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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
INTRODUCTION
1.

Project Title:

San Bernardino International Airport Eastgate Building 1

2.

Lead Agency Name:
Address:

San Bernardino International Airport Authority
1601 East 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA 92408

3.

Contact Person:
Phone Number:

Mr. Mark Gibbs, Director of Aviation
(909) 382-4100

4.

Project Location:

The site is located on a portion of the San Bernardino International
Airport, north of Taxiway “E” and West of Hangar Way and south
of 3rd Street in the City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino
County, California. The project site is located within the USGS
Topographic 7.5-minute map for Redlands, CA, Section 6,
Township 1 South, and Range 3 West and at the following
coordinates: 34.1138651º, -117.2349574º. The regional and site
locations are provided as Figure 1 and Figure 2 respectively.

5.

Project Sponsor’s
Name and Address:

San Bernardino International Airport
1601 East 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA 92408

6.

General Plan Designation:

7.

Zoning:

8.

Project Description:

Public Facility

Public Facility

Introduction
The San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA or Authority) plans to develop an Air
Cargo Logistics Center within the Airport property boundaries to facilitate airport growth. The
lead agency will be SBIAA and the City of San Bernardino will be a CEQA Responsible Agency.
In recent years, the City of San Bernardino as a whole has experienced strong growth in the
Industrial sector with the development of several warehouses and distribution centers
throughout the City. The San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan, developed by the
Inland Valley Development Agency, encompasses the area surrounding the San Bernardino
International Airport (SBIA or Airport), and was developed for the purpose of facilitating the
orderly transition of the Specific Plan area to non-military use, and promote job growth with
quality development. A goal of the Specific Plan is to create development that will generate
financial reinvestment on-site and within the community. 2015 marked the first seasonal air
cargo activity with daily commercial cargo flights. In 2016, United Parcel Service initiated cargo
flights with daily 757 flights1. The proposed project, though not located within the Specific Plan
area, would develop a distribution center with an air cargo hub, which would generate further reuse of the Airport through the increased cargo flights that would occur as a result of the
1

https://ivda.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Cascade/index.html?appid=c7b941707cc948ca9f8d29ebfa6e1e73
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proposed project and would promote job growth through the employment generated from the
new Air Cargo Logistics Center.
Proposed Project Characteristics
The SBIAA, in conjunction with the project developer, Hillwood Enterprises, L.P., plan to
develop an Air Cargo Logistics Center on an approximately 101.52-acre site (gross acreage)
within the Airport property boundary. The site is adjacent to Taxiway “E,” where the air cargo
operations will connect to the SBIA aircraft operations. The site plan for the proposed Eastgate
Building 1 Project is shown on Figure 3. The aircraft parking positions are located adjacent to
Taxiway “E,” where parking/docking for an estimated 16 aircraft will be located. The aircraft
parking positions allow for a variety of aircraft types to be used for the air cargo operations;
however, the main aircraft that would service the Air Cargo Logistics Center are Boeing 737 and
Boeing 767 aircraft. The project plans include a new aircraft ramp that will connect to the
distribution center. The aircraft parking positions will require new concrete paving, though the
project will reuse existing asphalt if feasible.
The distribution and collection operations of the Air Cargo Logistics Center will contain an
approximately 655,746 square foot (SF) warehouse that will be between 50’ and 63’ in height.
The roof of the distribution center structure will be solar ready, so that some of the required
energy to operate the distribution center is potentially renewable. The 655,746 SF structure will
consist of warehouse area and office space area. The distribution center structure will include
approximately 77 dock doors on the northern side of the building and approximately 24 dock
doors on the western side of the building. The project will also develop 20 20’ x 14’ doors on the
southern side of the building. The project proposes to develop concrete stairs to provide nonvehicular building access from the dock doors. The project will also develop a 25,000 SF
maintenance building and a second 25,000 SF ground support equipment (GSE) service
building, south and east of the Air Cargo Logistics Center Building. This same area will contain
50 GSE charging stations and a parking area for 150 GSE.
The distribution center will provide an estimated 1,999 employee auto parking stalls (1,969
standard 9’ x 19’ stalls and 30 handicapped 9’ x 19’ stalls), and 375 12’ x 55’ trailer parking
stalls for trucks that will distribute and collect packages to and from the air cargo hub.
Employee parking will be located on the eastern portion of the project site adjacent to the
distribution center building. Trailer parking will be located on the northern and western portions
of the project site. New pavement is required to develop the trailer and employee parking lots.
Ingress and egress to the employee parking area will be provided from Victoria Avenue and 3rd
Street (as shown on Figure 3). The project will develop two new driveways into the project site,
which will require two “H” pile bridges that will cross City Creek Bypass Channel that will not
require construction within the channel. One will be located on the northeastern corner of the
site at 3rd Street and Hangar Way, and the second will be located at 3rd Street just west of
Lankershim Avenue. The westernmost new entrance would be gated with an 8’ high swing gate
and a guard shack to provide security. The project will develop two additional gated entrances
on the north and south of the east side of the Air Cargo Logistics Center structure, that will be 8’
high metal manual operated gate with knox pad locks per the County of San Bernardino Fire
Department Standards.
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Landscaping, will make up approximately 5% of the total site area. Note that Figure 4 depicts a
model of what the Eastgate Building 1 is anticipated to look like at elevation from 3 rd Street,
Hangar Way, and from the west.
Opening day operations of the Air Cargo Logistics Center operations—assumed to occur in
2019—would include 12 take-offs and landings, which would require an estimated 11 aircraft
parking positions at any given time daily. It is anticipated that that the Air Cargo Logistics
Center operations would occur 7-days per week with 4 daytime (7 AM-6:59 PM) take-offs and
6 daytime landings, with 2 evening (7 PM-9:59 PM) take-offs and 2 evening landings, and with
6 nighttime (10 PM-6:59 AM) take-offs and 4 nighttime landings.
Five years into the operation of the Project, it is anticipated that the number of project related
take-offs and landings would increase to 26 take-offs and landings per day, which would require
16 aircraft parking positions. During this period in the future, it is anticipated that 10 daytime
take-offs and 13 daytime landings, 3 evening take-offs and 3 evening landings, and 13 nighttime
take-offs and 10 nighttime landings would occur daily.
During the first year in operation of the air cargo transport, the distance from the aircraft origin to
its destination is anticipated to vary as outlined in Table 1 below.
Table 1
ANTICIPATED AIRCRAFT ORIGIN-DESTINATION OPENING YEAR (2019)
Distance

Aircraft Type
B737

767

0-500 nautical miles

-

-

500-1000 nautical miles

2

1

1000-1500 nautical miles

-

5

1500-2500 nautical miles

-

4

Total Daily Miles Flown

21,000-34,500 nautical miles

Total Flights

12

Five years after opening day of the air cargo transport operations, the distance from the aircraft
origin to its destination is anticipated to vary as outlined in Table 2.
Table 2
ANTICIPATED AIRCRAFT ORIGIN-DESTINATION FIVE YEARS AFTER OPENING YEAR (2024)
Distance

Aircraft Type
B737

767

0-500 nautical miles

-

-

500-1000 nautical miles

3

2

1000-1500 nautical miles

-

8

1500-2500 nautical miles
Total Daily Miles Flown

21,000-34,500 nautical miles

13
Total Flights

26

It is anticipated that once the Air Cargo Logistics Center is in operation, on opening day
(assumed to be in 2019), the Air Cargo Logistics Center will employ an estimated 1,726 persons
(1,460 warehouse employees, 196 ramp employees, 70 support employees). The projected
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number of employees per shift are assumed based on projections for Quarter 4 of each year.
Projections are based on reasonable business assumptions. However, future employment
levels may be influenced by and vary due to economic and market conditions, business
decisions, and other factors unknown at this time. The Air Cargo Logistics Center currently
anticipates operating the proposed facilities with 3 daily shifts:
Day: 0700-1500 / Full Shift
Transition period: 1500-1600
Twilight: 1600-2300 / Full Shift
Transition period: 2300-2400
Night: 2400-0600 / Full-Shift
Transition period: 0600-0700
The proposed shift periods may differ as they are dependent on time of day and flight
arrival/departure times.
The volume of packages processed as of opening day is anticipated to be 1,030,877 per day
during the peak season and 381,736 per day during the off-peak season. Peak season for a
distribution center of this type typically occurs between September and December (Quarter 4)
as a result of the business driven by the holiday season. The volume of packages processed in
the future is anticipated to grow; five years from opening day the volume of packages processed
is anticipated to be 2,238,443 per day during peak season and 892,247 per day during off-peak
season.
The estimated utility demands for the proposed project on opening day (2019) are as follows:
Electric power: 30 Megawatts (MW)
Natural gas: 58,000 cubic feet per hour (CFH)
Potable water: 38,000 gallons per day (GPD)
Wastewater generation: 6,000 GPD
Storm drain: 100,000,000 gallons per year (GPY)
The estimated utility demands for the proposed project five years from opening day (2024) are
as follows:
Electric power: 55 MW
Natural gas: 130,000 CFH
Potable water: 108,000 GPD
Wastewater generation: 17,000 GPD
Storm drain: 100,000,000 GPY
Construction Scenario
Construction is anticipated to begin in November 2018 and is estimated to be completed by
November 2019.
Grading is anticipated to occur from November 2018 to January 2019. Slab on grade and
building panel erection is anticipated to occur from January 2019 to May 2019. Construction of
the roof structure and roofing will occur between April 2019 to July 2019. Site work will occur
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between April 2019 to July 2019, and landscaping and miscellaneous finishing work will occur
between July 2019 and September 2019. Final inspections are anticipated to occur in October
2019.
Construction will require an estimated maximum of 200 employees on site per day. The daily
truck trips required during construction is anticipated to be between 0 and 250 trucks per day
depending on the type of activities occurring on site. It is anticipated that there will be
approximately 15 days in which 225 truck trips per day are required and approximately 15 days
in which 100 truck trips per day are required. The estimated average number of truck trips per
day required is 10 truck trips per day.
The equipment anticipated to be required to complete construction of the proposed project is as
follows:
Site Work
10 Scrapers
8 Excavators
6 Backhoe Loaders
6 Graders
6 Dozers
4 Loaders
4 Track Loaders
4 Soil Compactors
4 Vibratory Compactors
2 Water Trucks
25 Dump Trucks

Building Construction
2 Cranes
10 Scissor Lifts
10 Industrial Forklifts
5 Boom Forklifts
3 Air Compressors
5 Manlift Booms
10 Concrete Trucks
2 Concrete Pump Trucks
8 Generators

It is anticipated that the employee parking would require 5” Paving for Auto Parking; the trailer
court and parking is anticipated to require 6” Paving; the Tarmac is anticipated to require 24”
Paving; the Taxiway is anticipated to require 30” Paving; the intersection and connecting
pavement of Perimeter Road and Hangar Way is anticipated to require 4”/4” AC/AB (asphalt
concrete/asphalt base); the area within 3rd Street that requires widening to allow for new lane
access in and out of the two proposed driveways will require 6”/6” AC/AB; and, the Building
Slab will be 8”. The anticipated volume of earthwork required to complete grading and
construction is outlined below in Table 3.
Table 3
EARTHWORK VOLUMES
CUT

FILL
1

RAW VOLUMES

524,734 CY

169,736 CY

11% SHRINKAGE

-57,721 CY

--

SUBSIDENCE
SPOILS
SUBTOTAL:

--

13,000 CY

5,000 CY

--

472,013 CY

182,736 CY

SURPLUS MATERIAL:

289,277 CY

1

CY = CUBIC YARD
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The proposed project is anticipated to require cut of material on site in the amount of
approximately 300,000 CY. This large amount of cut includes a 75,000 CY mound that currently
exists on site that must be removed in order to develop the project. The effort to remove this
material will require approximately 100 days, at 200 round-trips per day using 15-yard trucks to
transport cut material to the site in which the material will be received. The site or sites will be
located within a 10-mile round trip of the Eastgate Building 1 site, and suitable materials will be
recycled for reuse.
9.

Surrounding land uses and setting: The SBIA is bounded by the following land uses:





North: a mix of industrial, open space, commercial and multifamily uses are presently
located north of Third Street which forms the northern boundary of the Airport.
East: Public Quasi Public airport uses are east of the project site, beyond the Airport
boundary are Industrial and Open Space uses.
South: The Airport is located immediately south of the proposed air cargo facility. The
Santa Ana River floodplain forms the southern boundary of the Airport
West: Industrial and commercial uses form the western boundary of the Airport

All uses adjacent to the project site on the Airport consist of a range of airport uses, including
taxiways, storage areas, airport industrial uses and buildings, and concrete parking areas.
10.

Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement.)

The City of San Bernardino must approve a development plan for the proposed project and will
serve as a CEQA Responsible Agency. Construction projects that disturb one acre of land or
more are required to obtain coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Construction
Activities (General Construction Permit), which requires the applicant to file a notice of intent
(NOI) to discharge stormwater during construction and to prepare and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP includes an overview of the BMPs that would
be implemented to prevent soil erosion and discharge of other construction-related pollutants
that could degrade the quality of nearby water resources. Due to the size of this project, the
facility developer will be required to submit a NOI and implement a SWPPP for this project.
Installation of the bridges over City Creek Bypass will not require a U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers or Regional Board permit, but it may require a California Department of Fish and
Wildlife Streambed Alteration Agreement. No other permits or entitlements have been identified
for this project.
11.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and cultural affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so,
has consultation begun? No, California Native American tribes have requested
consultation with the San Bernardino International Airport Authority. However, SBIAA has
contacted the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, given their involvement in the area
(with the City of Highland, Inland Valley Development Agency, and the Airport), and the
tribe has requested that SBIAA include mitigation measures as part of the proposed
project in good faith based on their interactions on past projects. As such, mitigation will be
included as part of the project and are identified under Tribal Cultural Resources below.
Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies,
and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential
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adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the
environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section 21083.3.2.) Information may
also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File
per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information
System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public
Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

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

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology / Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology & Water Quality

Land Use / Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population / Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation / Traffic

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities / Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1)

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 projectspecific screening analysis).

2)

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.

3)

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.

4)

"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 Than 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 Analyses," as described in (5) below,
may be cross-referenced).

5)

Earlier analyses 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.

6)

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 document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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7)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8)

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.

9)

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

TOM DODSON & ASSOCIATES

Page 10

San Bernardino International Airport
Eastgate Building 1

INITIAL STUDY

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Less Than Significant Impact – Adverse impacts to scenic vistas can occur in one of two ways.
First, an area itself may contain existing scenic vistas that would be altered by proposed project. A
review of the project area determined that there are no scenic vistas located internally within the
project footprint of the proposed air cargo hub and distribution center. Therefore, the
implementation of the Eastgate Building 1 project is not anticipated to impact any important scenic
vistas within the project site at the Airport. A scenic vista impact can also occur when a scenic vista
can be viewed from the project area or immediate vicinity and a proposed project may interfere with
the view to a scenic vista. The San Bernardino General Plan identifies the following natural features
that could benefit from sensitive treatment: 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. The project will be located within the SBIA
boundary, which contains airport hangars, air/space development businesses, an aircraft demolition
facility, and an Airport terminal amongst other uses, and is surrounded to the west by
industrial/business park development that is similar to the proposed distribution center/air cargo
use. There are no uses to the south that would experience impacted views to the San Bernardino
Mountains to the north as a result of the anticipated 60’ tall distribution center structure.
Additionally, views to the south of the Santa Ana River from the north would not substantially
change as the Airport prevents the public from views of the Santa Ana River at this location due to
its large size. No other scenic vistas are known to exist within the vicinity of the project. Given that
the project would not degrade views to nearby scenic vistas, implementation of the proposed
modification is not expected to cause any substantial adverse effects on any important scenic
vistas. This potential impact is considered a less than significant adverse aesthetic impact. No
mitigation is required.

b.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is located within the San Bernardino
rd
International Airport, which is completely developed. The project is located adjacent to 3 Street,
which is not considered a scenic corridor or scenic highway by the City of San Bernardino General
Plan. According to the City of San Bernardino General Plan, the scenic highways/routes within and
surrounding the City are located mostly within the mountain regions to the north and east; the
nearest scenic route is Highway 30/Interstate 210 between the Interstate 10 and the transition from
Highway 30 to Highway 330, which is less than 5 miles from the proposed project site. There are no
historic buildings, trees, or rock outcroppings located within the project site as the entirety of the
project site is disturbed as it is part of the Airport. Consequently, no significant adverse impact to a
scenic resource will occur. No mitigation is required.
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c.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is located in an urban area with no
distinguishing visual features. The airport fence line occludes views beyond the property boundary
rd
to passersby, as shown on the Google Maps street view of the project site from 3 Street
(Figure I-1). Though the project will result in an increase in intensity of development in the project
area, the project will not adverse alter the overall visual setting of the project area. Visually, the
project will still be located beyond the Airport fence line. As an example, beyond the fence line the
facility will look visually consistent with the rest of the airport. A similar facility is shown on the
Google Maps street view image (Figure I-2) of a distribution center on Orange Show Road to the
southwest of the project site. Overall, the project is not anticipated to substantially degrade the
visual setting surrounding the project site; impacts under this issue are considered less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

d.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed project is located within the San
Bernardino International Airport, which is well-lit at some locations at night. Other existing sources
rd
of light in the project area include streetlights, headlights and lighting from 3 Street, and lighting
from adjacent industrial, commercial and residential uses. The new distribution center will require
lighting, both exterior and interior that will be present 24 hours a day, 7 days a week once the
project is in operation. This will introduce a new source of light and glare into the project area over
previous uses, though this lighting would be comparable to and consistent with lighting from
surrounding uses; particularly because residential uses are located approximately 175 feet from the
northern border of the site. Thus, to ensure that light or glare (particularly off of structures with
glass exteriors) does not result in intrusive lighting or glare to existing structures or persons in the
project area, the following mitigation measure will be implemented:
AES-1

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

With implementation of this mitigation measure, potential light and glare impacts associated with
the proposed Project will be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest
and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. 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?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a
Williamson Act contract?
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))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?
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?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

No Impact – The proposed project will occur within the Airport property boundary, which does not
contain any agricultural uses. Neither the Project footprint nor the surrounding area is designated
for agricultural use; no agricultural activities exist in the project area; and there is no potential for
impact to any agricultural uses or values as a result of project implementation. According to the
maps prepared pursuant to the farmland mapping and monitoring program of the California
Resources Agency, no prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of state importance exists
within the vicinity of the proposed project (Figure II-1). No adverse impact to any agricultural
resources would occur from implementing the proposed project. No mitigation is required.

b.

No Impact – There are no agricultural uses currently within the boundaries of the project site or
adjacent to the project site. The project site is zoned for Public Quasi Public use and designated for
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Public Quasi Public use within the City of San Bernardino. Therefore, no potential exists for a
conflict between the proposed project and agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts within the
project area. No mitigation is required.
c.

No Impact – Please refer to issues a) and b) above. The project site is in an urbanized area and
neither the land use designation (nor zoning classification) supports forest land or timberland uses
or designations. No potential exists for a conflict between the proposed project and forest/timberland zoning. No mitigation is required.

d.

No Impact – There are no forest lands within the project area, which is because the project area is
completely urbanized. No potential for loss of forest land would occur if the project is implemented.
No mitigation is required.

e.

No Impact – Because the project site and surrounding area do not support either agricultural or
forestry uses and, furthermore, because the project site and environs are not designated for such
uses, implementation of the proposed project would not cause or result in the conversion of
Farmland or forest land to alternative use. There is no farmland or forest land located in the vicinity
of the project site. No adverse impact would occur. No mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

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?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
c) 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 (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

SUBSTANTIATION:
a.

Potentially Significant Impact – Project construction and operation would likely result in increases in
air emissions compared with current levels of activity from the Project site. These emissions may
exceed applicable thresholds for air quality. This issue will be further evaluated in the Focused
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

b.

Potentially Significant Impact – Project construction would likely result in fugitive dust and
equipment emissions. Project operations would likely result in increased emissions of air pollutants
from facility operations, particularly when compared to the existing conditions at the project site.
These issues will be further evaluated in the Focused EIR.

c.

Potentially Significant Impact – The proposed project has a potential to make a substantial
contribution to significant cumulative air quality impacts. This issue will be further evaluated in the
Focused EIR.

d.

Potentially Significant Impact – Construction and operational activities may expose sensitive
receptors to air pollution in substantial concentrations. The project would likely result increased air
toxins associated with diesel particulate matter. These issues will be further evaluated in the
Focused EIR.

e.

Less Than Significant Impact – Substantial odor-generating sources include land uses such as
agricultural activities, feedlots, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills or various heavy industrial
uses. The Project does not propose any such uses or activities that would result in potentially
significant operational source odor impacts. Potential sources of operational odors generated by the
Project would include disposal of miscellaneous refuse. Consistent with City requirements, all
Project-generated refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in
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compliance with solid waste regulations, thereby precluding substantial generation of odors due to
temporary holding of refuse on-site. Moreover, SCAQMD Rule 402 acts to prevent occurrences of
odor nuisances. Although not expected to be significant, the potential for construction or operation
of the proposed Project to result in odor impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

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?
b) Have a substantial 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?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

SUBSTANTIATION: The Biological Resources Assessment and Jurisdictional Delineation: San
Bernardino International Airport Eastgate Building 1 prepared by Jericho Systems, Inc. dated June 2018
was utilized for the following analysis. A copy of this document is provided as Appendix 1 to this Initial
Study.
A summary of the determination outlined in the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and
Jurisdictional Delineation (JD) is as follows:
Jericho surveyed approximately 116 acres, which included the proposed Project site and a 200-foot buffer
where appropriate. Approximately 5 acres of the site are developed with taxiway and 10 acres developed
as asphalt aircraft storage area. Approximately 22 acres consist of compacted gravel/asphalt road base
used for tractor trailer storage and 7 acres consist of material stockpiles. Approximately 60 acres consist
of disturbed vacant land has previously been graded and approximately 25 acres of this has been
covered in gravel/asphalt road base. The remaining 35 acres of disturbed vacant land is routinely disked.
The results indicate that the Project will not impact any federal or State listed species. Additionally, the
Airport implements a Hazard Wildlife Management Plan that is designed to specifically deter wildlife from
using the site for nesting and forage. However, burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) have been
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documented near to the Project site, off the airport property, approximately 0.15 miles east of the
northeast corner of the site, as recent as 2013. Additionally, while there were no burrowing owl individuals
or sign found on the Project site, there are numerous ground squirrel burrows, which could potentially be
utilized by burrowing owl in the future. Therefore, it is recommended that future site work include a preconstruction survey for burrowing owl.
Regarding jurisdictional features, two drainages were identified on site. These drainages were determined
to be non-jurisdictional under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because they do not have a significant
nexus to any Traditional Navigable Waters. Furthermore, the drainages do not support hydrophytic
vegetation, hydric soils, or wetland hydrology, therefore the drainages are not considered jurisdictional
wetlands. However, due to their defined bed and bank, the drainages will most likely be subject to
jurisdiction under the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and any impacts to these features would
likely require California Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration Program permits.
a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on the data gathered in the BRA, no
Federal- or State-listed plant species were observed within the study area. In addition, no local
plant species were found within the project footprint, which is highly modified and currently sparsely
vegetated. Given the disturbed project site conditions, special-status plant species that are known
to occur in the region are not expected within the project footprint. The area of potential effect
(APE) is within the existing Airport property and is completely disturbed. The habitat type, where it
exists along the unpaved portions of the project site consists almost entirely of non-native grasses
(Bromus sp.) and other non-native and ruderal species, mostly comprised of short podded mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana) and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus). All areas are highly disturbed and
approximately 74 acres of the 116-acre survey area consists of pavement and compacted
gravel/asphalt road base. The portions still retaining vegetation appear to have been subject to
periodic disking, grubbing and weed abatement activities.
Of all of the sensitive species identified in the database searches, only Burrowing Owl (BUOW) has
a moderate potential to occur in an area affected by the Project. No other State and/or federally
listed threatened or endangered species, or other sensitive species were observed within or
adjacent to the subject properties during the field survey, and no habitat exists on site that would be
suitable to support any of the State and/or federally listed species that occur within the region. The
BRA determined that the project site and immediate vicinity does contain suitable habitat for this
species for the following reasons:




The site and immediate vicinity contains areas of short, sparse vegetation;
The site contains well-drained, friable soils; and,
Several appropriately sized mammal burrows were observed within the project area during
survey.

The results of the field survey indicated that no BUOW individuals or BUOW sign, including pellets,
feathers or white wash, was observed within or adjacent to the Project survey area. No sign of
BUOW was found near the previously noted occurrences in 1983 and 2006. Given the level of
disturbance on site, combined with the routine disking/mowing activities, and the active wildlife
deterrent plan, it is not likely that the site supports BUOW. However, it is recommended that a 30day preconstruction BUOW survey be conducted by a qualified biologist prior to construction
activities. Therefore, the following mitigation measures shall be implemented to avoid any potential
project-related impacts to BUOW.
BIO-1

Burrowing Owl. Preconstruction presence/absence surveys for burrowing
owl shall be conducted within 30 days prior to any onsite ground disturbing
activity. The burrowing owl survey shall be conducted pursuant to the recommendations and guidelines established by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. In the event this species is not identified within the project
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limits, no further mitigation is required. If during the preconstruction survey,
the burrowing owl if found to occupy the site, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 shall
be required.
BIO-2

If burrowing owls are identified during the survey period, SBIAA shall require
the project applicant to take the following actions to offset impacts prior to
ground disturbance:
Active nests within the areas scheduled for disturbance or degradation shall
be avoided from February 1 through August 31, and a minimum of 250-foot
buffer shall be provided until fledging has occurred. Following fledging, owls
may be passively relocated by a qualified biologist.
If impacts on occupied burrows in the non-nesting period are unavoidable,
onsite passive relocation techniques may be used if approved by the CDFW
to encourage owls to move to alternative burrows outside of the impact area.
If relocation of the owls is approved for the site by the CDFW, SBIAA shall
require the developer to hire a qualified biologist to prepare a plan for
relocating the owls to a suitable site. The relocation plan must include all of
the following:







The location of the nest and owls proposed for relocation.
The location of the proposed relocation site.
The number of owls involved and the time of year when the relocation is
proposed to take place.
The name and credentials of the biologist who will be retained to
supervise the relocation.
The proposed method of capture and transport for the owls to the new
site.
A description of site preparation at the relocation site (e.g., enhancement
of existing burrows, creation of artificial burrows, one-time or long-term
vegetation control).

The field biologist determined that, of the remaining species listed as sensitive species that could
occur in the area, none would be impacted by implementation of the proposed project. Therefore,
with implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 to protect BUOW, impacts under this
issue are considered less than significant.
b.

No Impact – According to the data gathered in the BRA, the Project APE is not located within or
adjacent any USFWS designated critical habitat, or otherwise sensitive habitat. The nearest critical
habitat is approximately 0.25 mile south of the APE, separated by large areas of pavement and
tarmac/runway. Therefore, the proposed project will not impact any sensitive habitat, including
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) designated critical habitat.

c.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – In the Project area, both City Creek and the
Santa Ana River have been determined by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to
be jurisdictional waters with a significant nexus to traditional navigable waters. The City Creek
bypass channel is located to the north of the APE, and City Creek and the Santa Ana River borders
the Airport property to the east and south. There are two drainage features found on site. Both
appear to be man-made and channelized, allowing water to flow from paved surfaces into storage
basins or onto the fenced tarmac grounds of the airport operations area. The natural gradient of
flow is from the north and northeast in a southerly direction toward the Santa Ana River; however,
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the basins are self-contained and do not flow or overflow into the Santa Ana River or any other
streams or drainages. The drainage features identified within the Project site are isolated in that
the surface water from developed areas of the Airport flows into the drainage feature and
percolates into the ground. As such, there is no nexus to any traditional navigable waters, and
therefore, USACE regulations are not applicable to either of these drainages. Areas meeting all
three parameters would be designated as USACE wetlands. None of the three required
parameters—hydrophitic vegetation, hydric soils and/or wetland hydrology—are present within the
project site. Therefore, the project site does not contain wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. The drainage features contain a definable bed and bank and convey intermittent
stormwater runoff, which percolates into the ground. Because these features contain a defined bed
and bank, modification to these features is anticipated to require a Streambed Alteration Agreement
from CDFW. Therefore, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented:
BIO-3

SBIAA shall require the Applicant to prepare and submit a Streambed
Alteration Agreement (SAA) to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW). No ground disturbance shall occur until the Applicant obtains the
above permits. Note that the final compensation package contained in the
permit shall be implemented by the Applicant. If the permit conditions are
different than the mitigation listed in this Document to protect biological
resources, the Applicant shall implement the mitigation identified in the
permits.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, impacts to wetlands and drainage features
within the project site are considered less than significant.
d.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is located within the fenced boundary of the
Airport. Though the project is located adjacent to the Santa Ana River and City Creek, the fence
line prevents the project area from being important to wildlife movement. Furthermore, the Airport
has an active Wildlife Hazard Management Plan designed to reduce prey and predators from
interfering with safe Airport operations. Methods includes maintenance of grasses below 6 inches
and various wildlife deterrent methods. The BRA found that there are no trees within the Project
area that could provide nesting and roosting habitat for raptors and migratory species. The open
areas are suitable for ground-nesting species and as forage areas for raptors. However, the Airport
personnel actively implement a Wildlife Hazard Management Plan, which deters raptors, ground
nesting species, and their food source. Therefore, while the Project may indirectly impact these
species through loss of potential open space in which to forage, the Airport is authorized to deter
these species to maintain aircraft safety. Therefore, impacts to nesting birds or other wildlife
movement corridors or wildlife crossings through implementation of the proposed project are
considered less than significant.

e.

No Impact – Based on the field survey, the Project footprint does not contain any biological
resources, such as trees, that might be protected by local policies or ordinances. Due to the
developed nature of the project site within the San Bernardino International Airport, no trees or
other biological resources that might be protected exist within the project site. With no potential for
conflicts with local policies or ordinances, no mitigation is required.

f.

No Impact – Implementation of the Project will not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan. There are no applicable Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural
Community Conservation Plans in effect within the City of San Bernardino. The Airport maintains a
Conservation Agreement for sensitive species in the southeastern portion of the Airport, almost ½
southeast of the project site. The proposed project occurs entirely within the developed Airport. As
discussed above, this site has been surveyed, and no habitat or species of concern exist that could
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be adversely affected by project implementation. No further analysis is needed. No impacts are
anticipated. No mitigation is required.

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

SUBSTANTIATION: A cultural resources report has been prepared to evaluate the potential for cultural
resources to occur within the project area of potential effect entitled “Historical/Archaeological Resources
Survey Report: San Bernardino International Airport Eastgate Building 1 Project, City of San Bernardino,
San Bernardino County, California” prepared by CRM TECH dated June 26, 2018 (Appendix 2). The
following summary information has been abstracted from this report. It provides an overview and findings
regarding the cultural resources found within the project area.
The anticipated footprint of the undertaking to develop Eastgate Building 1 will be limited to the northerly
101 acres of the area of potential effects (APE), and the vertical extent of the APE may reach as deep as
20 feet below the ground surface where underground infiltration systems will be installed but will not
exceed three feet in most of the APE. The purpose of the study is to provide SBIAA with the necessary
information and analysis to determine whether the undertaking would have an effect on any “historic
properties,” as defined by 36 CFR 800.16(l), or “historical resources,” as defined by Title 14 CCR
§15064.5(a)(1)-(3), that may exist in or near the APE.
In order to identify such resources, CRM TECH conducted a historical/archaeological resources records
search, pursued historical background and geoarchaeological research, contacted Native American
representatives, and carried out a systematic field survey of the entire APE. The results of these
research procedures indicate that Site 36-006848 (CA-SBR-6848H), representing the 1865 alignment of
the North Fork Ditch, an extension of the 1858 Cram and van Leuven Ditch, was previously delineated as
lying along the northern boundary of the APE, but no evidence of this early irrigation work could be found
at that location during the field survey. In view of the drastic changes in the landscape that have occurred
since it was abandoned in the 1880s, it is apparent that all surface remnants of the ditch in the vicinity of
the APE have been obliterated by later developments, especially the construction of Norton Air Force
Base in 1940-1941 and the realignment of City Creek Bypass to this location around the same time.
A small segment of a runway and a portion of an airport apron were noted during the survey as lying
within the APE, both of them dating at least to the 1950s. They were once integral components of Norton
Air Force Base, which was previously determined not to be eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places due to the lack of historic integrity. Furthermore, as working components of the modern
infrastructure, their current appearance reflects alterations and maintenance over the past six decades,
and no longer retains any distinctively historical characteristics. Similarly, the concrete-lined City Creek
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Channel on the northern edge of the APE, which evidently dates to the construction of the airfield in 19401941, also lacks sufficient historical characteristics to be considered a potential “historic property” or
“historical resource” due to later alterations and maintenance.
In conclusion, the present study did not encounter any “historic properties” or “historical resources” within
or adjacent to the APE, and the subsurface sediments in the vertical APE appear to be relatively low in
sensitivity for potentially significant archaeological remains. Based on these findings, and pursuant to 36
CFR 800.4(d)(1) and Calif. PRC §21084.1, CRM TECH recommends to SBIAA and FAA a conclusion that
no “historic properties” or “historical resources” will be affected by the proposed undertaking. No further
cultural resources investigation is recommended for the undertaking unless project plans undergo such
changes as to include areas not covered by this study. However, if buried cultural materials are
encountered during earth-moving operations associated with the undertaking, all work in the immediate
area should be halted or diverted until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance
of the finds.
a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – CEQA establishes that "a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that may
have a significant effect on the environment" (PRC §21084.1). "Substantial adverse change,"
according to PRC §5020.1(q), "means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the
significance of a historical resource would be impaired."
Per the above discussion and definition, no archaeological sites or isolates were recorded within
the Project boundaries; thus, none of them requires further consideration during this study. In light
of this information and pursuant to PRC §21084.1, the following conclusions have been reached for
the Project:
•

•

No historical resources within or adjacent to the Project area have any potential to be disturbed
as they are not within the proposed area in which the facilities will be constructed and
developed, and thus, the Project as it is currently proposed will not cause a substantial adverse
change to any known historical resources.
No further cultural resources investigation is necessary for the proposed project unless
construction plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.

However, if buried cultural materials are discovered during any earth-moving operations associated
with the Project, the following contingency mitigation measure shall be implemented:
CUL-1

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

With the above mitigation incorporation, as well as the mitigation identified under Tribal Cultural
Resources below, the potential for impacts to cultural resources will be reduced to a less than
significant level. No additional mitigation is required.
c.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated ‒ The potential for discovering paleontological
resources during development of the Project is considered not likely based on the data gathered
within the Cultural Resources Report provided as Appendix 2. The geoarchaeological analysis
suggests that the subsurface sediments in the surface soils in the APE are composed of Holoceneage alluvial sediments deposited by City Creek, which ran through the APE before being
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channelized in 1940-1941, and by occasional floods from the Santa Ana River a short distance to
the south. In light of its location along an active wash and on the floodplain of a major river, the
APE would not have been considered a favorable setting for long-term settlement in prehistoric
times, nor would the setting be conducive for the preservation of subsurface archaeological
deposits, especially given the coarse grain of the sediments. Any cultural remains encountered in
this area would be of questionable contextual integrity, as their occurrence may have resulted from
fluvial activities on City Creek or the Santa Ana River. The extensive ground disturbance also
minimizes the probability of finding historic remains dating to the mission or early agricultural
periods. In summary, the Cultural Resources Report concluded that the subsurface sediments
within the vertical APE are considered to be relatively low in sensitivity for potentially significant
archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin.
In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the NAHC reports in a letter dated April 23, 2018, that the SLF
record search identified unspecified Native American cultural resources within the APE and
recommends that the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians be consulted for further information. In
an e-mail reply on April 24, 2018, Jessica Mauck, Cultural Resources Analyst for the San Manuel
Band, states that the APE is in fact outside the Native American cultural resource identified in SLF
but within a large buffer area. Therefore, the tribe has “no concern with the proximity of the project
area to the SLF resource(s).” However, she remains concerned about the possibility of subsurface
cultural deposits in the APE, and indicates that the tribe may request subsurface testing in the APE
depending on the extent of past ground disturbances and that of future disturbances anticipated
during the proposed undertaking. Mitigation to address the above concern has been identified in
mitigation measure TRC-1 through TRC-3 in the Tribal Cultural Resources Section of this Initial
Study. To prevent any further impacts to paleontological resources not addressed in mitigation
measures TRC-1 through TRC-3, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented:
CUL-2

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

With incorporation of this contingency mitigation, as well as the mitigation identified under Tribal
Cultural Resources below, the potential for impact to paleontological resources will be reduced to a
less than significant level. No additional mitigation is required.
d.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – As noted in the discussion above, no available
information suggests that human remains may occur within the APE and the potential for such an
occurrence is considered very low. State law (Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code) as
well as local laws requires that the Police Department, County Sheriff and Coroner’s Office receive
notification if human remains are encountered. However, the following mitigation measure shall be
implemented to ensure that construction related activities protect such findings:
CUL-3

Should human remains or funerary objects be encountered during any
activities associated with the project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a
100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County Coroner shall be
contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code
enforced for the duration of the project.

With the implementation of the above mitigation measure, any impacts under this issue are
considered less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
$

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.

$

Strong seismic ground shaking?

$

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

$

Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
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 onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?
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?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section was obtained from “Geotechnical
Investigation: Proposed Eastgate Building 1” report prepared by Southern California Geotechnical
(SoCalGeo) dated May 23, 2018. This Report is provided as Appendix 3.
a.

Ground Rupture
Less Than Significant Impact – The Project is located in the City of San Bernardino, which is
situated between two Alquist Priolo Study Zones, as shown on the San Bernardino General Plan
map provided as Figure VI-1. The San Bernardino International Airport is located outside of the two
Alquist Priolo Study Zones; however, it is located between the San Andreas Fault System to the
north and the San Jacinto Fault System to the south. Additionally, according to the California
Geologic Survey (CGS) Information Warehouse: Regulatory Maps, the project area is located within
an earthquake fault zone area (Figure VI-2). Because the project is located outside of the nearby
Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, the risk for ground rupture at the Project location is low;
therefore, it is not likely that future visitors and employees of the Eastgate Building 1 development
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will be subject to seismic hazards from rupture of a known earthquake fault. Therefore, any
impacts under this issue are considered less than significant; no mitigation is required.
Strong Seismic Ground Shaking
Less Than Significant Impact – As stated in the discussion above, several faults run through the
City, and as with much of southern California, the proposed structures will be subject to strong
seismic ground shaking impacts should any major earthquakes occur in the future, particularly due
to the site’s proximity to the San Andreas and San Jacinto Fault Systems, which are each classified
as Alquist Priolo Earthquake Zones. Additionally, several active faults as defined by the City of San
Bernardino General Plan Regional Fault map provided as Figure VI-3. As a result, and like all other
development projects in the City and throughout the Southern California Region, the proposed
project will be required to comply with all applicable seismic design standards contained in the 2016
California Building Code (CBC), including Section 1613 Earthquake Loads. The CBC provides
procedures for earthquake resistant structural design that include considerations for on-site soil
conditions, occupancy, and the configuration of the structure including the structural system and
height. The seismic design parameters presented in the Geotechnical Investigation (Page 11) are
based on the soil profile and the proximity of known faults with respect to the subject site. The
Project will comply with the CBC, which will ensure that structural integrity will be maintained in the
event of an earthquake. Therefore, impacts associated with strong ground shaking will be less than
significant without mitigation.
Seismic-Related Ground Failure Including Liquefaction
Less Than Significant Impact – Liquefaction is the loss of strength in generally cohesionless,
saturated soils when the pore-water pressure induced in the soil by a seismic event becomes equal
to or exceeds the overburden pressure. The primary factors which influence the potential for
liquefaction include groundwater table elevation, soil type and plasticity characteristics, relative
density of the soil, initial confining pressure, and intensity and duration of ground shaking.
According to the map prepared for the San Bernardino County Land Use Plan General Plan
Geologic Hazard Overlays (Figure VI-4), the Project site is partially located in an area that is
considered susceptible to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. Additionally,
according to the City of San Bernardino General Plan Liquefaction Susceptibility Map (Figure VI-5),
the proposed project is located within an area of High liquefaction susceptibility. However, the
Geotechnical Investigation, provided as Appendix 3 to this Initial Study, evaluated the liquefaction
potential at the project site and the liquefaction evaluation indicates that none of the soils below the
historic high groundwater table are subject to liquefaction during the design seismic event. Based
on the results of this analysis, no design considerations related to liquefaction are considered
warranted for this project. Therefore, impacts under this issue are considered less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
Landslides
No Impact – According to the map prepared for the City of San Bernardino Slope Stability and
Major Landslides Map (Figure VI-5), the Project site is not located in an area that is considered
susceptible to landslides. Based on a site reconnaissance the project site is essentially flat.
Therefore, the Project will not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. No impacts under this issue are
anticipated and no mitigation is required.
b.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Due to the existing graded and disturbed
nature of the project site, and the type of project being proposed, a potential for soil erosion, loss of
topsoil, and/or placing structures on unstable soils is generally considered less than significant.
The project site is currently part of the Airport; it contains a portion of the existing paved taxiway, an
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asphalt paved lot and a concrete paved lot, and some areas containing compacted soils. City
grading standards, best management practices and the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) are required to control the potential
significant erosion hazards. During Project construction when soils are exposed, temporary soil
erosion may occur, which could be exacerbated by rainfall. Project grading would be managed
through the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, and will be required to implement best
management practices to achieve concurrent water quality controls after construction is completed
and the Eastgate Building 1 distribution center and air cargo hub is in operation. The following
mitigation measures or equivalent BMPs shall be implemented to address these issues:
GEO-1

Stored backfill material shall be covered with water resistant material during
periods of heavy precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall erosion of
the material. If covering is not feasible, then measures such as the use of
straw bales or sand bags shall be used to capture and hold eroded material
on the project site for future cleanup.

GEO-2

Excavated areas shall be properly backfilled and compacted. Paved areas
disturbed by this project will be repaved in such a manner that roadways and
other disturbed areas are returned to as near the pre-project condition as is
feasible.

GEO-3

All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) will be sprayed
with water or soil binders twice a day or more frequently if fugitive dust is
observed migrating from the site within which the water facilities are being
installed.

GEO-4

The length of trench which can be left open at any given time will be limited
to that needed to reasonably perform construction activities. This will serve
to reduce the amount of backfill stored onsite at any given time.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, any impacts are considered less than
significant. No further mitigation is necessary.
c.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Refer to the discussion under VI(a) above.
Potential instability associated with slope stability and liquefaction related to the project was
determined to be less than significant, as outlined under discussion a(iii) and a(iv) above. Removal
and recompaction of the existing fill soils and near-surface alluvium is estimated to result in an
average shrinkage of 8 to 14 percent. The potential shrinkage estimate is based on dry density
testing performed on small-diameter samples taken at the boring locations. Minor ground
subsidence is expected to occur in the soils below the zone of removal, due to settlement and
machinery working. The subsidence is estimated to be 0.1 feet, which is considered nominal and
will not result in a significant impact. The recommended remedial grading will remove the
undocumented fill soils and a portion of the variable density alluvium. These materials will be
replaced as compacted structural fill. The native soils that will remain in place below the
recommended depth of over-excavation generally possess high strengths and favorable
consolidation characteristics and will not be subject to significant load increases from the
foundations of the new structure. The conceptual grading plan indicates that 57,721 CY of material
will be required to remain on site to prevent shrinkage, while 13,000 CY of material will be filled on
site in order to prevent subsidence; however, overall 289,277 CY of surplus material will be
removed from the site. According to the Geotechnical Investigation, provided that the
recommended remedial grading is completed, the post-construction static settlement of the
proposed structure is expected to be within tolerable limits. The following mitigation measure shall
be implemented to ensure that the recommendations outlined in the Geotechnical Investigation are
enforced:
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Based upon the geotechnical investigation (Appendix 3 of this document), all
of the recommended design and construction measures identified in
Appendix 3 (listed under Section 6.0 “Conclusions and Recommendations”
Pages 10-25) shall be implemented by the Applicant. Implementation of these
specific measures will address all of the identified geotechnical constraints
identified at project site, including soil stability of future project-related
structures.

Therefore, with the implementation of the above mitigation measure, impacts under this issue are
considered less than significant.
d.

Less Than Significant Impact – The Project footprint is predominantly flat and its surface is primarily
asphalt, concrete, or compacted dirt covered. According to the Geotechnical Investigation,
provided as Appendix 3, the near-surface soils generally consist of silty sands, well-graded sands,
and sandy gravels with varying cobble content. Based on their composition, these soils have been
visually classified as very low to non-expansive. Therefore, no design considerations related to
expansive soils are considered warranted for this site, and impacts under this issue are considered
less than significant. No mitigation is required.

e.

No Impact – The Project does not propose any septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. Therefore, determining if the Project site soils are incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater does not apply. No impacts are anticipated. No mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the
project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Potentially Significant Impact – Greenhouse gas emissions would be generated by the proposed
project both during construction and operation. This issue will be discussed further in the Focused
EIR.

b.

Potentially Significant Impact – The proposed project may have the potential to conflict with
applicable plans, policies and/or regulations aimed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This issue
will be discussed further in the Focused EIR.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

VIII. 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?
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?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?
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?
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 for people residing or
working in the project area?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the following
technical study: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment: San Bernardino International Airport (Former
Norton Air Force Base) Proposed Eastgate Building 1 Site. This document—which is provided as
Appendix 4 to this Initial Study—was prepared by LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc. and is dated July 9,
2018.
a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The project may create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials;
or may 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.
During construction there is a potential for accidental release of petroleum products in sufficient
quantity to pose a significant hazard to people and the environment. The following mitigation
measure will be incorporated into the Storm Water Pollution Prevent Plan (SWPPP) prepared for
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the project and implementation of this measure can reduce this potential hazard to a less than
significant level.
HAZ-1

All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will
be remediated in compliance with applicable state and local regulations
regarding cleanup and disposal of the contaminant released. The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an appropriately licensed
disposal or treatment facility. This measure will be incorporated into the
SWPPP prepared for the Project development.

The proposed project consists of an air cargo hub and distribution center that will include routine
use of aircraft and delivery trucks. No fuel station is proposed to be located within the project
boundary, though the Airport does contain a fueling station within its boundary that may be used for
fueling the aircraft transporting packages to and from the project site. This facility complies with all
federal, state and local regulations for jet fuel/petroleum products. The new air traffic that the
proposed project will generate will increase the use of jet fuel at the Airport, though it will not
increase the risks to the public regarding hazardous materials because the jet fuel will be handled
and managed in the same manner as it is handled at present. The distribution center itself may use
household cleaning supplies in small quantities. These materials would be used and disposed of in
small quantities and therefore would not pose a significant hazard to the public. Should the project
require unknown hazardous materials for operation, proper storage of both hazardous materials
and used hazardous waste (for example, used motor oil) is required. Although an existing
regulatory structure is in place, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented.
HAZ-2

SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall prepare an updated Business
Plan, with a Spill Prevention Control Countermeasures Plan, and submit this
document to the County Fire Department for review and approval. All
hazardous materials that may be used at the project site shall be identified
(including quantities); methods of storage shall be defined; measures to
prevent release of the hazardous materials to the environment shall be
defined; and management procedures for disposal of hazardous waste,
including proper manifesting, shall be identified.
The County Fire
Department shall review and approve this plan prior to movement of any
hazardous materials onto the site.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the Project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment either through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment. Impacts are considered less than significant
and no further mitigation is required.
c.

No Impact ‒ The project site is located greater than one-quarter mile from any public school. A
review of Google Maps (05/03/18) shows that the nearest schools are outside of the one-quarter
mile radius. Warm Springs Elementary School is 0.78 mile from the project site, Lankershim
Elementary School is 0.75 mile from the project site, and Indian Springs High School is 0.91 mile
from the project site. Based on this information, implementation of the Project will not emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. No adverse impacts are anticipated. No
additional mitigation is required.

d.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Former Norton Air Force Base (NAFB) was
closed in 1993 and over the next 12 years the Air Force remediated over 100 contaminated sites.
According to the California State Water Board’s GeoTracker website (consistent with Government
Code Section 65962.5), there are five groundwater contamination sites that remain within the
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Airport boundary. The groundwater contamination is almost completely remediated and will not be
disturbed by implementing the proposed project. The closest contaminated and remediated
cleanup sites to the project are shown in Figures VIII-1 through VIII-13, which contains depictions of
each of the GeoTracker sites on a map as well as the description for each site. The proposed
distribution center and air cargo hub will not be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. However, the
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the project indicates that presence of
contaminants may exist at the project site.
At present, relatively minor amounts of hazardous materials and wastes were observed onsite
during the survey for the Phase I ESA, this included a 55-gallon steel drum of red dye diesel, a
blue, plastic 55-gallon drum with about 7 to 8 gallons of liquid in it (labeled as a water-based
concrete curing aid and hardener), and smaller containers with waste oil, carburetor and parts
cleaner, and spray paint. These containers must be lawfully transported offsite for disposal or
recycling in a manner that complies with all federal, state and local regulations for hazardous waste
disposal and recycling prior to site development. Minor oil staining was noted on the soil and/or
ground, and is a de minimis condition.
There are numerous sites listed in environmental regulatory databases within 1 mile of the subject
site, many of which are associated with the former NAFB, none of which are specifically located at
the subject site. However, based on the review of previously prepared reports for the former NAFB,
IRP Site 18 was located at the subject site, with nearby United States Air Force (USAF) Facility 805
that had leaking JP-4 jet fuel. These sites were assessed and/or had remedial actions taken. These
sites were closed under regulatory oversight.
Based on the results of the Vapor Encroachment Screen (VES) performed by LOR Geotechnical,
Inc., Tier 1 and 2 screening, a vapor encroachment condition (VEC) at the subject site cannot be
ruled out. Therefore, a soil vapor investigation should be conducted, which will be performed to
verify that no significant subsurface impacts remain within the northwest portion, where IRP Site 18
was located, and which is near the offsite jet leakage discovered at the nearby former USAF Facility
805 to the west. The following mitigation measure addresses this issue:
HAZ-3

SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall prepare a Soil Vapor
Investigation to verify subsurface conditions prior to any earth moving
activities at the former IRP Site 18.

This Phase I ESA has revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions (RECs),
historical recognized environmental conditions (HRECs), or controlled recognized environmental
conditions (CRECs) indicative of releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances on, at,
in, or to the subject site, except for the following:






The former use of various portions of the subject site for irrigated farmland and agricultural
grove is a REC;
The former use of the subject site under two former military bases is a REC;
The onsite IRP Site 18, assessed and closed under the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) as lead agency, with Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) and
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB) as secondary
agencies, is a HREC; and
The nearby former USAF Facility 805 with leaking JP-4 jet fuel, assessed, remediated, and
closed under the RWQCB as lead agency, with EPA and DTSC as secondary agencies, is a
HREC.

Based on all of the above, there is known residual contamination associated with the former military
bases that included the subject site, including the former NAFB. Any residual contamination
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associated with past agricultural practices prior to the construction of the original military (US Army)
base in 1941 has likely been degraded and/or reduced in concentration during construction
activities associated with the building of the base. However, based on current screening levels,
including DTSC’s screening level for lead in residential soils at 80 mg/kg (DTSC, 2018), the current
environmental condition of the subject site, including IRP Site 18, may not be suitable for residential
type uses, without additional assessment, evaluation, and/or remediation. It is understood that in
the foreseeable future the use of the subject site will be commercial/industrial (airport related). The
Phase I ESA concluded that the subject site appears generally suitable for commercial/industrial
use with respect to the residual soil contaminants known and anticipated to be present. The project
intends to haul approximately 300,000 CY of material offsite, this includes the soils that are
currently being stored within the project site; however, the following mitigation measure shall be
implemented to ensure that, in the event that the onsite soils that were compiled from offsite
portions for the Airport are required for site development, they are sampled to confirm their
environmental suitability:
HAZ-4

If the stored onsite soils, generated from offsite portions of the SBIA are to
be used onsite during construction of the proposed Eastgate Building 1,
SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall sample these soils to confirm
their environmental suitability utilizing the DTSC October 2001 Information
Advisory: Clean Imported Fill Material as a guideline.

The past use of the subject site as part of military bases for about 50 years under the US Army and
USAF may have caused previously unidentified contamination. Future development of the subject
site, including grading activities, have the potential to encounter subsurface hazardous materials
and/or wastes, buried trash and debris, unexploded bombs (UXO), and contaminated media,
including soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater. To prevent impacts from unknown subsurface
hazardous materials or wastes, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented:
HAZ-5

If subsurface hazardous materials, including but not limited to buried trash
and debris, UXO, and contaminated media, including soil, soil gas, and/or
groundwater are encountered during development of the project site, SBIAA
in conjunction with the Applicant shall perform further environmental
assessment and, if necessary, perform remediation recommended by a
qualified professional. The recommendations of the professional to address
the accidental discovery shall be implemented and documented to remove
the hazard.

If any asbestos containing materials (ACMs) are encountered during development of the project
site, they will be disposed of in accordance with Federal, state, and local standards to an
appropriate disposal facility. No further hazardous materials are of concern at the proposed project
site. Therefore, with the implementation of the mitigation measures outlined above, historic
contamination of the Airport is not forecast to cause a significant adverse impact on the proposed
project.
e.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project consists of an air cargo hub and distribution
center within the San Bernardino International Airport boundary. The project will increase air traffic
at the Airport through the air cargo hub operations. These activities do not result in substantial
safety hazards for employees working in the project area because the underlying use of the project
site is consistent with the San Bernardino International Airport: Airport Layout Plan Narrative Report
(ALP). Therefore, the development of the proposed Air Cargo Logistics Center within the SBIA
would have a less than significant potential to result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area. No mitigation is required.
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f.

No Impact – There are no private airstrips located within two miles of the Project site. Therefore, the
project area has no potential to cause or experience any adverse impact related to private airstrip
operations. No impacts will occur as a result of project implementation. No mitigation is required.

g.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project site is located adjacent to Third Street within
and the nearest cross street is Victoria Avenue to the east. The County of San Bernardino identifies
evacuation routes in the San Bernardino Mountains north of the project, though no evacuation
2
routes have been identified within the City of San Bernardino . Refer to the Transportation/Traffic
Section of this document, Section XVI. Mitigation to address any potential traffic disruption and
emergency access during construction issues is included in this section. Therefore, the potential
for the development of the Project to physically interfere with any adopted emergency response
plans, or evacuation plans is considered a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
No further mitigation is required.

h.

No Impact – According to the City of San Bernardino General Plan Fire Hazard Area Map, provided
as Figure VIII-14, the project is not located within a fire hazard area. The majority of the fire hazard
areas within the City are up against the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. The project is
located several miles south of the San Bernardino Mountains. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not result in a potential to expose people or structures to fire hazards. No
impacts are anticipated; no mitigation measures are required.

2

http://www.sbcounty.gov/calmast/sbc/html/emergency_plan_routes.asp
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Potentially
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Significant with
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Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the
project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or
offsite?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding onsite or offsite?
e) 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?
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

SUBSTANTIATION: The following information utilized in this section was obtained from the following
technical study: Preliminary Drainage Report for SBIAA Eastgate Building 1. This document—which is
provided as Appendix 5 to this Initial Study—was prepared by Huitt-Zollars, Inc. and is dated June 15,
2018.
a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The proposed Eastgate Building 1 project will
occur within the Airport. The project site is developed with a mix of paved asphalt and concrete, as
well as compacted dirt. For a developed area, the only three sources of potential violation of water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements are from generation of municipal wastewater;
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from stormwater runoff; and potential discharges of pollutants, such as accidental spills. The San
Bernardino International Airport Authority implements National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) requirements for surface discharge for all qualified Projects. The Project site is
beyond one acre in size, therefore, it is required to obtain coverage under an NPDES permit. To
address stormwater and accidental spills within this environment, any new project must ensure that
site development implements a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to control
potential sources of water pollution that could violate any standards or discharge requirements
during construction. Also, a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) must be prepared and
implemented to ensure that project-related surface runoff meets discharge requirements over the
long term. The SWPPP would specify the Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the Project
would be required to implement during construction activities to ensure that all potential pollutants
of concern are controlled, minimized, and/or otherwise appropriately treated prior to being
discharged from the subject property as stormwater runoff. Compliance with the terms and
conditions of the NPDES and the SWPPP is mandatory and is judged adequate mitigation by the
regulatory agencies for potential impacts to stormwater during construction activities.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure is also considered adequate to reduce potential
impacts to stormwater runoff to a less than significant level.
HYD-1

SBIAA shall require that the construction contractor prepare and implement a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best
Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants
from contacting stormwater and with the intent of keeping all products of
erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters. The SWPPP shall include
a Spill Prevention and Cleanup Plan that identifies the methods of containing,
cleanup, transport and proper disposal of hazardous chemicals or materials
released during construction activities that are compatible with applicable
laws and regulations. BMPs to be implemented in the SWPPP may include
but not be limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

The use of silt fences;
The use of temporary stormwater desilting or retention basins;
The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;
The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site;
The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to
prevent the tracking of silt and other pollutants from the site onto public
roads;
The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum
necessary to efficiently perform the construction activities required.
Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be stored in water courses or
other areas subject to the flow of surface water; and
Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof
material during rain events to control erosion of soil from the stockpiles.

Based on the data provided in Appendix 5—the Preliminary Drainage Report—the proposed project
intends to manage all onsite drainage, once the Eastgate Building 1 is in operation, through three
infiltration systems located south of the Logistics Center structure within the Taxiway/Tarmac area
of the project site. The project also proposes a several new storm-drain systems to direct drainage
to the infiltration systems. Thus, site will retain onsite runoff through developing infiltration basins
that will have adequate capacity to handle onsite runoff generated within the proposed project site.
Therefore, with implementation of these mandatory Plans and their BMPs, mitigation measure
HAZ-1 and HYD-1 above, and the development of onsite drainage management to control runoff
during operation of the development of the Eastgate Building 1, the project will not cause violation
of any water quality standards or waste discharge.
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Less Than Significant Impact – Implementation of the proposed Project will not deplete groundwater supplies that would substantially affect the water availability for existing or planned land uses
or biological resources. No potential exists to directly intercept the groundwater table during
development of this Project due to depths greater than the necessary excavation depths (at nearly
50 feet) that will result from project construction activities.
Water transmission to the project will be provided by San Bernardino Municipal Water District
(SBMWD). SBMWD is part of the Valley District service area, which is a multiagency water supply
management district. The 2015 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) identifies the sources of water and water supply within their service area, which includes
SBMWD. According to the 2015 UWMP, the SBMWD obtains 100% of its water from the Bunker
Hill Groundwater Basin, a sub-basin of the San Bernardino Basin Area (SBBA). In 2015, the total
water demand for potable and raw water was 36,035 acre feet per year (AFY), while the demand
for potable and raw water is anticipated to be 40,369 AFY in 2020 and 41,294 AFY in 2025. The
Western Judgment established the natural safe yield of the SBBA to be a total of 232,100 AFY for
both surface water diversions and groundwater extractions.
The proposed project is anticipated to require 38,000 GPD of potable water at opening day in 2019
and 108,000 GPD of potable water five years from opening day in 2024. For the purposes of this
report, the “five years from opening day” scenario is used to estimate groundwater usage
conservatively. Under the 2024 scenario, the project would require 120.45 AF of potable water per
year. Though the project will not directly extract groundwater as part of project operations, the
project will require water transmission from SBMWD, which obtains its water supply from
groundwater and recycled water. The Air Cargo Logistics Center’s projected demand for potable
water represents 0.29% of the projected 2025 water demand for SBMWD, or an increase of 0.298%
from the 2020 anticipated demand. Based on the projected water demand for the proposed project,
and the confirmed availability of water from SBMWD to supply the project, the proposed project
would have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
would not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities. Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

c.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project site is mostly developed at present with
asphalt and concrete covering the majority of the site with some areas covered by compacted dirt.
The proposed project would develop a 655,746 SF rectangular logistics center structure that would
alter the site substantially. The project site generally slopes 1.0% downward from the northeast
corner of the property to the southwesterly edge of the property. There is an existing infiltration
basin and earthen channel runs across the project site from east to south which collect and convey
off-site flows. The existing on-site runoff from eastern side of the project along with the off-site flows
discharge to an existing catch basin with a 42” storm drain outlet on the south side. The existing onsite runoff from the central and western areas of the site are collected by an earthen swale along
the south property line of the project site.
Based on the data provided in Appendix 5—the Preliminary Drainage Report—the proposed project
intends to manage all onsite drainage through three infiltration systems located south of the
Logistics Center structure within the Taxiway/Tarmac area of the project site. The project also
proposes a several new storm-drain systems to direct drainage to the infiltration systems. Given
that the site plan will retain onsite runoff through developing infiltration basins that will have
adequate capacity to handle onsite runoff generated within the proposed project site, the potential
for substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite is considered less than significant. No mitigation
is required.

d.

Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to response IX(c) above. Impacts to the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area could occur if the development of the project results in an
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increased amount of flooding onsite or offsite. As stated above, the project site’s surface consists
mostly of asphalt or concrete with some compacted dirt. The development of the proposed project
will result in greater site coverage, which will prevent most of the surface runoff from percolating
onsite; however, onsite landscaping will cover approximately 15% of the site area, and this
landscaped area will allow for water to percolate in these areas. Additionally, according to the data
contained in the Preliminary Drainage Report (Appendix 5), the proposed project will develop
several new storm drain systems that will collect and convey onsite runoff to the three new
Infiltration Basin Systems. Therefore, through the use of landscaping to capture some onsite
runoff and site design that directs runoff toward three new Infiltration Basin Systems that will be
designed to prevent onsite runoff from leaving the project site, the development of the proposed
project would have a less than significant potential to substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
that would result in flooding onsite or offsite. No mitigation is required.
e.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – As indicated under issues IX(a), IX(c) and
IX(d) above, the project will not substantially create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater capacity, or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted water. The drainage plan proposed to be developed within the project site will prevent
drainage from leaving the project site and entering the nearby storm-drain systems. The project will
collect onsite runoff through new storm-drain systems that will direct runoff to the new infiltration
basin systems that will be developed within the project site. The infiltration basins will prevent
pollutants from reaching the groundwater table and will contain runoff within the project site, thereby
preventing the project from creating or contributing runoff that would exceed the capacity of the offsite stormwater collection system. During construction, stormwater and control of polluted
stormwater will be managed through the implementation of the SWPPP, as well as implementation
of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HYD-1. Additionally, the proposed development will require
stringent BMPs and therefore, will not contribute to any additional substantial degradation of water
quality. Consequently, the project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. The
proposed project impact is forecast to be a less than significant. No mitigation is required.

f.

No Impact – There are no other conditions associated with the proposed Project beyond what is
described above under responses to item IX(c), IX(d), and IX(e) above, that could result in the
substantial degradation of water quality. Therefore, no additional impacts are anticipated under this
issue.

g&h. No Impact – According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood
Hazard Layer Federal Insurance Rate Map (FIRM-ette) map of the project site, the proposed
project is not located within a special flood hazard area inundated by a 100-year flood; it is located
within Zone X, which is defined as “Areas determined to be outside of the 0.2% annual chance
floodplain” (Figure IX-1). The nearest flood area is located just north of the project site boundary at
the City Creek Bypass Channel, which is designated as flood hazard “Zone A.” The project does
not propose any housing; therefore, the development of the Air Cargo Logistics Center would not
place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map, and would
not redirect or impede flows as the flows within the adjacent Channel are managed within the limits
of the channel. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.
i.

Less Than Significant Impact – According to the City of San Bernardino General Plan Seven Oaks
Dam Inundation map (Figure IX-2), the project is located within the limits of the flood areas if the
dam were to fail. The Seven Oaks Dam stores an average of about 10,000 acre-feet of water per
year, and was designed to resist an earthquake measuring 8.0 on the Richter scale, with any point
able to sustain a displacement of four feet without causing any overall structural damage (City of
San Bernardino GP pg. 10-10). An earthquake event of this magnitude is extremely low probability.
Additionally, the Project does not include any housing, and therefore the potential to expose people
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or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.
j.

No Impact – The Pacific Ocean is located more than 50 miles from the Pacific Ocean, which
eliminates the potential for a tsunami to impact the project area. Additionally, a seiche would not
occur within the vicinity of the project because no lakes or enclosed bodies of water exist near the
site that could be impacted by such an event. Mudflow typically occurs on hillsides, and as the
project is located within a level project area at the Airport, no such events are likely to cause any
impacts within the project area. Therefore, no impacts under this issue are anticipated, and no
mitigation is required.

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

No Impact – The proposed project will occur within the San Bernardino International Airport
boundaries. The proposed Air Cargo Logistics Center will be consistent with the types of
development typical within and around airport uses. Given that the proposed project will occur
within the Airport property boundary, there are no established communities that could be divided as
a result of project implementation. Additionally, the proposed development of the Air Cargo
Logistics Center would be consistent with the existing land use designation and zoning classification,
as well as with the surrounding uses. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not
physically divide any established community within the project area. Impacts are considered less
than significant and no mitigation is required.

b.

No Impact – The proposed project would develop an Air Cargo Logistics Center within the San
Bernardino International Airport. Operations would involve cargo flights to and from the Airport both
delivering and collecting packages from the associated distribution center. This use is consistent
with the San Bernardino General Plan land use designation of “Public/Quasi Public.” The San
Bernardino International Airport ALP states that “the development of landside facilities will be
demand-based. In this manner, the facilities will only be constructed if required by verifiable
demand.” SBIAA has determined that there is a verifiable demand for the proposed Air Cargo
Logistics Center and as such the development will be consistent with the ALP. Therefore, the
proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. No impacts are anticipated and no mitigation is required.

c.

No Impact – The City of San Bernardino General Plan does not identify any habitat conservation
plans or natural community conservation plans. Though the General Plan identifies “Potential
Habitat for Sensitive Wildlife” within the City, no habitats of concern were identified within the
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project site in the Biological Resources Assessment (Appendix 1). Therefore, the proposed Air
Cargo Logistics Center will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural
community conservation planning areas. No mitigation is required.

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XI. 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?
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?

SUBSTANTIATION:
a&b. No Impact – The proposed Air Cargo Logistics Center is located within the San Bernardino
International Airport. The majority of the project site has been developed fully with asphalt and
concrete, with some small areas of compacted dirt. According to the City of San Bernardino
General Plan, the proposed project is located within the MRZ-2 zone. MRZ-2 is defined by the City
of San Bernardino General Plan as “Areas where the available geologic information indicates that
there are significant mineral deposits or that there is a likelihood of significant mineral deposits.”
The project site has not been listed within the California Division of Mines and Geology as a site
3
containing valuable mineral resources . Additionally, the proposed project is not located within the
Industrial Extraction land use designation by the General Plan, which allows for mineral
extraction/mining uses. Therefore, the development of the Project will not cause any loss of
mineral resource values to the region or residents of the state, nor would it result in the loss of any
locally important mineral resources identified in the City of San Bernardino General Plan. No
impacts would occur under this issue. No mitigation is required.

3

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/Guidelines/Documents/ClassDesig.pdf
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XII. NOISE: Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?
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 expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Potentially Significant Impact – The project site is located within the San Bernardino International
Airport, which generates a significant amount of noise. Due to the location of the Air Cargo Logistics
Center at the edge of the Airport’s northern boundary, there are sensitive uses nearby that may
experience noise levels in excess of established standards as a result of the construction and
operation of the Air Cargo Logistics Center. This issue will be further evaluated in the Focused EIR.

b.

Potentially Significant Impact – The proposed project may have the potential to result in temporary
and/or long-term generation of ground borne vibration or noise levels. This issue will be further
evaluated in the Focused EIR.

c.

Potentially Significant Impact – The operations of the Air Cargo Logistics Center will likely increase
ambient noise levels in the long-term beyond levels existing without the project. This issue will be
further evaluated in the Focused EIR.

d.

Potentially Significant Impact –Excavation and construction activities on site may generate
temporary or periodic increases in ambient noise levels. This issue will be further evaluated in the
Focused EIR.

e.

Potentially Significant Impact – The proposed project will be constructed within the San Bernardino
International Airport. The project may have the potential to increase noise levels beyond that which
have been previously adopted and planned for as part of the Airport’s Layout Plan. Therefore, this
issue will be further evaluated in the Focused EIR.
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No Impact – The proposed project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
persons at the project site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels associated with a private
airstrip. Thus, this impact will not be discussed in the Focused EIR consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15063(c)(3).

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the
project:
a) Induce substantial 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)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project is anticipated to employ an estimated 1,726
persons on opening day in 2019. It is unknown whether the new employees will be drawn from the
general area or will bring new residents to the project area. According to the San Bernardino
General Plan the projected population at buildout for the entire planning area would be
approximately 319,241 people, which includes 276,264 persons in the City and 42,976 persons in
the City’s sphere of influence. According to the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), the population of the City of San Bernardino was 215,491 in 2016. The development of the
proposed project has the potential to result in an approximately 1.03% increase in population
([1,726 ÷ 215,491] x 100 = 0.8%) by 2019 from the 2016 population. The build-out population
within the City of San Bernardino has not yet been reached; given the 60,773-person gap (276,264
- 215,491 = 60,773) between the 2016 population and the projected build out population, the
proposed project may induce population growth, but the proposed project will not induce substantial
population growth that exceeds either local or regional projections. Therefore, impacts under this
issue are considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

b&c. No Impact – The proposed project site is located within the Airport property boundary. No occupied
residences are located on the project site; therefore, implementation of the proposed project will not
displace substantial numbers of existing housing or displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts will occur; therefore,
no mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 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:
a) Fire protection?
b) Police protection?
c) Schools?
d) Parks?
e) Other public facilities?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Less Than Significant Impact – As of July 1, 2016, the San Bernardino County Fire District
(SBCFD) provides fire protection services to the City. The nearest fire station to the proposed
project site is located at 165 S Leland Norton Way, San Bernardino, CA 92408, which is the “SBIA”
fire station as it is the nearest location to the Airport. According to the San Bernardino County Fire
4
Annual Report July 2016-June 2017 , SBCFD will increase availability of fire protection services in
the City by ensuring quicker response times during times with high call volumes from nearby county
fire stations. The Project proposes to construct an Air Cargo Logistics Center that will comply with
SBCFD standards for construction of new facilities. The proposed Project will incrementally add to
the existing demand for fire protection services. Cumulative impacts are mitigated through the
payment of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), which contains a Fire Facilities component. There is
no identified near term need to expand facilities in a manner that could have adverse impacts on the
environment. The City’s General Fund covers operational expenses, and the proposed project will
contribute both sales taxes and property taxes to the general fund to offset this incremental demand for
fire protection services. Any impacts are considered less than significant and no mitigation is
required.

b.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project site is in an urbanized area with substantial
lighting and substantial traffic flow in the vicinity of the project site, mainly due to the Airport
rd
operations and the traffic along 3 Street, which is adjacent to the northern boundary of the project
site. The proposed project would construct an Air Cargo Logistics Center within the existing SBIA
boundary. The San Bernardino Police Department would provide police protection services to the
Project via their headquarters at 710 North “D” Street. Development of the site, which is mostly
developed with asphalt and concrete, and some compacted dirt, and is contained within the Airport
fence line. Development of the project as proposed would result in an incremental increase in
demand for law enforcement services. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant is
required to comply with the provisions of the City of San Bernardino’s Development Impact Fee
Ordinance (City Municipal Code, Chapter 3.27), which requires a fee payment that the City applies
to the funding of public facilities, including law enforcement facilities, vehicles, and equipment.
Additionally, the Project is not expected to result in any unique or more extensive crime problems
that cannot be handled with the existing level of police resources, particularly because, once

4

http://www.sbcfire.org/Portals/58/Documents/About/2016-17AnnualReport.pdf
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constructed, the project will be fenced within the Airport boundary and entry will be monitored
through gated entrances, one of which will be monitored through the provision of a guard shack
with security personnel. No new or expanded police facilities would need to be constructed as a
result of the project. Therefore, impacts to police protection resources from implementation of the
proposed project are considered less than significant; no mitigation measures are required.
c.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed project would develop an Air Cargo Logistics Center
within the San Bernardino International Airport boundary, and is not anticipated to generate a new
direct demand for area schools. However, the proposed project may place additional demand on
school facilities, but such a demand would be indirect and speculative. The San Bernardino City
Unified School District (SBCUSD) funds construction and operation of new school facilities through
school impact fees assessed on new developments and redevelopments that occur within the
SBCUSD’s area of influence. The school impact fee mitigation program of the SBCUSD adequately
provides for mitigating the impacts of the proposed project in accordance with current state law. No
other mitigation is identified or needed. Since this is a mandatory requirement, no additional
mitigation measures are required to reduce school impacts of the proposed project to a less than
significant level.

d.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed Project will not directly add to the existing demand on
local recreational facilities. According to the 2005 City of San Bernardino General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the City of san Bernardino has an adopted park standard of five
acres per 1,000 residents. As stated under “Population and Housing” above, the proposed project has
the potential to generate a maximum of 1,726 new residents through the employment of an estimated
1,726 persons at the proposed Air Cargo Logistics Center, which may require 8.63 acres of new park
land to serve the possible population growth generated by implementation of the proposed project.
According to the City of San Bernardino General Plan DEIR, the City is currently experiencing a
shortfall of park acreage, however this is lessened by the availability of approximately 158 acres of
regional parks in the area. The Air Cargo Logistics Center would not be required to pay Quimby Act
fees because it is not a residential development; however, the City’s General Fund covers new park
development and park maintenance expenses. The Project will contribute property and sales taxes to
the general fund to offset this incremental demand for park land, which is considered sufficient to offset
any impacts to parks should the project result in a population increase within the City. Impacts under
this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

e.

Less Than Significant Impact – Other public services include Library Services within the City of San
Bernardino. Based on the Division of Library Development Services of the State of California’s
standard of 1.5 volumes per capita. As stated under “Population and Housing” above, the proposed
project has the potential to generate a maximum of 1,726 new residents through the employment of an
estimated 1,726 persons at the proposed Air Cargo Logistics Center, which may require an additional
~2,589 volumes based on the potential project related population growth. Capital costs to provide
additional Library facilities and improvements would be funded by the State Library Fund bond
measure and operating costs through the normal City revenue sources and budgetary process.
The project would contribute applicable funds through property and sales tax, which is considered
adequate to offset impacts to library services from the proposed project. Therefore, any impacts are
considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XV. RECREATION:
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to the discussion under issue XIV(d) above. The
proposed project would not directly increase the use of existing parks because it does not include
any housing that would generate new residents. However, the proposed project does have the
potential to indirectly induce population growth through the creation of a new source of employment
within the City. The proposed project has the potential to generate a maximum of 1,726 persons
generated from the projected employment of 1,726 persons at the new Air Cargo Logistics Center.
Should the project draw new residents to the City of San Bernardino, the project would create a
need for approximately 8.63 acres of new park land to serve the potential population growth generated
by implementation of the proposed project. As stated under “Public Services” above, the proposed Air
Cargo Logistics Center would not be required to pay Quimby Act fees because it is not a residential
development; however, the City’s General Fund covers new recreational facility development and
recreational facility maintenance expenses. The Project will contribute property and sales taxes to the
general fund to offset this incremental demand for recreational facilities, which is considered sufficient
to offset any impacts to recreational facilities should the project result in a population increase within
the City. Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.

b.

Less Than Significant Impact – The proposed Project consists of new Air Cargo Logistics Center in
the City of San Bernardino. The project will not include any recreational facilities, nor will it require
the construction of new recreational facilities or expansion of new recreational facilities because the
proposed project is not anticipated to substantially induce any population growth. The project site is
located within the San Bernardino International Airport and does not contain any recreational
facilities as the uses within the Airport do not allow unauthorized public access. The City’s General
Fund covers new recreational facility development and recreational facility maintenance expenses. As
stated in the discussion under issue XIV(d) and XV(a) above, the project may induce population
growth indirectly, which could cause an incremental need for recreational facilities. The project’s
contribution of taxes to the City’s General Fund which is considered adequate to offset impacts to
recreational facilities should the project result in a population increase within the City. Impacts under
this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant Impact

No Impact or
Does Not Apply

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC: Would the
project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

SUBSTANTIATION: A Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for the project and was utilized in making the
determinations below. Translutions, Inc. prepared the SBIAA Air Freight/Eastgate Building 1 Development
Traffic Impact Analysis dated July 2, 2018 and is provided as Appendix 6 to this Initial Study.
Background and Baseline Data
The proposed project is forecast to generate 273 new PCE trips in the a.m. peak hour, 241 new PCE trips
in the p.m. peak hour, and 8,007 new passenger car equivalents (PCE) daily trips. The Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) analyzed intersections and roadway segments within the City of Highland and the City of
San Bernardino, including the State Route 210 (SR-210). Based on the intersection and roadway
segment Level of Service (LOS) analysis, with the construction of the circulation improvements, all
intersections and roadway segments will operate at satisfactory LOS.
The daily trip generation for passenger cars and trucks were based on data provided by the tenant. It is
anticipated that there will be the 1,726 total employees, of which there will be 1,460 warehouse
employees, 196 employees for ramp support, and 70 support staff. The anticipated employment data was
converted to passenger car trips based on data provided by the tenant which shows approximately 2.216
daily trips per employee, resulting in 3,826 daily passenger car trips. The project will also include
approximately 3,823 daily truck trips. The hourly distribution of passenger car and truck trips were based
on arrival times at other e-commerce facilities based on the Southstar/Translutions surveys. The peak
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arrival rates for passenger cars were normalized to reflect 6-7 a.m. and 3-4 p.m. shift change times, and
the peak hours of adjacent street traffic maintained based on the pre-peak and post peak arrival rates for
passenger cars. Truck trip generation for the peak hour and post peak hour of adjacent street traffic were
based on percentage of truck traffic arriving and departing e-commerce facilities surveyed by Southstar &
Translutions in September 2017. The results are as follows:
Truck trips were converted to PCE using the City’s conversion rates of 2.0 for 2-axle trucks, 2.5 for 3-axle
trucks and 3.0 for 4+ axle trucks. The project is expected to generate 273 PCE trips during the a.m. peak
hour, 241 PCE trips during the p.m. peak hour, and 8,007 daily PCE trips.
An intersection level of service analysis was conducted for existing conditions to determine current
circulation system performance. Under the existing conditions, all study area intersections are currently
operating at satisfactory levels of service.
A level of service analysis was conducted for the study area roadway segments under existing conditions
to determine current circulation system performance. Under the existing roadway conditions, all study
area roadway segments are currently operating at satisfactory levels of service with the exception of the
following, which are located primarily in the City of San Bernardino:


a.

Highland Avenue from I-210 Eastbound Off-Ramp to I-210 Westbound Off-Ramp; and
Highland Avenue from I-210 Westbound Off-Ramp to Victoria Avenue.
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – Based on the results of the analysis outline
under Background above, and outlined in the TIA provided as Appendix 6 to this Initial Study, the
project will degrade traffic operations below those acceptable in the City’s General Plan.
Intersections and roadway segments were analyzed by City of Highland standards as well, and the
TIA concluded that the proposed project would not result in impacts below acceptable standards.
After implementation of circulation improvements identified below, and the buildout of the respective
Circulation Elements, the levels of service will be restored to satisfactory operations. For the
purposes of this analysis, the modifications to intersection configurations identified as necessary to
accommodate traffic conditions under the 2040 scenario shall be implemented as mitigation
measures to meet Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements:
TRAF-1

At Arden Avenue and Highland Avenue – Re-stripe the northbound
approach to include 2 northbound left-turn lanes and a through-right turn
lane. The Applicant shall participate in fair-share contribution to construct
the above improvements. The fair-share has been calculated as 3.69% of
the overall cost to construct the above improvements.
At Victoria Avenue and 6th Street – Install a traffic signal. The Applicant
shall participate in fair-share contribution to construct the above
improvements. The fair-share has been calculated as 8.0% of the overall
cost to construct the above improvement.
At Victoria Avenue and 3rd Street – Add a 2nd westbound left-turn lane.
The Applicant will be responsible for constructing this improvement.
Alabama Street-Palm Avenue and 3rd Street – Add a 2nd northbound leftturn lane. The Applicant shall participate in fair-share contribution to
construct the above improvements. The fair-share has been calculated as
2.9% of the overall cost to construct the above improvement.
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Construction of these improvements will restore satisfactory operations. Additionally, the following
modifications to roadway segment configurations shall be implemented as mitigation measures to
meet CMP requirements:
TRAF-2

rd

At 3 Street Sterling Avenue to Leland Norton Way – Convert from 4-Lane
Major Arterial to 6 Lane Major Arterial. This improvement is included in the
2016 San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA)
Development Mitigation Nexus Study; therefore, the Applicant will pay the
appropriate fees.
rd

At 3 Street from Sterling Avenue to Leland Norton Way – Convert from 4Lane Major Arterial to 6 Lane Major Arterial. This improvement is included
in the 2016 SBCTA Development Mitigation Nexus Study; therefore, the
Applicant will pay the appropriate fees.
Widening improvements may be required on Highland Avenue from the I-210 eastbound offramp to
the I-210 westbound off-ramp as well as from the I-210 westbound off-ramp to Victoria Avenue to
convert this section of roadway from a 4-Lane Major Arterial to a 6-Lane Major Arterial roadway.
The SBCTA Nexus Study includes construction of an interchange to the SR-210 at Victoria Avenue.
If the interchange is constructed, traffic volumes on this segment are anticipated to decrease
substantially along the aforementioned segments to the point in which mitigation would not be
required to improve circulation. If the Victoria Avenue interchange is not constructed, the
programmed funds can be reallocated to arterial improvements on Highland Avenue, and
Transportation System Management measures can be implemented on Highland Avenue. Further,
the SR-210 widening project is also included in the Measure I program, which will reduce east-west
traffic volumes along Highland Avenue. As such, the project must pay Development Impact Fees
(DIF) as required by the SBCTA Measure I program to contribute its fair share to these planned
improvements. Payment of DIF is considered adequate to reduce impacts to these segments of
roadway and no further mitigation is required.
Table O within the TIA (Appendix 6) shows the resulting levels of service with the recommended
improvements listed above. Thus, with the mitigation measure identified above, as well as payment
of DIF, the project is considered consistent with the City’s adopted plans and policies. Therefore,
the proposed project would have a less than significant potential to conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system with the implementation of the mitigation measures identified above.
b.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The County’s CMP requires the analysis of
traffic impacts to CMP roadways if a project adds 50 or more trips during the a.m. or p.m. weekday
peak hours. The project adds 50 or more trips to some CMP intersections. The project does not
conflict with the County’s CMP and does not propose changes to the LOS standards included in the
CMP or the General Plans of Cities. The project has potentially significant impacts at some analysis
intersections based on the thresholds adopted by the City where the intersection is located;
however, mitigation measures TRAF-1 and TRAF-2 identify improvements that would reduce the
impacts. Therefore, after improvements are constructed, all study intersections will operate at
satisfactory conditions. Therefore, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified above,
as well as payment of DIF, the proposed project would have a less than significant potential to
conflict with the City of San Bernardino CMP and would have a less than significant potential to
impact City of Highland standards for circulation, as indicated in the TIA. No further mitigation is
required.

c.

Less Than Significant Impact – The project is located within the San Bernardino International
Airport (SBIA). The proposed project would include 18 daily take-offs and landings. This is well
within the planned flights identified in the ALP for the SBIA. The project does not propose any
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elements that would affect or conflict with air traffic patterns. Therefore, the project would have a
less than significant potential to result in a change in air traffic patterns that would conflict with
planned air traffic outlined in the ALP for SBIA. No mitigation is required.
d.

Less Than Significant Impact – Design of driveways, internal roadways, and intersections will be
based on City Code, which sets the standard for such design. All roadways will be designed in a
manner as to not create conflicts for motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists traveling within and around
the project site. It is not anticipated that traffic hazards will increase. Therefore, the project impact is
considered less than significant.

e.

Less Than Significant Impact – All roadways and project access will be designed in accordance
with all applicable design and safety standards required by adopted fire codes, safety codes, and
building codes established by the SBIAA and the City’s Engineering and Fire Departments. The
parking lot layout will be designed to meet requirements to allow emergency vehicles adequate
access. The project will not result in inadequate emergency access. Therefore, impacts under this
issue are considered less than significant.

f.

Less Than Significant Impact – The project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation modes. Public transportation services within the City of San Bernardino
and near the proposed project include bus transit service (Omnitrans) and commuter rail
transportation (Metrolink). Omnitrans services the area through three Routes: Route 1, which
provides service near the project on Highland Avenue and Victoria Avenue; Route 3/4, travels along
Highland Avenue and Baseline Street near the project area; and, Route 15, which travels along 9th
street and Central Avenue near the project area. A map of the routes servicing the project area can
be found in the TIA (Appendix 6). Metrolink train service is available between the counties of
Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Orange, Riverside, and north San Diego. The project area
is served by the San Bernardino Line, which runs east-west between the San Bernardino Station
and the Los Angeles Union Station. The San Bernardino Station is the nearest Metrolink station to
the project site, and is approximately 4 miles from the project site. The City’s existing bikeway
network includes three types of facilities: Class I Bikeways A Class I bikeway, which is a dedicated
travel-way for bicyclists; Class II Bikeways Class II bikeways, which delineate the right-of-way
assigned to bicyclists along roadways; and, Class III Bikeways Class III bikeways, which are shared
facilities that serve either to provide continuity to other bicycle facilities or designate preferred
routes through high demand corridors. Pedestrian circulation in San Bernardino is primarily
provided via sidewalks; there are few sidewalks adjacent to the project, with discontinuous
sidewalks on 3rd Street from Victoria Avenue to Palm Avenue.
Plans for future transit service within the area include the following which are described further in
the TIA provided as Appendix 6: The Redlands Rail project, which is a nine-mile passenger rail
service will run between the San Bernardino Transit Center and the University of Redlands
beginning in 2021; the Redlands Rail Feeder Bus System; SBx Foothill East Corridor; Local Bus
Routes. The project will not change roadway designations from those in the City of San Bernardino
or City of Highland General Plan or result in removal of any of the facilities listed above. Any
improvements for multi modal transportation will be implemented in accordance with City of
Highland and City of San Bernardino requirements. Therefore, the project would have a less than
significant potential to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.
No mitigation is required.
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XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the
project cause a substantial change in the significance
of tribal cultural resources, 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 the 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), or
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 Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American tribe.

SUBSTANTIATION: Please refer to the discussion under Section V, Cultural Resources.
A Tribal Resource is defined in the Public Resources Code section 21074 and includes the following:







Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American Tribe that are either of the following: included or determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local
register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1;
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 Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purpose of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resources to a California
American tribe;
A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the
extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the
landscape;
A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “non-unique archaeological resource” as
defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal resource if it conforms with
the criteria of subdivision (a).

a&b. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The SBIAA has not been contacted by any
California American Tribes as of May 11, 2018. However, given the influence of the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) within the Cities of Highland and San Bernardino, SBIAA
contacted SMBMI in an effort to ensure that the Tribe had an opportunity to review the Project
Description for the proposed project and comment where applicable. In an email from Jessica
Mauck, Cultural Resources Analyst for SMBMI, on May 11, 2018, Ms. Mauck requested that SBIAA
consider implementing a few mitigation measures to ensure that any Tribal Cultural Resources that
may exist within the project site are handled in a manner considered acceptable to SMBMI. SBIAA
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has, therefore, agreed to include the following mitigation measures regarding Tribal Cultural
Resources:
TCR-1

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities
associated with the project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot
buffer of the find) shall cease and the County Coroner shall be contacted
pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code enforced for
the duration of the project.

TRC-2

In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during
project activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of
Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on the other
portions of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during this
assessment period. Additionally, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians will be
contacted by the Lead Agency if any such find occurs and be provided
information so as to provide Tribal input.

TRC-3

If significant Native American historical resources, as defined by CEQA (as
amended, 2015), are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, an SOIqualified archaeologist shall be retained to develop a cultural resources
Treatment Plan, as well as a Discovery and Monitoring Plan, the drafts of
which shall be provided to San Manuel Band of Mission Indians for review
and comment. The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult
with San Manuel Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and treatment of
any artifacts or other cultural materials encountered during the project.

Therefore, with the implementation of the above mitigation measures, the project has a less than
significant potential to cause a substantial change in the significance of tribal cultural resources,
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 the California Native American tribe and that is either 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), or 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 Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. No further mitigation
is required.
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XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would
the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed?
e) 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?
f) Be served by a landfill(s) with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

SUBSTANTIATION
a&e. Less Than Significant Impact – New development in the City is required to install wastewater
infrastructure concurrent with project development. All wastewater generated by the interior
plumbing system of the proposed project would be discharged into the local sewer main and
conveyed for treatment through San Bernardino Municipal Water Department’s (SBMWD’s) Water
Reclamation Plant (WRP), which meets the waste discharge requirements imposed by the Santa
Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The WRP is a 33 million gallon per day
(MGD) regional secondary treatment facility that provides services to a number of cities, including
the City of San Bernardino. Based on the most recent available data, the WRP receives
approximately 28 MGD of wastewater per day.
The estimated wastewater generation for the project on opening day (2019) is 6,000 GPD, while the
estimated wastewater generation for the project five years from opening day (2024) is 17,000 GPD.
For the purposes of this report, the “five years from opening day” scenario is used for the purpose
of making conservative estimations. Based on the assumption that the project will generate 17,000
GPD of wastewater once in operation, the Air Cargo Logistics Center will generate 6.205 million
gallons of wastewater per year. Given that the WRP has a remaining capacity of 5 MGD,
implementation of the proposed project would only make up 0.34% of the remaining capacity
(17,000 ÷ 5,000,000 = 0.0034 x 100) and 0.0516% of the total capacity of the WRP (17,000 ÷
33,000,000 = 0.000516 x 100), which is a miniscule percentage of the existing 5 MGD of excess
capacity of the permitted wastewater treatment capacity available through SBMWD. Therefore,
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because the WRP meets the waste discharge requirements imposed by the RWQCB, and the
project would not exceed the capacity of the existing wastewater treatment plant: SBMWD’s WRP.
Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.
b&d. Less Than Significant Impact – Please refer to the discussion under IX(b) and XVII(a) above. As
discussed above, the wastewater generated at the project site will be delivered to SBMWD WRP,
which has adequate capacity to serve the needs of the Project. Therefore, implementation of the
Project will not require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities.
Water transmission to the Project will be provided by SBMWD as well. SBMWD provides domestic
water to several communities including the City of San Bernardino. The 2015 UWMP identifies the
sources of water and water supply within their service area, which includes SBMWD. According to
the 2015 UWMP, there are four sources of water within the service area: Surface Water,
Groundwater, State Water Project Water, and Recycled Water. The total supply within the entirety
of the San Bernardino Valley service area projected for 2020 is 337,769 AFY, 21,951 AFY of which
is recycled water. In 2015, the total water demand for potable and raw water was 36,035 acre feet
per year (AFY) within the SBMWD service area, while the demand for potable and raw water is
anticipated to be 40,369 AFY in 2020 and 41,294 AFY in 2025. The proposed project is anticipated
to require 38,000 GPD of potable water at opening day in 2019 and 108,000 GPD of potable water
five years from opening day in 2024. For the purposes of the “five years from opening day” scenario
is used to estimate conservatively. Under the 2024 scenario, the project would require 120.45 acre
feet of potable water per year. The Air Cargo Logistics Center’s projected demand for potable water
represents 0.29% of the projected 2025 water demand for SBMWD, or an increase of 0.298% from
the 2020 anticipated demand. Based on the projected water demand for the proposed project, and
the confirmed availability of water from SBMWD to supply the project, the proposed project would
have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and would
not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion
of existing facilities. Impacts under this issue are considered less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
c.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – As stated under issue IX(e), implementation of
the proposed Project is not forecast to significantly alter the volume of surface/stormwater runoff
that will be generated from the project site. Existing drainage within the project site is as follows:
there is an existing infiltration basin and earthen channel runs across the project site from east to
south that collects and conveys off-site flows; there is an existing catch basin with a 42” storm drain
outlet on the south side of the project site that collects onsite runoff from the eastern side of the
project along; and, the existing on-site runoff from the central and western areas of the site are
collected by an earthen swale along the south property line of the project site. Once the proposed
project is implemented though there will be slightly greater impervious area, and the intensity of the
development on site will be greater. Flows will be directed by new storm drain systems to the three
new infiltration basin systems on site. Onsite drainage flows will be collected and retained on site,
and therefore the project will not require the construction or expansion of off-site stormwater
management systems. The Project will require the implementation of a SWPPP and WQMP, and
implementation of mitigation measure HAZ-1, which will ensure that any potential discharge of
polluted material does not occur or is remediated in the event of an accidental spill. Thus, the
development of the Project will not require or result in the construction of new or expansion of
existing stormwater drainage facilities because the site plan includes a drainage plan and the
SWPPP will be implemented with mitigation. No further mitigation is required.

f&g. Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – This project will result in construction waste
from the removal of asphalt, concrete, and similar materials. The inert wastes can be disposed of
at existing municipal solid waste facilities, which have adequate capacity to accept inert wastes
generated by this project, or can be recycled onsite. The nearest landfill to the Project area is the
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San Timoteo Solid Waste Disposal Site, which has a maximum permitted capacity of 2,000 tons per
day, and a remaining capacity of 13,605,488 cubic yards (CY), with a maximum permitted capacity
5
of 20,400,000 CY according to CalRecycle . Another nearby landfill—the Mid-Valley Sanitary
Landfill—has a daily permitted capacity of 7,500 tons per day and a remaining capacity of
6
67,520,000 CY . Based on the proposed building square footage of 655,746 SF and the U.S. EPA’s
7
construction waste generation factor of 4.34 pounds per SF , approximately 1,422.97 tons of waste
([655,746 SF x 4.34 pounds per SF] ÷ 2,000 = 1,422.97) would be generate during the building
construction phase. Project construction would occur over a period of approximately 365 days (1
year), which corresponds to approximately 6.17 tons per day of construction waste generated by
construction activities. The nearest landfills—Mid-Valley and San Timoteo—have a combined
permitted daily intake of 9,500 tons of waste per day. The project would only represent 0.065% of
the available daily intake at the nearby landfills during construction, which is a miniscule percentage
of the combined daily intake capacities of the nearby landfills. Additionally, each landfill has several
million cubic yards of available maximum capacities; thus, the project would be served by landfills
that have adequate disposal capacity to receive construction waste generated by the project.
The proposed project is anticipated to require cut of material on site in the amount of approximately
300,000 CY. This large amount of cut includes a 75,000 CY mound that currently exists on site that
must be removed in order to develop the project. The effort to remove this material will require a
minimum of 100 days, at 200 round-trips per day using 15-yard trucks to transport cut material to
the site in which the material will be received. The site or sites will be located within 10 miles of the
Eastgate Building 1 site, and the bulk of the material will be reused and not disposed of. Therefore,
given that the approximately 300,000 CY of material removed from the project site will be recycled,
impacts to waste disposal sites during this period of construction are anticipated to be less than
significant. Additionally, though unlikely, any hazardous materials encountered and collected for
removal from the project site during construction will be transported and disposed of by a permitted
and licensed hazardous materials service provider. Therefore, the Project is expected to comply
with all regulations related to solid waste under federal, state, and local statutes.
8

Using solid waste generation rates from CalRecycle , operation of the proposed project would
generate 8.93 pounds of waste per employee per day. On opening day in 2019, the Air Cargo
Logistics Center is anticipated to employ an estimated 1,726 persons. Therefore, in 2019 the
project is anticipated to generate 7.71 tons of waste per day ([8.93 x 1,726] ÷ 2000 = 7.71). The
City requires diversion of at least 50% of the waste generated by a development to be recycled.
Therefore, with a 50% diversion the tons, the project would generate up to 3.85 tons of waste per
day that would be sent to nearby landfills, while at least 3.85 tons would be required to be recycled.
The 3.85 tons generated per day would correspond to approximately 0.041% of the combined
maximum daily permitted intake capacities of both landfills. According to CalRecycle, these landfills
typically receive below the maximum permitted daily disposal volume; thus, solid waste generated
by the project would not cause nearby landfills to exceed maximum daily permitted disposal
volumes.
To further reduce potential impacts to solid waste facilities due to the large scale of the materials
that may require disposal or recycling—for example, existing asphalt or concrete that may require
removal for construction—the following mitigation measure will be implemented:
UTIL-1

The contract with demolition and construction contractors shall include the
requirement that all materials that can feasibly be recycled shall be salvaged
and recycled. This includes, but is not limited to, wood, metals, concrete,
road base, and asphalt. The contractor shall submit a recycling plan to

5

http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0087/Detail/
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/36-AA-0055/Detail/
7
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015- 11/documents/cd-meas.pdf
8
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteCharacterization/General/Rates#Commercial
6
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SBIAA for review and approval prior to the start of demolition/construction
activities to accomplish this objective.
Therefore, with the above mitigation measure, the Project is expected to comply with all regulations
related to solid waste under federal, state, and local statutes and be served by a landfill(s) with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. No further
mitigation is necessary.
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XIV. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:
a) Does the project have the potential to 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,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?
b) Does the project have the potential to achieve shortterm environmental goals to the disadvantage of longterm environmental goals?
c) 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)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

SUBSTANTIATION
a.

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated – The Project has no potential to cause a
significant impact to any biological or cultural resources. The project has been identified as having
no potential to degrade the quality of the natural environment, substantially reduce 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, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal. Based on the historic disturbance of the project area, and its current
condition, the potential for impacting biological resources is low; however, mitigation has been
identified in order to protect burrowing owl and discharge of fill into City Creek Bypass Channel.
The cultural resources evaluation concluded that the Project footprint does not contain any known
important cultural resources, but to ensure that any accidentally exposed subsurface cultural
resources are properly handled, contingency mitigation measures will be implemented. With
incorporation of Project mitigation measures all biology and cultural resource impacts will be
reduced to a less than significant level. These issue will not be further evaluated in the Focused
EIR.

b.

Potentially Significant Impact – As discussed in the preceding sections, the project, as proposed,
has the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals. The potential impacts from Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise, will be
evaluated in the Focused EIR.

c.

Potentially Significant Impact – The proposed project has the potential to result in significant
cumulative impacts. The potential impacts from Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise, will be
evaluated in the Focused EIR.
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Potentially Significant Impact – The issue of direct and indirect impacts to human beings for the
issues of Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise will be further evaluated in the Focused EIR.

__________
Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections
21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21095, and 21151, Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v.
County of Mendocino,(1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka
Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador
Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco
(2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.

Revised 2016
Authority: Public Resources Code sections 21083 and 21083.09
Reference: Public Resources Code sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3/ 21084.2 and 21084.3
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SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES
Aesthetics
AES-1

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

Cultural Resources
CUL-1

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

CUL-2

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

CUL-3

Should human remains or funerary objects be encountered during any activities associated with
the project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and
the County Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and
that code enforced for the duration of the project.

Geology and Soils
GEO-1

Stored backfill material shall be covered with water resistant material during periods of heavy
precipitation to reduce the potential for rainfall erosion of the material. If covering is not
feasible, then measures such as the use of straw bales or sand bags shall be used to capture
and hold eroded material on the project site for future cleanup.

GEO-2

Excavated areas shall be properly backfilled and compacted. Paved areas disturbed by this
project will be repaved in such a manner that roadways and other disturbed areas are returned
to as near the pre-project condition as is feasible.

GEO-3

All exposed, disturbed soil (trenches, stored backfill, etc.) will be sprayed with water or soil
binders twice a day or more frequently if fugitive dust is observed migrating from the site within
which the water facilities are being installed.

GEO-4

The length of trench which can be left open at any given time will be limited to that needed to
reasonably perform construction activities. This will serve to reduce the amount of backfill
stored onsite at any given time.
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Based upon the geotechnical investigation (Appendix 3 of this document), all of the
recommended design and construction measures identified in Appendix 3 (listed under Section
6.0 “Conclusions and Recommendations” Pages 10-25) shall be implemented by the Applicant.
Implementation of these specific measures will address all of the identified geotechnical
constraints identified at project site, including soil stability of future project-related structures.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1

All spills or leakage of petroleum products during construction activities will be remediated in
compliance with applicable state and local regulations regarding cleanup and disposal of the
contaminant released. The contaminated waste will be collected and disposed of at an
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility. This measure will be incorporated into the
SWPPP prepared for the Project development.

HAZ-2

SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall prepare an updated Business Plan, with a Spill
Prevention Control Countermeasures Plan, and submit this document to the County Fire
Department for review and approval. All hazardous materials that may be used at the project
site shall be identified (including quantities); methods of storage shall be defined; measures to
prevent release of the hazardous materials to the environment shall be defined; and
management procedures for disposal of hazardous waste, including proper manifesting, shall
be identified. The County Fire Department shall review and approve this plan prior to
movement of any hazardous materials onto the site.

HAZ-3

SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall prepare a Soil Vapor Investigation to verify
subsurface conditions prior to any earth moving activities at the former IRP Site 18.

HAZ-4

If the stored onsite soils, generated from offsite portions of the SBIA are to be used onsite
during construction of the proposed Eastgate Building 1, SBIAA in conjunction with the
Applicant shall sample these soils to confirm their environmental suitability utilizing the DTSC
October 2001 Information Advisory: Clean Imported Fill Material as a guideline.

HAZ-5

If subsurface hazardous materials, including but not limited to buried trash and debris, UXO,
and contaminated media, including soil, soil gas, and/or groundwater are encountered during
development of the project site, SBIAA in conjunction with the Applicant shall perform further
environmental assessment and, if necessary, perform remediation recommended by a qualified
professional. The recommendations of the professional to address the accidental discovery
shall be implemented and documented to remove the hazard.

Hydrology and Water Quality
HYD-1

SBIAA shall require that the construction contractor prepare and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that
will prevent all construction pollutants from contacting stormwater and with the intent of keeping
all products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters. The SWPPP shall include a
Spill Prevention and Cleanup Plan that identifies the methods of containing, cleanup, transport
and proper disposal of hazardous chemicals or materials released during construction activities
that are compatible with applicable laws and regulations. BMPs to be implemented in the
SWPPP may include but not be limited to:
•
•
•
•

The use of silt fences;
The use of temporary stormwater desilting or retention basins;
The use of water bars to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff;
The use of wheel washers on construction equipment leaving the site;
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The washing of silt from public roads at the access point to the site to prevent the tracking
of silt and other pollutants from the site onto public roads;
The storage of excavated material shall be kept to the minimum necessary to efficiently
perform the construction activities required. Excavated or stockpiled material shall not be
stored in water courses or other areas subject to the flow of surface water; and
Where feasible, stockpiled material shall be covered with waterproof material during rain
events to control erosion of soil from the stockpiles.

Transportation / Traffic
TRAF-1 At Arden Avenue and Highland Avenue – Re-stripe the northbound approach to include
2 northbound left-turn lanes and a through-right turn lane. The Applicant shall participate in fairshare contribution to construct the above improvements. The fair-share has been calculated as
3.69% of the overall cost to construct the above improvements.
At Victoria Avenue and 6th Street – Install a traffic signal. The Applicant shall participate in fairshare contribution to construct the above improvements. The fair-share has been calculated as
8.0% of the overall cost to construct the above improvement.
At Victoria Avenue and 3rd Street – Add a 2nd westbound left-turn lane. The Applicant will be
responsible for constructing this improvement.
Alabama Street-Palm Avenue and 3rd Street – Add a 2nd northbound left-turn lane. The
Applicant shall participate in fair-share contribution to construct the above improvements. The
fair-share has been calculated as 2.9% of the overall cost to construct the above improvement.
TRAF-2 At Highland Avenue from I-210 Eastbound Off-Ramp to I-210 Westbound Off-Ramp – Convert
from 4-Lane Major Arterial to 6 Lane Major Arterial. This improvement is included in the 2016
San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) Development Mitigation Nexus
Study; therefore, the Applicant will pay the appropriate fees.
At Highland Avenue from I-210 Westbound Off-Ramp to Victoria Avenue – Convert from 4-Lane
Major Arterial to 6 Lane Major Arterial. This improvement is included in the 2016 SBCTA
Development Mitigation Nexus Study; therefore, the Applicant will pay the appropriate fees.
Tribal Cultural Resources
TCR-1

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities associated with the
project, work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the
County Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that
code enforced for the duration of the project.

TRC-2

In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during project activities, all
work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified
archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall be hired to assess the find. Work on
the other portions of the project outside of the buffered area may continue during this
assessment period. Additionally, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians will be contacted by the
Lead Agency if any such find occurs and be provided information so as to provide Tribal input.

TRC-3

If significant Native American historical resources, as defined by CEQA (as amended, 2015),
are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, an SOI-qualified archaeologist shall be
retained to develop a cultural resources Treatment Plan, as well as a Discovery and Monitoring
Plan, the drafts of which shall be provided to San Manuel Band of Mission Indians for review
and comment. The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with San Manuel
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Band of Mission Indians on the disposition and treatment of any artifacts or other cultural
materials encountered during the project.
Utilities and Service Systems
UTIL-1

The contract with demolition and construction contractors shall include the requirement that all
materials that can feasibly be recycled shall be salvaged and recycled. This includes, but is not
limited to, wood, metals, concrete, road base, and asphalt. The contractor shall submit a
recycling plan to SBIAA for review and approval prior to the start of demolition/construction
activities to accomplish this objective.
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Tom Dodson & Associates
Environmental Consultants

FIGURE II-1
Farmland Map

Tom Dodson & Associates
Environmental Consultants

FIGURE VI-1
Alquist-Priolo Study Zone
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FIGURE VI-2
Regulatory Maps (Fault Zones)
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FIGURE VI-3
Regional Faults

Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan (Figure S-4), November 2005
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FIGURE VI-4

FIGURE VI-5
Slope Stability and Major Landslides

Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan (Figure S-7), November 2005
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FIGURE VIII-1
GeoTracker (page 1)
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FIGURE VIII-2
GeoTracker (page 2)
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FIGURE VIII-3
GeoTracker (page 3)
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FIGURE VIII-4
GeoTracker (page 4)
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FIGURE VIII-5
GeoTracker (page 5)
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FIGURE VIII-6
GeoTracker (page 6)
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FIGURE VIII-7
GeoTracker (page 7)
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FIGURE VIII-8
GeoTracker (page 8)
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FIGURE VIII-9
GeoTracker (page 9)
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FIGURE VIII-10
GeoTracker (page 10)
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FIGURE VIII-11
GeoTracker, page 11a
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FIGURE VIII-11
GeoTracker, page 11b
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FIGURE VIII-12
GeoTracker (page 12)
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FIGURE VIII-13
GeoTracker (page 13)
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FIGURE VIII-14
Fire Hazard Areas

Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan (Figure S-9), November 2005
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FIGURE IX-1
FEMA FIRMette
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FIGURE IX-2
Seven Oaks Dam Inundation

Source: City of San Bernardino General Plan (Figure S-2), November 2005
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