides suggestions for the types of outreach that IVDA should
consider. The Comment Letter suggests that [VDA should hold multiple workshops to break down
the project and environmental analysis to members of the community. The Comment Letter
suggests Spanish notification and informational materials on the project.

Response: CEQA Statute 15082 pertains to the Notice of Preparation and Determination of Scope
of the EIR. The Notice of Preparation is required to be sent to the Office of Planning and Research
and each responsible and trustee agency, and must be filed with the county clerk of each county
in which the project will be located. This notice shall also be sent to every federal agency involved
in approving or funding the project. CEQA requires that the Notice of Preparation period for an
EIR be 30 days in which comments from the public and from federal, state, responsible and
trustee agencies. The Scoping Meeting is not necessarily a requirement of CEQA, but for projects
of statewide, regional or areawide significance pursuant to Section 15206, the lead agency shall
conduct at least one scoping meeting. Notices must be provided to any county or city that borders
on a county or city within which the project is located, unless otherwise designated annually by
agreement between the lead agency and the county or city; any responsible agency; any public
agency that has jurisdiction by law with respect to the project; and, any organization or individual
who has filed a written request for the notice.

Under the AGSP, the Notice of Preparation was prepared and submitted to the required agencies
on June 17, 2022 (refer to Subchapter 8.1 to this DPEIR, which contains a copy of the Distribution
List and Notice of Preparation for the Project). The NOP posting at the San Bernardino County
Clerk of the Board can also be found in Subchapter 8.1 to this DPEIR, and the documentation of
filing with the Office of Planning and Research can be found under SCH# 2022060349 specifically
at the following web address: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.qov/2022060349). The NOP and Notice of
EIR Scoping was placed in the San Bernardino Sun Newspaper on June 17, 2022, acting as the
public notification of the Scoping Meeting.

CEQA Statute 15083 recommends early public consultation, but does not require it. Based on the
above, the CEQA process for the AGSP has occurred within the bounds of the Statute. IVDA held
private, informal information meetings with members of the community who showed up at the
Scoping Meeting in advance of the Scoping Meeting. Here is how the IVDA intends to proceed
and/or has gone above and beyond the CEQA requirements in preparation of the DPEIR for the
AGSP:
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The IVDA will send out a notice, which will include information in Spanish, to property owners and
tenants within the AGSP Planning Area. These will be mailed to a quarter-mile radius beyond the
AGSP Area boundaries. Notice information will include the circulation of the DEIR, how the public
can provide public comment on the DEIR, and information about an open house style meeting at
which project staff and technical experts will be available to answer questions that members of
the public may have on the AGSP. There will also be a bilingual (Spanish) certified court reporter
available to members of the public who can document questions to be included in the DEIR. A
professional Spanish interpreter will also be available to assist attendees. Social media content
about the meeting and how to provide public comment will also be developed that can be shared
on digital platforms by the cities of San Bernardino and Highland as well as organizations and
community leaders who serve residents and businesses in the area.

The IVDA will hold an open house style public meeting for AGSP as part of the DEIR process.
This will occur during the public review and comment period for the DEIR. The scoping
meeting held on July 7, 2022 was the first meeting with the public in which comments were
provided for response in the DEIR. IVDA is looking at other opportunities in which it can provide
updates about the project with organizations who represent area residents and businesses.

The IVDA is working on additional communications tools and opportunities to help inform the
public about the purpose of the Airport Gateway Specific Plan and how the public can be involved
in the environmental process. This includes the development of bilingual project materials
(Spanish) and notification of upcoming AGSP-related meetings. Additionally, a landing page on
the IVDA website for AGSP will be established for ease of finding information about the project.
It will include project informational materials, environmental documents associated with the
project, project contact information, and information on how the public can provide formal
comments to the DEIR. A project database is being developed to send direct mail pieces and
electronic communications to area residents, property owners and other people who express
interest in receiving project information.

A professional interpreter will be available at future meetings for AGSP.
NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Department of Public Works: The County

requests to be included on the circulation list for all project notices, public reviews, and public
hearings.

Response: The IVDA, City of Highland, and City of San Bernardino will include the San Bernardino
County Department of Public Works on future AGSP circulation lists.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests workshops should be held
throughout the PEIR IVDA process with the community. They asked that the Project Team
communicate how many. The speaker suggests that Spanish notices should be included as well
as English ones. They asked what the radius of the notification would be.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
provides a complete response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori: The speaker communicates that the Specific Plan is long, and
asks for verification that, as the AGSP goes through the process, it would also go through each
of the City’s planning commissions, specifically asking if each project will go through the Cities as
specific development projects.
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Response: The Environmental Processes that will be followed are as follows.

First, IVDA would publish the AGSP DEIR for a 45 day circulation period in which the public can
comment and provide input on the environmental analysis contained herein.

Second, IVDA would prepare a Final EIR, which would contain a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP) and responses to comments received during the public review period,
in addition to any edits to the Draft EIR that result from comments received during the public
review period. IVDA would also prepare a Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the IVDA Board Package on the AGSP that would detail the facts and findings
herein, in addition to overriding considerations for the IVDA Board to consider as there are
significant unavoidable adverse impacts that would result from AGSP implementation. The Final
EIR and Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations would be part of the Board
Package for consideration of certification by the Board at a public Board Hearing.

If the IVDA certifies the Final EIR and Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the initial CEQA process would be complete. However, there would be several
follow on actions under CEQA required.

The Third Action would be that each City (San Bernardino and Highland) would need to adopt the
Specific Plan as a General Plan Amendment and Zone Changes at a future Public Hearing. Each
City may consider modifications to the language in the Specific Plan at this time. As Responsible
Agencies under CEQA, the certified Final EIR would be utilized to process the General Plan
Amendments and Zone Changes by each City individually.

The Final actions would be that each project proposed under the AGSP would require a separate
discretionary action by the City under which a given project is proposed. While this discretionary
action may simply be a building permit, each project would be required to go through the formal
planning process with the City, ultimately with project-specific permits and/or entitlements possibly
granted by City Decisionmakers. Each of the above processes would include and enable public
participation.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #4 David (Teamsters): The speaker is a Business Agent for the
teamsters. The speaker communicates that a majority of residents for Eastgate had no idea what
was going to be taking place as a result of that project. The speaker re-emphasizes that
communication of the Project with residents is important, as they believe that more people would
show up with their concerns.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a complete response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #5 Henry Salazar: In regards to the responses to scoping meeting
comments provided in the document, the speaker asks who is going to be answering these
questions? Who is it that is giving the okay to put certain things in the document? Who has the
final say over what goes in the document? Is there a process that has to be followed in order to
meet CEQA? What is that process? The speaker suggests that no one has taken the initiative to
meet with the community, suggests that Fox News and CNN ads should be placed.

Response: As stated by the Project Team at the Scoping Meeting, the environmental consulting
team, with the oversight of IVDA, the City of Highland, and the City of San Bernardino review and
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approve the comments prepared, ultimately responds to all questions and comments provided on
the EIR. This DEIR has been reviewed and edited closely by IVDA, City of Highland, and City of
San Bernardino Staff. Thus, IVDA, the City of Highland, and the City of San Bernardino have
collectively agreed and have final say upon the contents found herein. The IVDA does not have
land use authority, but the IVDA does have Lead Agency authority under CEQA due to the AGSP
being within its jurisdiction. The IVDA can recommend the approval of the Specific Plan analyzed
herein to both cities, and the cities would ultimately each independently approve and adopt a
General Plan Amendment to enable the implementation of the proposed AGSP.

Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori, above, which provides a
response to what steps would need to be taken to meet CEQA requirements, which has been
raised in this comment. Additionally, please refer to the response under NOP Comment Letter #5
PCEJ, above, which discusses community outreach and how this project has and will continue to
communicate with residents and businesses within and adjacent to the AGSP Planning Area

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: Are there plans to inform the residents or plans for the
displaced residents?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
addresses the action plan for community outreach to residents and businesses within the AGSP
Planning Area. The comment on plans for the displaced residents is responded to under
“Population and Housing,” in Subchapter 4.15.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi, Sierra Club: The speaker suggests that Negative
Declarations are barred from use in future tiering efforts, including from parcel consolidation.

Response: It is unclear whether this speaker is specifically referencing Negative Declarations or
is referring to Negative and Mitigated Negative Declarations. Regardless, it is first important to
note that all projects proposed under the AGSP will be required to meet the stringent mitigation
requirements provided herein, where applicable, regardless of future tiering efforts. It is possible
that a future proposal for a small commercial use, for instance, might require tiering, but may not
require additional mitigation in order to meet CEQA requirements. In this case, the mitigation
provided herein would still apply to the proposed project, but a Negative Declaration could be
utilized. CEQA, as a statute, has stringent and specific requirements for tiering and applicability
for future projects utilizing tiering (refer to CEQA Statute 15152, Tiering), so, while the IVDA and
Cities understand that the speaker does not attribute positive connotations to Negative
Declarations, future tiering off of the AGSP EIR would be required to comply with CEQA Statute
156152 and 15162, meeting the applicable requirements for the varied means by which projects
can adhere to such requirements, i.e. Categorical Exemptions, Addenda, Negative Declarations,
Mitigated Negative Declarations, and Environmental Impact Reports. Thus, the IVDA does not
believe it would be appropriate the limit the means by which future CEQA tiering efforts under the
AGSP could comply with CEQA, as the protections provided through simply complying with CEQA
would, in most cases, involve public hearings in which public comments and participation may be
made, and mitigations provided in this DEIR must be adhered to, where applicable, for all future
projects under the AGSP.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi, Sierra Club: The speaker suggests monthly updates to the
community on the project and that IVDA could be the owner of the updates. The speaker
recommends Sign-up Sheet Follow up. The speaker suggests that Presentations, Project
Descriptions, and notices should be available in Spanish.
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Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. Sign-up sheet follow up has been
considered, and is planned to be implemented as part of the outreach efforts for this project
beginning with notification of the public circulation of the Draft EIR. Updates to the Sierra Club
representative and the Peoples Collective for Environmental Justice representative have been
provided periodically leading up to the publication of the DEIR.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #8 Sheena: The speaker didn’t know about this meeting, and believes
that better communication should be available to residents. The speaker suggests that
notifications should be put on the news, on Facebook, etc. for people who can’t read, and asks
how many people get the Sun newspaper delivered to their house?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. The IVDA has opted to communicate
directly with residents and businesses via mailers and filing of required notices. While many
people watch the news and utilize Facebook, this type of notification is not required by CEQA,
and furthermore is not recognized as a type of notification method that would comply with CEQA.
As CEQA is the law under which this document has been prepared, these methods of
communication have not been selected for use under the proposed project. Publication in a local
newspaper, it should be noted here, is a recognized method by which Lead Agencies can comply
with the CEQA notification requirements. Furthermore, the Sun Newspaper, while still a print
publication, is also available online at https://www.sbsun.com/.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #9 Sean Martinez: The speaker provided suggestions for reaching out
to the community during the Eastgate project. The speaker suggests that a way to reach out to
the community would be to knock on doors for residences that would be displaced by this plan as
this would let them know what the project would mean for them. For most people EIRs are not
accessible because of their technical content being at too high of a level.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for community involvement. The
speaker concurs with what everyone else has said at the scoping meeting. If this project doesn’t
actually take place for 10-15 years, is there a follow-on process?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns regarding community involvement raised in this comment.
Additionally, please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori, above, which
provides a response to the concerns regarding the follow-on CEQA process. Effectively, under
CEQA an evaluation of whether a future site-specific project fits within the same or nearly the
same circumstances as those which were identified under the original CEQA documentation (in
this case the AGSP DEIR, and ultimately, the Final EIR), and if circumstances have changed,
those changes in circumstances must be identified and evaluated against the specific compliance
methods authorized under CEQA to determine the appropriate path forward. This process is
called tiering, and is outlined under CEQA Statute 15152. Tiering refers to using the analysis of
general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy
statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects; incorporating by
reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or
negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project. Should development under
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the AGSP be deferred for 10-15 years, each specific development (regardless of the time
elapsed) would be required to adhere to the tiering guidelines, which would determine whether
the project is covered under the original EIR, requires follow on analysis in the form of an
Addendum, Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or where new significant
impacts are identified, an Environmental Impact Report.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #11 Marta: The speaker lives in the City of Highland 1.5 miles away;
they suggest that newspapers are not too hip, and that people don’t read them anymore. Instead,
people are on Facebook and social media. The speaker suggests that IVDA send out the notices
as flyers with dates of the hearing and of the workshops. The speaker suggests that the Project
Team get involved and email her and the community, and that her team is happy to get involved.
The speaker indicates that she believes that the Community is not involved in CEQA and doesn’t
understand the environmental process. Community organizers are aware of CEQA, but people
going about their daily lives aren’t aware. The speaker suggests that the Project Team should
notify the community, and should ask them to provide email addresses to keep updated on the
progress of the AGSP.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. Please also refer to the response
under NOP Comment Letter #8, which indicates that the IVDA has opted to communicate directly
with residents and businesses via mailers. Please also refer to the response under Scoping
Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi, Sierra Club, which outlines the sign-up sheet follow up that has or is
planned to occurred in the period of time since the Scoping Meeting.

Project Description

NOP Comment Letter # PCEJ: The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA look into different land
use scenarios, including an option that does not allow for future distribution or warehousing
facilities in the area. Another suggestion is that carbon capture projects should be considered
under the AGSP.

Response: IVDA and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino are considering a Specific Plan
that would enable uses that would fall under a Mixed Use Business Park land use as defined in
the Specific Plan. This land use would enable a mix of commercial, industrial distribution,
industrial, and tech business park. While the Project Description provides assumptions for the
square footage of each of these use types, the ultimate mix of what will be developed would be
based on the market demand for particular uses. The IVDA understands the commenter’s
suggestion to disallow distribution or warehousing, but this is not the project that is being
proposed. The project purpose is (1) to align local and regional development objectives and
implementation efforts for future land use, mobility, and economic development efforts in the multi-
jurisdictional plan area, (2) to create a transition area between the Airport and residential land
uses to the north of 6" Street, and (3) to provide comprehensive Infrastructure improvements for
water, sewer and stormwater that resolve longstanding flooding and hydrology issues, amongst
other objectives. IVDA and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino have selected this mix of
land use because (a) much of the area within the City of Highland is already designated for such
uses, and (b) these types of uses would be consistent with buffering residential uses away from
the adjacent airport, which would ultimately work towards protecting residents of both Cities from
the impacts—noise, air quality, traffic, etc.—that occur as a result of being located next to such a
use. These impacts are further analyzed throughout their respective subchapters.
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The suggestion that carbon capture projects should be considered is noted. This type of use is
considered an industrial activity that would fall under the Mixed Use Business Park land use
designation as a potentially allowable use. As such, there would be opportunity for such a
development to be proposed and considered should there be a market for such a development.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: The speaker asks are there any businesses in mind that
would occupy the AGSP specific plan area?

Response: At this time, the mix of uses proposed under Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, the Project
Description, is an estimate only, as no specific proposals have been put forth under the AGSP at
this time. However, the existing projects in process maps and project list are provided as Figures
6.2-1 through 6.2-3.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker suggests flexibility to disallow medium and
heavy-duty industrial development, as they are concerned about those uses. The speaker
suggests that impacts from those uses already exist and are hefty.

The IVDA and cities of Highland and San Bernardino have identified the uses that are allowed
under the Specific Plan in Table 4.2, Permitted Uses, provided in the Specific Plan itself. The
following uses that could be identified as Medium Duty Industrial or Heavy Duty Industrial include:
e Manufacturing or fabrication of products from parts already in processed form that do not
create smoke, gas, odor, dust, sound, or other objectionable influences to surrounding
uses.
e Manufacturing or fabrication of products from unprocessed materials. Uses include, but
are not limited to metal and plastic processing, pharmaceuticals, cosmetics, and similar.
o OQutdoor Storage; notes include: Includes equipment, vehicles, trailers, and non-
hazardous materials; Shipping container storage (beyond 30 days) shall require the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit; and, Subject to applicable screening requirements
o Warehousing, including distribution and logistics facilities loading/ unloading and storage
areas.

It is anticipated that Medium and Heavy Duty Industrial uses would be limited in scope, size, and
number within the AGSP Planning Area due to the size of lots that would be possible under the
AGSP due to the short distance between 3rd Street and 5th Street, and 5th Street and 6th Street,
and west of Sterling Avenue, due to the City Creek Bypass bisecting the area between 3rd Street
and 5th Street. Thus, while the commenter has suggested limiting these uses, it is anticipated
that the size, scope, and number of such uses within the AGSP Planning Area would be limited
as a result of the configuration of the planning area. Given that each of the future projects
proposed under the AGSP would be required to obtain entitlements from the City within which the
individual project is proposed, it is anticipated that this process will ensure that projects with
greater impacts as a result of medium or heavy duty industrial operations would disclose such
impacts and mitigate them to the greatest extent feasible as required by the City within which the
individual project is proposed. Furthermore, each future project proposed under the AGSP would
be subject to the stringent mitigation provided herein.

Aesthetics
No Comments on this topic were received.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
No Comments on this topic were received.
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Air Quality

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): The Comment Letter suggests that the Lead Agency utilize
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook as
guidance in the preparation of the air quality and greenhouse gas analysis.

Response: The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook was consulted in drafting the technical
appendices (Appendices 1 and 6 to Volume 2 of this DPEIR address Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas respectively) and in crafting the environmental analyses for the Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Subchapters (4.4 and 4.9).

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): The Comment Letter details the types of air quality and
greenhouse gas impacts that should be analyzed in the EIR, including the types of emissions that
should be quantified in the EIR, including analyzing overlapping operational and construction
generated emissions, and performing a mobile source health risk assessment.

Response: The emissions were calculated and compared against the significance thresholds
referenced in the comment letter. Overlapping construction and operational emissions have not
been quantified as suggested in the comment letter. This is because IVDA believes it would be
speculative to craft a construction scenario in correlation with an operational scenario when no
specific projects have been put forth under the AGSP at this time. Essentially, in crafting such a
combined scenario, there would be no correlation with reality when, if approved, specific
development under the AGSP is proposed. Future developers and operators of facilities within
the AGSP would be required to perform project-specific Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analyses
that would determine whether a given project falls under the assumptions provided in the project
description for construction and operations, and the assumptions provided under the Air Quality
and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Subchapters (4.4 and 4.9). Second tier environmental
documentation would be required where a future project under the AGSP does not fall under
these assumptions.

A mobile source health risk assessment, similar to the discussion above regarding analyzing
construction and operational emissions concurrently, has not been conducted as part of this
DEIR. This is, again, because in crafting a future mobile source health risk assessment (HRA), a
scenario would need to be crafted that would have no bearing on reality, if approved, specific
development under the AGSP is proposed. For instance, the HRA would require assumptions as
to the specific locations of sensitive receptors in relation to mobile sources within the AGSP
Planning Area. While it is assumed that residences north of 6" Street will remain in place, it would
be speculative to determine where residences would remain within the AGSP Planning Area at a
given moment in time as future development is proposed under the AGSP. Thus, the Air Quality
Impact Analysis under Subchapter 4.4 relies on the implementation of MM AQ-15, which would
require that, during each City’s review process for individual project applications within the
Specific Plan, projects that generate more than 100 diesel truck trips per day or projects that
generate other toxic air contaminants (TACs) within a 100 foot buffer of the nearest sensitive
receptor, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City prior to future discretionary
project approval.

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): The Comment Letter specifies that the EIR should outline
any permits that would be required to be obtained by the Lead Agency or Developers as a result
of project operations.
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Response: The AGSP does not, at this time, propose any specific development within the
Planning Area. As such, it would be speculative to determine the types of permits that would be
required by future projects proposed under the AGSP, as the specific operational parameters
have not yet been identified. Where future projects under the AGSP require permits from
SCAQMD to operate specific types of equipment and processes, the developers/operators will be
required to obtain such permits; this is enforced via MM AQ-43.

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): SCAQMD staff notes concern about potential public health
impacts of siting warehouses within close proximity to sensitive land uses, especially in
communities already affected by existing warehouse and truck activities; and, the Comment Letter
provides information and sites sources indicating that the area surrounding the project has an
estimated cancer risk of over 426 in one million, and SCAQMD staff notes concern that the
proposed AGSP could result in an even greater risk to the community.

Response: The comment is noted. An objective of the proposed project is to create a transition
area between the Airport and residential land uses. Furthermore, as stated previously, MM AQ-
15, would the preparation of an health risk assessment (HRA) prior to future discretionary project
approval for projects over the identified threshold. The IVDA believes that this is sufficient to
ensure that public health impacts are identified, and mitigation is enforced (refer to MM AQ-15
under Subchapter 4.4) to reduce potential cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable level.

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): The Comment Letter outlines the need for mitigating air
quality and greenhouse gas emissions, and recommends several specific mitigation measures
that should be considered to minimize operational emissions generated by the AGSP, including:

e Require zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) on-road haul trucks;

Response: MM AQ-11 requires the use of ZE or NZE trucks, if and when feasible, and establishes
a minimum requirement of utilization of 2010 or newer haul trucks for future development. The
MM also sets the following parameters: Once required to comply with State law, or otherwise
comply with SCAQMD Rules, ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be mandatory for use by
future AGSP Development; until this point, the use of ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be
required once such vehicles are readily available, and comparable in cost (within a 20% margin)
to new non-ZE/NZE on-road haul trucks. The IVDA has utilized these parameters to ensure that
future development within the AGSP is able to meet State and Local regulations pertaining to air
quality, while also ensuring that the mitigation is not constrained to the point at which development
under the mitigation constraints becomes prohibitive to the development itself.

o Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the
Final CEQA document;

Response: The daily number of trucks allowed under the AGSP sets a threshold under which
future site-specific second tier CEQA evaluation must fall under, or otherwise the site-specific
second tier evaluation must evaluate the impacts from the increased daily trips beyond that which
has been identified under this analysis (refer to Subchapter 4.18, Transportation). Future site-
specific development must be approved by the City within which the development is proposed,
and the decision-making body will determine whether proposals that generate greater daily truck
trips than analyzed herein are acceptable under the respective jurisdiction’s Municipal Codes,
General Plans, and other regulations therein.
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e Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or at a minimum, provide the electrical
infrastructure;

Response: MM AQ-17 requires the minimum number of automobile electric vehicle (EV) charging
stations required by the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 to be provided, and
electrical infrastructure sufficiently sized to accommodate the potential installation of additional
auto and truck EV charging stations shall be provided. Additionally, MM AQ-17 requires final
Project designs to provide for installation of conduit in tractor trailer parking areas for the purpose
of accommodating potential installation of EV truck charging stations. MM AQ-35 requires
coordination with Edison to install EV Charging Stations incrementally over the life of the project.

o Maximize use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays;

Response: MM GHG-1 requires the construction of future buildings over 50,000 SF in size to be
solar or other clean energy technology compatible, and clean energy ready. Each AGSP
Development shall prepare new structures greater than to provide either a solar photovoltaic
panel system or other clean energy systems within 2 years of commencing operations.

e Use light colored paving and roofing materials;
Response: MM AQ-34 requires the use of light colored paving and roofing materials.
o Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances;

Response: MM AQ-40 requires that future AGSP Development utilize only Energy Star heating,
cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances.

o Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products that go beyond the requirements of
South Coast AQMD Rule 1113;

Response: MMs AQ-2, AQ-26, and AQ-34 pertain to VOC mitigation. MM AQ-34 requires future
AGSP Developments to utilize water-based or low VOC cleaning products. MM AQ-26 requires
future AGSP Developments to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule
1113 — Architectural Coatings, and MM AQ-2, requires future AGSP Developments to utilize
“Super-Compliant” low VOC paints which have been reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC
limits put forth by SCAQMD’s Rule 1113. Super-Compliant low VOC paints shall be no more than
10g/L of VOC. Alternatively, Future AGSP Development may utilize building materials that do not
require the use of architectural coatings. These measure apply to all future projects under the
AGSP.

o Clearly mark truck routes with trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not travel next to or near
sensitive land uses;

Response: MM AQ-36 requires trucks to utilize truck routes identified in the Airport Gateway
Specific Plan. In order to enforce this requirement, truck routes will be clearly marked with
trailblazer signs, so that trucks will not enter residential areas.

e Design the Proposed Project such that truck entrances and exits are not facing sensitive
receptors;
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Response: MM HAZ-1 would require all routine large truck access to industrial projects
constructed between 5th and 6th Streets shall be from 5th Street, which would minimize potential
conflicts with residential uses along 6" Street. This is the primary location at which sensitive
receptors would be located within the AGSP upon build-out of the Planning Area.

e Design the Proposed Project such that any check-in point for trucks is inside the Proposed
Project site to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside.

Response: MM AQ-3 would require that diesel engines are not allowed to idle in excess of 5
minutes, which would minimize the potential for queuing outside of a given project site.
Furthermore, MM AQ-41 would require future development under the AGSP to be designed to
require internal check-in points for trucks to minimize queuing outside of the project site.

e Design the Proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic inside the Proposed Project site
is as far away as feasible from sensitive receptors; and,

Response: MM HAZ-1 would require that 6th Street mostly be designated for local deliveries only.
Specific design guidelines for new industrial buildings fronting on 6th Street shall incorporate
buffers to reduce potential conflicts between the industrial uses that are south of 6th and
residential uses north of this roadway. All routine large truck access to industrial projects
constructed between 5th and 6th Streets shall be from 5th Street. Buffering techniques along 6th
Street may include the following: dense landscape buffering; use of landscaped berms and short
walls with articulation; and other designs acceptable to the city with land use jurisdiction.

o Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by providing overnight truck parking
inside the Proposed Project site.

Response: On street parking is prohibited within much of the AGSP Planning Area already. This
is the case along Waterman Avenue, Tippecanoe Avenue, Victoria Avenue, Central Avenue. MM
TRAN-6 requires future projects under the AGSP to incorporate truck parking lots within or near
the AGSP Planning Area to allow for truck queuing. Additionally, this MM prohibits on-street truck
parking along 6th Street, which would ensure that sensitive land uses are not impacted by truck
parking and idling.

NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD): The Comment Letter outlines Rule 2305, and its
applicability to the proposed project.

Response: Please refer to the discussions under Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality under Subsection
4.4.2.3, Regional Regulations, Rule 2305 and under the analysis provided under issue AQ-1,
under Subsection 4.4.6.3, Potential Impacts. This issue is discussed and analyzed therein.

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCWJ: The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA create electrification
standards for future uses under the AGSP, and also conveys interest in the AGSP creating a
Carbon Neutral Plan.

Response: Refer to Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality. MM AQ-11 would require the use of electric or
alternative fueled construction equipment where technically feasible and/or commercially
available; MM AQ-12 requires the use of use zero emission (ZE) or near-zero emissions (NZE)
trucks, if and when feasible; at a minimum, future development shall be required to use 2010 and
newer haul trucks (e.g., including material delivery trucks and soil import/export, and trucks
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required for operation). Once required to comply with State law, or otherwise comply with
SCAQMD Rules, ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be mandatory for use by future AGSP
Development; until this point, the use of ZE and NZE on-road haul trucks shall be required once
such vehicles are readily available, and comparable in cost (within a 20% margin) to non-ZE/NZE
on-road haul trucks. MM AQ-18 requires the minimum number of EV charging stations required
by the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 shall be provided and for the development
to include electrical infrastructure sufficiently sized to accommodate the potential installation of
additional auto and truck EV charging stations. MM AQ-19 requires final Project designs to
provide for installation of conduit in tractor trailer parking areas for the purpose of accommodating
potential installation of EV truck charging stations. MM AQ-22 requires all on-site outdoor cargo-
handling equipment (including yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other
on-site equipment) and all on-site indoor forklifts will be powered by electricity. MM AQ-37
requires landscaping contractor(s) that uses electric landscaping equipment, if contactors with
electric equipment are feasible to retain within the immediate project area. MM AQ-28 requires
electric or alternatively fueled sweepers. Under Subchapter 4.9, Greenhouse Gas, MM GHG-1,
requires future buildings over 50,000 SF to be solar or other clean energy technology compatible,
and clean energy ready, and new structures to provide either a solar photovoltaic panel system
or other clean energy systems within 2 years of commencing operations. Additionally, MM GHG-2
requires that, for future AGSP developments with more than 10 employees or more than
10 company vehicles, a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP) shall be submitted to the pertinent
City for review and approval. This ERP can include energy source reductions, additional EV
charging stations, use of electric vehicles, efc.

Based on the above, while the AGSP does not require full “electrification” of future AGSP
developments, many aspects of each future development under the AGSP will be required to be
electric. In regards to a carbon neutral plan, this concept has been reviewed by the AGSP Project
Team, in particular by the Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, and at this time, a plan of this
type has been deemed not feasible given that no specific future development under the AGSP
has been proposed, and that a plan of this type would not be feasible to impose as a blanket
measure for all future development under the AGSP.

NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters: The Comment Letter recommends that the DPEIR contain
the following: Mitigation such as, fence line testing of greenhouse gas emissions; energy
consumption measuring, reporting, and requirements for renewable energy technology, such as
solar panels; flood mitigation; requirements for electrification of fleets associated with vehicle-
focused industrial, manufacturing, and logistical uses; a tree planting program to ensure sufficient
shade and avoiding creation of intense heat sinks; and, other best practices that go above and
beyond minimum requirements; A study of specific impacts of different types of warehouse and
logistical uses, and in particular the different types of vehicles (freight, trucks, commercial vans,
passenger vehicles) to be used, and their impact on emissions.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP_ Comment Letter #5 PCWJ, above, as the issue
of renewable energy technology and electrification of fleets are fully addressed therein.
Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality, identifies MM AQ-39, which would require future development under
the AGSP to maximize the planting of drought resistant trees in landscaping and parking lots and
when/if recycled water becomes available in the future, landscaping shall be supported by this
alternative source of water supply. While a tree planting program has not been considered, IVDA
believes that this measure is sufficient to ensure that the area does not experience intense heat
sinks and maximizes the planting of, appropriately given the sources of water available, drought
tolerant trees. Given the buffering that would be created through MM HAZ-1, discussed above
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under NOP Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD), the creation of fence line testing is not anticipated to
be necessary to protect the community from the health effects of AGSP generated emissions.
This is further bolstered by MM AQ-15, which requires that, during each City’s review process for
individual project applications within the Specific Plan, projects that generate more than 100 diesel
truck trips per day or projects that generate other toxic air contaminants (TACs) within a 100 foot
buffer of the nearest sensitive receptor, shall submit a health risk assessment (HRA) to the City
prior to future discretionary project approval. This measure stipulates that if the HRA shows that
the incremental cancer risk of an individual Project exceeds 10 in 1 million or the appropriate
noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the individual Project’s will be required to identify and
demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and non-cancer
risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index of 1.0), including
appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Thus, IVDA believes that this measure would ensure that
the necessary minimization of health risk would be ensured through the implementation of this
measure, ultimately serving as a sort of buffering measure in and of itself, as it would prevent
future projects from emitting and contributing to cancer risk or noncancer health risk over the
identified thresholds.

The Air Quality, Energy, and GHG Impact Analyses provided as Appendices 1, 4, and 6 of
Volume 2 to this DPEIR each assess the impacts of an intensive mix of uses under the AGSP.
The mix of uses and assumptions thereof are provided in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, the Project
Description. Given that many of the mitigation measures that have been provided to reduce
mobile source emissions were not attributed to the emissions modeling calculations, the
emissions reduction from implementation of the extensive air quality emissions reduction and
GHG emissions reduction measures found in Subchapters 4.4 and 4.9 would ensure emissions
reductions that go beyond the minimum requirements. The Air Quality, Energy, and GHG Impact
Analyses provided as Appendices 1, 4, and 6 of Volume 2 to this DPEIR serve as the technical
reports providing the estimated emissions generated from mobile sources listed in this comment
on the environment as a result of implementation of the AGSP.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests that fence line NOx, GHG, DPM
tests between industrial and residential uses should be considered, as should monitoring the area
for air quality. They suggest a mitigation measure to enforce this concept.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters, above, as the
issue of feasibility of fence line testing is fully addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests that the Project Team communicate
the AQ emissions and GHG generated to community. The speaker suggests reporting
requirements for emissions / energy use, and that those reports should be made available to the
community.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters, above, as the
issue of feasibility of fence line testing and reporting is addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker asks, would there be recommendations for
buffers between commercial / industrial and industrial / commercial between sensitive uses?
e The speaker asks would there be buffering mitigation between uses that would be
incompatible?
o The speaker recommends additional policies (not specific) should be considered for
buffering.

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 2-25



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report INTRODUCTION

o The speaker doesn’t want warehouses next to residential uses.

Response: As stated under the response to SCQAMD above, MM HAZ-1 would require that 6th
Street mostly be designated for local truck deliveries only. Specific design guidelines for new
industrial buildings backing on 6th Street shall incorporate buffers to reduce potential conflicts
between the industrial uses that are south of 6th and permanent residential uses north of this
roadway. All routine large truck access to industrial projects constructed between 5th and 6th
Streets shall be from 5th Street. Buffering techniques along 6th Street may include the following:
dense landscape buffering; use of landscaped berms; short walls with articulation; and other
designs acceptable to the city with land use jurisdiction.

It appears that one of the main intents behind the buffering concern is the potential health risks
associated with developing industrial uses in close proximity to sensitive receptors/sensitive uses.
As such, please refer to the mitigation requirement, MM AQ-15 requires that, during each City’s
review process for individual project applications within the Specific Plan, projects that generate
more than 100 diesel truck trips per day or projects that generate other toxic air contaminants
(TACs) within a 100 foot buffer of the nearest sensitive receptor, shall submit a health risk
assessment (HRA) to the City prior to future discretionary project approval. This measure
stipulates that if the HRA shows that the incremental cancer risk of an individual Project exceeds
10 in 1 million or the appropriate noncancer hazard index exceeds 1.0, the individual Project’s will
be required to identify and demonstrate that mitigation measures are capable of reducing potential
cancer and non-cancer risks to an acceptable level (i.e., below ten in one million or a hazard index
of 1.0), including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. Thus, IVDA believes that this measure
would ensure that the necessary minimization of health risk would be ensured through the
implementation of this measure, ultimately serving as a sort of buffering measure in and of itself,
as it would prevent future projects from emitting and contributing to cancer risk or noncancer
health risk over the identified thresholds.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests that there should be a requirement
for electrification of the area, cars, trucks, buildings. Would there be an electrification plan? The
speaker suggests a similar plan that considered 25% electric by 2030, 50% by 2035, etc.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCWJ, above, as the issue
of electrification is fully addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests tree planting programs.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters, above, as the
issue of tree planting programs are fully addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #2 Stephen: The speaker asks, what are the regulations that pertain to
backup generators to prevent pollution?

Response: According to SCAQMD “All internal combustion engines (ICEs) greater than 50 brake
horsepower (bhp) and gas turbines greater than 2,975,000 British thermal units (Btu) per hour are
required to obtain a permit to construct from the South Coast AQMD prior to installation of the
engines at a site. Most of the existing emergency backup generators use diesel as fuel. Emissions
of Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) from diesel-fired emergency engines are 200 to 600 times greater, per
unit of electricity produced, than new or controlled existing central power plants fired on natural
gas. Diesel-fired engines also produce significantly greater amounts of fine particulates and
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toxics emissions compared to natural gas fired equipment. NOx is a primary component of smog.
Engines operated on fuels other than diesel, such as natural gas, ethanol, propane or with dual
fuels (diesel only for initial start-up and then primarily natural gas) are much cleaner and produce
significantly less air pollution for the same amount of energy produced.” Thus, depending on the
type of generator utilized, utilizing backup generators over a period of years would potentially
increase air quality/greenhouse emissions.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: The speaker lists drayage trucks, diesel trucks, and
concerns due to the potential emissions, and asks would there be buffer zones? The speaker
asks what would the buffer zone be?

Response: Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, as
this comment addresses the concern for buffering and health risks. The concerns raised regarding
drayage trucks, diesel trucks and emissions generated thereof, the discussion regarding health
risk above would essentially ensure that measures are put in place to reduce DPM and other
TACs. Though MM AQ-15 does not specifically limit drayage and diesel trucks, effectively the
health risks generated by the use of such vehicles would be required to be reduced. Furthermore,
MM AQ-13 and AQ-15 require localized significance thresholds, which are used to determine
emissions impacts on proximal sensitive receptors, would be required, further providing
decisionmakers with the necessary data to determine whether future site-specific projects should
be approved under the AGSP. The MMs provided under Subchapters 4.4, Air Quality and 4.4
Greenhouse Gas, that apply to trucks and reducing emissions thereof, including buffering
mitigations, include the following additional measures: MMs AQ-12, AQ-16, AQ-18, AQ-19,
AQ-22, AQ-25, AQ-28, AQ-36, AQ-41, and GHG-2.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker asks: Would the document consider mobility
initiatives or car sharing?

Response: Yes, it does. MM GHG-2 requires future AGSP developments with more than 10
employees or more than 10 company vehicles to submit a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan (ERP)
to the pertinent City for review and approval. This ERP may include Implementation of Ride
Sharing Program (Mobile Source); Maintenance of an onsite bicycle sharing program (Mobile
Source); Establishment and support of a mass transit use program (including adjusting hours of
operations to complement local mass transit operations, Mobile Source); and, Provision of secure
bicycle parking facilities (Mobile Source). Furthermore, MM TRAN-8 which addresses Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) reduction measures, including mobility initiatives, pedestrian network
improvements, car-sharing programs, telecommuting, and enhanced bike parking.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker suggests that new buildings in the overlay
should be electrified, including heat pumps, appliances, and the speaker suggests working with
Edison an on assessment.

Response: Please refer to the response to NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCWJ, above, as the issue
of electrification is addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker suggests that Health Risk Assessments should
be required. The speaker asks what health risks would be exacerbated by this development?

" http://www.agmd.gov/home/permits/emergency-generators#Fact2
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Response: Please note that due to the speculative nature of the assumptions that would be
required to generate a health risk assessment for a specific plan of this type, one has not been
prepared. Given that there are no specific development proposals, and no specific locations in
which development might occur in the near- and short- term, it would be speculative to determine
the locations of sensitive receptors throughout the AGSP planning horizon. The response under
Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, addresses the concern for health risk analysis
requirements, as in many cases, project specific HRAs would be required through the
implementation of MM AQ-15.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker suggests mitigation: electrification, 1,000-foot
buffers, and tree canopy.

Response: Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, as
this comment addresses the concern for buffering and health risks. Please refer to the response
to NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters, above, as the issue of tree planting programs are fully
addressed therein.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for mitigation of air issues.

Response: Please refer to Subchapter 4.4, Air Quality. Mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-41,
in addition to MMs GHG-1 and GHG-2 address air and GHG emissions reductions.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker asks: Is there a way to talk about the construction
materials? Can construction materials benefit the community, using materials that sequester
C0O2?

Response: To the IVDA’s knowledge the known practice of utilizing construction materials that
are reclaimed, or “green” is already a part of the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) certification process. LEED is a green building rating system administered by the US
Green Building Council (USGBC). While IVDA considers future LEED certified development
desirable, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15040(b), 15041, and 15091 collectively provide that
mitigation measures must be within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the Lead Agency in order
to be implemented. To require a certain portion of future development under the AGSP to seek
or obtain LEED certification would, in the Decision Makers opinion, render meeting the objectives
of the proposed Specific Plan, infeasible, and the Decision Makers do not have the authority to
impose LEED certification on future private development on privately owned parcels. Thus, no
feasible mitigation measures are available for the IVDA, City of San Bernardino, or City of
Highland to enforce that have a proportional nexus to the project’s level of impact, and a
requirement for specific construction materials to be utilized for future AGSP Development has
been determined to be infeasible.

Biological Resources
NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter outlines the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife’s (CDFW) role as a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and as a
responsible agency under CEQA for specific circumstances, specifically related to regulatory
authority and where a project proponent or lead agency may seek take authorization for listed
species. The Comment Letter provides recommendations that the DPEIR include:

¢ An assessment of the various habitat types located within the project footprint, as well as

a map indicating the above;
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e A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal species
that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat type onsite and
within adjacent areas that could be affected by the project;

¢ A complete, recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other sensitive
species located within the Project footprint and within offsite areas with the potential to
be affected, specifically in reference to the following species:

0 Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia)
0 San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus)

e A recent floristic based assessment of special status plants and natural communities;
A thorough discussion of the regional setting and project area setting; and,

e A full accounting of open space and conservation lands within and adjacent to the project
area.

Response: The purpose of the two Biological Resources Assessments (BRA) was to address
potential effects of the Project to designated critical habitats and/or any species currently listed or
formally proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or species designated as sensitive
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and/or the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS). Jericho assessed the open lands within the AGSP project area for sensitive
species with attention focused on those State- and/or federally-listed as threatened or
endangered species and California species of special concern that have been documented in the
project vicinity and/or whose habitat requirements are present within the vicinity of the project site.
These reports can be found within Appendix 2, of Volume 2 of this DPEIR, and the analysis thereof
can be found within Subsection 4.5, Biological Resources.

Under the AGSP the City Creek natural channel will remain Open Space with no proposed
development or disturbance associated with the Specific Plan, and the Business Park and
Industrial sections will be solidified as designated in all other areas east to the 210 Freeway and
south to 3rd Street.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter provides recommendations that the DEIR
include the following related to direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to biological resources:

o A discussion of impacts from lighting, noise, defensible space, and human activity on
wildlife-human interactions. Additionally, specifications regarding defensible space and
the intended use of the vacant land within the AGSP Planning Area should be described;

¢ An evaluation of impacts to adjacent open space lands from both the construction of the
Project and any long-term operational and maintenance needs; and,

Response: The Specific Plan area is not considered an established wildlife movement corridor or
nursery site for native or migratory wildlife, because the area does not connect two or more
significant habitat areas and the area is not a major feature influencing the local plant and small
mammal communities. The AGSP will not create any shift in native habitat use by wildlife, alter
population dynamics, or change the local species compositions. Mitigation is required to protect
nesting birds as there is habitat for nesting birds and foraging raptors in the ornamental trees,
California pepper trees and Eucalyptus trees found in the Planning Area.

The vacant land within the AGSP excluding ROW and floodway is about 243 acres (refer to Table
3-1). This is land that is intended for development under bot the 0065ising City General Plans and
the AGSP, not land that would be reserved for conservation land. The project area is not suitable
for supporting biological resource conservation due to the urban nature of the Planning Area and
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surrounding land uses. As stated above, under the AGSP the City Creek natural channel will
remain Open Space, and the Business Park and Industrial sections will be solidified as designated
in all other areas east to the 210 Freeway and south to 3rd Street.

e A discussion of potential indirect Project impacts on biological resources, including
resources in areas adjacent to the project footprint;

Response: This discussion can be found under Subsection 4.6.5, Environmental Impacts under
Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources, specifically under issue BIO-1. MM BIO-1 is recommended
to minimize and avoid potential impacts to BUOW. Also, to minimize potential loss of San
Bernardino kangaroo rat (SBKR) or California gnatcatcher (CAGN), MM BIO-2 shall be
implemented.

¢ A cumulative effects analysis developed as described under CEQA Guidelines section
15130.

Response: Cumulative impacts pertaining to biological resources can be found under Subsection
4.5.8 of Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter requests that the DEIR describe and
analyze a reasonable range of alternatives.

Response: Biological Resource impacts are analyzed for each of the Alternatives that have been
identified by IVDA and AGSP responsible agencies. Please refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives for a
discussion of the project alternatives.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter indicates a list of recommended mitigations
measures, including:
o A recommendation that the Lead Agency include in the analysis how appropriate
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will reduce indirect impacts to fully
protected species.

Response: The proposed project requires mitigation—MM BIO-2—to address the potential for
SBKR and CAGN within the areas of the AGSP that contain suitable habitat to support such
species.

o A recommendation that the DEIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise
protect sensitive plant communities from project-related direct and indirect impacts.

Response: No suitable environment for these species occurs within the Specific Plan area and
the local Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (RAFSS) or riparian habitats are outside of the
Specific Plan area envelope. The analysis and substantiation pertaining to this issue can be found
under Subsection 4.6.5, Environmental Impacts under Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources,
specifically under issue BIO-1.

e California Species of Special Concern (CSSC) should be considered during the
environmental review process, including, but not limited to: burrowing owl, American white
pelican, northern harrier, loggerhead shrike, northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, and
yellow warbler.
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Response: Suitable habitat for burrowing owl (BUOW) within the vacant parcels and the City
Creek Bypass Channel exists. Thus, MM BIO-1 shall be implemented to ensure that impacts to
this species are minimized. None of the remaining species listed in the above comment have a
potential to exist within the project.

e Arecommendation that the DEIR specify mitigation that is roughly proportional to the level
of impacts, in accordance with the provisions of CEQA by providing long-term
conservation value for the suite of species and habitat being impacted by the Project.

Response: Please refer to the mitigation measures and substantiation as to why such measures
are necessary under Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources, Subsections 4.5.6, Environmental
Impacts and 4.5.7, Mitigation Measures.

o Restoration objectives should include protecting special habitat elements or re-creating
them in areas affected by the Project; examples could include retention of woody material,
logs, shags, rocks, and brush piles.

Response: Habitat restoration may be appropriate where SBKR and CAGN are impacted by a
future project under the AGSP. The specific mitigations shall be determined in coordination with
CDFW and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) upon the determination resulting
from a site specific biological survey that these species may be impacted by the proposed
development.

Additionally, to compensate for the impacts to City Creek Bypass Channel, the party seeking
channel modifications shall either implement onsite enhancement in the area set aside to protect
stream channel habitat or acquire offsite compensatory mitigation habitat or create such habitat
at a 1:1 mitigation-to-impact ratio. This habitat shall be located within the watershed.

o A recommendation to ensure protection of nesting birds;

Response: As previously indicated, development under the AGSP may impact nesting birds. MM
BIO-4 shall be implemented to prevent adverse impacts to nesting birds for all future development
proposed under the AGSP.

¢ A recommendation to require that a CDFW-approved qualified biologist be retained to be
onsite prior to and during all ground- and habitat-disturbing activities to move out of harm’s
way special status species or other wildlife of low or limited mobility that would otherwise
be injured or killed from project-related activities; and,

Response: Species and habitat specific mitigation has been provided to ensure that no adverse
impacts to biological resources would occur. Given that there is no potential for special status or
other wildlife to exist within the whole of the area proposed to be developed under the AGSP (no
primary constituent elements except in the City Creek channel which will not be disturbed), the
IVDA does not believe it is necessary to ensure that no significant impacts would occur to
biological resources within the AGSP Planning Area to require biological monitoring.

o A recommendation to disallow use of relocation, salvage, and/or transplantation as
mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species.
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Response: Given that there is not potential for special status or other wildlife to exist within the
whole of the area proposed to be developed under the AGSP, the IVDA does not believe it is
appropriate to apply this measure to the whole of the Planning Area. Where consultation with
CDFW or USFWS is required as a result of the presence of CAGN and/or SBKR, this mitigation
measure will be considered.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter provides information regarding the
California Environmental Species Act (CESA), specifically referencing the CESA-listed species
have the potential to occur onsite or have previously been reported onsite: San Bernardino
Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus).

Response: A discussion of the potential for this species to exist within the AGSP Planning Area
can be found under Subsection 4.6.5, Environmental Impacts under Subchapter 4.5, Biological
Resources, specifically under issue BIO-1.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter provides information regarding the Lake
and Streambed Alteration Program (LSA Program) as the design and construction of City Creek
Bypass upgrades are likely to notify CDFW per Fish and Game Code section 1602.

Response: A discussion of the potential regulatory requirements for upgrades and modifications
to City Creek Bypass can be found under Subsection 4.6.5, Environmental Impacts under
Subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources, specifically under issue BIO-2. This channel is considered
a non-wetland and non-jurisdictional water of the United States under current U. S. Army Corps
of Engineers regulations. It is considered a water of the State subject to regulation by the RWQCB
under Porter-Cologne and Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (FCG)
administered by the CDFW. Improvements to this channel downstream of Victoria Avenue will
require permits from these two agencies. MM BIO-3 will be implemented if and when the City
Creek Bypass Channel is disturbed.

NOP Comment Letter #3 CDFW: The Comment Letter provides information regarding the
submittal of information to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The Comment
Letter provides information regarding CDFW filing fees.

Response: The comment is noted and is part of the record for this project for use when future
development is proposed under the AGSP.

NOP Comment Letter #4 San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District: The Comment
Letter indicates that the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District owns properties to
the east of the AGSP boundary within the Upper Santa Ana River Wash for purposes of
groundwater recharge and is the Permittee for the Upper Santa Ana River Wash Habitat
Conservation Plan. The Comment Letter requests that inclusion and analysis of the Upper Santa
Ana River Wash Habitat Conservation Plan in the Biological Resources, Land Use & Planning,
and other applicable sections.

Response: The proximity of the AGSP to the Upper Santa Ana River Wash Habitat Conservation
Plan only occurs at the City Creek Channel and is acknowledged in the DEIR. However, the
AGSP does not envision any activities that would impact the City Creek Channel (as opposed to
the City Creek Bypass Channel). Therefore, any potential for conflict with the Wash Habitat
Conservation Plan is negligible to nonexistent.
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NOP Comment Letter #4 San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District: The Comment
Letter provides Wash Plan Covered Activities that may apply to the AGSP, and if applicable, the
San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District requests a discussion to be included in the
DEIR.

Response: At this time, IVDA does not believe that the Wash Plan Covered Activities apply to the
AGSP. Should future site specific development require such input, the contact information
provided in the Comment Letter shall be retained and provided to the developer and City within
which the development is proposed.

NOP Comment Letter #4 San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District: The Comment
Letter offers to share biological data from the Wash Plan.

Response: At this time, IVDA does not believe that biological data from the Wash Plan is
necessary to ensure that impacts from AGSP related activities would not adversely impact
biological resources within or adjacent to the area covered under the Wash Plan. Should future
site specific development require such input, the contact information provided in the Comment
Letter shall be retained and provided to the developer and City within which the development is
proposed.

Subchapter 4.6: Cultural Resources

NOP Comment Letter #1 (NAHC): The comment letter supplied by the NAHC outlines the
circumstances in which an EIR must be prepared, and specifically relays that the Lead Agency
must determine whether there are historical resources within the project APE, and whether such
resources are significant.

Response: This comment is noted, and IVDA has followed through with the preparation of an
EIR, within which, under Subchapter 4.6, historical and archeological are considered and
analyzed under the thresholds provided by the NAHC.

The Cultural Resources Assessment specific to the development in the AGSP has been prepared
in accordance with the NAHC’s recommended standards. This report is provided as Appendix 3
to Volume 2 of this DPEIR.

NOP Comment Letter #1 (NAHC): The comment letter supplied by the NAHC indicates that the
lead agency must consult with all Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project; the Comment Letter details the AB 52
consultation process.

Response: This comment is noted, and IVDA has contacted the San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians—a Tribe that is a partner in the development of the AGSP—under the AB 52 consultation
process, as the only Native American tribe that has requested consultation on future projects
under the IVDA/SBIAA jurisdiction.

NOP Comment Letter #1 (NAHC): The Comment Letter details the provisions of SB 18 and how
a lead agency would comply with SB 18.

Response: This comment is noted, and SB 18 is not applicable to the IVDA as IVDA does not
have land use authority to adopt or modify a General Plan or Specific Plan. SB 18 will be required
to be initiated by both the City of Highland and the City of San Bernardino after the IVDA Board
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of Directors considers the certification of the Final AGSP PEIR. If the IVDA Board of Directors
certifies the Final AGSP PEIR, then the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino may take the
certification of the AGSP PEIR to the respective City Planning Commissions and/or City Councils
for certification. The SB 18 process would be completed by each City prior to consideration of the
certification of the Final AGSP PEIR by each City and approval of the AGSP itself.

NOP Comment Letter #1 (NAHC): The Comment Letter details NAHC recommendations for
cultural resource assessments including contacting the appropriate regional archaeological
information center for record search, conducting an archaeological inventory survey if required,
and submit report per requirements, contacting the Native American Heritage Commission for a
sacred lands file check, as well as suggestions for mitigation to prevent impacts to subsurface
resources.

Response: The “Historical/Archaeological Resources Reconnaissance Fifth and Third Street
Corridor Specific Plan Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, San Bernardino County, California”
and “Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report City Creek Channel Project Cities of San
Bernardino and Highland San Bernardino County, California” that were prepared for the AGSP
has been prepared to the specifications provided in this comment. Please refer to Appendices 3a
and 3b in Volume 2 of this DPEIR. Detailed programmatic mitigation has been provided to address
the potential for subsurface resources to exist within the Planning Area, as no site-specific
projects have been proposed under the AGSP at this time; these measures address the treatment
and disposition of subsurface resources, should they be discovered. These mitigation measures
can be found under Subsection 4.6.5.

Energy
Scoping Meeting Speaker #2 Andrea: The speaker states that warehouses in Moreno Valley were

built without access to electricity. Edison suggested it would be several years before the
infrastructure would be available for these uses. The speaker suggests that back-up generators
should not be allowed and development should not be allowed until electricity service is available.
The speaker asks what are the ramifications of generators being utilized over a period of years
until electricity is available to serve them?

Response: Generators would have to be permitted by the local air district and would specify
limitations on operating hours depending on the type of generator selected. Utilizing generators
over a period of years would potentially increase air quality/greenhouse emissions and could
result in increased diesel emissions depending on the type of generator. Thus, under Subchapter
4.4, Air Quality, MM AQ-44, has been established to ensure that the use of generators is limited
to a use period of 9 months, and is not a permanent source of energy for a given project. Most
importantly, MM AQ-44 sets forth that, for projects requiring the operation of a generator for more
than a three month period, a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) subject to the provisions of MM
AQ-15 must be prepared. This would ensure that the health risk from future generator use within
the AGSP Planning Area would be minimized to a level of less than significant. Furthermore,
Subchapter 4.20, Utilities and Service Systems, MM UTIL-2 has been established to ensure that
future development under the AGSP secures a will-serve notice for electricity service from Edison
prior to approval of the proposed project by the City within which the development is planned.

Geology and Soils
No Comments on this topic were received.
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Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
Comments on this topic are addressed fully under the Air Quality header.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
No Comments on this topic were received.

Hydrology and Water Quality
NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters: The Comment Letter recommends that the DEIR contain
flood mitigation.

Response: The proposed project intends to improve the City Creek Bypass Channel and the
watershed flood management systems to ensure sufficient capacity to convey the future 100-year
flood flows between Victoria Avenue (just north of the Airport and south of 3rd Street) and the
Warm Creek Channel. This is discussed in detail in Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology. Refer to the
following comment for more details.

NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Public Works: The Comment Letter describes
that the San Bernardino County Flood Control District (Flood Control District) possesses
easement and fee-owned right-of-way within and surrounding the perimeter of the AGSP Planning
Area, and notes that the AGSP Planning Area is within the Comprehensive Storm Drain Plan
(CSDP) No. 6. The Comment Letter notes that, when planning for or altering existing or future
storm drains, IVDA should be advised that the project is subject to the District's Comprehensive
Storm Drain Plan No. 6, dated August 31, 2001. Construction of new or alterations to existing
storm drains should be fully evaluated in the DEIR.

Response: A discussion of the applicability of and compliance with the District's Comprehensive
Storm Drain Plan No. 6 can be found in Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology. The proposed project intends
to improve the City Creek Bypass Channel to ensure sufficient capacity to convey the future 100-
year flood flows between Victoria Avenue (just north of the Airport and south of 3rd Street) and
the Warm Creek Channel. This is discussed in detail in Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology.

NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Public Works: The Comment Letter notes the
flood zones within which the AGSP Planning Area lies:

e FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Panels 06071C8682J; 8701J, dated September 2,
2016, and 06071C8702H, dated August 28, 2008, the Project lies within Zones A, AE,
X-shaded (500-year floodplain; protected by a levee), X-unshaded, and the Regulatory
Floodway.

Response: The listed FIRM panels and flood zones are noted and fully analyzed in relationship
to AGSP implementation under the analysis provided in Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology.

NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Public Works: The Comment Letter recom-
mends that the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino enforce its most recent regulations for
development within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) and floodplains.

Response: The most recent regulations for development within SFHA and floodplains are
analyzed in Subchapter 4.11, Hydrology; however, it should be noted that the improved capacity
of the City Creek Bypass Channel would minimize the existing flood hazards throughout the
AGSP Planning area.
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NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Public Works: The Comment Letter notes that
any encroachments including, but not limited to access for grading, side drain connections, utilities
crossing, street improvements, and channel improvements on the District's right-of-way or
facilities will require a permit from the District’s prior to start of construction. Additionally, District’s
facilities built by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) will require the District to obtain approval
(408-Permit) from the ACOE. These impacts should be discussed in the DEIR.

Response: The District permit requirements are discussed and analyzed in Subchapter 4.11,
Hydrology. The need for a 408-Permit from the ACOE is discussed therein as well, but is analyzed
in more detail under subchapter 4.5, Biological Resources. MM BIO-3 will be implemented if and
when the City Creek Bypass Channel is disturbed.

Land Use and Planning

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA and the Cities of
Highland and San Bernardino create an oversight committee that can negotiate and implement
community benefits agreements with the developers and operators of facilities within the AGSP.

Response: IVDA does not have the land use authority to set up an oversight committee to
implement and negotiate community benefit agreements. The Cities of San Bernardino and
Highland would need to consider each future development project under the AGSP in addition to
the possible community benefit agreements therein as individual development projects are
proposed. Given that no specific development projects have been proposed under the AGSP at
this time, a community benefit agreement between the developers and the community is not
possible at this time.

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA must do a full
environmental impact report with appendices that examine the environmental justice impacts,
public health impacts and economic impacts.

Response: The full-scale environmental impact prepared for the AGSP, herein, examines
environmental justice impacts, public health impacts and economic impacts. Public health impacts
are specifically found under the Air Quality Subchapter (4.4); IVDA directs the reader to the
responses to comments found under the Air Quality header. Environmental Justice is typically
discussed under Land Use and Planning because each City who has adopted a new General
Plan is required to provide a chapter specific to this issue. Furthermore, the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Connect SoCal Report, a regional planning document, also
addresses this issue. The analysis of public health and environmental justice can be found under
the analysis provided under LU-2 under Subsection 4.12.6 in Subchapter 4.12, Land Use and
Planning.

NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters: The Comment Letter expresses that the planning process
for the SBIA should treat the airport as a scarce resource, setting high standards for jobs,
infrastructure, pollution mitigation, and quality of life for the surrounding areas. The Comment
Letter recommends that the DEIR contain the following: Creation of an oversight committee that
can negotiate and implement community benefits agreements with the developers and operators
of facilities on the site. The Comment Letter explains how community benefit agreements could
be used as a tool under future AGSP development. The community benefit agreement process is
outlined in the Comment Letter. The Comment Letter recommends that the DEIR contain the
following: Mitigation such as, a study of specific impacts of different types of warehouse and
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logistical uses, and in particular the different types of vehicles (freight, trucks, commercial vans,
passenger vehicles) to be used, and their impact on public safety.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, as this
comment addresses community oversight.

Please refer to the responses under_Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi and Scoping Meeting
Speaker #8 Sheena, below under Transportation, which address public safety as a result of truck
traffic.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker believes that there should be objectives about
community safety, guaranteeing economic opportunities to the residents who live in the Planning
Area.

Response: Community safety objectives can be found throughout the Specific Plan itself, and
additionally, future development under the AGSP must conform to the Safety Element guidelines
devised under each City’s General Plan. Here are just a few of the discussions regarding safety
in the Specific Plan itself:

«  Pg 24, Vision: Well designed, built, and maintained roadways maximize safety and
connectivity and minimize conflict so that buses, bicycles, automobiles, and pedestrians
safely share the roadways.

«  Pg 91, Lighting: Lighting shall be designed to enhance safety and security.

+ Pg 100, AGSP Circulation System: To implement the Specific Plan’s vision and objectives,
as well as the aforementioned state laws, the mobility plan seeks to increase pedestrian
and bicycle facilities and safety throughout the Plan Area while also integrating motor
vehicles and public transit to create complete streets.

« Pg 101, Complete Streets: Complete Streets include components such as fully
constructed sidewalks and crosswalks, and bicycle lanes. Not only do Complete Streets
help promote efficient travel, safety, and healthy lifestyles, they are also a requirement of
State law.

+  Pg 114, Pedestrian connections within parking areas should include landscaping elements
to provide visual interest and relief and to provide safety and security for pedestrians.

*  Pg 114, Parkway-separated sidewalks with landscaping and shade trees should be
provided where possible to provide a buffer from the street, increased safety and
convenience for pedestrians, and add color and visual interest to the public realm.

+  Pg 150, Design Review: new development does not have an adverse aesthetic, health,
safety or architecturally related impact upon existing development and adjoining properties
within the Plan Area and for each participating agency. A review committee for each
Responsible Jurisdiction shall have the authority to development and related site plans,
review proposed projects for compliance with the development standards and design
guidelines of this Specific Plan.

« Pg 151, Findings Related to Design Review: That the proposed project, together with any
applicable conditions, will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare or will
not be materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity of the site.

+ Pg 185: Relocating the bikeway will ensure the safety of cyclists, ensure that truck traffic
along 5th Street is uninterrupted, and help improve the way people get to and around the
Plan Area.

The analysis of safety in regards to each City’s General Plans can be found under LU-2 under
Subsection 4.12.6 in Subchapter 4.12, Land Use and Planning. The request for guaranteeing
economic opportunities to the residents who live in the Planning Area is an interesting one. In
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order for a program like this to work, the developers need to be able to draw workers from the
planning area that meet their criteria for the specific job at hand, and the residents need to buy
into desiring to work for such developers. Without any specific development proposals under the
AGSP at this time, it would be speculative to presume that residents, specifically the
approximately 2,471 persons that live in the AGSP Planning Area, would either be qualified for or
interested in the specific job opportunities that will be presented under future AGSP development.
Job guarantee is not a CEQA issue. It is something that could be negotiated with future
developers. The Lead Agency cannot impose from where a future specific project development
obtains future employees. IVDA, and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino can recommend
to developers that they initially reach out to the community for employment at future facilities. This
would be encouraged through MM TRAN-8 which addresses Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
reduction measures, including prioritizing hiring local workers to reduce employee generated
VMT. The IVDA, City of Highland, and City of San Bernardino, as stated above, cannot require a
building operator or developer to hire local employees, but as part of the entitlement process, this
practice can be encouraged.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #2 Stephen: The speaker asks: If this was Palm Springs, would we be
asking area to be rezoned? Is this being development type considered because this is an
impoverished community? Can developers use eminent domain? Can the Developer threaten the
residents to make them leave? If the purpose of IVDA is to revitalize the community, is the
proposed use (Light industrial and commercial), minimum wage jobs meeting this goal? The
speaker doesn’t believe that the development supported by IVDA has revitalized the community
at all.

Response: Unlike the Palm Springs International Airport, much of the area surrounding the SBIA
is vacant (290.21 acres of the approximately 515.36 developable acres within the AGSP, refer to
Table 3-1). Furthermore, in addition to the vacant acreage, approximately 75.75-acres of the
AGSP land area is currently developed with Industrial uses, and 19.87 acres are developed with
Commercial uses. These uses would remain consistent with the proposed Specific Plan
designation of “Mixed Use Business Park.” This development proposed to be allowed under the
AGSP, the Cities and IVDA believe, would provide a setting under which the vacant land area
that has remained vacant in the years since the Leland Norton Airforce Base has transitioned into
the SBIA would have the best opportunity to be developed. Furthermore, as with the other
transition areas around the SBIA to the south and west, the project that has been proposed would
provide a transition between the airport, airport-serving, and logistics/industrial/commercial uses.

As stated in the Scoping Meeting, developers cannot use eminent domain. Eminent domain is the
prerogative of a government or its agent to acquire private property for public use, with payment
of appropriate compensation. Developers cannot threaten residents to make them leave, as this
would not be legal. Ultimately, in order for a developer to wish to buy property from the residents
within the AGSP, the residents would need to agree to sell their property. Additionally, in a
situation where a future development would displace residents, the developer would be required
to adhere to MM PH-1, which would ensure that residents would receive adequate relocation
assistance.

Norton Air Force Base was announced for closure in 1988 under the Base Realignment and
Closure Act (BRAC-1) and was officially closed on March 31, 1994. At the time of closure, over
10,000 direct jobs were lost, which were comprised of approximately 8,000 military and 2,000
civilian employees. A 2009 California State University San Bernardino Economic Impact Analysis
concluded that the 10,000 direct jobs lost due to the Norton Air Force Base closure equated to a
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total job loss of over 15,458 total jobs, representing a $1.5 B loss in Annual payroll and a $1.9 B
loss of Economic Output.

Since its formation as a special military base reuse joint powers authority in 1990, the Inland
Valley Development Agency (IVDA) has actively engaged and deployed numerous economic
development, environmental remediation, workforce development, airport, and public
infrastructure programs and projects to help bring and retain new jobs and investment into its
base reuse project area. These include a number of inter-governmental, tribal, and public-private
partnerships. As of 2021, the IVDA had helped to return over 17,126 jobs to the region and over
15 million square feet of new development.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #5 Henry Salazar: The speaker mentions job guarantee as a desire.

Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, which provides
a response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker is concerned about possible jobs and livelihood
offered to the community? The speaker asks why are more minimum wage jobs with companies
that are multi-national corporations that don’t care about the community being invited to this area?
The speaker states that there is not a fresh food grocery store nearby. The speaker asks how
would the AGSP facilitate this? The speaker suggests community-based mitigation to increase
livelihoods in this area. The speaker states that there are retrofit jobs that provide a livable wage.
The speaker suggests that the document/Project Team should spell out the requirements
regarding wages by the state in the document. The speaker believes that there should be a
Community oversight structure housed within the Community herein to oversee the
implementation of future projects under the AGSP.

Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, which provides
a response to some of the concerns raised in this comment. As stated under the response to
Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, there are no specific development proposals under
the AGSP at this time. Job opportunities are something that could be negotiated with future
developers. The Lead Agency cannot impose from where a future specific project development
obtains future employees. IVDA, and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino can recommend
to developers that they initially reach out to the community for employment at future facilities. The
response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea, above, addresses the issue of drawing
employees from the community. The community will have an opportunity to provide input on future
projects proposed under the AGSP through the follow-on entitlement process that would be
required for future development, i.e., through City Planning Commissions and City Councils. At
this stage, where future site specific development is proposed, the community can provide input
to the Cities on the environmental analyses and scope of future development.

Please refer to the response under NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, as this comment
addresses community oversight.

The proposed project would include the installation of infrastructure throughout the AGSP
planning horizon. The installation of such infrastructure would generate new °‘retrofit” job
opportunities. The IVDA cannot impose a specific requirements regarding wages for future
operations proposed under the AGSP. State and local wage requirements must be adhered to,
but as IVDA does not have land use and entitlement authority, it cannot impose a specific wage
requirement on future development under the AGSP beyond those that have already been
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established. Furthermore, prevailing wages and compliance with the Federal and California State
Law regarding wages is not a CEQA issue and therefore will not be addressed further in this
DEIR.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #9 Sean Martinez: The speaker believes there is a high level of interest
in economic development in the community. The speaker believes there is an opportunity to
negotiate and implement Community Benefit Agreements for each of the developments that would
occur under the AGSP. The speaker communicates that there is a lack of trust between the
community and institutions. They believe this project would provide an opportunity to create good
will in the community, which will be needed to revitalize this area. They believe that the last 30
years have been a failure to the community as a result of high injury rate jobs and high turn-over
jobs, which have not benefitted the community. Working with the community to receive their
feedback and implement Community Benefit Agreements would present an opportunity to restore
trust. The speaker offers to help IVDA and the Cities to implement the community benefit
agreements, etc.

Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #2 Stephen, above, which provides
a response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, as this comment
addresses community oversight.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for community involvement, good jobs,
and protection of the surrounding houses. The speaker believes that San Bernardino has been
on a course of tragedy with non-union jobs, poor training.

Please refer to the response under NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, as this comment
addresses community oversight.

Mineral Resources
No Comments on this topic were received.

Noise
Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for mitigation of noise, including noise
mitigation should be considered for houses and schools that are adjacent to the project.

Response: Subchapter 4.14 addresses the potential impacts on the existing noise environment
from the proposed AGSP. Operationally, the proposed project would require the implementation
of MM NOI-1, which would require a reduction in potential operational noise levels increases at
the nearby noise-sensitive receiver locations through site design measures, sound barrier walls
or earth berms, operating equipment outdoors that is fitted with well-maintained mufflers,
maintaining the quality of pavement conditions within the property, and imposing restrictions on
truck noise. Construction noise abatement measures include MMs NOI-2 through NOI-9, which
would ensure that the AGSP would result in a less than significant construction noise impact. The
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable off-site traffic noise impact because
mitigation to reduce such noise would be required to be implemented on private property, and
unless the property owners agree to enable such mitigations to be implemented, this impact would
be significant. The IVDA and Cities would aim to work with private property owners to enable off-
site traffic noise to be implemented, but cannot force any private property owner to accept such
mitigations to be implemented.
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Population and Housing
NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter emphasizes concern that the residents and
businesses that would be displaced by the AGSP should be involved in the CEQA process.

Response: The AGSP planning area currently houses an estimated 2,471 persons within an
estimated 760 residential units. A conceptual relocation plan for the 760 housing units has been
prepared by OPC (provided as Appendix 10 of Volume 2 of this EIR); this plan outlines a
reasonable manner by which the Cities of San Bernardino and Highland, IVDA, and the San
Manuel Band of Mission Indians would facilitate the relocation of housing as developments are
proposed and processed. This plan is conceptual in nature and is intended to provide future
developers developing land within the AGSP that contains existing occupied housing with an
outline of the components required to be included in future relocation plans. The purpose of a
relocation plan is ultimately to ensure that persons who reside within housing requiring demolition
as a result of a given proposed development who would be displaced by project development are
provided resources to facilitate each impacted household’s relocation. Per MM PH-1 the
relocation plans would be required to comply with the requirements of the California Relocation
Assistance Law, California Government Code Section 7260 et seq, and if federal funding is
anticipated, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970. MM PH-2 would require that, where sufficient comparable replacement housing resources
does not exist at the time a displacement would occur, the Developer shall be required to complete
a second-tier CEQA evaluation documenting displacement impacts, and MM PH-3 would require
that, where the only available means to provide sufficient replacement housing to persons that
would be displaced by development under the AGSP is constructing new housing, the Developer
or Agency shall be required to complete a second-tier CEQA evaluation. The IVDA and the Cities
of Highland and San Bernardino believe that these measures are sufficient to ensure that (a)
persons and housing that would be displaced by development under the AGSP are provided
adequate relocation resources, and that (b) under the circumstances described under PH-2 and
PH-3, further environmental evaluation of the specific impacts related to those circumstance
would be required to ensure that the full scope of the impacts are addressed, and where possible,
mitigated.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #2 Stephen: The speaker asks: Where are the majority of the residents
are located? In Highland or in San Bernardino? What is the impact of the houses being relocated
on the housing crisis?

Response: The majority of the residents are, as discussed in the scoping meeting, in the City of
Highland. There are about 2,433 residents in the City of Highland, and about 38 residents in the
City of San Bernardino per Table 3-2 of the Project Description. The impact of the residents and
houses that would be relocated under the proposed AGSP development can be found under
Subchapter 4.15, Population and Housing. Furthermore, this is discussed in detail above under
the response to NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: The speaker asks: Are there plans to inform the residents
or plans for the displaced residents?

Response: As discussed under CEQA Compliance, Please refer to the response under NOP
Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which provides a response to the concerns regarding displaced
residents raised in this comment.
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Public Services
No Comments on this topic were received.

Recreation
Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker states that there is not a greenspace or indoor
recreation facility. How would the AGSP facilitate this?

Response: The Cities consider impacts to parks from industrial, commercial, and other non-
residential projects less than significant through the contribution of property and sales taxes,
which in turn contribute to the general funds of the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino
commensurate with property value and sales values. Neither City presently has a funding
mechanism to obtain development impact funds from Industrial and Commercial uses, as such
MM REC/PK-1 would require future projects to contribute funds to the City/Cities within which the
proposed development is located that, which would be allocated to developing or improving parks
and/or recreational facilities within the AGSP planning area or otherwise located within the
corresponding City. The fair share contribution to parks and/or recreational facilities is for every
10,000 SF of development associated with the AGSP, the project shall contribute 0.11% of the
funds necessary to develop 25.5 acres of parkland or otherwise fairly contribute to development
of parks as defined by the City of San Bernardino, City of Highland, and the IVDA.

Transportation and Traffic

NOP Comment Letter #7 Teamsters: The Comment Letter recommends that the DEIR contain
the following: Mitigation such as, a study of specific impacts of different types of warehouse and
logistical uses, and in particular the different types of vehicles (freight, trucks, commercial vans,
passenger vehicles) to be used, and their impact on road wear and tear.

Response: The “Airport Gateway Specific Span Traffic Impact Study (TIS)” includes a forecast of
trips from different land uses related to the ultimate buildout of approximately 9.2 million square
feet of mixed Business Park uses in the AGSP by 2040. Regarding road “wear and tear” from
the future traffic it is assumed that the circulation system will gradually be reconstructed as
development occurs and as funding is received from various future grants. Once reconstructed,
the cities will need to allocate funding to maintain them in good condition.

NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Public Works: The Traffic Division of the San
Bernardino County Flood Control District notes in the Comment Letter the following regarding
circulation in the AGSP Planning Area:
e A portion of properties adjacent to 5" Street are zoned Multi-Family, and additional
residences are located within the Limited Industrial zone.

Response: The impacts to these residences and Multi-Family land use designations, including
support for relocation of residents, are fully analyzed in Subchapter 4.15, Population and Housing.

e Future dedication and construction of a 6-Lane Divided Major road (5" Street) will place
truck traffic immediately adjacent to the existing residences and may displace residences,
and the EIR should specify which cross section listed in the EIR this is referring to.

Response: The primary goal of the AGSP is to transition residential uses from the project area
and redevelop the whole corridor with mixed Business Park and Light Industrial uses. However,
this transition will occur gradually, unless sufficient funding is obtained to improve the whole of

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 2-42



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report INTRODUCTION

the six-lane corridor at one time, which would require funding for property acquisition. The
proposed structural section for 5" Street is shown on Figure 4.18-25.

o The EIR should discuss the existing structural section, which is not constructed to
accommodate a 6-Lane Divided Major road with proposed volumes of truck traffic, and
provide costs as well as funding mechanism to reconstruct within the EIR.

Response: The AGSP DPEIR has identified a need for a 6-Lane Divided Major road based on the
anticipated trip generation within the AGSP and background traffic growth forecast through 2040.
It is anticipated that adjacent development will fund some of the 5" Street road improvements.
Beyond that, the IVDA and two cities have historically been successful in obtaining grants to
construct new roads, such as 3" Street east of Victoria. The economic costs to fund construction
have not yet been identified as it is deemed premature. Also, it is beyond this document’s
responsibility to provide cost estimates as this is an economic, not an environmental issue.

o Discuss impacts to residents along Del Rosa Drive and Del Rosa Avenue from truck traffic
along these roadways.

Response: Discussions with the two cities and taking info account the changes in land uses in
the vicinity of the 6" Street/Del Rosa intersection (two schools and the Sterling Natural Resource
Center), has resulted in a decision to eliminate Del Rosa as a truck route at least through the
AGSP (from 3" Street to 6™ Street). Del Rosa will no longer be designated truck route. Ultimately
within the AGSP Planning Area, the residential uses would be phased out as new development
is proposed. Residences outside of the planning area would not experience AGSP related truck
traffic as a result of the AGSP and within the AGSP 6" Street is proposed to restrict truck traffic
to local deliveries.

¢ Del Rosa Drive currently has insufficient right-of-way to accommodate a 4-Lane Divided
Major road, and the EIR should specify which cross section the EIR is referring to.

Response: In recognition of the construction of the Sterling Natural Resources Center at Del Rosa
and 6" Street and the new schools on Del Rosa north of 6" Street, the AGSP includes a
recommendation that Del Rosa not be retained as a major north-south truck route and no longer
be designated as a 4-Lane Divided Major roadway.

e The Traffic Impact Study should be provided to the County for its review, and this should
include supporting justification for the 2040 roadways segments.

Response: The Traffic Impact Study will be provided to the County for its review.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #5 Henry Salazar: The speaker asks: Are the truck routes established
and permanent?

Response: The truck routes are established and permanent. The truck routes are outlined in the
AGSRP itself, in addition to in the Project Description, and Subchapter 4.16, Transportation. The
Cities each require that designated truck routes are maintained, as part of the respective General
Plan Circulation Elements. MM HAZ-1 would require all routine large truck access to industrial
projects constructed between 5th and 6th Streets shall be from 5th Street. It also would designate
3rd and 5th Streets within the AGSP project area as truck routes.
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Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: The speaker asks does it state in the EIR/Specific Plan
that a goal is to buffer trucks from residents?

Response: As stated above under Scoping Meeting Speaker #5 Henry Salazar, and under Air
Quality under NOP_Comment Letter #2 (SCAQMD), MM HAZ-1 would require all routine large
tfruck access to industrial projects constructed between 5th and 6th Streets shall be from 5th
Street, which would minimize potential conflicts with residential uses along 6" Street. This is the
primary location at which sensitive receptors would be located within the AGSP upon build-out of
the Planning Area, thus the intent of the above is to buffer trucks from residents.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker is concerned about truck safety along the truck
routes and having trucks that can carry drayage/cargo near commercial and residential properties.
The speaker vocalizes additional concerns about obscenities on cargo trucks.

Response: Under Subchapter 4.18, Transportation, TRAN-9 would require truck entrances to be
located on 3rd or 5th street; TRAN-10 would require projects with frontage along north-south
streets to locate their passenger car driveways on the north-south streets, except where a petition
is made due to infeasibility. These measures would ensure greater truck safety in the project area
as much of the truck traffic would be located on higher capacity roadways, designated for truck
use. Additionally, construction traffic control plans shall be prepared to minimize conflicts during
construction (MM TRAN-11). By locating truck routes away from residences, truck safety within
the planning area would be minimized.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #8 Sheena: The speaker states that trucks blast through red lights
every day in the general project area. The speaker believes that this project would bring more
trucks and more development to an area that has significant traffic already.

Response: Please refer to the cumulative impact analysis provided under Subchapter 4.18,
Transportation, specifically refer to Subsection 4.18.5. Please note that concerns about persistent
traffic violations should be reported to the pertinent law enforcement agency as such violations
should be addressed through traffic law enforcement. The AGSP itself outlines truck routes
required to be utilized by future trucks that are generated by future development under the AGSP.
The requirement for use of truck routes has been generally established as a safety measure to
ensure minimal conflicts between truck trips and resident generated trips. By locating truck routes
away from residences, truck safety within the planning area would be safeguarded.

Cumulative trip generation within the AGSP based on buildout of the available land and the areas
receiving new land use designations within the AGSP is forecast to be 30,972 net passenger car
equivalent (PCE; a PCE factor of 2.0 PCE for 2-axle trucks, 2.5 PCE for 3-axle trucks, and 3.0
PCE for 4+-axle trucks) trips on a daily basis, with 1,772 net PCE trips in the morning peak hour,
and 2,220 net PCE trips in the evening peak hour. When these trips are placed on the already
existing circulation system, mitigation measures must be implemented to maintain adequate
roadway traffic flow on 15 road segments, and additionally, 10 intersections will need to be
modified to maintain an acceptable LOS. With the implementation of MMs TRAN-1 through
TRAN-11, cumulative impacts to the circulation system would be minimized. However, the VMT
Analysis, provided as Appendix 11b to Volume 2 of this DPEIR, concluded that the AGSP would
contribute significant vehicle miles travelled. Given that the project would exceed the VMT
thresholds set forth by the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino, the AGSP would contribute
significant cumulative vehicle miles travelled within the project area and region. As this has been
identified as a significant and unavoidable project specific and cumulative impact, in order to be
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certified by the IVDA Board of Directors, a Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations will be required to be presented to the Board as part of the Final EIR Package.
This document would outline the reasons that the significant impacts are outweighed due to the
“overriding considerations” or beneficial effects from implementing the AGSP.

Note that the AGSP Project Team has considered VMT reduction measures; however, the
effectiveness of TDM measures would be dependent on the ultimate building tenant(s), which are
unknown at this time. Beyond project design and tenancy considerations, land use context is a
major factor relevant to the potential application and effectiveness of TDM measures. More
specifically, the land use context of the project is characteristically suburban. The project’s
suburban context acts to reduce the range of feasible TDM measures and their potential
effectiveness.

Based on available research, for projects located within a suburban context, a maximum 10%
reduction in VMT is achievable when combining multiple mitigation strategies. Due to limitations
of project-level approaches to reducing VMT, the City or region may consider larger mitigation
programs such as VMT mitigation banks and exchanges. VMT mitigation banks and exchanges
have not yet been developed or tested. SBCTA is undertaking a study to evaluate the feasibility
of a VMT mitigation bank or exchange to assist lead agencies in implementing SB 743. Thus,
ultimately, as the efficacy of TDM measures and reduction of VMT impacts below thresholds
cannot be assured, the project’'s VMT impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for mitigation of traffic.

Response: Please refer to Subchapter 4.18, Transportation. A total of 10 mitigation measures are
considered under this topic to minimize potentially significant impacts. These are found under
issue TRAN-4, and issue TRAN-1.

Tribal Cultural Resources
No Comments on this topic were received.

Utilities and Service Systems

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker states that utilities should be included in the
design of the AGSP and individual projects. The speaker expresses that there is a huge
opportunity for recycled water, pipe fitters, potential to implement construction jobs with pipe fitting
recycled water.

Response: EVWD s currently under construction with the Sterling Natural Resource Center
(SNRC), which will be a state-of-the-art water recycling facility in the City of Highland, that is
designed to provide a sustainable new water supply to boost the region's water independence.
The recycled water conveyance pipelines would be primarily constructed along the existing rights-
of-way within major east-west roadways within the AGSP. SNRC will be capable of treating up to
10 million gallons a day. The SNRC is being implemented to recharge the local Bunker Hill
Groundwater Basin and will provide community education, training space, neighborhood
improvements, and new habitat for the Santa Ana Sucker fish. The SNRC will produce Title 22
quality recycled water (recycled water) but it is not currently proposed to be a source to serve the
AGSP planning area since all of the recycled water produced at the SNRC is intended to be used
for groundwater recharge. In a way, groundwater recharge from the SNRC would ultimately
benefit future development under the AGSP, as the potable water supply from EVWD serving the
project area will be expanded as the availability of groundwater is expanded by the groundwater
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recharge facilitated by EVWD’s SNRC. In order to ensure that the AGSP planning area is
designed to utilize all available natural resources in a sustainable manner, all non-potable water
uses would be designed to accommodate and utilize recycled water if it should become available
in the future.

Wildfire
No Comments on this topic were received.

Cumulative Impacts

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7: The speaker sits on the Jurupa Valley Planning Commission and
asks what projects are occurring in the area outside of the specific plan? The speaker asks the
Project Team to look at cumulative impacts of implementing this project along with other
cumulative projects.

The existing projects in process maps and project list are provided as Figures 6.2-1 through 6.2-3.
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in each of the issue topics under Chapter 4, and are also
specifically discussed in Chapter 6, Topical Issues, under Subsection 6.2, Cumulative Impacts.
Here you will find a discussion of each topic’s cumulative impacts. The AGSP would contribute to
significant cumulative Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, Noise, Transportation, and Utilities and
Service Systems impacts.

As noted above copy of the Notice of Preparation and NOP Distribution list are provided in
Subchapter 8.1 of this PEIR. A copy of the referenced comment letters/comments is provided in
Subchapter 8.3 of this PEIR.

The AGSP PEIR was prepared in order to address all of the issues identified in the NOP as
potentially significant and to provide information intended for use by the IVDA, cooperating
agencies and stakeholders, interested and responsible agencies and parties, and the general
public in evaluating the potential environmental effects of implementing the proposed Project.

CEQA requires that IVDA decision-makers, and the two city’s decision makers, consider the
environmental information in the Project record, including this PEIR, prior to making a decision on
the proposed Project. IVDA must consider and decide whether to approve the AGSP and
recommend approval by the cooperating agencies/entities as proposed and described in Chapter
3, Project Description of this PEIR and the Draft AGSP provided in Subchapter 8.4. IVDA also
has the authority to recommend modifications to the AGSP based on input provided during the
public review process for the PEIR.

As stated above, IVDA will serve as the CEQA Lead Agency pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15051(b)(1). The AGSP PEIR has been prepared by Tom Dodson & Associates (TDA).
TDA was retained to assist IVDA to perform the independent review of the Project required by
CEQA before the AGSP PEIR is adopted. VDA, City of Highland and City of San Bernardino
have reviewed the content of the AGSP PEIR and concurs in the conclusions and findings
contained herein.

2.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THIS EIR

As stated previously, the AGSP PEIR evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed Project
based on the current (2022) Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. In addition to evaluating
the environmental issues listed above, the AGSP PEIR contains all of the sections mandated by
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the CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. Table 2.3-1 provides a listing of the contents required by CEQA
in an EIR along with a reference to the chapter and a page number where these issues can be
reviewed in the document. This PEIR is contained in two volumes. Volume 1 contains the CEQA
mandated sections and some pertinent appendices. Volume 2 contains the technical appendices.

Table 2.3-1
REQUIRED EIR CONTENTS

Required Section (CEQA) Section in EIR Page Number
Table of Contents (Section 15122) same li
Summary (Section 15123) Chapter 1 1.1
Project Description (Section 15124) Chapter 3 3.1
Environmental Setting (Section 15125) Chapter 4 Beginning 4.1
1S|591r;gc;:;nltzE\Z\r/grc])rr:]rgstr;tlallmE;;e;tss of Proposed Project (Section Chapter 4 Beginning 4.1
Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects (Section 15126b) Chapter 4 Beginning 4.1
Mitigation Measures (Section 15126¢) Chapter 4 Beginning 4.1
Cumulative Impacts (Section 15130) Chapter 4 Beginning 4.1 and 6.2
Alternatives to the Proposed Action (Section 15126d) Chapter 5 Beginning 5.1
Growth-Inducing Impacts (Section 15126g) Chapter 6 6.1
Irreversible Environmental Changes (Section 15126f) Chapter 6 6.1
Effects Found Not to be Significant (Section 15128) Chapter2 & 8 21
Organizations and Persons Consulted (Section 15129) Chapter 7 7.1
Appendices Chapter 8 8.1

24 AGSP PEIR FORMAT AND ORGANIZATION

The AGSP PEIR contains eight chapters in Volume 1 and a set of technical appendices in
Volume 2, which, when considered as a whole, provide the reviewer with an evaluation of the
potential significant adverse environmental impacts from implementing the proposed Project. The
following paragraphs provide a summary of the content of each chapter of the AGSP PEIR.

Chapter 1 contains the Executive Summary for the AGSP PEIR. This includes a short overview
of the proposed Project and a tabular summary of the potential adverse impacts and mitigation
measures.

Chapter 2 provides the reviewer with an Introduction to the document and additional summary
information about the Project. This chapter of the document describes the background of the
proposed Project, its purpose, and its organization. The CEQA process to date is summarized
and the scope of the AGSP PEIR is identified.

Chapter 3 contains the Project Description used to forecast environmental impacts. This chapter
describes for the reviewer how the existing environment will be altered by implementation of the
proposed Project. Chapter 3 sets the stage for conducting the environmental impact forecasts
contained in the succeeding several chapters. A copy of the Draft AGSP is provided as
Subchapter 8.4 of the PEIR.
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Chapter 4 presents the environmental impact forecasts for the issues considered in the AGSP
PEIR. For each of the environmental issues identified in Section 2.3, the following impact
evaluation is provided for the reviewer: the potential impacts forecast to occur if the Project is
implemented; proposed mitigation measures; unavoidable adverse impacts; and cumulative
impacts.

Chapter 5 contains the evaluation of alternatives to the proposed Project. Included in this section
is an analysis of the No Project Alternative and any other “feasible” or “reasonable” Project
alternatives (15126.6(a)).

Chapter 6 presents the topical issues that are required in an EIR. These include any significant
irreversible environmental changes and growth inducing effects of the proposed Project.

Chapter 7 describes the resources used in preparing the AGSP PEIR. This includes persons and
organizations contacted; list of preparers; and bibliography.

Chapter 8 contains those materials referenced as essential appendices to the AGSP PEIR, such
as the NOP and comments on the NOP. Technical Appendices are provided in Volume 2 of the
AGSP PEIR, under separate cover. All Appendix material is referenced at appropriate locations
in the text of this document.

2.5 AVAILABILITY OF THE AIRPORT GATEWAY SPECIFIC PLAN PEIR

The Draft AGSP PEIR has been distributed directly to all public agencies and interested persons
identified in the NOP mailing list (see Subchapter 8.1), the State Clearinghouse, as well as any
other requesting agencies or individuals. All reviewers will be provided the 45 days required by
CEQA to review the PEIR and submit comments to the IVDA for consideration and response.
The AGSP PEIR is also available for public review at IVDA’s website at the following locations
(upon request) during the 45-day review period:

Inland Valley Development Agency

1601 E. Third Street, Suite 100

San Bernardino, CA 92408

Point of Contact: Myriam Beltran (mbeltan@sbdairport.com)
Website: www.ivdajpa.org

Tom Dodson & Associates

P. O. Box 2307, San Bernardino, CA 92406 (mailing address)

2150 North Arrowhead Avenue, San Bernardino, CA 92405 (physical address)
Phone: (909) 882-3612

E-mail: tda@tdaenv.com

2.6 REVIEW PROCESS

After receiving comments on the AGSP PEIR, IVDA will prepare a Final PEIR for certification prior
to making a recommendation to the IVDA Governing Board regarding approval of the AGSP and
recommendations to forward to the City of Highland and City of San Bernardino for adoption.
Information concerning the EIR public review schedule and IVDA meetings for this Project can be
obtained by contacting Ms. Myriam Beltran. Questions and comments submitted by mail shall be
addressed to:
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Inland Valley Development Agency
1601 E. Third Street, Suite 100
San Bernardino, CA 92408

Attn: Ms. Myriam Beltran

Phone: (909) 382-4100

Email: mbeltran@sbdairport.com

Certain aspects of the proposed Project may be subject to review and approval by other agencies.
Implementation of future individual project(s) to support the AGSP will require a variety of
approvals from other agencies (future actions) for which this environmental document may be
referenced, cited or utilized. The following summarizes those agency approvals that have been
identified to date. This list may be expanded as the environmental review proceeds, so it should
not be considered exhaustive.

o Once the IVDA approves the Final AGSP PEIR and recommends approval of the Draft
Specific Plan to the cities of Highland and San Bernardino, each City, acting as a CEQA
Responsible Agency, will consider adoption of the Airport Gateway Specific Plan to
replace the existing land use designation and zoning classifications within the AGSP
project area.

e Future site-specific projects may be enacted by the cooperating agencies, including the
City of Highland, City of San Bernardino, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and East
Valley Water District. This PEIR and subsequent environmental documents may be
reviewed by each City or Stakeholder (Agency) as part of the review process for future
AGSP-related projects.

e San Bernardino County has indicated that there may still be a few parcels of land within
the AGSP project area that remain unincorporated and under County jurisdiction. If
development is proposed on such parcels there are three possible paths that can be
followed. First, the County could adopt the AGSP for these parcels; second, the project
could be submitted to the pertinent city, and the pertinent city could prepare a pre-zone
designation and initiate an annexation to the city to ultimately grant an entitlement for a
proposed project; and third, the County Development Code (para. 82.22.010) allows the
County to adopt sphere standards to try to align the County’s development standards with
the affected sphere city’s development standards for a parcel located within a city’s
sphere. Either city can petition the County to implement the third option presented above
if it chooses.

e San Bernardino County Flood Control District.

e Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for a NPDES
general construction stormwater discharge permit. This permit is granted by submittal of
an NOI to the SWRCB, but is enforced through a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that identifies construction best management practices (BMPs) for the site. In
the project area, the Santa Ana River Regional Water Quality Control Board and San
Bernardino County enforce the BMP requirements contained in the NPDES permit by
ensuring construction activities adequately implement the SWPPP. Implementation of the
SWPPP is carried out by the construction contractor under contract to IVDA, a cooperating
agency, or a private project applicant after receiving entitlements, with the Regional Board
and County providing enforcement oversight.
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e The projectincludes the potential discharge of fill into or alterations of “waters of the United
States,” “waters of the State,” and stream beds of the State of California. Regulatory
permits to allow fill and/or alteration activities due to project activities such as pipeline
installation are likely be required from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the Regional
Board, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) over the life of the AGSP.
A Section 404 permit for the discharge of fill material into “waters of the United States”
may be required from the ACOE; a Section 401 Water Quality Certification may be
required from the Regional Board; a Waste Discharge Report (WDR) may be required
from the Regional Board to comply with the Porter-Cologne Act; and a 1600 Lake or
Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required from the CDFW.

e There is a low probability that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or CDFW
may need to be consulted regarding threatened and endangered species documented to
occur within the general area of potential direct or indirect impact for future individual
projects.

o Air quality permits may be required from the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) for future industrial projects that operated with equipment that can be
considered stationary sources of air emissions.

o Encroachment permits may be required from local jurisdictions, such as individual cities,
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the County (San Bernardino), flood
control agencies, and private parties such as Southern California Edison, The Gas
Company, or others.

This is considered to be a partial list of other permitting agencies for future AGSP individual, site-
specific projects.
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CHAPTER 3 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION
3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP) area is located approximately 60 miles east of Los
Angeles just south of the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. It is centrally located between
three major freeways (State Route (SR)-210 to the north and east, the 1-215 to the west, and the
I-10 to the south) and regional attractions including the Loma Linda University and Medical Center
(5 miles southwest of plan area), University of Redlands (8 miles southeast of plan area), the San
Bernardino International Airport (SBIA), and commercial shopping destinations in Downtown San
Bernardino and the Highland Town Center, both within 5 miles of the plan area (see Figure 3-1,
Regional Location).

The 678.13-acre AGSP Plan area (planning area, here after referenced as 678 acres) is located
immediately north of the SBIA and the Plan area extends to the north side of 6" Street except at
the southwest and southeast corners of Del Rosa Drive and 6" Street where the Plan extends to
the north side of 5" Street. The western boundary extends to the center line of Tippecanoe
Avenue and Plan area is bounded by the SR-210 freeway to the east. Third Street in both cities
and Fifth Street in the City of Highland serve as the southern boundary of the planning area. The
Specific Plan area includes parcels in both the City of Highland (about 485 acres) and the City of
San Bernardino (about 193 acres), as shown on Figure 3-2, Local Vicinity Map.

The north side of the Specific Plan area is predominantly bordered by a mix of vacant lands and
low to medium density residential uses. The AGSP planning area is located directly across the
street from several public facilities including Indian Springs High School, Cypress Elementary
School, Highland Community Park, the Highland Branch Library, and the SBIA.

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Although the Specific Plan includes an 8.2-acre site within the SBIA, the vast majority of the Plan
area serves as the front door to the Airport and the interface strongly influences the type of uses
incorporated in the AGSP Land Use Plan, and how those uses may impact the functionality of the
31, 51 and 6™ Street corridors, and adjacent distribution facilities located directly west of the Plan
area. Well-known retailers, such as Mattel, Stater Bros., Amazon, and Kohl’'s each operate
distribution facilities exceeding one million square feet in the general area and are examples of
thriving large-scale local industrial development that has developed in the last 20 years to the
south of the proposed AGSP.

The AGSP represents a long-range plan (2022 to 2040) for the development of the planning area,
and when adopted will guide all future development proposals and other improvements in the
Specific Plan area. This is particularly important because the Specific Plan must be implemented
consistently across jurisdictional lines by two separate cities for it to be successful. After
conferring with the participating agencies, a group of local agencies and stakeholders agreed that
the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA or Agency, a joint powers agency with
responsibilities in both cities and intervening unincorporated areas) would assume the lead in
managing the preparation of the AGSP and the environmental documentation required to comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The other participating agencies in
developing the AGSP include: City of Highland; City of San Bernardino; the San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians; and the East Valley Water District. These stakeholders have jurisdictional and
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ownership/service interests in the plan area and have invested significant time and resources in
supporting the IVDA in completing the AGSP for the benefit of the region.

Realizing that a significant transition in the Specific Plan area could not occur one project at a
time, a primary goal of the group discussions that were held amongst the participating agencies
was to facilitate and encourage a potential economic development opportunity that could be
beneficial to both cities, the Airport, and existing property owners interested in participating in the
transformation of the area. Collectively, the participants determined that the project area would
benefit from the preparation of the AGSP. The following objectives have been established for the
proposed project and will aid decision makers in their review of the project, its associated
environmental impacts, and the proposed alternatives to the project:

¢ Economic Opportunities: Attract innovative and job-generating businesses that deliver
an array of job types (diversity of qualifications, wages and salaries) near the area’s
residential communities and that can respond to changing demand and market conditions
in the future.

¢ Infrastructure: Provide comprehensive infrastructure improvements for water, sewer,
circulation system, and stormwater drainage that resolve longstanding flooding and
hydrology issues and that are adequately financed to meet future system needs.

¢ Distinctive Design and Appearance: Gateways, corridors and buildings within the
Airport Gateway Specific Plan are anticipated to feature landmark design elements, create
a memorable visitor experience, and provide a unified sense of identity. Building and
roadway treatments in this area command the same level of investment and quality of
design as achieved under the adjacent Alliance Specific Plan.

e Streetscape Improvements: Consistent roadway design and improvements, including
landscape, monumentation and an integrated, seamless approach to ongoing main-
tenance across jurisdictional boundaries.

¢ Mobility: Efficiently connect new industrial, office and existing distribution uses to freeway
access while providing safe spaces for pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and motor vehicles
along 3", 5" and 6™ Streets and gateway nodes. Local businesses support and incentivize
bike, car ride-share programs, and other alternative modes of transportation, to further
support efforts to reduce vehicle miles travelled and greenhouse gas emissions in the
region.

¢ Integrated Planning: Collaboration between agencies and property owners occurs on a
regular basis to identify catalyst sites to initiate new businesses, to encourage innovative
development, and to develop joint solutions to issues that arise within the project area.

Overall, the purpose of developing a specific plan for the Airport Gateway Area is to align local
and regional development objectives and implementation efforts for future land use, mobility, and
economic development efforts in the multi-jurisdictional plan area.

The primary goal of the AGSP is to implement a collaborative effort, intended to provide a
regulatory framework for the plan area that includes a comprehensive theme for the corridor, to
refine land use and development codes, provides efficient and effective access to freeway
corridors, improves infrastructure and drainage, and develops streetscape and design standards
that support opportunities for transition and change within the planning area.
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3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The AGSP planning area extends west to east on the north side of the SBIA as shown in
Figure 3-2. For a variety of reasons, the planning area has not experienced much change in land
use during the past 20 or more years even though areas to the west and south of the SBIA have
made major transitions to logistics, warehouse and light industrial uses. Despite the AGSP’s
proximity to the thriving distribution centers developed on and west of the former Air Force base,
under the provisions of the San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan, and despite the fact
many of the parcels are vacant (which is generally appealing to buyers), it has not attracted a
similar degree of economic development and reinvestment experienced by nearby properties
since the closure and decommissioning of the base in 1994.

The AGSP site occupies a visually prominent and heavily trafficked location as the gateway to
the Airport from the SR-210 freeway; however, the irregular jurisdictional boundaries, long and
narrow configuration of the blocks, and the narrow lot depths have made economic development
of the area more challenging than areas to the south and west that had larger parcel
configurations and fewer site design obstacles to overcome prior to new construction.

The AGSP area is also located in a unique transition area between the established residential
neighborhoods to the north, distribution centers to the southwest and the hard boundary of the
SBIA to the south, creating a sort of narrow “no-man’s land” in between all the uses. The proposed
land uses in the Highland and San Bernardino General Plans envisioned light industrial, business
park, general commercial and residential uses, but much of that vision never came to fruition
partly because of the configuration of the properties in the project area (requiring significant lot
consolidation of existing residential uses to create an industrial lot) and partly because demand
for retail was not as strong in this area (shoppers opted to go to other locations along the Baseline
Corridor or near the I-10 Freeway corridor, for example).

Existing land uses surrounding the AGSP project area include:

North: Immediately north of 6" Street, single- and multi-family residential properties
East: Immediately west of Interstate 210, industrial land uses

South: SBIA and industrial uses

West: Commercial, residential, and institutional

Elevations within the project area range from approximately from 1,470 feet to 1,500 feet above
mean sea level (amsl). The terrain is level, with a gradual increase in elevation to the north and
east. No distinctive topographic features exist within or adjacent to the project site. Surface runoff
within the project area generally flows to the south and west. Under present circumstances the
area contains a mix of uses, with large expanses of vacant land. Where undeveloped, the onsite
soils have historically been used to support occasional dry farming activities. Most natural
vegetation has been removed by past activities, and most trees and shrubs are found where
limited human landscaping occurs. No rock outcrops are located in the project area. A small
man-made drainage channel, City Creek Bypass, crosses through the central-southern portion of
the planning area and continues west to a confluence with Twin Creek outside of the planning
area. See Figure 3-3 for a high-resolution aerial photograph of the project area.

Resource specific descriptions of the environmental setting are provided in the “Environmental
Setting” subsections of each subchapter of Chapter 4.
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3.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

3.41 Existing and Proposed Land Uses

The primary physical change in the environment when adopting a new land use plan is the change
in the mix of uses between the existing land uses and land use designations and the proposed
land use designations. Figure 3-4 shows the existing land uses within the AGSP planning area
and surrounding areas in the two cities. Table 3-1 provides estimates for the existing land uses
within the AGSP planning area, while Table 3-2 provides a breakdown of the existing population
and residences within the AGSP planning area. The existing land use category most affected by
the difference in these two tables (Table 3-1 and 3-3) is “Vacant” land which comprises about 243
acres of the existing land within the project area. The total acreage within the AGSP planning
area is 678.13 acres, so the approximately 243 acres of vacant land constitutes about 35.8% of
the total acreage in the planning area. The specific uses that exist in the planning area are best
shown in Figures 3-3 and 3-4.

Table 3-2 summarizes the proposed land uses within the AGSP planning area. The three uses
envisioned in the future within the AGSP planning area are:

e Mixed Use Business Park
¢ Road Right-of-Way (ROW)
¢ Floodway

After extensive discussions among the AGSP participants, a decision was made to establish
“Mixed Use Business Park” as the only future human-occupied land use within the planning area.
A total of 468.29 acres of the planning area (approximately 468 acres used in future reference)
are designated as Mixed-Use Business Park. The only other designations in the AGSP planning
area are ROW (141.05 acres) and Floodway (68.6 acres). Based on the planning assumptions
provided in the Table 3-3 Notes, including the allocated floor area ratios, a total of about
9,271,255.45 square feet (SF) (henceforth rounded to 9,271,256 SF) of non-residential
development could be realized under the AGSP, and up to 75,000 SF of hotel (est. 150 rooms)
could be constructed. This mix of uses is forecast to generate up to 5,097 new jobs within the
AGSP.

In summary, the AGSP envisions replacing the existing mix of uses within the planning area (refer
to Table 3-1, residential, commercial, educational, industrial, and vacant land) with approximately
9.27 million SF of Mixed-Use Business Park uses. To accomplish this land use transition within
the AGSP would require development of up to about 225 acres of existing occupied acreage and
conversion of about 243" acres of vacant land to Mixed Use Business Park uses. Also, due to
the number of small parcels that exist within the AGSP, future developers and project proponents
will have to assemble land parcels in order to fully develop the AGSP. The areas of most intense
property consolidation in the AGSP must occur in the area between Tippecanoe and Del Rosa on
the west and Victoria and Palm Avenue on the east. Also note that some of the existing industrial
uses in the AGSP planning area may already be compatible with the future land use designations.
However, for impact forecast purposes it will be assumed that all 468 acres designated Mixed
Use Business Park (MUBP) will be developed/repurposed. Although the existing basic

" This estimate excludes some right-of-way (ROW) or floodway acreage listed in Table 3-1 below as the parcel maps
for the area generated by the County of San Bernardino Parcel Map Viewer include such acreage as vacant acreage
in some instances.
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infrastructure facilities will be improved in the future (discussed below), there will not be a
substantial increase in acreage allocated to them at buildout of the AGSP.

Table 3-1
EXISTING LAND USE ESTIMATES'
(EXCLUDING ROW AND FLOODWAY)

Land Use TOTAL CITY OF HIGHLAND CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
Classification | Acres SF?2 Employment® | Acres SF2 Employment® | Acres SF2 Employment?
Commercial* | 19.87 | 150,647 301 17.31 | 131,328 262 256 | 19,319 39
E:;'i‘l"i‘:it;‘s’?a' 0.66 | 3,000 6 0.66 | 3,000 6 0 0 0
Industrial 75.72 | 526,915 176 60.11 | 418,289 140 1561 | 108,626 36
P 094 | 3686 4 094 | 3,686 4 0 0 0
Vacant® 29021 | N/A N/A 116.67 | N/A N/A 17354 | N/A N/A
Residential 127.96 | N/A N/A 100.65 | N/A N/A 3.66 N/A N/A

Notes

1.

ook~

The data provided in the above table was derived from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area. Accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

SF = square feet. The non-residential square feet is from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a). Accessed in 2020 and
early 2021.

Employment generation rates of 3,000 SF/job for industrial, 1000 SF/job for public facilities and 500 SF/job for Commercial and
Educational Facilities were used. If industrial land uses were employee intensive than employment rate would be closer to 2,000
SF/job. If warehouses/distribution are highly automated, the employment rate would be closer to 4,000 SF/job. 3,000 SF/job has
been applied as an average.

Commercial properties generally consist of strip center commercial, gas station, offices, and hotel uses.

Highland Head Start

Vacant land includes some acreage that should be dedicated to ROW and floodway because some Assessors Parcel Numbers
(APNs) are not broken down to exclude ROW and floodway acreage that may be adjacent to an existing use. As such, the
actual vacant land to be developed by the project has been determined to be 243 acres.

The total acreage provided includes, as with Vacant land discussed under item “6” above, superfluous acreage that is dedicated
to ROW and floodway, and will remain dedicated to ROW and floodway under the propose AGSP. The acreage reflects the best
estimate of existing uses as described under item 1, above.

Table 3-2
EXISTING LAND USE ESTIMATES"
RESIDENTIAL BREAKDOWN

Residence TOTAL CITY OF HIGHLAND CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
Type Acres | Units? | Population® | Acres | Units? | Population® | Acres | Units? | Population®

Apartment/ | 4/, | 947 803 1279 | 241 784 1.65 6 19

Condo

Duplex/

Triplex/ 7.72 92 299 7.72 92 299 0 0 0

Quadplex

Moblle 149 | 40 130 149 | 40 130 0 0 0
ome

Single

Family 104.31 381 1,239 100.65 375 1,220 3.66 6 19

Detached
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Notes

1.

2.

The data provided in the above table was derived from the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area. Accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

The units have been calculated utilizing the San Bernardino County Parcel Map Viewer
(https://www.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=87e70bb9b6994559ba7512792588d57a) and was cross referenced
utilizing both Google Maps/Street View and a survey of the project area, as well as verification of units for large apartment
buildings utilizing rental websites such as Zillow.com. Websites were accessed in 2020 and early 2021.

Existing population numbers are estimates calculated using 3.52 persons per household for both cities and a vacancy rate of 7.6
% for Highland and 9.0% for San Bernardino (DOF, Jan 2017)

Table 3-3
PROPOSED LAND USE

m m m
5.1 = | & : : :
o
Land Use 5 7 % = 3 e o o 5 » o o 5 7 % =)
Designation e mes @ Z E] g n s 5 3 T 3 S
= m ] @ [ o
s = | 3 ES S 2
Mixed Use
Business 468.29 | 9,271,256° | 75,000 | 150 5,097 | 322.15 | 6,444,864° 4,630 | 146.14 | 2,826,391° 1,189'
Park"?34
Industrial
Distribution® 70.24 1,376,919 15 459 70.24 1,376,919 22 459 0 0
Industrial* 327.8 6,425,623 70 | 2,142 | 191.31 | 3,750,100 | 59.4 | 1,250 | 136.49 | 2,675,523 | 93.4 892
Tech
Business 60.88 1,325,922 13 | 2,210 | 60.29 1,313,191 18.7 | 2,189 0.58 12,731 0.4 21
Park®
Commercial® 9.37 142,792 2 286 0.31 4,655 0.1 9 9.06 138,137 6.2 276
ROW’ 141.05 0 954 45.64
Floodway 68.6 0 67.14 1.65

1.
2.

Classifications from SANBAG (2012) which were derived from SCAG's original classifications.

Employment generation rates of 3,000 SF/job for industrial (warehousing/distribution), 600 SF/job for tech businesses/light
industrial and 500 SF/job for Commercial uses were used. If industrial land uses were employee intensive than employment
rate would be closer to 2,000 sq. ft/job. If warehouses/distribution are highly automated, the employment rate would be closer
to 4,000 SF/job. 3,000 SF/job has been applied as an average. Assumes 100 hotel employees, see #8 below.

Mixed Use Business Park assumed to be 15% Industrial Distribution/ Logistics, 70% General/Light Industrial, 13% Tech
Business Park, 2% Commercial/Retail/Service uses.

Industrial and distribution uses were assumed at a 0.45 FAR. The City of Highland General Plan assumes a maximum 0.45
FAR for industrial and business park and a maximum of 0.50 FAR for office uses. The San Bernardino General Plan assumes
a maximum 0.75 FAR for heavy and light industrial uses, and an FAR of 1.0 for office parks. Based on the conceptual design
concepts envisioned for the plan, the building footprints are anticipated to be closer to 0.45 FAR, which was applied to this
Proposed Land Use buildout table as an average (the SP may allow a higher maximum per building so long as the total square
footage assumed in this table is not exceeded).

A 0.50 FAR was used for Tech Business Park. Typically, Tech Business Park uses range in intensity from about 0.35-0.75
FAR. The AGSP assumes a .50 FAR as an average. 6. A 0.35 FAR was used for the Commercial use. The intensity could
range between 0.30-0.50 FAR. The AGSP assumes a .35 FAR.

Right of way acreages reflect the existing alignment of 5th street.

An alternative could remove existing public right of way along 5th Street between Tippecanoe and Central Ave. (approx 41.53
acres) to accommodate larger building footprints as a part of new distribution and warehousing uses envisioned in the plan. A
few smaller streets will also likely be removed over time as existing residential parcels are consolidated and transition to
industrial or tech business uses. These acreages also assume construction of a new alignment for 5th Street east of Victoria
Ave. that re-routes traffic to a new connection down to 3rd Street. The actual acreage numbers for the ROW, floodway, and
various land uses will likely vary depending on the design of the ultimate alignment. The acreage associated with the rerouting
of 5th Street is estimated, as the ultimate alignment would be determined at a later date and may not precisely match the
alignment reflected on the proposed plan (new alignment estimated to be about 90' wide, similar to existing ROW widths along

5th Street at Central Ave.).
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8. Hotel estimated at about 500 gross sq. ft. per room (which includes walls, elevators, stairways, corridors, storage, and
mechanical areas, etc.) Source: Planning and Programming a Hotel, Jan A. deRoos, Cornell University (2011)
http://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1293&context=articles Hotel employees:
https://www.quora.com/How-many-employees-do-I-need-to-manage-a-150-room-hotel

9. These numbers have been rounded to the nearest whole number.

3.4.2 Existing and Proposed Water Infrastructure

3.4.21 Water
a. Existing Supply & Distribution

Potable water will be provided to most of the Specific Plan area by East Valley Water District
(EVWD). EVWD’s existing supply sources consist of local groundwater, surface water from the
Santa Ana River obtained through the North Fork Water Company, and imported water from the
State Water Project (SWP). The Specific Plan area project is in a portion of EVWD’s Lower Zone
but mostly the project is in EVWD’s Intermediate Zone. There is enough supply to meet existing
demands under maximum day demand (MDD) conditions. The largest single source analysis from
EVWD’s 2019 Water Supply Master Plan (WSMP) indicates there are supply deficits in the Lower
Zone and Intermediate Zone if the largest single source is out of service during MDD conditions.
However, the ability to transfer water from other zones would allow these supply deficits to be
mitigated in the unlikely event that these extreme conditions occur.

EVWD operates existing water distribution infrastructure located throughout the Specific Plan
area with major east-west pipelines in 6! Street, some pipelines in 5" Street and some pipelines
in 3 Street. Within the project area there are six (6) active wells and four (4) pump stations all
within the Lower and Intermediate Zones. The Lower Zone is west of Sterling Avenue and the
Intermediate Zone is east of Sterling Avenue to Palm Avenue. The backbone water system in the
Specific Plan area includes:

« A 12-inch cement line and coated water main located in 6™ Street traverses the length from
Tippecanoe Street to Sterling Street.

« A 36-inch ductile iron line starting at Indian Springs High School located along 6" Street and
the pipeline traverses east to Grape Street. As part of the SNRC Project, the segment of this
ductile iron line west of Sterling Avenue will be converted to a recycled water line.

« An 8-inch ductile iron line located in 6" Street from Victoria Avenue to Alabama Avenue.

« A 6-inch ACP line located in 6™ Street from Victoria Avenue to Alabama Avenue.

« A 12-inch ductile iron line located in 5" Street traverses the length from Tippecanoe Street to
1,000 feet east of Del Rosa Drive.

« A6 5/8-inch cement line and coated water main located in 5" Street immediately north of San
Bernardino Airport supplied by Plant 141.

« A combination of 8-inch and 16-inch ductile iron line located in 4™ Street transverses the length
from Tippecanoe Street to the termination at San Bernardino International Airport.

« A 12-inch ductile iron line located in 3™ Street traverses the length from Tippecanoe Street to
Shirley Avenue.

« A 16-inch ductile iron line located in 3™ Street immediately north of San Bernardino Airport
supplied by Plant 141.

« An 8-inch ACP and ductile iron line located in 3™ Street from Victoria Avenue to Alabama
Avenue.
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The City of San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (SBMWD) does not supply water to the
City of Highland; however, SBMWD supplies water to portions of the City of San Bernardino and
unincorporated areas of the San Bernardino County including infrastructure within the 3™ Street
and 5™ Street Specific Plan area. At the intersection of Tippecanoe Avenue and 3™ Street there
is an intertie with the Specific Plan area via a 12-inch pipeline. The 12-inch pipeline continues
east on 3 Street and terminates east of Del Rosa Drive. This 12-inch pipeline supplies the City’s
distribution system south of 3™ Street, specifically for the San Bernardino International Airport.

The existing water infrastructure system is generally shown in Figure 3-5 and existing water
pipelines by diameters are shown in Figure 3-6.

b. Proposed Supply & Distribution

Based on the 2019 WSMP Build-Out Water System Improvements, which are outlined in Chapter
8 therein, there are no transmission pipeline recommendations. The water system improvements
based on the 2019 WSMP build-out evaluation within the Specific Plan area are the following
projects:

e Project 1 - 3.5 MG storage reservoir located in the Lower Zone;
e Project 2 - New Well 01 in the Intermediate Zone.

These recommended improvements to the existing EVWD system will be installed to enhance the
existing robust distribution system to meet modern industry standards.

3.4.2.2 Wastewater
a. Existing Collection System

The existing sewer system consists of approximately 213 miles of pipeline, 4,500 sewer
manholes, 7 siphons, and 5 diversion structures. The existing sewer system conveys flows into
the East Trunk Sewer which presently outlets to the San Bernardino Water Reclamation Plant
(SBWRP) until the Sterling Natural Resource Center (SNRC) is completed. The existing sewer
system including transmission and collection pipeline, siphons, and manholes has been
evaluated. The evaluation included existing and future conditions for deficiencies and to identify
areas for improvements.

EVWD’s sewer pipeline network includes approximately 213 miles of pipeline ranging in size from
4 inches to 24 inches in diameter. The East Trunk Sewer is approximately 9 miles long ranging in
size from 8 inches to 54 inches in diameter. EVWD’s system, including the East Trunk Sewer,
encompasses nine siphons to convey flows under creeks and flood control channels. EVWD has
five diversion structures in its sewer collection system. Diversion structures are generally installed
in manholes to divert flows along a specific route in case of a blockage in the system or during
times of high flow. EVWD’s sewer system does not include any lift stations or force mains. All flow
is conveyed by gravity to the East Trunk Sewer.

EVWD maintains all of the sewer pipes in the Specific Plan area, which are gravity collection
system pipelines made of a variety of sizes made mostly of vitrified clay pipe (VCP). The majority
of the pipelines were installed between 1960 and 1980. A few segments were built at a later date.
The backbone wastewater system in the Specific Plan area includes:
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« A 24-inch VCP located in 6" Street traverses the length from Tippecanoe Street to EIm Street.

« A 21-inch VCP located in 6! Street traverses the length from EIm Street to Victoria Avenue.

« A 10-inch VCP located in 6™ Street traverses the length from Victoria Avenue to Cunningham
Street.

« An 8-inch VCP located in 6™ Street traverses the length from Cunningham Street to Central
Avenue.

« An 8-inch VCP located in 5" Street starting at Marilyn Avenue to 214 feet east of Shirley
Avenue.

« A 21-inch VCP located in 5™ Street traverses the length from Victoria Avenue to Cunningham
Street.

« A 24-inch VCP located in 5™ Street traverses the length from Cunningham Street to Route 10

« An 8-inch VCP located in 4" Street starting at Marilyn to 214 feet east of Shirley Avenue.

« There are new sewer pipes in 3" Street.

b. Proposed Collection System

EVWD Sewer System Master Plan (SSMP) was updated in early 2019. According to the SSMP
the objective was to evaluate the collection system capacity and provide a general assessment
of the condition of the existing sewer collection system in order to develop a comprehensive
20-year CIP. The 20-year CIP includes pipeline condition and capacity improvement projects,
long range maintenance program considerations, as well as conveyance needs. The
recommended CIP was the basis for wastewater rate evaluations and long-range financial plans
to be completed in separate financial studies. The final recommendations of the SSMP are located
in Chapter 8 of the SSMP. In Chapter 9 of the SSMP, unit costs were developed for pipelines.
Engineering, construction, and total project costs were developed for the capacity and condition
projects. The recommended CIP includes both capacity and condition related capital projects and
recommendations on further studies.

Within the Specific Plan area, the recommended projects are:

Project E-1 which is to upsize 5,900 feet of 27 to 48-inch pipe with 36 to 54-inch pipe, including
a possible siphon upsize

Project E-4 which is to upsize 15,000 feet of 21 to 24-inch pipe with 30-inch pipe starting at
Tippecanoe Street on 6" Street which would traverse east to Victoria Street then south to 5%
Street then traverse east on 5" Street to Palm Avenue.

Project B-2 which is to upsize 2,200 feet of 15-inch pipe with 18-inch pipe, including a possible
siphon upsize.

Refer to Figure 3-7 for the Recommended Capacity Projects as outlined in the 2019 EVWD Sewer
Master Plan. Chapter 6 of the SSMP describes how the new interceptor sewer to direct flows to
the Sterling Natural Resource Center will relieve flows from the pipeline associated with the
projects listed above. Consequently, these projects are not anticipated to be necessary.

3.4.2.3 Recycled Water

EVWD is currently constructing the Sterling Natural Resource Center (SNRC), which will be a
state-of-the-art water recycling facility in the City of Highland that will provide a sustainable new
water supply to boost the region's water independence. The SNRC is being constructed on a
14-acre parcel of land located at North Del Rosa Drive between East 5" Street and East 6™ Street.
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The SNRC Treatment Facility would be located on the eastern property while the Administration
Center would be located on the western parcel. The recycled water conveyance pipelines would
be constructed along the existing rights-of-way within 6™ Street. SNRC will be capable of treating
up to 10 million gallons a day, the SNRC is being implemented to recharge the local Bunker Hill
Groundwater Basin and will provide community education, training space, neighborhood
improvements, and new habitat for the Santa Ana Sucker fish. The SNRC will produce Title 22
recycled water but will not be a source to serve the Plan Area since all of the recycled water
produced at the SNRC is designed to be used for groundwater recharge. In order to ensure that
the Plan Area is designed to utilize all available natural resources in a sustainable manner, all
non-potable water uses shall be designed to accommodate and utilize recycled water if it should
become available in the future. The City Engineers of the two cities shall have the authority, but
shall not be required to waive the requirement if they deem such a design requirement is feasible.

343 Existing and Proposed Dry Utilities / Services

3.4.3.1 Solid Waste and Recycling

The City of San Bernardino Department of Public Works, Street Maintenance and Integrated
Waste Management Division (Division) has contracted with Burrtec Waste Industries (Burrtec) to
be responsible for solid waste collection and disposal. The City of Highland has also contracted
with Burrtec. The contractors from both the Division and the City of Highland are responsible for
the solid waste collection and disposal from all residential properties within each respective City
within the Specific Plan area and competes with private haulers for commercial collection
services. The Division and City of Highland also manages a curbside recycling program, which
includes collection of paper and cardboard, cans/aluminum, plastic, and glass. The recyclable
materials are taken to number of recycling facilities that are contracted with the Division, City of
Highland and unincorporated areas of the County.

For existing and new development within the Specific Plan area, the Division, City of Highland
and unincorporated areas of the County via the San Bernardino County Waste System Division
will continue to push solid waste and recycling efforts to move toward minimizing waste sent to
landfills and reducing solid waste disposed per capita, as identified in their respective Action
Plans/Ordinances. This includes expanding public outreach programs that focus on recycling and
composting education.

3.4.3.2 Electricity

Electricity for the Specific Plan area is currently being served by Southern California Edison
(SCE). SCE’s power plants are capable of supplying 100 percent of the City of Highland, City of
San Bernardino and unincorporated areas of the San Bernardino County electricity needs.

Because the Specific Plan area is linked to the state power grid, the City of Highland, City of San
Bernardino and unincorporated areas of the San Bernardino County had its share of power
interruptions during the peak energy crisis in 2001. Under an agreement with the California
Independent System Operator (ISO), SCE must reduce its load if instructed to do so by the ISO
during a Stage Ill power emergency. Such an emergency occurred most recently in March 2001,
requiring SCE to temporarily interrupt electric service to some of its customers. Buildout of the
Specific Plan area will not have a significant impact on availability of energy resources in the City
of Highland, City of San Bernardino and unincorporated areas of the San Bernardino County.
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3.4.3.3 Natural Gas

Natural gas for the Specific Plan area is currently being served by the Southern California Gas
Company (SoCal Gas). SoCal Gas has a number of underground pipelines in the Specific Plan
area including:

« An 8-inch pipeline located in 6" Street traverses east the length from Tippecanoe Street to
Victoria Avenue.

« A 3-inch pipeline located in 6™ Street traverses east the length from Cunningham to Central
Avenue.

« A 2-inch pipeline located in 5" Street traverses east the length from Tippecanoe Street to
Roberts.

« A 2-inch pipeline located in 5" Street traverses east the length from Victoria Avenue to 500
feet from Central Avenue.

« A 2-inch pipeline located in 5™ Street traverses east the length from Central Avenue to Palm
Avenue.

« A 4-inch pipeline located in 5" Street traverses east from Church Avenue to Route 210.

« A 2-inch pipeline located in 4" Street traverses east the length from Tippecanoe Street to the
termination of 4™ Street.

« A 2-inch pipeline located in 3™ Street traverses the length from Tippecanoe Street to Sterling
Street.

« An 8-inch pipeline located in 3™ Street traverses east the length from Victoria Avenue to
Alabama Street.

« A 6-inch pipeline located in 3™ Street traverses east the length from Alabama Street/Palm
Avenue to Church Avenue/5™ Street intersection.

3.4.3.4 Cable TV /Internet

Time Warner has above and underground utilities in 6" Street from Tippecanoe Street to Sterling
Avenue as well as above ground utilities in 5" Street from Tippecanoe Street to residences
located between Del Rosa Drive and Sterling Avenue. Time Warner has above ground utilities in
6" Street from Lankershim Avenue to Central Avenue. MCI (Verizon) and Terradex have no
above or underground utilities in the Specific Plan area.

3.4.3.5 Telephone / Internet

AT&T has above ground utilities (via cables) and underground utilities within conduits within the
Specific Plan area located in 3™ Street, 5" Street and 6" Street. Both above ground and
underground utilities are located in 6™ Street from Tippecanoe Street to Victoria Avenue as well
as conduit located in 5" Street starting at Victoria Avenue traversing east terminating before
Cunningham. Conduit is located within Central Avenue and Palm Street from 6" Street to 4"
Street. Conduit and underground utilities are located in 5" Street from Church Avenue to Route
210. Conduit is located in 3™ Street starting at Victoria Avenue and terminates at Palm Avenue.

Dry utility services throughout the Specific Plan area will be provided through the existing
backbone system. Dry utilities are generally constructed in a common trench within the street
right-of-way or an adjacent easement. The final layout and design of the Specific Plan area will
need to accommodate the linear dry utilities as well as ancillary features such as junction boxes,
transformers, etc.
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344 Existing and Proposed Drainage System

The existing drainage system in the project area is fairly rudimentary. Figure 3-8 identifies the
Specific Plan Area, the overall watershed area of the project improvements, existing storm drain
systems, proposed storm drain systems and infrastructure storm drain systems identified by
Comprehensive Storm Drain Plan #6 (CSDP #6) prepared by San Bernardino County Flood
Control District. Storm water runoff within the area flows to the south over a very shallow grade.
The information that follows is abstracted from a study of the area hydrology by JLC Engineering
& Consulting, Inc, titled “Preliminary Hydrology and Channel Design for City Creek By-Pass
Channel,” April 20, 2020. The City Creek Bypass Channel is located along 3™ and 5th Streets
and extends from Warm Creek Channel on the west (terminus) and terminates at City Creek
Channel just north of the State Route 30 (SR-210) and 5th Street Interchange. Refer to aerial
photo in Figure 3-8 for a depiction of the Bypass Channel alignment. Additionally, the watershed
area has existing storm drains that collect runoff from the watershed area located within Palm
Avenue and Central Avenue. The existing storm drains and street sections collect surface runoff
and convey the runoff into City Creek.

Coordination with local agencies has resulted in the identification of a proposed storm drain
system that is located within Victoria Avenue. The storm drain system is currently under a Plan,
Specification, and Estimate (PS&E) process with the City of Highland. The intent of the PS&E
process is to develop a package that obtains CEQA clearances, design approvals and
construction estimate to allow the project to be constructed.

The study describes the existing channel and concludes that downstream of the Victoria Avenue-
City Creek Bypass Channel it is insufficient to convey the 100-year flood flows in its current
configuration. The study includes a new channel design (two alternatives) that will need to be
installed to have sufficient capacity to convey the future 100-year flood flows between Victoria
Avenue (just north of the Airport and south of 3™ Street) and the Warm Creek Channel. Figure 3-9
show the alternative channel designs and acknowledges that these designs are preliminary and
not ready for construction. The channel alternatives are defined in detail in the study. For
planning and impact forecast purposes it is assumed that a maximum of one-half mile of new
channel will be installed in any given year. Moreover, Figure 3-8 has identified the storm drain
infrastructure that will be required to provide flood protection for the surrounding Specific Plan
Area based on the CSDP #6. The purpose of the storm drain infrastructure is to provide flood
protection and to meet the street design policies within the City of San Bernardino and the City of
Highland. The following CSDP #6 system that protects the project area are as follows:

e 6-C1-01 which is a storm drain system that varies in diameter from 36-inches to 48-inches
in diameter. The system extends along Tippecanoe Avenue to 5" Street.

e 6-C1-03 which is a storm drain that varies in diameter from 42-inches to 81-inches in
diameter. The storm drain extends Sterling Avenue and 6" Street.

It should be noted that 6-WA-03, located within 6" Street, is adjacent to the northerly boundary of
the Specific Plan Area. Based on the topographic contours for the watershed area, the runoff
flows to the west towards Warms Creek. The Specific Plan Area will not require this system to
ensure flood protection since 6" Street separately collects and conveys the runoff to Warm Creek
Channel.

Finally, the CSDP #6 is a conceptual design that identifies regional infrastructure required within
an area. The conceptual design provides a potential solution that would provide flood protection
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for an area and where the runoff from the watershed area needs to be directed. During final
engineering, the solution provided by the CSDP #6 may not be viable due to constraints
associated with utilities, right-of-way, topography or other unknown constraints. As a result, future
projects may provide an alternative solution that meets the intent of the CSDP #6 design concept.

3.45 Existing and Proposed Circulation System Infrastructure

The AGSP project area contains a substantial existing circulation system, which currently has
many roadways with older, deteriorating pavement. Figure 3-10 shows the circulation system in
the area surrounding the Specific Plan area. The City of San Bernardino General Plan Circulation
Plan and the City of Highland General Plan Circulation Element provide roadway designations for
the roadway system serving the Specific Plan area and the surrounding vicinity. A copy of the
City of San Bernardino Circulation Plan and Standard Cross Sections are provided on
Figures 3-11a and 3-11b. A copy of the City of Highland Circulation Element and Standard Cross
Sections are provided on Figures 3-12a and 3-12b. Regional access to the AGSP area is
provided primarily by the Interstate 215 (I-215) Freeway, located approximately 2 miles to the
west of the Specific Plan area. In addition, the I-10 Freeway is located approximately 3 miles to
the south of the project. State Route 210 (SR-210) is oriented in an east-west direction
approximately 2.5 miles to the north of the Specific Plan area, and then turns southward and is
oriented in a north-south direction adjacent to the Specific Plan eastern boundary.

3.4.5.1 Current Street System

The existing street system in the general area and in the Specific Plan area is described in the
following text. Table 3-4 (Table 2 of the Traffic Impact Study, “TIS”) contains a summary of current
roadway configurations for the AGSP.

Waterman Avenue is a north-south roadway that provides two to three lanes in each direction,
with either a raised median or a center two-way left-turn lane in the project vicinity. The speed
limit is 40 miles per hour (MPH) and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides. Waterman
Avenue is designated on the City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a Major Arterial.

Tippecanoe Avenue is a north-south roadway that provides two to three lanes in each direction,
with either a raised median or a center two-way left-turn lane. Tippecanoe Avenue will form the
westernmost boundary of the Specific Plan area. The speed limit ranges from 30 to 45 MPH and
on-street parking is prohibited on both sides. Tippecanoe Avenue is designated on the City of San
Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a Secondary Arterial north of 3™ Street and a Major Arterial south
of 3™ Street; Tippecanoe Avenue is designated on the City of Highland’s Circulation Element as
a Secondary Highway.

Del Rosa Drive is a north-south roadway that provides one to two lanes in each direction, with
either a raised median or a center two-way left-turn lane in the project vicinity. Del Rosa Drive
extends through and beyond the Specific Plan boundary in both the north and south directions.
The speed limit ranges from 35 to 45 MPH, with a 25-MPH school zone from Baseline Street to
6" Street. Del Rosa Drive is designated on the City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a
Major Arterial and is designated on the City of Highland’s Circulation Element as a Secondary
Highway.

Sterling Avenue is a north-south roadway that provides two lanes in each direction, with a center
two-way left-turn lane in the project vicinity. Sterling Avenue starts at 3™ Street, and extends
northward through and beyond the Specific Plan boundary. The speed limit is 40 MPH. Sterling
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Avenue is designated on the City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a Major Arterial and is
designated on the City of Highland’s Circulation Element as a Major Highway.

Victoria Avenue is a north-south roadway that provides two lanes in each direction, with a center
two-way left-turn lane in the project vicinity. Victoria Avenue extends through and beyond the
Specific Plan boundary in both the north and south directions. The speed limit ranges from 40 to
45 MPH and on-street parking are prohibited on both sides. Victoria Avenue is designated on the
City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a Secondary Arterial and is designated on the City
of Highland’s Circulation Element as a Major Highway.

6" Street is an east-west undivided roadway that provides one travel lane in each direction.
6" Street will form the northern boundary of the Specific Plan area from Tippecanoe Avenue to
Central Avenue. The posted speed limit is 40 MPH, with a 25-MPH school zone from Tippecanoe
Avenue to Del Rosa Drive. 6" Street is designated as a Collector Street on the City of San
Bernardino’s Circulation Plan and on the City of Highland’s Circulation Element.

5" Street is an east-west roadway that provides one to two lanes in each direction in the project
vicinity, with a center two-way left-turn lane in some sections. 5" Street provides a direct
connection to both the I-215 Freeway to the West and the SR-210 Freeway to the East. 5" Street
will traverse the entire length of the Specific Plan area and will have development on both sides
of the street. The speed limit ranges from 40 to 45 MPH, with a 25-MPH school zone to the east
of Waterman Avenue. 5" Street is designated on the City of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as
a Major Arterial and is designated on the City of Highland’s Circulation Element as a Major
Highway.

3" Street is an east-west roadway that provides two lanes in each direction, with a center two-
way left-turn lane. The speed limit ranges from 45 to 50 MPH. 3™ Street is designated on the City
of San Bernardino’s Circulation Plan as a Major Arterial and is designated on the City of
Highland’s Circulation Element as a Primary Arterial. 3 Street will form the southern boundary of
the Specific Plan area from Tippecanoe Avenue to its eastern terminus.

3" Street currently dead-ends southwest of the intersection of 5" Street at Church Avenue, in the
City of Highland. The City has approved an improvement project that will connect 3™ Street to
5t Street to the east and west of Church Avenue. The future connection to the east of Church
Avenue will allow eastbound traffic on 3™ Street to merge onto eastbound 5" Street. The
connection to the west of Church Avenue will allow limited access from 5" Street to westbound
3" Street. The timing for completion of this improvement is uncertain, but is scheduled for the
near future.

3.4.5.2 Existing Transit Service

Transit service to the project area is provided by OmniTrans, which serves the Cities of San
Bernardino, Highland and other surrounding cities. Currently, only Route 15 travels on any of the
streets within the Specific Plan area.

OmniTrans Route 15 operates between the City of Redlands and the City of Fontana, traveling
through the Specific Plan area along Tippecanoe Avenue, Del Rosa Avenue, Central Avenue,
and Palm Avenue. Key stops along Route 15 include the San Bernardino County Court Building,
Redlands Mall, San Bernardino Stadium, San Bernardino Valley College, Fontana Metrolink, and
the San Bernardino Transit Center. At the San Bernardino Transit Center, passengers can
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transfer to other OmniTrans routes, as well as to Riverside Transit (RTA), Mountain Transit, Pass
Transit, and Victor Valley Transit Authority (VVTA) routes, or to Metrolink.

Route 15 operates on weekdays from 6:40 AM to 10:40 PM with approximately 30-minute
headways (the time between bus arrivals), and on Saturdays and Sundays from approximately
6:40 AM to 7:25PM with approximately 1-hour headways.

The OmniTrans bus stops located closest to the Specific Plan area are as follows:

Tippecanoe Avenue at 3™ Street
Del Rosa Drive at 3™ Street
Del Rosa Drive at 6" Street
Central Avenue at 5™ Street

3.4.5.3 Future Street System

The TIS provides an evaluation of the future roadway configurations (Year 2040) for the same
roadways in Table 3-4. Table 3-5 provides a summary of roadway segments with expanded
configurations to carry more traffic. The following summary of the differences between current
and future road cross-sections is an indication of the new roadways that will have to be in place
by 2040 to support AGSP and cumulative traffic growth in the project area. If no changes are
necessary, a roadway segment does not need to be modified over this time period based on the
TIS.

TIPPECANOE AVENUE

Roadway Segment: Mill Street to Orange Show Road/San Bernardino Avenue

Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided
2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major

DEL ROSA DRIVE

Roadway Segment: Highland Avenue to Pacific Street

Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Undivided
2040 Mitigated Configuration: 4-Lane Divided Major
6" STREET

Roadway Segment: Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue

Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 4-Lane Undivided Collector
Roadway Segment: Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue
Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 4-Lane Undivided Collector
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Roadway Segment: Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue
Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 4-Lane Undivided Collector
5" STREET

Roadway Segment: [-215 NB Ramps to E Street

Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: E Street to Waterman Avenue

Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Waterman Avenue to Tippecanoe Avenue
Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Undivided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Tippecanoe Avenue to Del Rosa Drive
Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Undivided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue
Current Configuration: 2 Lanes Undivided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Victoria Avenue to Central Avenue
Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Central Avenue to Palm Avenue

Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
Roadway Segment: Palm Avenue to SR-210 EB Ramps
Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided

2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major
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39 STREET
Roadway Segment: Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue

Current Configuration: 4 Lanes Divided
2040 Mitigated Configuration: 6-Lane Divided Major

The preceding roadway segments represent about six to six and one-half miles of new roads that
will need to be installed over the estimated 20-year period. It is anticipated that as individual
mixed industrial projects are implemented, roadway improvements will be installed as part of off-
site improvements required through the entitlement process from both cities. However, local VDA
or local jurisdictions may be able to obtain grants or funding for specific roadway segments as
identified above. This document evaluates the installation of one-half mile of new lane addition,
plus curb and gutter improvements, as a baseline to conduct a programmatic impact analysis.
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Table 3-4

SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS
EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existi LOSE Existin;
Roadway Segment Jurisdiction e 1ng. 1 zg v/C LOS
Configuration Capacity ADT
Waterman Baseline Street to Sth Street SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 25,741 0.644 B
Avenug Sth Street to 3rd Street SB & Lanes Divided 60,000 27,528 0459 A
Baseline Street to 6th Street SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 12,006 0.400 A
&th Street to 3rd Street SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 14,330 0.478 A
Tippecanoe 3rd Street to Mill Street SB & Lanes Divided 60,000 28,362 0.473 A
Aisiu Mill Street to O Show Road /
e s S AW SE 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 32,591 | 0815 D
San Bernardino Avenue
Orange AShow Road/ San Bernardino Avenue SB & LanesDividad 60,000 25,471 0.425 A
to Harriman Place / I-10 WB Ramps
SR-210 EB Rampsto Highland Avenue SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 23,780 0.595 A
Highland Avenue to Pacific Street SB 2 Lanes Undivided 12,000 17,645 1.470 F
Del Rosa Pacific Street to Baseline Street SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 20,000 12,318 0.411 A
Drive Baseline Street to 9th Street SB /H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 9,963 0.249 A
Sth Street to 6th Street SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 9,871 0.247 A
6th Street to 3rd Street SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 9,576 0.319 A
Base Line to 9th Street H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 13,368 0.334 A
Sterli
ering Sth Street to 6th Street H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 10,609 | 0265 A
Avenue
&th Street to 3rd Street SB /H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 6,984 0.175 A
Highland Avenueto Pacific Street H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 12,184 0.305 A
Pacific Street to Base Line H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 14,431 0361 A
Victoria " g
Base Line to Sth Street H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 11,210 0374 A
Avenue
9th Street to 6th Street H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 8,368 0.279 A
&th Street to 3rd Street SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 30,000 8,368 0.279 A
Tippecanoe Avenueto Del Rosa Drive SB /H 2 Lanes Undivided 10,000 3,249 0.325 A
Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue H 2 Lanes Undivided 10,000 4,714 0.471 A
6th Street
Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue SB /H 2 Lanes Undivided 10,000 3,519 0.352 A
Victoria Avenue to Central Avenue H 2 Lanes Undivided 10,000 4,047 0.405 A
1-215 NB Rampsto E Street SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 30,975 0774 G
E Street to Waterman &venue SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 20,083 0.502 A
Waterman Avenue to Tippecanoe Avenue SB 2 Lanes Undivided 15,000 9,167 0.611 B
Tippecanoe Avenueto Del Rosa Drive H 2 Lanes Undivided 15,000 8,725 0.582 A
Sth Street Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue SB /H 4 Lanes Undivided 40,000 5,595 0.140 A
Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue SB /H 2 Lanes Undivided 15,000 3,911 0.261 A
Victoria Avenue to Central Avenue H 4 Lane Divided 40,000 9,939 0.248 A
Central Avenue to Palm Avenue H 4 Lane Divided 40,000 9,939 0.248 A
Palm Avenue to SR-210 EB Ramps H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 26,098 0.652 B
Waterman Avenue to Tippecanoe Avenue SB 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 10,460 0.262 A
Tippecanoe Avenue to Del Rosa Drive SB/H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 15,620 0.391 A
3rd Street DelRosa Drive to Sterling Avenue SB /H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 18,143 0.454 A
Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue SB 4 Lanes Undivided 40,000 13,457 0.336 A
Victoria Avenueto Palm Avenue SB /H 4 Lanes Divided 40,000 10,714 0.268 A
Notes: Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan Update (2005)
4 Existing daily traffic volumes include passenger car equivalent (PCE) factors for trucks: 2-axle - 2.0; 3-axle - 2.5; 4+-axle - 3.0
LOS = Level of Service ADT = Average Daily Traffic V/C = Volume-to-Capacity
Jurisdiction: SB = SanBernardino, H = Highland, SB /H = Portions ofthe roadway segment are in both cities

Source:

Kimley Horn, Traffic Impact Study, April 2020
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Table 3-5
SUMMARY OF ROADWAY SEGMENT ANALYSIS WITH MITIGATION
FUTURE BUILD-OUT 2040 PLUS PROJECT
e Fut
Mitigated Mitigated Future Build-03:2040
Roadway Segment Jurisdiction Roadway LOSE Build-Out 2040| Project ADT Plus Project v/C LOS
A . 1
Configuration Capacity ADT ADT
3rdStreet to Mill Street SB 6'La’;\fapc:‘r"ded 60,000 43,928 9386 53,314 0.889 D
Tippecanoe Avenue = ! —
Mill Street to. Orange Show Road / SE 6-Lane ];)l\nded £0,000 47,921 9,386 57.307 0.955 B
San Bernardino Avenue Major
. . o 4-Lane Divided
Del Rosa Drive Highland Avenue to Pacific Street SB Major 40,000 19,585 2,300 21,885 0.547 A
Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue H 4Lanslindivlded | o000 7,501 2,960 10,461 0349 A
Collector
6th Street Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue SB/H 4'1‘3221]1‘:5;‘:‘13‘1 30,000 8,278 6532 14,810 0.494 A
Victoria Avenue to Central Avenue H #laneUndivided.] 50000 5,844 6,871 12,715 0.424 A
Collector
[-215 NB Ramps to E Street SB 6'“’;:3?;;"‘18‘1 60,000 37,481 11,800 49,281 0.821 D?
E Street to Waterman Avenue SE G'La';fa?;;“ded 60,000 22,657 11,800 34,457 0574 A
6-L Divided
Waterman Avenue to Tippecanoe Avenue SE a';faj;;" = 60,000 13,621 12,566 26,187 0.436 At
&6-L Divided
Tippecanoe Avenue to Del Rosa Drive H a';fa.;;" = 60,000 14,297 14,537 28,834 0.481 At
Sth Street ) —
Sterling Avenue to Victoria Avenue SB/H S'La’;fa?c:‘r"ded 60,000 8,476 21,993 30,469 0.508 N
Victoria Avenue to Gentral Avenue H G'La’;fa?;:‘ded 60,000 11,954 22,319 34,273 0571 A
Central Avenue to Palm Avenue H G'La’;fa?;:‘ded 60,000 11,912 25,092 37,004 0.617 B
Palm Avenue to SR-210 EB Ramps H S'La’;:a?;‘r“ded 60,000 33,870 24,646 58,516 0.975 Joud
s : 6-Lane Divided
3rd Street Del Rosa Drive to Sterling Avenue SB/H Major 60,000 34,523 9,786 44,309 0.738 &
Notes: * Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan Update (2005)
? Roadway segment is currently built to ultimate configuration.
? Based on standard cross section for the roadway segment, based on the City’s General Plan, does not provide enough roadway width for an 8-lane roadway.
* For consistency with adjacent roadway segments, a 6-lane divided roadway is recommended. However, a 4-lane divided roadway would yield an acceptable Level of Service.
LOS = Level of Service ADT = Average Daily Traffic V/C = Volume-to-Capacity
Source: Kimley Horn, Traffic Impact Study, April 2020
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3.5 PHASING AND CONSTRUCTION

The Specific Plan is envisioned to be developed over a period of about 20 years in an incremental
manner. Thus, no phasing is envisioned at the current time. This applies to both the Mixed-Use
Business Park uses and the infrastructure required to support future development within the
specific plan area. There will be no mass grading in support of the Specific Plan until specific
projects are approved and built in the future. On the other hand, it is possible that to support the
Specific Plan some form of Community Facilities District or other funding mechanism may be
established to fund infrastructure improvements that will be needed for the project area.

Also, at this time there are no specific construction projects envisioned. Therefore, instead of
evaluating a specific proposed future project, this document will evaluate prospective future
projects such as:

e The construction of a 500,000 square foot light industrial warehouse

¢ Installation of one mile of water, underground electric power line, natural gas, or sewer
pipeline, assumed to be 18” to 24” diameter, total for the year

o Construction of one-half mile of new roadway, lane-width assumed to be 12 feet with curb
and gutter

¢ Installation of one-half mile of the ultimate City Creek Bypass Channel design

Detailed construction scenarios will be described in the air quality and other subchapters where
the type of equipment and area of disturbance are important. The following development
standards for grading will be observed:

a. Prior to any development within the Specific Plan area, an overall preliminary grading
plan for the planning area in process shall be submitted to the pertinent Community
Development Department and Public Works Engineering Department for approval. The
grading plan for each such area shall be used as a guideline for subsequent detailed
grading plans for individual stages of development within that area and shall include:

i. Techniques employed to prevent erosion and sedimentation during and after the
grading process.

ii.  Approximate time frames for grading.

iii.  Any necessary planning phase specific WQMP resulting from changes that impact
the overall WQMP approved for the development. Each project-specific WQMP
shall be reviewed and approved by the appropriate city.

b.  All cut and/or fill or individual combinations thereof shall meet the minimum requirements
of the California Building Code or governing code at the time of application submittal.

c.  All grading activity shall conform to the recommendations of the preliminary soils report
and subsequent reports prepared in conjunction with the grading plans.

d. The applicant shall be responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of all planting and
irrigation systems until those operations become the responsibility of other parties.

e.  When consistent with an approved grading plan, grading shall be permitted outside of
the immediate area of development as follows: excess cut from a given project may be
placed as engineered fill in a future development area or disposed of on consenting

Tom DODSON & ASSOCIATES 3-20



Airport Gateway Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report PROJECT DESCRIPTION

offsite property. Since the projects represent separate maps, it may be necessary to
obtain offsite grading permission letters and/or permits.

g. Grading work on the entire site shall be balanced onsite whenever possible.

h.  The site is to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
“Best Management Practices” (BMPs) for erosion and sedimentation control.

i. The site is to comply with the latest adopted WQMP guidelines for new developments
as required by the latest MS4 Permit for the pertinent city.

j- A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed and imple-
mented concurrent with commencement of grading activities. A copy must be provided
to the Public Works Engineering Department prior to initiating grading.

3.6 PROJECT APPROVALS AND RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES

It is anticipated that the Inland Valley Development Agency, functioning as the CEQA Lead
Agency, will approve the final AGSP and CEQA document. It is anticipated the cities of Highland
and San Bernardino (CEQA Responsible Agencies) will adopt the Specific Plan and any
amendments to each City’s General Plans and Development Code as appropriate and recognize
the adopted CEQA document as certified by the IVDA. The San Bernardino County Flood Control
(Department of Public Works) may consider and approve the design for the City Creek Bypass
channel. To install the support infrastructure within the project area, site specific encroachment
permits may be required by various agencies. Finally, in order to make modifications to the City
Creek Bypass channel, it will be necessary to obtain regulatory permits for discharge of fill or
streambed alteration. In this instance both the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife would function as CEQA Responsible
Agencies.

Other agencies that may have permitting authority over the project may include:

State Water Resources Control Board

South Coast Air Quality Management District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

East Valley Water District

Caltrans District 8

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

San Bernardino County Transportation Agency

3.7 PROJECT OF STATEWIDE, REGIONAL OR AREA-WIDE SIGNIFICANCE

Per Section 15206 of the State CEQA Guidelines, if a project has the potential for causing
significant effects on the environment extending beyond the city or county in which the project
would be located it is considered a project of statewide, regional or area wide significance. CEQA
provides examples of the significant effects that a project could cause such as generating
significant amounts of traffic or interfering with the attainment or maintenance of state or national
air quality standards. SCAG, as well as all of the responsible and trustee agencies listed above,
are notified of the project through the CEQA process, and invited to participate in the CEQA
process through the public review and comment period of this DPEIR.
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Section 15206 explicitly identifies projects subject to this subdivision to include proposed industrial
developments of more than 650,000 square feet. Because this project proposes a development
that includes up to 9.2 million square feet of Mixed Use Business Park uses, IVDA has concluded
that the project should be considered of statewide, regional or area wide significance. According
to Section 15082(c)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency is required to conduct at
least one scoping meeting for projects that meet the criteria of a project of statewide, regional- or
area-wide significance.

3.8 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND SCOPING MEETING COMMENTS ON THE
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND CEQA COMPLIANCE

3.8.1 Project Description

This header is intended to provide a space for comments that apply to the project description.

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA look into different land
use scenarios, including an option that does not allow for future distribution or warehousing
facilities in the area. Another suggestion is that carbon capture projects should be considered
under the AGSP.

Response: IVDA and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino are considering a Specific Plan
that would enable uses that would fall under a Mixed-Use Business Park land use as defined in
the Specific Plan. This land use would enable a mix of commercial, industrial distribution,
industrial, and tech business park. While the Project Description provides assumptions for the
square footage of each of these use types, the ultimate mix of what will be developed would be
based on the market demand for particular uses. The IVDA understands the commenter’s
suggestion to disallow distribution or warehousing, but this is not the project that is being
proposed. The project purpose is (1) to align local and regional development objectives and
implementation efforts for future land use, mobility, and economic development efforts in the multi-
jurisdictional plan area, (2) to create a transition area between the Airport and residential land
uses to the north of 6" Street, and (3) to provide comprehensive Infrastructure improvements for
water, sewer and stormwater that resolve longstanding flooding and hydrology issues, amongst
other objectives. IVDA and the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino have selected this mix of
land use because (a) much of the area within the City of Highland is already designated for such
uses, and (b) these types of uses would be consistent with buffering residential uses away from
the adjacent airport, which would ultimately work towards protecting residents of both Cities from
the impacts—noise, air quality, traffic, etc.—that occur as a result of being located next to such a
use. These impacts are further analyzed throughout their respective subchapters.

The suggestion that carbon capture projects should be considered is noted. This type of use is
considered an industrial activity that would fall under the Mixed-Use Business Park land use
designation as a potentially allowable use. As such, there would be opportunity for such a
development to be proposed and considered should there be a market for such a development.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: The speaker asks are there any businesses in mind that
would occupy the AGSP specific plan area?

Response: At this time, the mix of uses proposed under Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, the Project
Description, is an estimate only, as no specific proposals have been put forth under the AGSP at
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this time. However, the existing projects in process maps and project list are provided as Figures
6.2-1 through 6.2-3.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi: The speaker suggests flexibility to disallow medium and
heavy-duty industrial development, as they are concerned about those uses. The speaker
suggests that impacts from those uses already exist and are hefty.

The IVDA and cities of Highland and San Bernardino have identified the uses that are allowed
under the Specific Plan in Table 4.2, Permitted Uses, provided in the Specific Plan itself. The
following uses that could be identified as Medium Duty Industrial or Heavy-Duty Industrial include:
o Manufacturing or fabrication of products from parts already in processed form that do not
create smoke, gas, odor, dust, sound, or other objectionable influences to surrounding
uses.
o Manufacturing or fabrication of products from unprocessed materials. Uses include, but
are not limited to metal and plastic processing, pharmaceuticals, cosmetics, and similar.
o OQutdoor Storage; notes include: Includes equipment, vehicles, trailers, and non-
hazardous materials; Shipping container storage (beyond 30 days) shall require the
approval of a Conditional Use Permit; and, Subject to applicable screening requirements
o Warehousing, including distribution and logistics facilities loading/ unloading and storage
areas.

It is anticipated that Medium and Heavy-Duty Industrial uses would be limited in scope, size, and
number within the AGSP Planning Area due to the size of lots that would be possible under the
AGSP due to the short distance between 3rd Street and 5th Street, and 5th Street and 6th Street,
and west of Sterling Avenue, due to the City Creek Bypass bisecting the area between 3rd Street
and 5th Street. Thus, while the commenter has suggested limiting these uses, it is anticipated
that the size, scope, and number of such uses within the AGSP Planning Area would be limited
as a result of the configuration of the planning area. Given that each of the future projects
proposed under the AGSP would be required to obtain entitlements from the City within which the
individual project is proposed, it is anticipated that this process will ensure that projects with
greater impacts as a result of medium or heavy-duty industrial operations would disclose such
impacts and mitigate them to the greatest extent feasible as required by the City within which the
individual project is proposed. Furthermore, each future project proposed under the AGSP would
be subject to the stringent mitigation provided herein.

3.8.2 CEQA Compliance

This header is intended to provide a space for comments that apply to community engagement
and the applicability of community engagement as a requirement of the CEQA process.
Additionally, this header is intended to provide a space for responses to comments that question
the next steps under CEQA for projects proposed under the AGSP.

NOP Comment Letter #5 PCEJ: The Comment Letter raises concerns regarding reaching out and
engaging stakeholders on the proposed AGSP and recommends community outreach directly
with communities and business owners that live inside the proposed AGSP and that live adjacent
to it. The Comment Letter also provides suggestions for the types of outreach that IVDA should
consider. The Comment Letter suggests that IVDA should hold multiple workshops to break down
the project and environmental analysis to members of the community. The Comment Letter
suggests Spanish notification and informational materials on the project.
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Response: CEQA Statute 15082 pertains to the Notice of Preparation and Determination of Scope
of the EIR. The Notice of Preparation is required to be sent to the Office of Planning and Research
and each responsible and trustee agency, and must be filed with the county clerk of each county
in which the project will be located. This notice shall also be sent to every federal agency involved
in approving or funding the project. CEQA requires that the Notice of Preparation period for an
EIR be 30 days in which comments from the public and from federal, state, responsible and
trustee agencies. The Scoping Meeting is not necessatrily a requirement of CEQA, but for projects
of statewide, regional or areawide significance pursuant to Section 15206, the lead agency shall
conduct at least one scoping meeting. Notices must be provided to any county or city that borders
on a county or city within which the project is located, unless otherwise designated annually by
agreement between the lead agency and the county or city; any responsible agency; any public
agency that has jurisdiction by law with respect to the project; and, any organization or individual
who has filed a written request for the notice.

Under the AGSP, the Notice of Preparation was prepared and submitted to the required agencies
on June 17, 2022 (refer to Subchapter 8.1 to this DPEIR, which contains a copy of the Distribution
List and Notice of Preparation for the Project). The NOP posting at the San Bernardino County
Clerk of the Board can also be found in Subchapter 8.1 to this DPEIR, and the documentation of
filing with the Office of Planning and Research can be found under SCH# 2022060349 specifically
at the following web address: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.qov/2022060349). The NOP and Notice of
EIR Scoping was placed in the San Bernardino Sun Newspaper on June 17, 2022, acting as the
public notification of the Scoping Meeting.

CEQA Statute 15083 recommends early public consultation, but does not require it. Based on the
above, the CEQA process for the AGSP has occurred within the bounds of the Statute. IVDA held
private, informal information meetings with members of the community who showed up at the
Scoping Meeting in advance of the Scoping Meeting. Here is how the IVDA intends to proceed
and/or has gone above and beyond the CEQA requirements in preparation of the DEIR for the
AGSP:

The IVDA will send out a notice, which will include information in Spanish, to property owners and
tenants within the AGSP Planning Area. These will be mailed to a quarter-mile radius beyond the
AGSP Area boundaries. Notice information will include the circulation of the DPEIR, how the
public can provide public comment on the DPEIR, and information about an open house style
meeting at which project staff and technical experts will be available to answer questions that
members of the public may have on the AGSP. There will also be a bilingual (Spanish) certified
court reporter available to members of the public who can document questions to be included in
the DPEIR. A professional Spanish interpreter will also be available to assist attendees. Social
media content about the meeting and how to provide public comment will also be developed that
can be shared on digital platforms by the cities of San Bernardino and Highland as well as
organizations and community leaders who serve residents and businesses in the area.

The IVDA will hold an open house style public meeting for AGSP as part of the DPEIR process.
This will occur during the public review and comment period for the DPEIR. The scoping
meeting held on July 7, 2022 was the first meeting with the public in which comments were
provided for response in the DPEIR. IVDA is looking at other opportunities in which it can provide
updates about the project with organizations who represent area residents and businesses.

The IVDA is working on additional communications tools and opportunities to help inform the
public about the purpose of the Airport Gateway Specific Plan and how the public can be involved
in the environmental process. This includes the development of bilingual project materials
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(Spanish) and notification of upcoming AGSP-related meetings. Additionally, a landing page on
the IVDA website for AGSP will be established for ease of finding information about the project.
It will include project informational materials, environmental documents associated with the
project, project contact information, and information on how the public can provide formal
comments to the DPEIR. A project database is being developed to send direct mail pieces and
electronic communications to area residents, property owners and other people who express
interest in receiving project information.

A professional interpreter will be available at future meetings for AGSP.
NOP Comment Letter #8 San Bernardino County Department of Public Works: The County

requests to be included on the circulation list for all project notices, public reviews, and public
hearings.

Response: The IVDA, City of Highland, and City of San Bernardino will include the San Bernardino
County Department of Public Works on future AGSP circulation lists.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #1 Andrea: The speaker suggests workshops should be held
throughout the PEIR IVDA process with the community. They asked that the Project Team
communicate how many. The speaker suggests that Spanish notices should be included as well
as English ones. They asked what the radius of the notification would be.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
provides a complete response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori: The speaker communicates that the Specific Plan is long, and
asks for verification that, as the AGSP goes through the process, it would also go through each
of the City’s planning commissions, specifically asking if each project will go through the Cities as
specific development projects.

Response: The Environmental Processes that will be followed are as follows.

First, IVDA would publish the AGSP DPEIR for a 45-day circulation period in which the public can
comment and provide input on the environmental analysis contained herein.

Second, IVDA would prepare a Final EIR, which would contain a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program (MMRP) and responses to comments received during the public review period,
in addition to any edits to the Draft EIR that result from comments received during the public
review period. IVDA would also prepare a Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the IVDA Board Package on the AGSP that would detail the facts and findings
herein, in addition to overriding considerations for the IVDA Board to consider as there are
significant unavoidable adverse impacts that would result from AGSP implementation. The Final
EIR and Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding Considerations would be part of the Board
Package for consideration of certification by the Board at a public Board Hearing.

If the IVDA certifies the Final EIR and Facts, Findings, and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the initial CEQA process would be complete. However, there would be several
follow-on actions under CEQA required.

The Third Action would be that each City (San Bernardino and Highland) would need to adopt the
Specific Plan as a General Plan Amendment at a future Public Hearing. Each City may consider
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modifications to the language in the Specific Plan at this time. As Responsible Agencies under
CEQA, the certified Final EIR would be utilized to process the General Plan Amendments by each
City individually.

The Final actions would be that each project proposed under the AGSP would require a separate
discretionary action by the City under which a given project is proposed. While this discretionary
action may simply be a building permit, each project would be required to go through the formal
planning process with the City, ultimately with project-specific permits and/or entitlements possibly
granted by City Decisionmakers. Each of the above processes would include and enable public
participation.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #4 David (Teamsters): The speaker is a Business Agent for the
teamsters. The speaker communicates that a majority of residents for Eastgate had no idea what
was going to be taking place as a result of that project. The speaker re-emphasizes that
communication of the Project with residents is important, as they believe that more people would
show up with their concerns.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
provides a complete response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #5 Henry Salazar: In regards to the responses to scoping meeting
comments provided in the document, the speaker asks who is going to be answering these
questions? Who is it that is giving the okay to put certain things in the document? Who has the
final say over what goes in the document? Is there a process that has to be followed in order to
meet CEQA? What is that process? The speaker suggests that no one has taken the initiative to
meet with the community, suggests that Fox News and CNN ads should be placed.

Response: As stated by the Project Team at the Scoping Meeting, the environmental consulting
team, with the oversight of IVDA, the City of Highland, and the City of San Bernardino review and
approve the comments prepared, ultimately responds to all questions and comments provided on
the EIR. This DPEIR has been reviewed and edited closely by IVDA, City of Highland, and City
of San Bernardino Staff. Thus, IVDA, the City of Highland, and the City of San Bernardino have
collectively agreed and have final say upon the contents found herein. The IVDA does not have
land use authority, but the IVDA does have Lead Agency authority under CEQA due to the AGSP
being within its jurisdiction. The IVDA can recommend the approval of the Specific Plan analyzed
herein to both cities, and the cities would ultimately each independently approve and adopt a
General Plan Amendment to enable the implementation of the proposed AGSP.

Please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori, above, which provides a
response to what steps would need to be taken to meet CEQA requirements, which has been
raised in this comment. Additionally, please refer to the response under NOP Comment Letter #5
PCEJ, above, which discusses community outreach and how this project has and will continue to
communicate with residents and businesses within and adjacent to the AGSP Planning Area

Scoping Meeting Speaker #6 Mauricio: Are there plans to inform the residents or plans for the
displaced residents?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
addresses the action plan for community outreach to residents and businesses within the AGSP
Planning Area. The comment on plans for the displaced residents is responded to under
“Population and Housing,” in Subchapter 4.15.
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Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi, Sierra Club: The speaker suggests that Negative
Declarations are barred from use in future tiering efforts, including from parcel consolidation.

Response: It is unclear whether this speaker is specifically referencing Negative Declarations or
is referring to Negative and Mitigated Negative Declarations. Regardless, it is first important to
note that all projects proposed under the AGSP will be required to meet the stringent mitigation
requirements provided herein, where applicable, regardless of future tiering efforts. It is possible
that a future proposal for a small commercial use, for instance, might require tiering, but may not
require additional mitigation in order to meet CEQA requirements. In this case, the mitigation
provided herein would still apply to the proposed project, but a Negative Declaration could be
utilized. CEQA, as a statute, has stringent and specific requirements for tiering and applicability
for future projects utilizing tiering (refer to CEQA Statute 15152, Tiering), so, while the IVDA and
Cities understand that the speaker does not attribute positive connotations to Negative
Declarations, future tiering off of the AGSP EIR would be required to comply with CEQA Statute
15152 and 15162, meeting the applicable requirements for the varied means by which projects
can adhere to such requirements, i.e. Categorical Exemptions, Addenda, Negative Declarations,
Mitigated Negative Declarations, and Environmental Impact Reports. Thus, the IVDA does not
believe it would be appropriate the limit the means by which future CEQA tiering efforts under the
AGSP could comply with CEQA, as the protections provided through simply complying with CEQA
would, in most cases, involve public hearings in which public comments and participation may be
made, and mitigations provided in this DPEIR must be adhered to, where applicable, for all future
projects under the AGSP.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #7 Yassi, Sierra Club: The speaker suggests monthly updates to the
community on the project and that IVDA could be the owner of the updates. The speaker
recommends Sign-up Sheet Follow up. The speaker suggests that Presentations and Project
Descriptions should be available in Spanish, as well as notices as.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. Sign-up sheet follow up has been
considered, and is planned to be implemented as part of the outreach efforts for this project
beginning with notification of the public circulation of the Draft EIR. Updates to the Sierra Club
representative and the Peoples Collective for Environmental Justice representative have been
provided periodically leading up to the publication of the DPEIR.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #8 Sheena: The speaker didn’t know about this meeting, and believes
that better communication should be available to residents. The speaker suggests that
notifications should be put on the news, on Facebook, etc. for people who can’t read, and asks
how many people get the Sun newspaper delivered to their house?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. The IVDA has opted to communicate
directly with residents and businesses via mailers and filing of required notices. While many
people watch the news and utilize Facebook, this type of notification is not required by CEQA,
and furthermore is not recognized as a type of notification method that would comply with CEQA.
As CEQA is the law under which this document has been prepared, these methods of
communication have not been selected for use under the proposed project. Publication in a local
newspaper, it should be noted here, is a recognized method by which Lead Agencies can comply
with the CEQA notification requirements. Furthermore, the Sun Newspaper, while still a print
publication, is also available online at https://www.sbsun.com/.
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Scoping Meeting Speaker #9 Sean Martinez: The speaker provided suggestions for reaching out
to the community during the Eastgate project. The speaker suggests that a way to reach out to
the community would be to knock on doors for residences that would be displaced by this plan as
this would let them know what the project would mean for them. For most people EIRs are not
accessible because of their technical content being at too high of a level.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #10 Jo: The speaker is looking for community involvement. The
speaker concurs with what everyone else has said at the scoping meeting. If this project doesn’t
actually take place for 10-15 years, is there a follow-on process?

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter #5 PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns regarding community involvement raised in this comment.
Additionally, please refer to the response under Scoping Meeting Speaker #3 Lori, above, which
provides a response to the concerns regarding the follow-on CEQA process. Effectively, under
CEQA an evaluation of whether a future site-specific project fits within the same or nearly the
same circumstances as those which were identified under the original CEQA documentation (in
this case the AGSP DPEIR, and ultimately, the Final EIR), and if circumstances have changed,
those changes in circumstances must be identified and evaluated against the specific compliance
methods authorized under CEQA to determine the appropriate path forward. This process is
called tiering, and is outlined under CEQA Statute 15152. Tiering refers to using the analysis of
general matters contained in a broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy
statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects; incorporating by
reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or
negative declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project. Should development under
the AGSP be deferred for 10-15 years, each specific development (regardless of the time
elapsed) would be required to adhere to the tiering guidelines, which would determine whether
the project is covered under the original EIR, requires follow on analysis in the form of an
Addendum, Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or where new significant
impacts are identified, an Environmental Impact Report.

Scoping Meeting Speaker #11 Marta: The speaker lives in the City of Highland 1.5 miles away;
they suggest that newspapers are not too hip, and that people don’t read them anymore. Instead,
people are on Facebook and social media. The speaker suggests that [VDA send out the notices
as flyers with dates of the hearing and of the workshops. The speaker suggests that the Project
Team get involved and email her and the community, and that her team is happy to get involved.

The speaker indicates that she believes that the Community is not involved in CEQA and doesn’t
understand the environmental process. Community organizers are aware of CEQA, but people
going about their daily lives aren’t aware. The speaker suggests that the Project Team should
notify the community, and should ask them to provide email addresses to keep updated on the
progress of the AGSP.

Response: Please refer to the response under NOP_Comment Letter # PCEJ, above, which
provides a response to the concerns raised in this comment. Please also refer to the response
under NOP Comment Letter #8, which indicate