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Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1

Purpose and Scope of this CEQA Initial Study

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a statewide environmental law contained in Public Resources
Code Sections (§) §§ 21000-21177. CEQA applies to most public agency decisions to carry out, authorize, or
approve actions that have the potential to adversely affect the environment. CEQA requires that public agencies
analyze and acknowledge the environmental consequences of their discretionary actions and consider
alternatives and mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce significant adverse impacts to the environment
when avoidance or reduction is feasible. The CEQA compliance process also gives other public agencies and the
general public an opportunity to comment on a proposed project’s environmental effects.
This Initial Study evaluates the potential for the proposed project (the Project) to adversely affect the physical
environment. As part of the City of San Bernardino’s discretionary permit review process, the Project is required
to undergo an initial environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15063. This Initial Study is a preliminary
analysis prepared by the City of San Bernardino, acting in its capacity as the CEQA Lead Agency, to determine the
level of environmental review and scope of analysis that will be required for the Project under CEQA. This Initial
Study presents and substantiates the City of San Bernardino’s determination regarding the type of CEQA
compliance document that will be prepared for the Project, which the City determined will be an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)

1.2

Potential Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

The analysis presented in this Initial Study indicates that the proposed Project has the potential to result in one or
more significant direct, indirect, and/or cumulatively considerable environmental effects under the following
environmental subjects:
●
●
●
●
●

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology/Water Quality

●
●
●
●

Land Use/Planning
Noise
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources

Based on the analysis provided in the Environmental Checklist portion of this Initial Study, the proposed Project
has the potential to result in significant effects on the environment for which feasible mitigation measures may
or may not be available to reduce all of those effects to below thresholds of significance applied by the City of San
Bernardino. Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1), an EIR will be prepared for the Project
and will focus on potential impacts to the environmental issue areas listed above.

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino

Page 1

The Landing by San Manuel
Initial Study

Project Description

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND SETTING
2.1

Project Overview

The Project involves the proposed development of a 52.97-acre property (Development Site) in the City of San
Bernardino, California, with a 1,153,644 square foot (s.f.) warehouse building and associated site improvements.
To implement the Project, the Project Applicant (San Manuel Band of Mission Indians) submitted applications to
the City of San Bernardino for a General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 20-02), Development Code/Zoning Map
Amendment (DCA No. 20-03), Specific Plan Amendment (SPA No. 20-01), and Development Permit Type-D (DP-D
No. 20-02). Considering the geographic extent of all applications, 62.49 acres are considered the “Project Site” in
this Initial Study.

2.2

Project Location

The 52.97-acre Development Site and larger 62.49-acre Project Site that are the subject of this IS are located
within the City of San Bernardino, which is within the Valley subregion of San Bernardino County, north of
Interstate-10, east of Interstate-215, and both south and west of Interstate-210. More specifically, and as depicted
on Figure 2-1, Regional Map, and Figure 2-2, Vicinity Map, the 62.49-acre Project Site is located north of the San
Bernardino International Airport, east and west of Victoria Avenue, south of 3rd Street, and west of Alabama
Street. The Development Site encompasses Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 136-371-18 (portion), 136-371-33
(portion), 136-371-36 and 136-371-37 (portion). In addition, the additional properties to the west and to the east
that are within the larger Project Site but not the Development Site include APNs 136-371-18 (portion) and APN
136-381-19, respectively.

2.3

Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The Project Site was previously utilized by the Norton Air Force Base (AFB). As depicted on Figure 2-3, USGS
Topographic Map, and Figure 2-4, Aerial Photograph, under existing conditions since closure of the Norton AFB, a
large area of the Development Site is vacant and undeveloped but contains a remnant water tower, road network,
several paved areas, and the southern portion is used for temporary truck trailer and shipping container storage.
Within the larger Project Site, the eastern 4.55 acres is owned and occupied by Matich Corporation, and the
western 4.97 acres is owned by the San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA) and used for temporary
truck trailer and shipping container storage. The site vicinity and surrounding areas contain a mixture of
undeveloped land, storage lots, and industrial and airport-related uses, with commercial and residential
development in the City of Highland occurring further to the north. The surrounding area is in a state of transition,
with several new development and infrastructure projects approved or in the planning stages of design.
Additional information regarding surrounding land uses is provided below.
North: Immediately north of the Project Site is 3rd Street, which is a fully improved 4-lane road with painted
center median and curb, gutter, and sidewalk on both sides. The southern side of 3rd Street forms the dividing
line between the City of San Bernardino and the City of Highland to the north. On the north side of 3rd Street is
a mixture of business enterprises and undeveloped property, with a few residential structures located east of the
3rd Street/Victoria Avenue intersection. This area is in the planning stages for a mix of industrial uses under the
proposed “Airport Gateway Specific Plan (AGSP),” which covers approximately 670 acres generally bounded by
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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6th Street and Highland Creek on the north, 3rd Street and the San Bernardino International Airport (SBIA) on the
south, State Route 210 (SR-210) on the east, and Tippecanoe Avenue on the west. The Specific Plan area includes
parcels in both the City of Highland (±485 acres) and the City of San Bernardino (±185 acres). In addition, a
roadway improvement project is planned that will improve 5th Street from Victoria Avenue Church Avenue, 3rd
Street from Church Avenue to just west of Alabama Street, and Palm Avenue from just south of 3rd Street to just
north of 5th Street.
East: Industrial property located to the east of the Project Site is occupied by JB Hunt Transport Services, Inc., and
the NTS San Bernardino Rocket and Fluids test laboratory, which is a test facility for aerospace propulsion
development. Further to the east and southeast are heavy industry uses including an asphalt plant in the City of
Redlands.
South: The SBIA abuts the Project Site’s southern border. The SBIA serves cargo, business aviation, general
aviation, and commercial airlines, as well as aviation-related development around the airport. The Santa Ana
River and the City of Redlands are located further to the south.
West: Property abutting the Project Site to the west on the west side of Victoria Avenue is owned by the SBIAA,
which is currently undeveloped and used for the temporary storage of truck trailers and cargo containers. Further
to the west and southwest is the planned location of an approximately 101.5-acre Amazon Air Regional Hub
facility, which when constructed will connect to the SBIA’s Taxiway “E,” to support Amazon’s air cargo operations.
The facility is approved by the SBIAA to contain an approximately 658,000 s.f. warehouse that will be between 50’
and 63’ in height with dock doors positioned on the northern and southern sides of the building.

2.4

Description of the Proposed Project

A. Development Permit Type-D (DP-D No. 20-02)
As depicted on Figure 2-5, Proposed Development Plan, the proposed Project evaluated herein involves the
redevelopment of a 52.97-acre property with a single warehouse facility to accommodate a fulfillment center
user. The applicant, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, is proposing redevelopment of the Development
Site on a speculative basis, meaning that the building’s occupant(s) would be determined at a later time and is not
yet known. To implement the Project, the existing features on the Development Site would be demolished and
removed, with the exception of the existing water tower that is planned to be relocated to the southeast corner
of Victoria Avenue and 3rd Street, assuming it is structurally stable enough to be moved. If relocation of the
existing water tower is not feasible, a replica water tower is planned to be erected in the same location at the
southeast corner of Victoria Avenue and 3rd Street.
The proposed warehouse building is designed to have up to 1,153,644 s.f. of interior floor space, which includes
up to 1,060,144 s.f. of warehouse space, 20,000 s.f. of office space, and 73,500 s.f. of leasable mezzanine space.
A total of 113 dock doors would be positioned on the north-facing side of the building and 105 dock doors would
be positioned on the south-facing side of the building. Truck, trailer, and passenger vehicle parking areas meeting
or exceeding minimum City of San Bernardino parking requirements would occur around the building’s perimeter,
in addition to drive isles, landscaping, and lighting. Other proposed physical improvements include the installation
of an off-site driveway from the Development Site’s southeastern boundary to provide access to SBIA property to
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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the south, improvements to Victoria Avenue abutting the Development Site’s western boundary, and potential
improvements at the intersections of Victoria Avenue/3rd Street and Victoria Avenue/Central Avenue, as would
be determined by a traffic study to be performed to identify improvement needs.
B. Specific Plan Amendment (SPA No. 20-01)
A portion of the Development Site (40.08 acres), in addition to approximately 4.55 acres to the immediate east
and approximately 4.97 acres to the west of Victoria Avenue, comprise the existing Third Street District of the San
Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan (SBAC-SP). So that the entire Development Site is included in the
boundary of the Specific Plan, the proposed SPA would add approximately 12.89 acres in the southern portion of
the Development Site to the SBAC-SP and remove approximately 4.97 acres located west of Victoria Avenue and
owned by the SBIAA from the SBAC-SP. As a result, the reconfigured Third Street District would comprise
approximately 57.52 acres (the 52.97-acre Development Site and 4.55 acres to the east). Refer to Figure 2-6,
Proposed Specific Plan Amendment.
C. General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 20-02)
As depicted on Figure 2-7, Proposed General Plan Amendment, the City of San Bernardino designates the majority
of the 62.49-acre Project Site as “Industrial (I)” but a 12.89-acre area in the southern portion of the Project Site is
designated as “Public Facility/Quasi-Public (PF).” GPA No. 20-02 proposes to change the General Plan land use
designation on the approximately 12.89-acre portion of the Project Site currently designated as “Public
Facility/Quasi-Public (PF)” to “Industrial (I).” In addition, GPA No. 20-02 proposes to change the land use
designation of approximately 4.97 acres owned by the SBIAA west of Victoria Avenue from “Industrial” to “Public
Facility/Quasi-Public (PF).”
D. Development Code/Zoning Map Amendment (DCA No. 20-03)
As depicted on Figure 2-8, Proposed Development/Zoning Code Map, the City of San Bernardino designates the
majority of the 62.49-acre Project Site as “Specific Plan Alliance of California – 3rd Street (SP-AC)” but a 12.89acre area in the southern portion of the Project Site is designated as “Public Facilities (PF).” The proposed
Development Code/Zoning Amendment (DCA No. 20-03) would change the Zoning Map classification of the 12.89
acres from “Public Facilities” to “SP-AC.” In addition, DCA No. 20-03 proposes to change the zoning classification
of approximately 4.97 acres owned by the SBIAA west of Victoria Avenue from “SP-AC” to “Public Facilities (PF).”

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND ANALYSIS
Provided on the following pages is an Environmental Checklist, based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.
The Checklist evaluates the Project’s potential to result in significant adverse effects to the physical environment.
As concluded by the Checklist, the proposed Project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects
for which feasible mitigation may not be available to reduce those effects below levels of significance.
Accordingly, and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15063(b)(1), an EIR will be prepared for the Project.

INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO
1.

Project Title: The Landing by San Manuel

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of San Bernardino Planning Division
201 North E Street, 3rd Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92401

3.

Contact Persons and Phone Number: Oliver Mujica and Elizabeth Mora-Rodriguez: (909) 384-7272

4.

Project Location: South of 3rd Street, north of the San Bernardino International Airport, east and west of
Victoria Avenue, and west of Alabama Street in the City of San Bernardino, California.

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
26569 Community Center Drive
Highland, CA 92346

6.

General Plan Designation: Industrial (I) and Public Facility/Quasi-Public (PF).

7.

Zoning: “Specific Plan Alliance of California – 3rd Street (SP-AC)” and Public Facilities (PF)

8.

Description of the Project: The Project involves the redevelopment of a 52.97-acre property that was
previously part of the Norton Air Force Base with one warehouse building having 1,153,644 s.f. of interior
floor space (including approximately 20,000 s.f. of ancillary office space, 73,500 s.f. of mezzanine space, and
1,060,144 s.f. of warehouse space), and ±218 truck loading dock doors. Other site features include but are
not limited to road improvements, driveways, auto and truck parking stalls, landscaping, lighting, and utility
infrastructure to service the site. Although the future tenant of the proposed building is not yet known, for
purposes of evaluation it is assumed that the building would operate as a fulfillment center warehouse with
a portion of the building used for high-cube cold storage warehouse use. To implement the Project, the
Project Applicant submitted applications to the City of San Bernardino for a General Plan Amendment (GPA
No. 20-02), Development Code/Zoning Map Amendment (DCA No. 20-03), Specific Plan Amendment (SPA No.
20-01), and Development Permit Type-D (DP-D No. 20-02). Together, these applications constitute the
“Project” and considering the geographic extent of all applications, 62.49 acres are considered the “Project

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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Site”, which includes the 52.97-acre Development Site, 4.97 acres to be removed from the SBAC-SP to the
west, and 4.55 acres to the east of the Development Site that would remain in the SBAC-SP.
9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The Project Site is located in the City of San Bernardino, north of
Interstate-10, east of Interstate-215, and south and west of Interstate-210. The northern boundary of the
Project Site is 3rd Street, which forms the City of San Bernardino/City of Highland jurisdictional boundary.
The SBIA is located to the south. The surrounding areas contain a mixture of undeveloped land, storage lots,
and industrial and airport-related uses, with commercial and residential development in the City of Highland
occurring further to the north. The surrounding area is in a state of transition, with several new development
and infrastructure projects approved or in the planning stages of design.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: The Project may require discretionary and/or
administrative approvals, which include, but are not necessarily limited to, approvals from the Inland Valley
Development Agency; SBIAA; the City of Highland; the San Bernardino County Fire Department; Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB); and South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). Approvals from public agencies, if required, will be described in the required EIR.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below ( ☒ ) would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
☐

Aesthetics

☒

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

☐

Public Services

☐

Agricultural Resources
and Forestry Resources

☐

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

☐

Recreation

☒

Air Quality

☒

Hydrology/Water Quality

☒

Transportation

☒

Biological Resources

☒

Land Use/Planning

☒

Tribal Cultural Resource

☒

Cultural Resources

☐

Mineral Resources

☐

Utilities/Service Systems

☐

Energy

☒

Noise

☐

Wildfire

☐

Geology/Soils

☐

Population/Housing

☒

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential significant impact” or “potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be
addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature

☐
☐
☒

☐

☐

___________________________________
Date

Printed Name

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
This section contains the Environmental Checklist for the Project and is based on the Initial Study Environmental
Checklist (Checklist) included in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as most recently updated in December 2018.
The Checklist is marked with findings as to the environmental effects of the Project. The evaluation of
environmental impacts in this section has been undertaken, pursuant to the provisions of CEQA, to provide the
City of San Bernardino with the factual basis for determining, based on the information available, the form of
environmental documentation the Project warrants. The basis for each of the findings is provided in the
explanation of responses following the Checklist. References used to support the analyses are identified in the
text and listed in Section 4.0 of this Initial Study.
1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).
All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.
Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that
an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.
“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analysis,” as
described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).
Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c) (3) (d). In this
case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
(a)
Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
(b)
Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.
(c)
Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g. general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.
Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.
The analysis of each issue should identify:
(a) the significance criteria or threshold used to evaluate each question; and
(b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino

Page 17

The Landing by San Manuel
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

I. AESTHETICS
Would the Project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

☐

☒

The Development Site and larger Project Site are located in the City of San Bernardino. The properties are not
designated as a scenic vista by the City of San Bernardino General Plan or any other relevant planning document.
With respect to visual resources and scenic vistas, the General Plan indicates that the following areas could
potentially benefit from sensitive treatment of land: Kendall Hills, San Bernardino Mountains, the hillsides
adjacent to Arrowhead Springs, Lytle Creek Wash, East Twin Creeks Wash, the Santa Ana River, Badger Canyon,
Bailey Canyon, and Waterman Canyon. (San Bernardino, 2005a, p. 12-22). The Project site is located in the
southeastern portion of the City and is not associated with any of these features. The San Bernardino
Mountains, located north of the Project Site, is the only one of these features that is visible from the Project
Site. The proposed Project has no potential to block public views of the San Bernardino Mountains because
the mountains occur to the north of the Project Site and public views to the mountains would continue to be
available from 3rd Street. The Project is located south of 3rd Street and therefore has no potential to obstruct
views of features located north of 3rd Street. Immediately south of the Project Site are fenced and gated areas
of the SBIA that are not accessible to the general public and therefore offer no public views. Because the Project
has no potential to create a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, no further analysis of this topic is
required.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
☐
☐
☐
☒
limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; Caltrans GIS Map of
State Designated and Eligible Scenic Highway, 2000)
There are no designated or eligible State scenic highways within the Project Site’s immediate vicinity (Caltrans,
2020). The nearest designated State scenic highway is a segment of State Route 38 (SR 38), located
approximately 22.8 miles northeast of the Project Site. The nearest eligible (but not yet designated) State scenic
highways include a segment of Interstate 210 (I-210) located approximately 1.1 miles east of the Project Site, a
segment of State Route (SR) 330 located approximately 2.6 miles northeast of the Project Site, and a segment
of SR 38 located approximately 3.2 miles southeast of the Project Site. Due to the distance of these highways
to the Project Site and the presence of intervening development and topography, the Project Site does not offer
views of scenic resources from these road segments. Thus, implementation of the Project as would not
adversely affect views of scenic resources from any State-designated scenic highway.
c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views the site and its surroundings
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
The Project Site is located in an urbanized area and is surrounding by existing developments. Although the
Project includes an Amendment to the SBAC-SP and a proposed Development Code/Zoning Map Amendment
that affects: (a) a 12.89-acre portion of the Development Site (to change the zoning from “PF” to “SP-AC”) and
(b) a 4.97-acre property to the west of Victoria Street owned by the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA)
west (to change the zoning from “SP-AC” to “PF”), these proposed zoning classification revisions would have no
adverse effect on scenic quality. There are no components of the proposed Project that would conflict with
applicable Specific Plan or City Municipal Code requirements related to scenic quality or other regulations
governing scenic quality. The SBAC-SP includes Policy 2.31 that states “Provide for aesthetically pleasing and
economically functional development through the sensitive application of landscaping, signage, architectural
standards, and site facilities.” In addition, Section G.3.4 of the SBAC-SP requires screening of equipment,
loading areas, and trash collection areas from public streets, walks, and common parking areas. The proposed
Project complies with these requirements. The Project’s perimeter treatment along 3rd Street is designed to
include landscaping and artistic and interpretive elements as screening to enhance the scenic quality of the
roadway corridor. The building’s loading docks, truck courts, and trash enclosures will be behind a solid barrier
and will not be visible from 3rd Street, and the higher elevation of the building façade visible from 3rd Street is
designed with architectural enhancements. Enhanced landscaped areas also are proposed to be located at the
northwest and northeast corners of the Development Site to enhance the streetscape of 3rd Street. Other than
the SBAC-SP and the City of San Bernardino’s Municipal Code, to which the Project would comply, there are no
other regulations governing scenic quality that apply to the Project. Thus, no impact would occur and further
analysis of this topic is not required.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
☐
☐
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

The Project would introduce new sources of artificial light to the property, including parking lot lighting and
building lighting. All new light sources associated with the Project would be required to comply with the City’s
Municipal Code standards for exterior lighting, which prevent light spillover, glare, nuisance, inconvenience, or
hazardous interference of any kind on adjacent properties and streets. In particular, the City of San Bernardino
Municipal Code Section G19.08.050 would apply to the Project, which requires that all lighting be shielded to
confine light spread within the site boundaries (City of San Bernardino, 2020, p. 1619). Furthermore, areas
surrounding the Project Site are developed with or planned for the development with urban uses, and Projectrelated lighting would be complementary to the lighting associated with these existing uses. There are no
components of the Project-related lighting that could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Thus,
Project-related lighting impacts would be less than significant.
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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With respect to glare, a majority of the Project’s building elements would consist of tilt-up concrete panels with
no potential for glare, although the corners of the building would include glass elements. While window glazing
has a potential to result in minor glare effects, such effects would not adversely affect daytime views of
surrounding properties, including motorists along adjacent roadways, because the glass proposed is lowreflective. Areas proposed for window glazing also would be limited, as shown on the Project’s application
materials. Furthermore, the Project’s perimeter treatment along 3rd Street is designed to include landscaping
and artistic and interpretive elements as screening that would limit visibility of the proposed building from 3rd
Street. Thus, glare impacts from proposed building elements would be less than significant.
Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare and
would not adversely affect daytime or nighttime views of the area. Impacts would be less than significant, and
no further analysis of this topic is required.
II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
Would the Project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of
☐
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency to non-agricultural use?
(Source: CDC, 2018; Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019)

☐

☐

☒

The Project site is part of the former location of the Norton AFB. Under existing conditions, the Project Site
does not contain agricultural uses. As mapped by the California Department of Conservation’s (CDC) Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the Project Site is not mapped by the FMMP as containing Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, nor does the site contain any Locally
Important Farmland (CDC, 2018). No FMMP mapped farmlands are located in the City of San Bernardino. As
such, the proposed Project has no potential to convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the FMMP of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. Accordingly, no impact would occur and no further analysis is
required on this subject.
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
☐
☐
☐
Act contract?
(Source: CDC, 2016; Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

Under existing conditions, the Project Site does not contain agricultural zoning. As mapped by the CDC, the
Project Site also is not located on land that is subject to a Williamson Act contract (CDC, 2016). Under existing
conditions, the Project Site is zoned “San Bernardino Specific Alliance Specific Plan (SBAC-SP)” and “Public
Faculties (PF).” As such, the proposed Project has no potential to conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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use, or a Williamson Act contract. No land zoned for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract lands are
located near the Project Site (CDC, 2016). Based on the foregoing, the Project has no potential to impact lands
zoned for agricultural use or conflict with any Williamson Act contracts. No impact would occur and no further
analysis is required on this subject.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
☐
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?
(Source: Project Application Materials; USFS, 2020; Google Earth, 2019)

☐

☐

☒

As shown on Figure 2-7, the Project Site is not located on lands designated as forest lands or timberlands by the
City’s General Plan, and none of the surrounding properties are designated as forest lands or timberlands. The
San Bernardino National Forest is the nearest designated forestland and is located approximately 3.2 miles
north of the Project Site with substantial intervening development (USFS, 2020). Furthermore, the Project Site
is zoned “San Bernardino Specific Alliance Specific Plan (SBAC-SP)” and “Public Faculties (PF),” and none of the
surrounding properties are zoned for forestry- or timberland-related uses. Accordingly, no forests or any zoning
for forest land or timberland are located on or near the Project Site. The proposed Project has no potential to
conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g). No impact would occur and no further analysis
is required on this subject.
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
☐
☐
non-forest use?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

As noted in the preceding response, the Project Site is not located on or near forest land. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not result in the loss of any forest land or convert forest land to non-forest use. No
impact would occur and no further analysis is required on this subject.
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
☐
☐
☐
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?
(Source: CDC, 2016b; Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

As noted in the preceding responses, the Project Site is not located on or near lands designated Farmland or
forest land. There is no Farmland, forest land, or timberland near the Project Site. As such, the proposed Project
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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has no potential to involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use, or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
Therefore, no impact would occur and no further analysis is required on this subject.
III. AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
☒
☐
☐
☐
quality plan?
(Source: SCAQMD, 2017; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
The Project Site is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). Air quality within the SCAB is regulated by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Standards for air quality are documented in the
SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), as most recently updated in March 2017. The proposed
Project would result in the emission of air pollutants into the SCAB during short-term construction and longterm operational activities, including from vehicles that travel to and from the Project Site. The Project’s
construction and operational activities will emit pollutants, thereby potentially conflicting with or obstructing
implementation of the SCAQMD’s AQMP. As such, an air quality technical report will be prepared and the
required EIR will evaluate the proposed Project’s potential to conflict with the adopted SCAQMD AQMP.
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
(Source: SCAQMD, 2017; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

☐

☐

Air quality within the SCAB is regulated by the SCAQMD and standards for air quality are documented in the
SCAQMD AQMP, as most recently updated in March 2017. Implementation of the proposed Project has the
potential to exceed daily air pollutant emission significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD’s AQMP,
particularly related to construction and mobile-source emissions associated with the Project’s long-term
operation. Accordingly, an air quality technical report will be prepared and Project-related air emissions will be
modeled using the SCAQMD’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod™). The purpose of this model
is to calculate estimated construction-source and operational-source air quality emissions for criteria pollutants
from direct and indirect sources. The required EIR will quantify the Project’s expected pollutant levels and
evaluate the potential to exceed local air quality standards and/or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation.
c)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
(Source: Google Earth, 2019; California Air Resources Board, 2020)
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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The Project Site is located in a portion of the SCAB that is in non-attainment status for State air quality standards
pertaining to ozone (O3; 1-hour standard and 8-hour standard), particulate matter smaller than 10 microns
(PM10), and particulate matter smaller than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) (CARB, 2017). The portion of the SCAB in which
the Project Site is located also is in non-attainment status for federal standards concerning O3 and PM10 (CARB,
2017). The Project does not include any land uses that may be considered point source emitters. However, the
Project has the potential to expose sensitive receptors located near the Development Site and along the truck
route to diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from mobile sources (i.e., vehicle and truck exhaust). Due
to the presence of sensitive receptors in the vicinity and the amount of truck traffic expected to be generated
by the Project, the required EIR will evaluate the Project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations.
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
☐
☐
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
(Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

Any temporary odor impacts generated construction activities on the Development Site, such as asphalt paving
and the application of architectural coatings, would be short-term and cease upon completion of the
construction phase of the Project. Additionally, such odors would not affect a substantial number of people,
based on the proximity and nature of land uses surrounding the Project Site (i.e., primarily industrial and airportrelated land uses). The warehouse use proposed for the Development Site is not expected to involve activities
that generate substantial or noticeable amounts of odor during long-term operation. Additionally, the Project
would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 402, “Nuisance” that controls odors by prohibiting air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to
the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which
cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. For the control of odors
associated with stored waste, the City of San Bernardino’s solid waste regulations (Chapter 8.24 of the City’s
Municipal Code) requires solid waste to be stored within enclosed containers and prohibits the storage of solid
waste in a manner that would present a public nuisance. Accordingly, mandatory compliance with regulatory
requirements will ensure that any odor effects would be less than significant, and no further analysis of this
topic is required.
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
☒
☐
☐
☐
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
(Source: Google Earth, 2019; Community Works Design Group (CWDG), 2020; City of San Bernardino, 2005; City
of San Bernardino; 2020)
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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Under existing conditions, the Project Site is fully disturbed by past Norton AFB development and contains only
developed, ornamental, and ruderal habitat types. Figure 5.3-1 of the City of San Bernardino’s 2005 General
Plan Update EIR indicates that the Project Site is not located within any areas identified as containing potential
habitat for sensitive wildlife species, while Figure 5.3-2 shows that the Project Site is not located within any
Biological Resource Areas or Riparian Corridors. Regardless, because the site is undeveloped at the present
time and contains ground surface features that have the potential for occupation by the western burrowing
owl, which is a California Department of Fish and Wildlife Service (CDFW) Species of Special Concern, a focused
burrowing owl survey will be conducted following survey guidelines identified in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, with the results reported in the EIR. If burrowing owl is present on the property,
impacts have the potential to be significant.
According to an Arborist Survey, the Development Site contains 139 trees which include standing dead,
damaged, and other trees in various forms and stages of decline (CWDG, 2020, p. 1). Although the trees are in
stages of decline, trees provide potential nesting habitat for bird species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species by the CDFW or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Development Project would result in
the removal of all existing trees on the Development Site, which has the potential to result in impacts to nesting
or foraging habitat for birds. Accordingly, the Project’s potential impacts to special status bird species will be
evaluated in the required EIR.
b) Have a substantially adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
☐
☐
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

Under existing conditions, the Project Site is fully disturbed by past Norton AFB development and contains only
developed, ornamental, and ruderal habitat types. The Project Site does not contain any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the CCDFW
or USFWS. Further, the Project’s stormwater system is designed to discharge into a subsurface stormwater
system and would not directly discharge to any water courses that may contain riparian habitat. As such, the
proposed Project has no potential to have a substantial adverse effect on any on-site or off-site riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
CDFW or USFWS. Therefore, no impact would occur and no further analysis is required on this subject.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect 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?
(Source: Google Earth, 2019)
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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The Project Site does not contain any natural or artificially occurring water resources that support federallyprotected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.). The proposed Project also has no potential to impact federally-protected wetlands, because
the Project Site does not contain any natural drainages or jurisdictional wetlands. Further, the Project’s
drainage design is proposed to discharge into a subsurface stormwater system and would not discharge to any
water courses that may be regulated by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Therefore, no impact would occur
and no further analysis is required on this subject.
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or
☐
☐
☒
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Community Works Design Group (CWDG), Google Earth, 2019)

☐

Under existing conditions, the Project site is fully disturbed by past Norton AFB development and contains only
developed, ornamental, and ruderal habitat types. The Project site does not contain any natural bodies of
water, and there is no potential for the Project to interfere with the movement of fish. With exception of
migratory birds, the Project has no potential to result in impacts to migratory wildlife corridors due to the
urbanized nature of the Project Site and surroundings. Nesting migratory birds are protected by the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (CWDG, 2020, p. 1), which prohibits the disturbance of active migratory bird
nests during the nesting season (February 1 – August 31). Further, the removal of existing trees on the
Development Site would require the issuance of a tree removal permit from the City of San Bernardino pursuant
to City of San Bernardino Municipal Code Section 19.28.100 (City of San Bernardino, 2020, p. 1964).
Accordingly, mandatory compliance with regulatory requirements will ensure that active migratory bird nests,
if present, are not disturbed. Trees would only be removed outside the nesting season, or if no nests are
present. Upon development of the Project as proposed, new trees will be installed on the Development Site
along 3rd Street, Victoria Street, and portions of the Development Site’s interior, which will re-establish nesting
habitat.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
☐
☐
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

City of San Bernardino Municipal Code Section 19.28.100 requires the issuance of a tree removal permit prior
to the removal of any mature trees. The Development Site contains 139 trees that would be removed as part
of the Project (CWDG, 2020, p. 1); as such, the issuance of a tree removal permit will be required. Mandatory
compliance with the tree removal permit will ensure that the trees are removed per City requirements. There
are no additional local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources that are applicable to the Project
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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or Project Site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and further analysis of this topic is not
required.
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒

There is no adopted habitat conservation plan, natural conservation community plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan applicable to the City of San Bernardino or the Project Site.
Accordingly, the Project would have no potential to conflict with any such plans, and no impact would occur.
No further analysis of this topic is necessary.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
☒
☐
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

The Development Site contains a former Norton AFB water tower that may have local historic significance. The
Project Applicant proposes to relocate the water tower if it is structurally stable enough to be moved, or to
construct a replica water tower at the southeast corner of Victoria Avenue and 3rd Street. Also, construction at
the Development Site has the potential to uncover subsurface historical resources as defined in Section 15064.5
of the State CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed Project has the potential to result in an impact on
historical resources. A site-specific historic resources evaluation will be prepared for the Development Site, the
results of which will be provided in the required EIR.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
☐
☐
☐
☒
archaeological resources pursuant to Section 15064.5?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
There are no known archaeological resources at the Project Site. The Project Site has been fully disturbed
associated with past Norton AFB development, and any archaeological resources that may have been present
at the site have since been removed or destroyed. The site is overlain with artificial fill; no native soil is expected
to occur within 3.5 feet of the ground surface (SCGeo, 2020). Notwithstanding, the City will require the
preparation of an archaeological resources investigation to verify this conclusion that the Project Site has no
reasonable potential to contain archaeological resources.

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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☐
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There are no known cemeteries at the Project Site and no known formal cemeteries are located within the
immediate site vicinity. While not expected, in the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities required to implement the proposed Project, compliance with the applicable
provisions of California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code § 5097 et. seq. would
be required. Mandatory compliance with these provisions of State law would ensure that impacts to human
remains, if unearthed during construction activities, would be appropriately treated. No impact would occur
and no further analysis is required on this subject.
VI. ENERGY
Would the project:
a) Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, or
☐
☐
wasteful use of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

Energy Use During Construction
The Project’s construction process would consume electricity and fuel. Project-related construction activities
would represent a “single-event” demand and would not require on-going or permanent commitment of energy
resources. Fuel consumed by construction equipment and construction worker and vendor trips would be the
primary energy resource expended over the course of Project-related construction. The equipment used for
Project construction would conform to California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulations and California
emissions standards. For example, CCR Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section 2449(d)(3) Idling, limits idling times of
construction vehicles to no more than five minutes, thereby precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption
of fuel due to unproductive idling of construction equipment. Project-related construction activities are not
materially different than other construction projects and there are no unusual Project characteristics or
construction processes that would require the use of equipment that would be more energy-intensive than is
used for comparable construction projects. All Project-related construction equipment would be required to
conform to current emissions standards (and related fuel efficiencies). As supported by the preceding
discussion, the Project’s construction-related energy consumption would not be considered inefficient,
wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.
Energy Use During Operation
The Project does not propose uses or operations that would inherently result in excessive and wasteful vehicle
trips and/or vehicle miles traveled, nor associated excess and wasteful vehicle energy consumption. Enhanced
fuel economies realized pursuant to federal and State regulatory actions, and related transition of passenger
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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vehicles and trucks to alternative energy sources (e.g., electricity, natural gas, bio fuels, hydrogen cells) are
expected to decrease gasoline fuel demands in the future.
Under the Truck and Bus Regulation adopted by CARB in 2008, all diesel truck fleets operating in California are
required to adhere to an aggressive schedule for upgrading and replacing heavy-duty truck engines, which will
result in fuel efficiencies. In addition, in June, 2020, CARB adopted a new Advanced Clean Truck Regulation Rule
requiring truck manufacturers to transition from diesel trucks and vans to electric zero-emission trucks
beginning in 2024. By 2045, every new truck sold in California will be required to be zero-emission electric.
Based on the foregoing, Project transportation energy consumption would not be considered inefficient,
wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.
The Project would not cause or result in the need for additional energy facilities or an energy delivery system;
existing utility connections are site-adjacent in 3rd Street. Building operations and site maintenance activities
associated with the Project would result in the consumption of electricity and potentially natural gas. Natural
gas would be supplied to the Project by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas); electricity would be
supplied to the Project by Southern California Edison (SCE). For new development, compliance with California
Building Standards Code Title 24 energy efficiency requirements (CALGreen) is considered demonstrable
evidence of efficient use of energy. The proposed warehouse building would be required to promote and
provide for energy efficiencies as required by applicable federal or State of California standards and regulations,
and in so doing would meet all California Building Standards Code 24 standards.
Conclusion
The Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, or wasteful use of
energy resources, during construction or operation. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and no
further analysis is required on this subject.
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
☐
☐
☒
☐
energy or energy efficiency?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
Under existing conditions, there are no adopted State or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency
in the Project area. Thus, the Project would have no potential to conflict with such plans, and no impact would
occur. Additionally, and as discussed below, the Project would be consistent with or otherwise would not
conflict with policies and requirements related to energy conservation.
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)
The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) promoted the development of inter-modal
transportation systems to maximize mobility as well as address national and local interests in air quality and
energy. ISTEA contained factors that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) such as the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) were to address in developing transportation plans and
programs, including some energy-related factors. Transportation and access to the Project Site will be provided
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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primarily by the local and regional roadway systems. The Project would not interfere with, nor otherwise
obstruct intermodal transportation plans or projects that may be realized pursuant to the ISTEA because SCAG
is not planning for intermodal facilities on or through the Project Site.
The Transportation Equality Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)
The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) was signed into law in 1998 and builds upon the
initiatives established in the ISTEA legislation, discussed above. TEA-21 authorizes highway, highway safety,
transit, and other efficient surface transportation programs. It also provides for investment in research and its
application to maximize the performance of the transportation system through, for example, deployment of
Intelligent Transportation Systems to help improve operations and management of transportation systems and
vehicle safety. The Project Site is located along 3rd Street with proximate access to the interstate freeway
system. The location of the Project Site facilitates access, acts to reduce vehicle miles traveled, takes advantage
of existing infrastructure systems, and promotes land use compatibilities through collocation of similar
industrial uses. Accordingly, the Project supports the strong planning processes emphasized under TEA-21 and
is therefore consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with or obstruct implementation of TEA-21.
State of California Energy Plan
The California Energy Commission (CEC) is responsible for preparing the State Energy Plan, which identifies
emerging trends related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the
maintenance of a healthy economy. The Plan calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the
transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies
with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of strategies,
including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators and encouragement of urban designs that reduce
vehicle miles traveled and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access.
The Project Site is located along major transportation corridors with proximate access to the Interstate freeway
system. The location of the Project Site facilitates access, acts to reduce vehicle miles traveled, and takes
advantage of existing infrastructure systems. The Project would promote land use compatibility through the
development of light industrial uses in close proximity to similar light industrial uses. Therefore, the Project
supports urban design and planning processes identified under the State of California Energy Plan, is consistent
with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation of the State of California Energy
Plan.
California Code Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency Standards (California Energy Code)
California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings, was first adopted in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s
energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation
of new energy efficient technologies and methods. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity; therefore,
increased energy efficiency reduces fossil fuel consumption and decreases greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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The 2019 version of Title 24 was adopted by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and became effective on
January 1, 2020 and is applicable to the Project. Compliance with the applicable Title 24 requirements is
enforced through Chapter 15.04 of the City of San Bernardino’s Municipal Code. Thus, Project consistency with
Title 24 requirements would occur as part of the City’s future review of building permit applications. The
Project’s building shell and components, such as windows; roof systems: electrical and lighting systems: and
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning systems would be required to meet 2019 Title 24 Standards. Because
the Project is required by State law and City Municipal Code standards to be designed, constructed, and
operated to meet or exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards, the Project is determined to be consistent
with, and would not interfere with, nor otherwise obstruct implementation of Title 24 Energy Efficiency
Standards.
Pavley Fuel Efficiency Standards (AB 1493)
AB 1493 is applicable to the Project because model year 2009-2016 passenger cars and light duty truck vehicles
traveling to and from the Project site are required by law to comply with the legislation’s fuel efficiency
requirements. On this basis, the Project would not interfere with or otherwise obstruct implementation of AB
1493.
California Renewable Portfolio Standards (SB 1078)
Energy directly or indirectly supplied to the Project by electric corporations is required by law to comply with
SB 1078. Thus, the Project would be consistent with SB 1078.
Based on the preceding analysis, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and no further
analysis is required on this subject.
VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
☐
☐
☐
☒
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
(Source: Project Application Materials; City of San Bernardino, 2005a; Google Earth, 2019; SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
The Project Site is not located near a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist (San Bernardino, 2005a, Figure S-3). Research of
other available maps by Southern California Geotechnical, Inc., also indicates that the subject site is not located
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (SCGeo, 2020). Accordingly, the proposed Project would have
no potential to expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. No known fault zones cross the Project Site; therefore, there is no evidence that
the site’s ground surface could rupture (SCGeo, 2020). Accordingly, no impact would occur and no further
analysis is required on this subject.
(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
☐
☐
☒
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
The Project Site is located in a seismically active area of Southern California and is expected to experience
moderate-to-severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not considered substantially
different than that of other similar properties in the Southern California area and is considered adequately
mitigated to protect public health, safety, and welfare if buildings are designed and constructed in conformance
with applicable building codes and sound engineering practices. As a condition of Project approval, the Project
would be required to be constructed in accordance with the California Building Standards Code (CBSC, Title 24,
Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations) and the City of San Bernardino Building Code (Chapter 15.04 of
the City of San Bernardino Municipal Code), which incorporates the CBSC with minor exceptions and changes
to ensure applicability of the requirements within the City of San Bernardino (City of San Bernardino, 2020).
The CBSC and City of San Bernardino Building Code have been specifically tailored for California earthquake
conditions and provide standards that must be met to safeguard life or limb, health, property, and public
welfare by regulating and controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use and occupancy, location,
and maintenance of all buildings and structures. In addition, the CBSC (Chapter 18) requires development
projects to prepare geologic engineering reports to identify site-specific geologic and seismic conditions and
provide site-specific recommendations including, but not limited to, recommendations related to ground
stabilization, selection of appropriate foundation type and depths, and selection of appropriate structural
systems, to preclude adverse effects resulting from strong seismic ground-shaking. Pursuant to the City’s
Municipal Code, the City will condition the future grading and building permits to comply with the requirements
of the Project’s Geotechnical Study, prepared by Southern California Geotechnical (SCGeo, 2020). With
mandatory compliance with State and local building codes, impacts associated with strong seismic ground
shaking would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, no further analysis of this topic is
required.
(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
☐
☐
☒
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino; 2005 SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
According to San Bernardino General Plan Figure S-5, Liquefaction Zones, the Project Site is not located in an
area with the potential for liquefaction (San Bernardino, 2005a, Figure S-5). The geotechnical investigation
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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performed on the Project Site by Southern California Geotechnical, Inc. also confirmed that the Project Site is
not subject to ground failure including failure by seismically-induced liquefaction (SCGeo, 2020). Therefore, the
Project would not be subject to and would not exacerbate potential substantial adverse effects including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. Impacts would be
less than significant, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
(iv) Landslides?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

According to San Bernardino General Plan Figure S-7, Slope Stability and Major Landslides, the Project Site is
not located in an area which has a known susceptibility to landslides (San Bernardino, 2005a, Figure S-7).
Furthermore, the Project Site is relatively flat and is approximately 4.4 miles away from the nearest location
identified by the San Bernardino General Plan as containing the potential for landslide hazards (San Bernardino,
2005a, Figure S-7). Accordingly, the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, involving landslides, and no further
analysis is required on this subject.
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
☐
☒
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; WQMP by David Evans
Associates, 2000b)
Impact Analysis for Temporary Construction-Related Activities
Grading activities associated with the Project would temporarily expose underlying soils in the Project’s grading
footprint to water and air, which would increase erosion susceptibility during rainfall events or high winds while
the soils are exposed. The Project Applicant would be required to obtain coverage under a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction activities. The NPDES permit is required for all
projects that include construction activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or excavation that disturb at least
one acre of total land area. Additionally, during grading and other construction activities, the Project would be
subject to the requirements established in City of San Bernardino Municipal Code Chapter 8.80 (Storm Water
Drainage System), which requires the Project Applicant to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would identify the erosion control measures, such as construction fencing,
sandbags, and other erosion-control features, that would be implemented during the construction phase to
reduce the Project Site’s potential for soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. In addition, construction activities
associated with the Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403-Fugitive Dust, which would
minimize wind-related erosion hazards during construction activities. Mandatory compliance with the Project’s
NPDES permit and the regulatory requirements of the City of San Bernardino and the SCAQMD would ensure
that water and wind erosion is minimized and not substantial. Implementation of the Project would result in a
less-than-significant impact, and no further analysis of this topic is required.
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Long-term Operational Activities
Following construction, wind, and water erosion on the Project Site would be minimal because the Project Site
would be covered by landscaping and impervious surfaces and stormwater runoff discharge would be controlled
through a storm drain system. Furthermore, the Project is subject to the provisions of the City of San Bernardino
Municipal Code Chapter 8.80, which requires the Project Applicant to prepare and implement a SWPPP for longterm operational activities. Furthermore, a preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been
prepared for the Project (DEA, 2020b). The WQMP provides a program for an effective combination of erosion
control and sediment control measures (i.e., Best Management Practices (BMPs)) to reduce or eliminate longterm discharge to surface water from stormwater and non-storm water discharges. The Project’s design
includes proposed catch basins that would include filters that remove waterborne pollutants from stormwater
flows, including silt and sediment, and the proposed infiltration basins would facilitate the settlement of
sediments in runoff from the site prior to discharging to existing storm drainage facilities. These design features
would be effective at removing silt and sediment from stormwater runoff, and the WQMP requires postconstruction maintenance and operational measure to ensure on-going erosion protection. Compliance with
the operational SWPPP and WQMP, along with long-term maintenance of the on-site water quality features,
would be required as a condition of Project approval. As such, the Project would not result in substantial erosion
or loss of top soil during long-term operation, and impacts would be less than significant. No further analysis
of this topic is required.
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
☐
☐
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; SoCal Geotechnical, 2020)

☒

☐

Refer to the discussion of Thresholds VI(a)(iii) and (iv) for a discussion of hazards associated with liquefaction
and landslide hazards. As noted therein, impacts due to liquefaction and landslide hazards would be less than
significant. With respect to lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse, a geotechnical report was prepared for
the Project by Southern California Geotechnical, Inc., in accordance with Chapter 15.04 (Building Codes) of the
City of San Bernardino Municipal Code. The report evaluates the site’s potential for lateral spreading,
subsidence, and collapse, and identifies recommendations to be implemented during grading and construction
to assure geotechnical stability of the Project (SCGeo, 2020). The City will condition future grading and building
permits to incorporate the recommendations of the geotechnical report, including recommendations to
address lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse. With mandatory compliance with the recommendations
provided in Southern California Geotechnical Inc.’s geotechnical report for the Project, impacts related to
geologic and soil stability would be less than significant. Accordingly, no further analysis of this topic is required.
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
☐
☐
☒
☐
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
A geotechnical report was prepared for the Project by Southern California Geotechnical, Inc., in accordance
with Chapter 15.04 (Building Codes) of the City of San Bernardino Municipal Code. The report concludes that
the soils that underlie the Project Site have “Very Low” expansion potential (SCGeo, 2020, p. 9). As such, no
further analysis of this topic is required.
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of waste water?
(Source: Project Application Materials)

☐

☐

☐

☒

The Project does not include the installation of any septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems, as
the warehouse building would connect to the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District’s sanitary sewer
system. Thus, no impact would occur and further analysis is not required on this subject.
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
☐
☐
☐
☒
or site or unique geologic feature?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; SoCal Geotechnical,
2020)
The Project Site has been fully disturbed associated with past Norton AFB development. The Project Site is
overlain with artificial fill; no native soil or bedrock is expected to occur within 3.5 feet of the ground surface,
and below the artificial fill are alluvium soils extending to depths of approximately 20 feet (SCGeo, 2020). Other
than for a limited number of trenches associated with utility installation and the installation of subsurface water
chambers, no substantial amounts of below grade construction are expected to be included in the proposed
development (SCGeo, 2020, p. 4). Further, alluvial fan and fluvial soils have a low paleontological sensitivity
because they are not known to have produced fossils in the past and consist of sediments too young to produce
fossils. As such, there is no reasonable potential that paleontological resources or unique geologic features
have the potential of being impacted by the Project and no further analysis of this topic is required.
VIII.
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would this project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
☒
☐
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
(Source: Project Application Materials, 2017; California Legislative Information, 2006)

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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Construction and operational activities associated with the Project would emit air pollutants, several of which
are regarded as greenhouse gasses (GHGs). GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project would
primarily be associated with tailpipe emissions from Project-related traffic. In addition, construction activities,
energy consumption, water consumption, and solid waste generation also would contribute to the overall
generation of GHGs. Specifically, construction and operational activities would result in the emissions of carbon
dioxide (CO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and methane (CH4), which are GHGs. A GHG emissions analysis will be
prepared to quantify and evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions. Because climate change is a global
phenomenon and not limited to a specific locale such as the Project Site and its immediate vicinity, emissions
have the potential to be significant on a cumulatively considerable basis. The Project’s GHG emissions will be
analyzed against SCAQMD’s recommended industrial screening threshold of 10,000 metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year. The proposed Project’s potential to generate GHGs, either directly or
indirectly, that could have a significant impact on the environment, will be analyzed in a GHG analysis report
which will be discussed in the required EIR.
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
☒
☐
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
(Source: Project Application Materials, 2017; California Legislative Information, 2006)

☐

☐

The City of San Bernardino does not have an adopted Climate Action Plan. The Project’s potential impacts due
to GHG emissions will be assessed in the required GHG emissions report based on consistency with Assembly
Bill 32 (AB 32) and Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), which are the primary policies/regulations adopted in the State of
California to reduce GHG emissions. The EIR will document the findings of the Project-specific GHG emissions
report and will evaluate the Project for consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, including, but not limited to, AB 32 and SB 32.
IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
☐
☐
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), dated August 26, 2020, was prepared for the Development Site
by Ninyo & Moore to evaluate the existing conditions of the Development Site with respect to hazardous
materials. The report determined that there are no potential existing sources of site contamination. The Phase
I ESA determined that the site formerly contained 15 Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), two Areas of Concern
(AOCs), and one Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site, all of which were subject to closure activities in
accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) requirements. As such, the Phase I ESA
concludes that the USTs, AOCs, and IRP site all represent “Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions
(HRECs)” and do not have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. There
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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were no Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) identified on the Development Site, and the Project’s
Phase I ESA concludes that no further investigations on the Development Site are warranted. (Ninyo & Moore,
2020) Thus, impacts due to existing site contamination would be less than significant.
Heavy equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, tractors) would be operated on the subject property during the
construction phases of the Project. This heavy equipment would likely be fueled and maintained by petroleum‐
based substances such as diesel fuel, gasoline, oil, and hydraulic fluid, which is considered hazardous if
improperly stored or handled. In addition, materials such as paints, adhesives, solvents, and other substances
typically used in building construction would be located on the Project Site during construction. Improper use,
storage, or transportation of hazardous materials can result in accidental releases or spills, potentially posing
health risks to workers, the public, and the environment. This is a standard risk on all construction sites, and
there would be no greater risk for improper handling, transportation, or spills associated with the proposed
Project than would occur on any other similar construction site. Construction contractors would be required to
comply with all applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations regarding the transport, use, storage,
and potential accidental upset of hazardous construction‐related materials. With mandatory compliance with
applicable hazardous materials regulations, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials during the construction
phase. Impacts would be less than significant.
Although unlikely, it is possible that hazardous materials could be used during the course of a future building
occupant’s daily operations. Uses that might use hazardous materials would be subject to standard San
Bernardino County Environmental Health Services (EHS) policies and permitting procedures. State and federal
Community-Right-to-Know laws allow the public access to information about the amounts and types of
chemicals in use at local businesses. Regulations also are in place that require businesses to plan and prepare
for possible chemical emergencies. Any business that occupies the proposed warehouse building and that
handles hazardous materials (as defined in § 25500 of California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter
6.95) would require permits from the San Bernardino County EHS in order to register the business as a
hazardous materials handler. Such businesses also are required to comply with California’s Hazardous Materials
Release Response Plans and Inventory Law, which requires immediate reporting to the San Bernardino County
Fire Department and the State Office of Emergency Services regarding any release or threatened release of a
hazardous material, regardless of the amount handled by the business. In addition, any business handling at
any one time, greater than 500 pounds of solid, 55 gallons of liquid, or 200 cubic feet of gaseous hazardous
material, is required, under Assembly Bill 2185 (AB 2185), to file a Hazardous Materials Business Emergency
Plan (HMBEP). A HMBEP is a written set of procedures and information created to help minimize the effects
and extent of a release or threatened release of a hazardous material. The intent of the HMBEP is to satisfy
federal and State Community Right-To-Know laws and to provide detailed information for use by emergency
responders.
If businesses that use or store hazardous materials occupy the Project, the business owners and operators
would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations to ensure proper use,
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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storage, use, emission, and disposal of hazardous substances (as described above). With mandatory regulatory
compliance, the Project is not expected to pose a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, storage, emission, or disposal of hazardous materials, nor would the Project increase
the potential for accident conditions which could result in the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
☐
☐
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

As indicated in the response to Threshold IX(a), above, if businesses that use or store hazardous materials
occupy the Project, the business owners and operators would be required to comply with all applicable federal,
State, and local regulations to ensure proper use, storage, use, emission, and disposal of hazardous substances.
Thus, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.
Impacts would be less than significant, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
☐
☐
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

The Project Site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school (Google Earth, 2019).
The nearest existing school facilities to the Project Site are Cypress Preschool (approximately 0.4 mile to the
north) and Lankershim Elementary School (approximately 0.8 mile to the northwest). The proposed warehouse
operation at the Development Site would be conducted mainly inside of the enclosed building, where a variety
of consumer products would likely be stored. The Project does not include any land uses that may be considered
point source emitters. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school, and no impact would occur. Thus, no further analysis is required on this subject.
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
☐
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
(Source: Project Application Materials, 2017; DTSC, 2017; CalEPA, 2020)

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) maintains several lists of contaminated sites that are
identified as meeting the “Cortese List” requirements for hazardous materials sites. A review of the CalEPA’s
Cortese List Data Resources indicates that the Project site is not included on any list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5. As such, no impact would occur and further analysis of this
topic is not required.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
☐
☐
☒
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; ESA 2019)

☐

The SBIA property is located immediately south of the Project Site. The Project entails the development of a
warehouse building, which is not a noise-sensitive use. Also, the Project Site is not subject to incompatible
aircraft noise, as it is located outside of the SBIA’s projected 65 decibel (dBA) CNEL noise contour (ESA, 2019).
The arrival and departure paths for the SBIA’s runways do not extend over the Project Site. Fixed wing and
helicopter aircraft arrive from the northeast and southwest and depart to the southwest. Nonetheless, the
Project Applicant and any successors in interest would be required to grant an avigation easement to the SBIAA
to allow for aircraft overflight, and prior to construction of the building, approval by the IVDA and FAA is
required to assure compliance with all applicable safety requirements. Therefore, there is no reasonable
potential for the Project to result in significant safety hazards or noise exposure for people working or visiting
on and around the Project Site. Accordingly, further analysis is required on this subject is not required.
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
☐
☐
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

The Project Site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency evacuation route.
During construction and long-term operation, the City of San Bernardino and the San Bernardino County Fire
Department will require adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles. As part of the Project’s
application review process, and during subsequent review and approval processes for building permits, the City
of San Bernardino and County of San Bernardino Fire Departments are responsible for reviewing the Project’s
application materials to ensure that appropriate emergency ingress and egress would be available to-and-from
the Project Site and that the Project would not substantially impede emergency response times in the local
area. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation plan, and no impact would occur.
Further analysis of this topic is not required.
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
☐
☐
☒
☐
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019)
The Development Site and larger Project Site are located in an urbanized portion of the City of San Bernardino,
and there are no areas of open space in the Project’s immediate vicinity that could be subject to wildland fire
hazards. As a condition of Project approval, the Project would be required to be constructed in accordance with
the California Building Standards Code (CBSC, Title 24, Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations) and the
City of San Bernardino Building Code (Chapter 15.04 of the City of San Bernardino Municipal Code), which
incorporates the CBSC with minor exceptions and changes to ensure applicability of the requirements within
the City of San Bernardino (City of San Bernardino, 2020). The Building Code requires a minimum level of fire
protection facilities, such as fire sprinklers and hydrants. Additionally, site improvements, including irrigated
landscaping, would reduce the Project’s potential to cause or be affected by wildland fire hazards. As such,
impacts would be less than significant and further analysis of this topic is not required.
X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
☐
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?
(Source: Project Application Materials; DEA 2020a; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

☐

Construction-Related Water Quality
Construction of the Project would involve demolition/site preparation, grading, paving, utility installation,
building construction, and landscaping activities, which have the potential to generate water quality pollutants
such as silt, debris, organic waste, and chemicals (e.g., paints, solvents). Should these materials come into
contact with water that reaches the groundwater table or flows off-site to a public storm drain, the potential
exists for the Project’s construction activities to adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water
quality impacts have the potential to occur during construction in the absence of any protective or avoidance
measures. However, pursuant to the requirements of the Santa Ana RWQCB and City of San Bernardino (San
Bernardino Municipal Code Chapter 8.80), the Project Applicant would be required to obtain coverage under
the State’s General Construction Storm Water Permit for construction activities (NPDES permit), which would
reduce impacts to less than significant.
An NPDES permit is required for all development projects that include construction activities, such as clearing,
grading, and/or excavation, that disturb at least one (1) acre of total land area. In addition, the Project Applicant
would be required to comply with the Santa Ana RWQCB’s Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control
Program. Compliance with the NPDES permit and the Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Program
involves the preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for
construction-related activities. The SWPPP would specify the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the
Project’s construction contractors would be required to implement during construction activities to ensure that
potential pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to being
discharged from the subject property. Mandatory compliance with the SWPPP would ensure that the proposed
Project does not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during construction
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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activities. Therefore, water quality impacts associated with construction activities would be less than significant
and no further analysis of this topic is required.
Post Development Water Quality
Storm water pollutants that may be produced during Project operation include pathogens (bacterial/virus),
phosphorous, nitrogen, sediment, metals, oil/grease, trash/debris, pesticides/herbicides, and other organic
compounds. To meet the requirements of the County’s NPDES permit and in accordance with Chapter 8.80
(Storm Water Drainage System) of the City of San Bernardino Municipal Code, the Project Applicant would be
required to prepare and implement a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP). A WQMP is a site-specific
post-construction water quality management program designed to minimize the release of potential
waterborne pollutants, including pollutants of concern for downstream receiving waters, via Best Management
Practices (BMPs). Implementation of the WQMP ensures on-going, long-term protection of the watershed
basin. Compliance with the required WQMP would be required as a condition of approval for the Project. Longterm maintenance of on-site water quality features also would be required as a condition of approval to ensure
the long-term effectiveness of all on-site water quality features.
Additionally, the NDPES program requires certain land uses, including the industrial land uses proposed by the
Project, to prepare a SWPPP for operational activities and to implement a long-term water quality sampling and
monitoring program, unless an exemption has been granted. The Project Applicant or any successor in interest
would be required to prepare a SWPPP for operational activities and implement a long-term water quality
sampling and monitoring program or receive an exemption. Because the permit is dependent upon a detailed
accounting of all operational activities and procedures, and the SWPPP (or exemption thereto) would be
prepared at the time the Project’s building users and their operational characteristics are known. However,
based on the performance requirements of the NPDES Industrial General Permit, it is reasonably assured that
mandatory compliance with all applicable water quality regulations would further reduce potential water
quality impacts during the Project’s long-term operation. (RWQCB, 2010)
Based on the foregoing analysis, implementation of the Project would not violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality during
long-term operation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no further analysis of this topic is required.
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
(Source: Project Application Materials)

☐

☐

☒

☐

The Project would be served with potable water from the San Bernardino Municipal Water Department
(SBMWD), and the Project Applicant does not propose the use of any wells or other groundwater extraction
activities. Therefore, the Project would not directly draw water from the groundwater table. Accordingly,
implementation of the proposed Project would not directly deplete or decrease groundwater supplies and the
Project’s impact to groundwater supplies would be less than significant.
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Development of the Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the Project Site, which would, in
turn, reduce the amount of water percolating down into the underground aquifer that underlies the Project
site and surrounding areas (i.e., Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin). The Bunker Hill Basin is a part of the San
Bernardino Basin Area, and is among the most rigorously managed groundwater basins in the State. Planning
and management efforts evaluating needs and supplies have been established for most of the basins within the
watershed through the next 20 to 40 years. Groundwater extractions and conditions are monitored and tracked
by the Western-San Bernardino Watermaster and the Basin Technical Advisory Committee. Groundwater is
managed in accordance with a legal settlement that, in part, identifies a natural safe yield and requires
groundwater replenishment if cumulative extractions exceed water rights allocation. (WSC, 2017, pp. 2-7 to 28) Due to the extensive management of the groundwater basin, implementation of the Project would not
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin. Additionally, the Project includes design features that would maximize the
percolation of on-site storm water runoff into the groundwater basin, such as detention/infiltration basins and
permeable landscape areas. Furthermore, runoff from the Project Site would be conveyed to existing drainage
facilities, which ultimately would convey flows to downstream areas where infiltration would occur (e.g., the
Santa River and Prado Dam). Accordingly, buildout of the Project with these design features would not interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge of the Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin. Impacts would be less than
significant, and further analysis of this subject is not required.
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
(i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
☐
☐
☒
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials)
The Project would alter existing ground contours of the Project Site and install impervious surfaces, which would
result in changes to the site’s existing, internal drainage patterns. Although the Project would alter the subject
property’s internal drainage patterns, such changes would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site – either during construction or during long-term operation – as described under the response to
Threshold X(a). Accordingly, implementation of the Project would result in a less than significant impact due to
erosion and siltation, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
(ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site;
(Source: Project Application Materials; DEA, 2020a)

☐

☐

☒

☐

Implementation of the proposed Project would not affect the total amount of runoff from the Project Site, but
would affect the rate of peak runoff. As a standard requirement of the City of San Bernardino, the Project’s
application materials include a preliminary hydrology study that evaluates existing and proposed drainage
conditions. As proposed, the surface runoff would be divided into sub-areas and would be directed to onsite
cross gutters and curb and gutters. The runoff would be directed from the curb and gutters toward proposed
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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catch basins with insert filters, then to a storm drain system that would discharge into the proposed
detention/infiltration basins. The basins would be designed to accommodate the increased runoff associated
with site development, as well as appropriate Low Impact Development (LID) devices. Three detention/
infiltration basins are proposed. Based on calculations included in the Project’s hydrology study, the peak 100year storm flows from the site would be reduced from 77.54 cubic feet per second (cfs) under existing
conditions to 75.09 cfs under the proposed Project. (DEA, 2020a) Because peak runoff from the site would
slightly decrease as compared to existing conditions, the Project has no potential to result in runoff that could
cause flood hazards downstream. Additionally, the proposed drainage system would ensure that no flooding
would occur on site as a result of the proposed development’s runoff. As such, impacts would be less than
significant and no further analysis of this topic is required.
(iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
(Source: Project Application Materials)

☐

☐

☒

☐

As indicated under the analysis of Threshold X(c)(ii), and based on the Project’s preliminary hydrology study,
peak flows from the Development Site during 100-year storm events would decrease from 77.54 cfs under
existing conditions to 75.09 cfs under the proposed Project. Because the existing drainage systems tributary to
the Development Site is adequate to accommodate runoff from the Development Site under existing conditions,
and because peak runoff would decrease under the proposed Project, the Project would not create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.
Additionally, and for the reasons noted under the analysis of Threshold X(a), the Project would not result in
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff during either construction or long-term operation. Thus,
impacts would be less than significant, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
(Source: FEMA, 2016; FEMA 2008)

☒

☐

☐

☐

According to Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) produced by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), a majority of the Project Site is located within “Flood Zone X (unshaded),” which includes “Areas
determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain” (FEMA, 2016). The eastern most portions of the
Project Site are mapped within “Flood Zone X (shaded),” which includes “Areas of 0.2% annual chance flood;
areas of 1% annual chance with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square
mile; and areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance of flood” (FEMA, 2008). As such, development
within the eastern portions of the Project Site have the potential to impede or redirect flood flows. A hydrology
study will be prepared to evaluate the Development Project’s potential to impede or redirect flood flows, the
results of which will be evaluated in the required EIR.
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
☒
☐
☐
☐
pollutants due to project inundation?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth; City of San Bernardino, 2005; FEMA, 2016; FEMA 2008)
The Project Site is located approximately 0.75 mile from the Santa Ana River, and 50 miles from the Pacific
Ocean (Google Earth, 2019). Accordingly, the Project Site is not susceptible to impacts associated with
tsunamis, and there are no large bodies of water in the Project vicinity capable of producing seiches that could
affect the Project Site. As noted under Threshold X(c)(iv), the eastern portions of the Project Site are mapped
within “Zone X (shaded),” which includes “Areas of 0.2% annual chance flood; areas of 1% annual chance with
average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees
from 1% annual chance of flood” (FEMA, 2008). As such, a portion of the Project Site has the potential to be
inundated during flood events, which could result in the risk of release of pollutants. Accordingly, this issue will
be evaluated in the required EIR.
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
(Source: Project Application Materials; RWQCB, 2019)

☐

☐

☒

☐

As indicated under the analysis of Thresholds X(a) and X(b), the Project would not result in impacts associated
with sustainable management of the San Bernardino Basin Area and would not contribute substantial amounts
of pollutants that could adversely affect groundwater quality; thus, impacts would be less than significant. The
applicable water quality control plan for the area is the Santa Ana Region Basin Plan (“Basin Plan”), which was
most recently updated by the RWQCB in June 2019 (RWQCB, 2019). As indicated under the analysis of Threshold
X(a), the Project would be required to implement a SWPPP for construction-related activities. The SWPPP would
specify the BMPs that the Project’s construction contractors would be required to implement during
construction activities to ensure that potential pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or
otherwise appropriately treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. Additionally, long-term
operation of the Project would require compliance with the applicable NPDES permit (NPDES Permit No.
CAS618036, Order No. R8-2002-0012) and City of San Bernardino Municipal Code Chapter 8.80 (Storm Water
Drainage System), which include requirements to prepare and implement a WQMP as well as a SWPPP, and to
incorporate and maintain long-term BMPs to address potential water quality pollutants. Implementation of
these requirements would ensure that the Project does not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
Basin Plan, and would ensure impacts would be less than significant. Accordingly, no further analysis of this
topic is required.
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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The Project Site is located within the City of San Bernardino. The City of Highland is located to the north and
east. The Project Site is bordered by 3rd Street to the north; industrial land uses to the east; the SBIA to the
south; and industrial uses to the west. There are no residential neighborhoods within the immediate proximity
of the Project Site, although existing residential neighborhoods occur north of the Project Site (north of West
5th Street). A few residential homes occur along the north side of 3rd Street near the Project Site, but are not
considered a neighborhood. Implementation of the Project would not require or result in the physical division
of the existing residential neighborhoods located to the north of the Project Site. Thus, no impact would occur
and no further analysis is required on this subject.
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
☒
☐
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

The Project entails a General Plan Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment, and Specific Plan Amendment, and
as such has the potential to conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulations adopted for the
purpose of reducing or avoiding environmental effects. The required EIR will include an evaluation of the
proposed Project’s consistency with applicable plans, policies, and/or regulations adopted for the purpose of
reducing or avoiding environmental effects.
XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
☐
☐
☒
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
(Source: Project Application Materials; CGS, 2008; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

The Project Site is classified by the California Geological Survey (CGS) as Mineral Resources Zone 2 (MRZ-2),
which is defined by the CGS as an area where geologic data indicate that significant mineral deposits (aggregate
resources) are present (CGS, 2008). However, the Project Site was used as part of the Norton AFB for decades
and mining activities in the Project area have been and will continue to be precluded by the requirements of
the IVDA, which has been planning for light industrial uses on the site since adoption of the SBAC-SP in 2007.
The Project Site is not planned for mining uses based on the site’s existing General Plan land use designations,
Specific Plan land use designations, and zoning classifications, none of which allow for mineral resources
extraction. Thus, although the Project Site occurs within MRZ-2, mining activities would not be compatible with
existing and planned surrounding land uses. Furthermore, mining of the site would result in the establishment
of a large pit at a substantially lower elevation than surrounding properties, which is not desirable within the
urban context of the Project Area or the streetscape desired along 3rd Street by the City of Highland or the City
of San Bernardino. Accordingly, mining on the Project Site is not compatible with existing zoning and the
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino

Page 44

The Landing by San Manuel
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Analysis

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

surrounding context, and therefore is not feasible. Accordingly, Project impacts due to the loss of known the
mineral resources would be less than significant and no further analysis of this topic is required.
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
☐
☐
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

The Project Site is not identified as a locally-important mineral resources recovery site by the City of San
Bernardino’s General Plan, the SBAC-SP, or any other land use plan. As such, the Project would not result in the
loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan,
specific plan or other land use plan. Refer also to the response to Threshold XII(b). Impacts would be less than
significant and no further analysis of this topic is required.
XIII.NOISE
Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
☒
☐
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

Project-related construction activities, as well as long-term operational activities including warehouse
operations and the associated increases in vehicular travel along area roadways resulting from the Project, may
expose persons in the vicinity of the Project Site to noise levels in excess of standards established by the General
Plans and Municipal Codes of the City of San Bernardino and/or City of Highland. An acoustical analysis will be
prepared and the required EIR will analyze the potential for the Project to expose people, on- or off-site, to
noise levels in excess of established noise standards during both near-term construction and long-term
operation.
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
☒
☐
noise levels?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

Construction activities on the Development Site may produce groundborne vibration or groundborne noise.
The required EIR will analyze the potential of the Project to expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration.
Long-term operation of the Project is not anticipated to result in perceptible levels of groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise; regardless, the EIR will evaluate the potential for groundborne vibration and noise in the
long-term.
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or
☐
☐
☒
an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005; SBIA, 2010.)
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☐

There are no private airstrips in the City of San Bernardino and there are no private airstrips within two miles
of the Project Site (San Bernardino, 2005a). The nearest airport is the San Bernardino International Airport
(SBIA) which is located adjacent to the Project Site’s southern border, and the Project Site occurs within the
Airport Influence Area (AIA) for the SBIA (SBIA, 2010). According to Exhibit 4-H of the document, San Bernardino
International Airport - Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report, the Project Site occurs outside of the 65 dBA CNEL
contour for the SBIA. Pursuant to Figure N-1 of the San Bernardino General Plan, industrial uses such as those
proposed as part of the Project are considered “Normally Acceptable” at noise levels up to 75 dBA CNEL, while
industrial land uses are considered “Conditionally Acceptable” at noise levels ranging from 70 to 80 dBA CNEL.
Thus, because the Project would not be subject to noise levels exceeding 65 dBA CNEL, the Project would not
expose people residing or working in the area to excessive airport-related noise levels, and impacts would
therefore be less than significant. No further analysis of this topic is required.
XIV.
POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
(Source: Project Application Materials; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

☒

☐

The proposed Project would have a beneficial effect on the area’s employment base by redeveloping an
underutilized site with a new warehouse building. The new jobs generated would provide additional
employment opportunities for residents in the area. The Project Site is currently designated by the City of San
Bernardino’s General Plan for “Public Facility/Quasi-Public (PF)” and “Industrial (I)” development, and the
Project does not propose any uses that would result in unplanned population growth that is not already allowed
by the General Plan. Moreover, it is anticipated that any future employees generated by the Project could be
accommodated by existing residential communities and/or by future residential uses to be constructed in
accordance with the City’s General Plan and/or the general plans of other nearby jurisdictions, and that no
additional unplanned housing would be required to accommodate Project-related employees. Additionally, the
Project’s utility, drainage, and other improvements are designed to serve only the proposed Project, and would
not induce growth indirectly on any other parcels within the Project vicinity. A less-than-significant impact
would occur and no further analysis is required on this subject.
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☐

☐

☐

☒

Under existing conditions, there no homes on the Project Site and the Project Site does not contain any existing
residents. Therefore, there would be no displacement of existing people or housing, and no impact would
occur. No further analysis is required on this subject.
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
i) Fire protection?
☐
☐
☐
☒
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
The City of San Bernardino is served by twelve (12) fire stations, which are maintained by the San Bernardino
City Fire Department (San Bernardino, 2005a, p. 7.6). The nearest fire station that the City of San Bernardino
maintains is the San Bernardino County Fire Station 233, which is located at 165 South Leland Norton Way
(approximately 1.2 miles from the Project Site). Due to the proximity of existing fire stations, the Project has
no potential to cause a fire station to be physically altered or for a new fire station to be constructed. No further
analysis is warranted.
ii) Police protection?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

The Project would introduce a new building and employees to the Development Site, which would result in an
incremental increase in demand for police protection services, but is not anticipated to require or result in the
construction of new or physically altered police facilities. The nearest first response police station is at 1535
East Highland Avenue, San Bernardino, CA, which is approximately 2.5 miles from the Project Site. Due to the
proximity of existing police stations, the Project has no potential to cause a police station to be physically altered
or for a new police station to be constructed. No further analysis is warranted.
iii) Schools?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

The proposed Project would not create a direct demand for public school services, as the subject property would
contain non-residential uses that would not generate any school-aged children requiring public education.
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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Although the Project would not create a demand for additional public school services, the Project Applicant
would be required to contribute development impact fees to the San Bernardino City Unified School District
(SBCUSD), in compliance with California Senate Bill 50. Mandatory payment of school fees would be required
prior to the issuance of a building permit. Pursuant to Senate Bill 50, payment of school impact fees constitutes
complete mitigation for project-related impacts to school services. With mandatory payment of fees in
accordance with California Senate Bill 50, there would be no impacts to public schools, and further analysis of
this topic is not required.
iv) Parks?
☐
☐
☐
☒
The Project does not propose any type of residential use or other land use that may generate a population that
would result in a demand for parkland resources, and no recreational facilities are proposed as part of the
Project. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered recreational facilities, or due to the need for new or physically altered recreational
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks and recreational resources.
No impact would occur, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
v) Other public facilities?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☒

The Project would not directly substantially increase the residential population in the City, and therefore is not
expected to result in a demand for other public facilities/services, including libraries, community recreation
centers, post offices, and animal shelters. As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not adversely
affect other public facilities or require the construction of new or modified public facilities and no impact would
occur. No further analysis is required on this subject.
XVI.

RECREATION

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood or
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
(Source: Project Application Materials; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

☐

☒

The Project does not involve any type of residential use or other land use that may generate a population that
would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Accordingly,
implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the increased use or substantial physical
deterioration of an existing neighborhood or regional park, and no impact would occur. No further analysis of
this subject is required.
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☐

☐

☐

☒

The Project does not involve the construction of any new on- or off-site recreation facilities. The Project would
not expand any existing off-site recreational facilities. Therefore, no impacts related to the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities would occur with implementation of the proposed Project. Additional
analysis of this issue is not required.
XVII. TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable program, plan, ordinance, or policy
☒
☐
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

The proposed Project would generate an increase in daily and peak hour vehicle trips, including truck traffic, as
compared to existing conditions. A traffic study will be prepared for the Project to identify roadway facility
improvements that would be necessary to comply with applicable programs, plans, policies, and ordinances of
affected jurisdictions, including but not limited to the City of San Bernardino and the City of Highland. No
existing transit routes or bike lanes abut or fall within the Project Site, but 3rd Street includes a sidewalk. The
required EIR will disclose the findings of the traffic study and also will evaluate the Project’s potential to conflict
with applicable plans, ordinances, and policies that establish a minimum level of performance for various modes
of travel, including those related to transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
☒
☐
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), which was codified in Public Resources Code section 21099, required changes to the
CEQA Guidelines regarding the analysis of transportation impacts. Pursuant to Section 21099, the criteria for
determining the significance of transportation impacts must promote the reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. To that end,
in developing the criteria, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research proposed, and the California Natural
Resources Agency certified and adopted, changes to the CEQA Guidelines that identify vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) as the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. Updates to the State CEQA
Guidelines that were approved in December 2018 included the addition of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
of which Subdivision b establishes criteria for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts based on project
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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type and using VMTs as the metric. The proposed Project would result in the generation of vehicles, which
would lead to a net increase in the amount of VMTs within the region. A Project-specific VMT analysis will be
prepared. The Project’s anticipated VMTs will be evaluated against the City of San Bernardino’s VMT
performance standards in conformance with SB 743 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). The results of
the VMT analysis will be evaluated and disclosed in the required EIR.
c) Substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp
☐
☐
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

All improvements planned as part of the Project would be in conformance with applicable City of San Bernardino
and City of Highland standards and would not result in any hazards due to a design feature. Additionally, the
Project is surrounded by airport-related uses to the south, industrial and manufacturing facilities to the east
and west, and existing and planned industrial development to the north, and as such the Project would not
represent an incompatible use that could increase transportation-related hazards in the local area. Therefore,
the Project would not substantially increase hazards to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment), and impacts would be less than significant. No
further analysis of this topic is required.
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
☐
☐
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

The Project Site is not identified as a designated emergency access route. During the course of the City of San
Bernardino and San Bernardino County Fire Department’s required review of the Project’s applications, the
Project’s design is reviewed to ensure that adequate access to and from the site is provided for emergency
vehicles during both construction and long-term operation. With required adherence to the City of San
Bernardino and County Fire Department requirements for emergency vehicle access, impacts are expected to
be less than significant. No further analysis is required on this subject.
XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
☒
☐
☐
☐
resources or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
(Source: Project Application Materials; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
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Although the Project Site has been completely and heavily disturbed, a study will be conducted to determine
whether the Project Site contains any resources listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). In
accordance with AB 52, the City of San Bernardino is required to send notifications of the proposed Project to
Native American tribes with possible traditional or cultural affiliation to the area and will consult with interested
tribes regarding the Project’s potential to affect a tribal cultural resource. Of note, the San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians is the Project Applicant. The results of the Native American consultation will be disclosed in the
EIR, which will evaluate the Project’s potential to cause a substantial adverse change to tribal cultural resources
that are listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k).
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
☒
☐
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency will consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☐

☐

This topic will be evaluated in the required EIR, as explained above under the discussion of Threshold XVIII(a).
The designation that there is a potentially significant impact to Tribal Cultural Resources is subject to change
following the Native American consultations required by AB 52.
XIX.UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
☐
☐
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

The Project would entail local connections to existing water, wastewater treatment, storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities, as these facilities currently are available within
the immediately surrounding area. Such local connections are inherent to the Project’s construction phase, and
impacts associated with the Project’s construction phase will be evaluated in the required EIR under the
appropriate topical subheadings, as described herein. There are no components of the Project’s proposed
utility connections that would result in significant environmental effects beyond what already will be evaluated
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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in the required EIR for the Project’s construction phase under associated environmental topic areas. Therefore,
no further analysis of this topic is required.
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
☐
☐
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry
and multiple dry years?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

The operation of a warehouse building on the Development Site would result in an increase in potable water
demand compared to the site’s existing, largely vacant condition. The Project Site is designated by the City of
San Bernardino General Plan for development with “Public Facility/Quasi-Public (PF)” and “Industrial Light (IL)”
land uses. The Project Site’s existing General Plan land use designations were utilized in part to inform growth
projections published by SCAG, which in turn were used as inputs in the 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The 2015 UWMP demonstrates that member agencies within the
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District service area, which includes the City of San Bernardino
Municipal Water Department (SBMWD), would be served with adequate water resources during normal, wet,
dry, and multiple dry years to meet the demands associated with projected growth in residents and
employment through at least 2040. The Project Applicant proposes a GPA to redesignate 12.89 acres of the
Project Site for IL land uses and to redesignate approximately 4.89 acres of the Project Site for PF land uses,
resulting in a net increase of approximately 8.0 acres of lands designated for IL land uses; however, according
to employment generation rates shown in Appendix 5 to the City of San Bernardino General Plan, PF land uses
generate approximately one employee per 1,000 s.f. of building area, while IL land uses generate approximately
one employee per 1,030 s.f. of building area, representing a difference of less than 3%. As such, the water
demand associated with the Project would be similar to the water demand associated with development in
accordance with the Project Site’s existing land use designations. Because the 2015 UWMP demonstrates that
there would be adequate water resources to meet the projected demands through 2040, and because the
Project would result in an approximately 3% reduction in demand for water resources as compared to what
was assumed by the 2015 UWMP, there is substantial evidence to conclude that the SBMWD would have
sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. A Water Supply Assessment will be prepared for the Project in accordance
with SBMWD requirements to document the change in demand resulting from the Project. Impacts would be
less than significant and no further analysis of this topic is required. (SBMWD, 2020; San Bernardino, 2005a)
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
☐
☐
☒
☐
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
Wastewater generated on the Development Site would be conveyed to the San Bernardino Water Reclamation
Plant (SBWRP). The SBWRP has an existing design capacity of 33 million gallons per day (MGD). According to
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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the 2019 Sewer Master Plan Update prepared for the San Bernardino Municipal Water Department (SBMWD),
and based on water to wastewater ratios, general plan land use designations, and the estimated 2060 water
demand projections, it is estimated that the total wastewater demand within the SBMWD service area will
reach 33.81 MGD by 2060 (SBMWD, 2020, p. ES-2). Thus, existing and planned developments, including the
proposed Project, ultimately would exceed the existing wastewater treatment capacity at the SBWRP.
However, this projected shortfall in wastewater treatment capacity has been known for a long time and was
documented in the EIR prepared for the City’s 2005 General Plan Update and was known at the time the SBACSP was adopted in May 2007. Furthermore, the warehouse use proposed as part of the Project will generate
substantially less wastewater than other types of light industrial uses, because most of the building space will
be occupied by goods storage inside a large warehouse, with wastewater generation sources generally limited
to an employee break room and restrooms. The SBMWD is currently undertaking planning efforts and is
currently preparing a Water Reclamation Plant Master Plan (WRPMP), which will evaluate projected
wastewater treatment demands and will identify capacity upgrades needed to accommodate existing and
planned demands for wastewater treatment throughout the SBMWD service area. As it is currently unknown
what capacity upgrades may be identified as part of the WRPMP, any analysis of potential environmental effects
associated with such upgrades due to existing and planned growth through year 2060 in the SBWMD service
area would be speculative and are outside of the scope of the proposed Project (CEQA Guidelines § 15145).
However, because the SBMWD is undertaking long-range planning efforts to ensure adequate capacity exists
to provide wastewater treatment for all existing and planned developments, including the Project, it can be
concluded that the Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the Project that it has adequate capacity to serve the Development Project’s projected
demand in addition to existing commitments. Impacts would be less than significant, and further analysis of
this topic is not required.
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in
☐
☐
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth; City of San Bernardino, 2005)

☒

☐

Solid waste collection within much of the City of San Bernardino is provided by the Solid Waste Services and
Refuse and Recycling Division of the City of San Bernardino Department of Public Services. The County of San
Bernardino Solid Waste Management Division (SWMD) is responsible for the operation and management of the
solid waste disposal system which consists of six regional landfills, eight transfer stations and five community
collection centers. The City of San Bernardino has no active landfills but primarily utilizes the San Timoteo and
Mid-Valley landfills. According to the EIR prepared for the City of San Bernardino 2005 General Plan Update,
businesses (including the warehouse uses proposed as part of the Project) generate approximately 2.37 tons
per employee per year. (San Bernardino, 2005b, pp. 5.15-16 and Table 5.15-5) Per Appendix 5 to the City of
San Bernardino’s General Plan, lands designated for “Industrial Light (IL)” uses, as are proposed for the 52.97acre Development Site, generate approximately one employee per 1,030 s.f. of building area. Based on this
factor, the 1,153,644 of light industrial uses proposed as part of the Project would generate approximately
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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1,120 new, recurring jobs (1,079,361 s.f. ÷ 1,030 s.f./employee = 1,120 employees). (San Bernardino, 2005a,
Appendix 5) Thus, the Project would generate approximately 2,654.4 tons per year (7.27 tons per day) of solid
waste requiring disposal at the San Timoteo and/or Mid-Valley landfills. According to information available
from CalRecycle, in the month of May 2020, the San Timoteo landfill experienced a peak tonnage of 1,401.4
tons per day (tpd), while this facility is allowed a maximum tonnage of 3,000 tpd for up to 15 days per calendar
year. In the month of June 2020, the Mid-Valley landfill had a peak tonnage of 4,825.61 tpd, while this facility
is permitted to receive up to 7,500 tpd. Thus, the 7.27 tpd generated by the Project would represent 0.45% of
the available daily capacity at the San Timoteo landfill and 0.27% of the available daily capacity at the MidValley landfill. Additionally, as of April 2019, the San Timoteo landfill had a remaining capacity of 12.7 million
cubic yards, while as of June 2019 the Mid-Valley landfill had a remaining capacity of 61.2 million cubic yards.
(CalRecycle, 2020a; CalRecycle, 2020b) Accordingly, adequate capacity exists at both the San Timoteo and MidValley landfills to accommodate solid waste generated by the Project. Additionally, the Project would be subject
to the City of San Bernardino’s solid waste regulations as set forth in Chapter 8.24 of the City of San Bernardino’s
Municipal Code. Chapter 8.24 includes enforceable requirements for the recycling and diversion of solid waste
from the regional landfills. With mandatory compliance with Chapter 8.24 of the City of San Bernardino’s
Municipal Code, the Project would not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals.
Impacts would be less than significant, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
e) Comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations
☐
☒
☐
☐
related to solid waste?
(Source: Project Application Materials; Google Earth, 2019; City of San Bernardino, 2005)
The Project would be required to comply with the City of San Bernardino’s waste reduction programs, including
recycling and other diversion programs to reduce the amount of solid waste deposited in landfills. As such,
future building users at the Development Site would be required to work with refuse haulers to develop and
implement feasible waste reduction programs, including source reduction, recycling, and composting.
Additionally, in accordance with the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (Cal Pub Res. Code
§ 42911), the Project would be required to provide adequate areas for collecting and loading recyclable
materials where solid waste is collected. The collection areas are required to be shown on construction
drawings and be in place before occupancy permits are issued. The implementation of these programs would
reduce the amount of solid waste generated and diverted to landfills, which in turn will aid in the extension of
the life of affected disposal sites. The Project would be subject to all federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste. As such, a less-than-significant impact would occur, and further analysis of
this topic is not required.
XX. WILDFIRE
If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would
the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
☐
☐
☐
☒
emergency evacuation plan?
Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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(Source: Project Application Materials; State Responsibility Area, 2020; City of San Bernardino, 2005; CalFire,
2020)
A State Responsibility Area (SRA) includes lands where the State of California is financially responsible for the
prevention and suppression of wildfires, and the Project Site is not located within any SRAs. Fire protection
services to the Project Site are and would continue to be provided by the San Bernardino County Fire
Department (SBCFD). The Project Site is not identified as part of any adopted emergency response plans or
emergency evacuation plans, and the Project has no potential to conflict with any such plans. As such, no
impacts to adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans would occur with
implementation of the proposed Project, and no further analysis of this topic is required.
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

☐

☐

☐

☒

As noted under the analysis of Threshold XX(a), the Project Site is not located within any SRAs, as fire protection
services in the Project area are provided by the SBCFD. Additionally, the Project Site is located in an area that
is largely urbanized and contains no large open space areas that have the potential for wildland fire hazards.
The Project would result in construction and operation of a large warehouse building with exterior impervious
surfaces and irrigated landscaping, which would not result in any increase in fire hazards in the local area.
Therefore, the Project has no potential to exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby exposing people to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. No impact would occur, and further
analysis of this topic is not required.
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

☐

☐

☐

☒

The Project Site is not located within a portion of the City of San Bernardino that is subject to wildfire hazards,
and the Project Site is not located within any SRAs. Aside from standard building construction requirements,
including the installation of fire sprinklers, the provision of fire hydrants, and the use of irrigated landscaping,
the Project does not include any fire protection-related infrastructure that could result in temporary or ongoing
impacts to the environment. No impact would occur, and further analysis of this topic is not required.
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☐

☐

☐

☒

The Project Site is not located within a portion of the City of San Bernardino that is subject to wildfire hazards,
and the Project Site is not located within any SRAs. The Project Site occurs in a portion of the City of San
Bernardino that exhibits generally flat topography, and there are no large slopes in the Project vicinity that
could be subject to landslide hazards as a result of post-fire slope instability. Additionally, there are no
components of the Project that could result in or exacerbate flooding hazards associated with wildland fire
hazards. Furthermore, the Project generally would maintain the site’s existing drainage patterns, and would
not cause or contribute to any risks of flooding due to wildland fire hazards. No impacts would occur, and
further analysis of this topic is not required.
XXI.MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major period of California history or
prehistory?

☒

☐

☐

☐

Due to the generally disturbed nature of the Project Site, the Project is not anticipated to result in the
substantial reduction of habitat of a wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Notwithstanding, the Project’s potential impacts to biological
resources will be evaluated in the required EIR. Additionally, the Project would result in the relocation or
replacement of an existing water tower on site, which may be considered a significant historical resource. The
required EIR will evaluate the Project’s potential to degrade the quality of the environment and/or result in
substantial adverse effects to biological and/or historical resources.
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)
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The Project Site is located within the City of San Bernardino, and other portions of the City of San Bernardino
as well as nearby cities have a number of on-going development projects. The Project, in addition to concurrent
construction and operation of other development projects in the area, has the potential to result in
cumulatively-considerable impacts, particularly with respect to the following issue areas: air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation. The required EIR will evaluate the Project’s potential to
result in cumulatively-considerable contributions to cumulatively significant impacts.
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

☒

☐

☐

☐

The potential for the proposed Project to directly or indirectly affect human beings will be evaluated in the
required EIR particularly with respect to the following issue areas: air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
(including emissions from Project-related traffic), seismic activity, and noise.

Lead Agency: City of San Bernardino
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