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Welcome to the Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing for the

Draft Environmental Assessment and
Draft General Conformity Determination
Eastgate Air Cargo Facility
San Bernardino International Airport
At tonight’s meeting you can learn about:
• The Proposed Project
• Alternatives to the Proposed Project
• Potential Impacts
esassoc.com
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Why is an EA Required?

What is NEPA?
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) establishes a broad framework for the United States national
environmental policy. All federal government entities are required to consider the potential environmental effects of the
major federal actions that may significantly affect the environment. Environmental Assessments (EAs) document the
decision making process surrounding those actions: they present a systematic analysis of proposed actions and potential
alternatives, and they promote an iterative process that generates better decisions.
Why does this project require NEPA review?
A Draft EA and Draft General Conformity Determination has been prepared to evaluate the potential environmental impacts

of the proposed Eastgate Air Cargo Facility (Proposed Project) at the San Bernardino International Airport (SBD). The
Proposed Project would develop a package sorting and distribution center with an air cargo hub facility at SBD. The
Proposed Project site is located on SBD, north of Taxiway “E” and West of Hangar Way and south of 3rd Street in the City
of San Bernardino. SBD is seeking unconditional approval of the portion of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) that depicts the

proposed improvements. Changes to the ALP are subject to environmental review under NEPA.
esassoc.com

CLIENT NAME

Overview of the NEPA Process
An Environmental Assessment (EA) Includes
Evaluation and Documentation of the Project:

• Purpose and Need

• Alternatives Analysis
• Affected Environment
• Environmental Consequences
• Mitigation
• Agency Coordination & Public Involvement

Start
Describe Proposed Action and
Purpose and Need

Environmental Review Timeline

• Proposed Project

Where are we in the NEPA Process?

Identify Alternatives and Describe
Affected Environment
Analyze Environmental Consequences
and Mitigation Measures
Publish Draft EA

We Are Here

• Technical Appendices

Consider Public and Agency Comments
and Publish Final EA

• Responses to comments received on the
Draft EA
End
esassoc.com

Conduct Public and Agency Review and
Comment Period

FAA Decision
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Proposed Project Evaluated in the EA

The Proposed Project involves development of various facilities and supporting
infrastructure on an approximately 101.5-acre site on the northern side of the Airport
property, including constructing or installing:
• A 658,500-square-foot (sf) sort, distribution, and office building (the Air Cargo Sort
Building). Construction of taxilanes and aircraft parking apron to support 14 aircraft
ranging from B737 to B767.
• Ground support equipment (GSE) parking and operational support areas.
• Two separate GSE maintenance buildings.
• Approximately 2,000 employee auto parking stalls and 380 trailer parking stalls.
• Two new driveways into the Proposed Project site.
• 3rd Street modifications to tie-in road gradients and turning lanes.
• New security fencing, vehicle and pedestrian gates, and a guard shack.
• Pole-mounted and/or building-mounted exterior lights.
• Airfield lights and signage.
• Land clearing, demolition of concrete, excavation, embankment, and grading.
• Extension of utilities and other related infrastructure to the Proposed Project site.
• Stormwater management systems.
• Landscaping.
esassoc.com
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Resources Evaluated in the EA
•

Air Quality

•

Natural Resources and Energy Supply

•

Biological Resources

•

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use

•

Climate

•

•

DOT Act: Section 4(f) Resources

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s
Environmental Health and Safety Risks

Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste

•

Visual Effects

•

Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources

•

•

Land Use

Water Resources (Wetlands, Floodplains, Surface Water, and
Ground Water)

•

Cumulative Impacts

•

Alternatives Evaluated in the EA
•

No Action Alternative: the Proposed
Eastgate Air Cargo Facility would not be
built. Aircraft and airport operations at SBD
would continue.
Proposed Action: The Proposed Project
would develop a package sorting and
distribution center with an air cargo hub
facility at SBD. The Proposed Project site is
located on SBD, north of Taxiway “E” and
West of Hangar Way and south of 3rd Street
in the City of San Bernardino.
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Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation:
• Use Other Sites on Airport: The vacant land on the Airport does not meet the size or
configuration criteria to support the operational requirements and business needs.
•

Reuse Other Buildings on Airport: The Airport includes numerous buildings that
theoretically could be repurposed as air cargo facilities. None of the buildings or facilities
are of sufficient size to be repurposed as a large-scale air cargo facility.

•

Use Other Airports: The two closest airports to SBD that can accommodate large
cargo aircraft are March Air Reserve Base/March Inland Port and Ontario International
Airport. Neither airport would meet the SBIAA’s need to develop an air cargo facility at
SBD or the unmet demand for air cargo services at SBD.
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Air Quality Analysis
What do we analyze
to assess impacts to
air quality?

The federal Clean Air Act, as amended, required the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to set National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for seven criteria pollutants
considered harmful to public health and the environment, including
ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in
diameter (coarse particulates or PM10), particulate matter less than or
equal to 2.5 microns in diameter (fine particulates or PM2.5), and lead.
Increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases (GHGs) in the
atmosphere are implicated in changing global climate. GHGs include
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) and
other compounds such as Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6).

What is the existing
condition of air
quality at SBD?

The Proposed Project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin).
The Basin falls within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). Currently, the Basin is designated
as extreme nonattainment for O3 and serious nonattainment for PM2.5,
maintenance for CO and PM10, and unclassifiable attainment for NO2
and SO2.

What is a General
Conformity
Determination?

A General Conformity Determination (GCD) for the Proposed Project
is required if the total direct and indirect pollutant emissions resulting
from a project are above de minimis emissions threshold levels
specified in the General Conformity Regulations (EPA). The
SCAQMD stated that the Proposed Project will conform to the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (i.e., project emissions are within
AQMP budgets) and is not expected to result in any new or additional
violations of the NAAQS or impede the projected attainment of the
standards.
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What is the anticipated affect of the
Proposed Project on air quality?
Total Criteria Pollutant Emissions at SBD
(metric tons per year)
CO

VOC

NOx

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

2017 Emissions

409.05

26.90

93.87

3.24

0.60

0.59

NO ACTION 2019
Net Increase in
Emissions Proposed
Project 2019
Exceed De Minimis
Thresholds in 2019?
NO ACTION 2024
Net Increase in
Emissions Proposed
Project 2024
Exceed De Minimis
Thresholds in 2024?

458.47

21.98

85.81

3.58

28.08

8.17

56.17

16.73

99.20

5.90

6.24

2.10

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

451.00

20.47

69.00

3.71

32.26

9.19

113.36

32.96

185.10

12.69

11.45

3.80

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Anticipated Increase in Criteria Pollutant Emissions per Source
from the Proposed Project
(tons per year)

Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions
(metric tons per year)

Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (CO2e)
2017 Emissions

19,299

No Action Alternative 2019

45,572

Proposed Action 2019

73,563

Net Increase 2019*

27,991

No Action Alternative 2024

47,028

Proposed Action 2024

102,870

Net Increase 2024*

55,842

* “Net Increase” refers to the increase of anticipated emissions with the implementation of the proposed project
over the emissions anticipated for the same year if the No Action alternatives was selected
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Noise and Compatible Land Use
FAA requires an analysis of noise exposure when development actions may change the exposure of individuals to aircraft noise in areas surrounding the airport.

How do we analyze noise?
Sound is measured in decibels (dB) as it radiates in waves from a particular source. To account for the wide range of sound levels we hear, decibels are expressed
logarithmically.
The FAA defines the day-night average sound level (DNL) of 65 dBA as the threshold of noise compatibility for residential and other noise-sensitive land uses,
such as schools, libraries, and religious facilities. However, the FAA recognizes the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) as an acceptable alternative metric
for airport projects needing approval in California. Aircraft noise events experienced between 7:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. are given additional weightings in the
analyses due to the additional annoyance people may experience during the evening and nighttime periods; especially when background noise levels are lower.
The FAA’s Aviation Environmental Design Tool version 2d, which incorporates the number of annual average daily daytime, evening, and nighttime aircraft
operations, flight paths, aircraft flight profiles, runway usage, and aircraft performance information, was utilized to calculate the CNEL.

East Flow Flight Tracks
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West Flow Flight Tracks
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Noise and Compatible Land Use
2019 Proposed and No Action Alternatives

2024 Proposed and No Action Alternatives

In 2024, there would be 16 residential properties and three nonresidential noise-sensitive sites (the Norton Science and Language
Academy, Mill Center Park, and the Antioch Christian Center) within
CNEL 65 dB contour for the Proposed Project.

The Proposed Project would exceed the impact thresholds
established for construction noise and aircraft noise. Mitigation
measures (e.g., acquisition, noise barriers), to address noise impacts
from the Proposed Project are provided in Section 4.10.4 of the EA.

esassoc.com
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Socioeconomic Impacts
What is
Environmental
Justice?

Each federal agency must identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of a Proposed Project on minority and low-income populations.

What are the
population
characteristics of
the local
community?

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the average minority population in the General Study Area (GSA)
is 82 percent and the percentage of low-income population is 36 percent. Census tracts in the study area
have a minority population ranging from 62.5 to 94.4 percent. Census tracts in the GSA have a range of
7.3 to 91.3 percent of their populations living below the poverty level. The GSA can be characterized as
having “meaningfully greater” minority and low-income populations.

What are the
findings as it
relates to
Environmental
Justice?

The evaluation of Environmental Justice impacts involves analyzing a Proposed Project’s specific
potential to affect environmental justice communities. The Draft EA determined that all significant air
quality, noise, traffic impacts identified for the Proposed Project would be reduced to a level below
significance with implementation of project commitments and mitigation measures required as conditions
of Proposed Project approval. Consequently, the Draft EA determined that the Proposed Project would
not result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority
populations and low-income populations.

esassoc.com
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Socioeconomic Impacts
The Proposed Project is expected to generate more than 3,000 jobs. Traffic associated with this increase in jobs, as
How were the
well as an increase in truck traffic, may have the potential to result in socioeconomic impacts to traffic in the GSA. A
potential traffic traffic study was conducted to evaluate the effects of the Proposed Project on 17 intersections and 18 roadway
impacts analyzed? segments within the GSA.

What is the
anticipated effect
of the Proposed
Project on traffic?

esassoc.com

The traffic study determined that the
Proposed Project would contribute to
previously identified impacts to
intersections and roadway segments in the
GSA under 2019 and 2024 conditions, and
would create a deficiency at the Victoria
Avenue and 3rd Street intersection during
the morning peak hour under 2024
conditions. This intersection is the primary
access point to the Proposed Project.
The Draft EA identifies circulation
improvements to address impacts to
intersections and roadway segments that
would occur under 2019 and 2024
Proposed Project conditions. Required
construction of the improvements would
restore satisfactory operations to the
affected intersections and roadway
segments.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts
Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences
Resource
Air Quality

Biological Resources

No Action Alternative

Proposed Project

The air quality analysis for the EA included direct and indirect emissions inventories, as well as air dispersion modeling for landside
The analysis determined that emissions from construction of the Proposed Project would not exceed
sources (area, energy, and mobile) and airside sources (aircraft operations and ground support equipment). Emission inventories for applicable thresholds. Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would not cause or contribute to an
the criteria pollutants carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and
exceedance of the NAAQS.
particulate matters PM10, and PM2.5 were prepared.
The air quality analysis conducted for the EA determined that the Proposed Project’s operational VOC and
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be built. As a result, there would be no additional Proposed Project NOX emissions would exceed applicable air quality thresholds in 2019. Additionally, VOC, NOX, and CO
emissions generated at the Airport and, thus, no additional impacts to air quality in 2019 or 2024.
emissions would exceed applicable air quality thresholds in 2024. Due to these exceedances, a General
Conformity Determination (GCD) is required to ensure that air emissions associated with the Proposed
Project do not contribute to air quality degradation or prevent achievement of state and federal air quality
goals. The Draft GCD has been circulated for public and agency review.
The Project site and biological study area includes developed areas with pavement or gravel, or maintained land that is graded and
The Proposed Project would not affect any federally-listed endangered, threatened, or species of special
mowed on a routine basis. There is no potential for any species listed as endangered or threatened or their designated critical habitat concern, because there is no habitat to support these species within the Project site or biological study
to occur as none exist within the study area.
area. In addition, the Proposed Project would not affect any federally-listed critical habitat as none exists
within the Project site or study area.

Climate

No Proposed Project construction or operational activities associated with the Proposed Project would occur under the No Action
Construction and operation-related GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project would be reduced
Alternative; therefore, there would be no Proposed Project-related GHG emissions. Therefore, no impacts would occur under the No by implementing many of the minimization measures provided in the EA to reduce air quality impacts.
Action Alternative in either 2019 or 2024.

DOT Act Section 4(f)
Resources

Section 4(f) resources in the Proposed Project General Study Area (GSA) include Mill Center Park, Highland Community Park, San
Bernardino Soccer Complex, and Speicher Park. Under the No Action Alternative, development of the Proposed Project would not
occur. Accordingly, there would be no impacts to Section 4(f) properties.

The Proposed Project would not involve the physical or constructive use of any Section 4(f) resource.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result no impacts to Section 4(f) resources.

Hazardous Materials,
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed or operated. Airport workers would continue to be The EA determined that compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to
Pollution Prevention, and Solid required to handle, store, and dispose of regulated materials in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws and
hazardous materials and human health and safety and implementation of the mitigation measures would
Waste
regulations. Therefore, no impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative.
ensure that there would be no impacts as a result of the Proposed Project.
Historic, Architectural,
Archaeological, and Cultural
Resources

The FAA sought formal consultation with 16 Native American Tribes with cultural ties to the San Bernardino Valley region in
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Native American consultation did not result in the
identification of Native American cultural resources.

Land Use

No Proposed Project construction or operational activity would occur under the No Action Alternative, and there would be no direct In 2019 and 2024, the Proposed Project would generate additional annual aircraft operations at SBD;
or indirect effects to land uses. Therefore, no impacts to land use would occur under the No Action Alternative in either 2019 or 2024. however, there would be no changes to land use with the exception of the potential for acquiring noncompatible/non-conforming land uses. The Proposed Project is consistent with local plans and objectives
to improve the Airport and enhance the economy. Additionally, no conflicts between the Proposed Project
and the objectives of federal, regional, state, and local plans and policies have been identified.
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Based the results of consultation with Native American Tribes and the information in the Cultural Resources
Inventory Report prepared for the Proposed Project, the FAA determined that there are no historic
properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places within the APE, and the
Proposed Project would not affect any properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
The Cultural Resources Inventory Report prepared for the Proposed Project determined that there are no historic properties listed or Historic Places. In a letter dated January 10, 2019, the California State Historic Preservation Officer
concurred with FAA’s determination of eligibility and findings of effect. Therefore, the Proposed Project
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places within the Proposed Project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE).
would not result in impacts to Historic, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resources.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts
Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences
Resource

No Action Alternative

Natural Resources and Energy Under the No Action Alternative, the use of energy, water, and other natural resources needed to support the operation of the
Supply
Airport would remain relatively static in 2019 and 2024. Aircraft fuel consumption would increase proportional to projected
levels of airport activity for both 2019 and 2024. However, demand is not anticipated to exceed future supply. No impact to
natural resources and energy supplies are anticipated under the No Action Alternative.
Noise and Noise-Compatible Approximately 65,631 aircraft operations are predicted to occur at the Airport in 2019 under the No Action Alternative. In 2024,
Land Use
annual aircraft operations are projected to total 68,637. The majority of areas within CNEL 65 dB contour are within the Airport
property boundary except small areas near the Runway 06 landing threshold. There are no noise-sensitive land uses within CNEL
65 dB contours of 2019 and 2024 No Action Alternatives and no impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative in either
2019 or 2024.

Proposed Project
The Proposed Project would incrementally cause an increase in the demand for water, wastewater,
recycled water, electric, and natural gas within the Proposed Project area. The EA determined that the
increases are within the overall capacity of available resources. No significant impacts to natural
resources or energy supply would occur.
Mitigation measures identified in the EA would reduce the construction noise levels noise-sensitive
receivers, which are located approximately 250 feet from the Proposed Project site.
In 2024, 16 residential dwelling units and three non-residential noise-sensitive properties (the Norton
Science and Language Academy, Mill Center Park, and the Antioch Christian Center) would be newly
located within the CNEL 65 contour. Implementation of the mitigation measure to acquire noiseaffected properties within the CNEL 65 contour and convert the land to compatible uses would ensure
that the Proposed Project aircraft noise impacts would not be significant.
The EA determined that roadway segments in the GSA for the Proposed Project would not experience a
substantial increase in noise under the Proposed Project in 2019 and 2024, there would be no
significant traffic noise impact from the Proposed Project.
The EA determined that the Proposed Project would not result in any significant socioeconomic
impacts, environmental justice impacts, or potential environmental health risks and safety risks that
could disproportionately affect children.

Socioeconomic Impacts,
Environmental Justice, and
Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks

Significant impacts under this category would occur if there were disproportionately high and adverse impacts on low-income
and minority populations, disproportionate health and safety risks to children, substantial economic growth in an undeveloped
areas, disruption of the physical arrangement of an established community, extensive relocation of residents without sufficient
relocation housing available, relocation of businesses that would create severe economic hardship, or a substantial loss in
community tax base. No Proposed Project construction or operational activity would occur under the No Action Alternative.
Therefore, no impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative in either 2019 or 2024.

Visual Effects

Surrounding land uses were also reviewed for light emission sensitivity. The results of the evaluations were compared to
appropriate regulatory guidelines and criteria and the significance thresholds. No Proposed Project construction or operational
activity would occur under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no visual impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative
in either 2019 or 2024.

Water Resources

Federal and state statutes regulating water resources were reviewed for the analysis of potential impacts. The applicable statutes The EA determined that construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not result in impacts
prevent/minimize the loss of wetlands, protect floodplains, establish water quality standards, control discharges and pollution
to wetlands, floodplains, water quality standards, or groundwater.
sources, and protect drinking water systems, and groundwater.
No Proposed Project construction or operational activity would occur under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no impacts to
water resources would occur under the No Action Alternative in either 2019 or 2024.

Cumulative Impacts

No Proposed Project construction or operational activity would occur under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, no Proposed
Project contributions to cumulative impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative.
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The EA determined that the construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would produce
temporary visual and aesthetic impacts from ground-disturbing activities and the presence of vehicles
and equipment. The EA determined the Proposed Project would result in an increase in intensity of
development in the Airport but would not adversely alter the overall visual setting of the project area.
Therefore, no adverse impacts to the visual character of the area would occur.

The EA determined that implementation of the Proposed Project and the cumulative development
projects would not result in significant cumulative would not result in significant cumulative impacts.
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Next Steps
• Review and prepare responses to comments on the Draft EA and General Conformity Determination
• Prepare Final Environmental Assessment
• FAA issues its Decision Document

How to Comment
• The Public Workshop materials and the Draft Supplemental EA are available at:
• http://www.sbiaa.org/
• Western‐Pacific Region, Office of Airports; SBIAA’s Administrative Office; and the Norman F. Feldheym
Public Library, Highland Sam J. Racadio Library & Environmental Learning Center, and the San
Bernardino County Library - Lake Arrowhead Branch
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• The comment period ends on August 19, 2019 at 5:00 PM
o You can submit verbal comments to a court reporter from 5:30 – 8:30 tonight.
o You can submit verbal comments during the Public Hearing from 7:00 – 8:30 tonight.
o You can submit written comments tonight.
o You can mail written comments to: San Bernardino International Airport Authority
ATTN: Mark Gibbs – Director of Aviation
1601 East Third Street, Suite 100
San Bernardino, California 92408

All Methods of
Comment Submission
are Treated Equally!

