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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

WHAT’S IN THIS DOCUMENT? This document contains a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for a
proposed land exchange at San Bernardino International Airport (SBD or Airport) in San Bernardino
County, California. This document discloses the analysis and findings of the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.
BACKGROUND: SBD is owned and operated by the San Bernardino International Airport Authority
(SBIAA). The Airport was initially built as Norton Air Force Base by the United States Air Force (USAF).
Under the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1990, Norton Air Force Base was closed and disposed
of by the USAF for a civilian aviation reuse in 1994. The Airport was transferred to the SBIAA and has
been operated since that time as a public‐use general aviation airport that accommodates aircraft
ranging from piston‐powered propeller aircraft to multi‐engine jet aircraft including large air cargo
aircraft. The SBIAA seeks Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approval to release SBIAA from its
obligations to use 10.306 acres of SBIAA property for aviation purposes and to authorize an acre‐for‐
acre land exchange between the SBIAA and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI). The
Proposed Project is solely an administrative action, i.e., a real property exchange of lands of equal
value. SBIAA would acquire 10.306 acres located along the south side of East 3rd Street at Victoria
Avenue along the northern Airport property boundary. SMBMI would acquire 10.306 acres located
north of “W” Street. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide the Airport with ownership
control over the primary access road (Victoria Avenue) to its general aviation and air cargo areas.
WHAT SHOULD YOU DO? Read the Final EA on this Proposed Action to understand the actions that
the SBIAA and FAA intend to take relative to the Proposed Action.
WHAT HAPPENS AFTER THIS? Following review of this Final EA, the FAA will decide to issue a Finding
of No Significant Impact (FONSI), a FONSI/Record of Decision (ROD) or decide to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
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SWPPP ‐ stormwater pollution prevention plan
TCE ‐ trichloroethylene
U.S. ‐ United States
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USDA‐NRCS ‐ United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
USFWS ‐ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS ‐ United States Geological Survey
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PURPOSE AND NEED

Chapter One
PURPOSE AND NEED
1.1

Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Land Exchange

INTRODUCTION

The San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA) is the owner and operator of the San Bernar‐
dino International Airport (Airport or SBD). SBIAA is seeking to exchange 10.306 acres of Airport land for
an equally sized parcel owned by the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI). The two parcels are
in proximity to each other, south of East (E.) 3rd Street near Victoria Avenue in the City of San Bernardino.
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approval is required to release the SBIAA‐owned parcel of federal
obligations (Proposed Action).
This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section
102(2)(c) of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Title 42 United States Code [U.S.C.] Sec‐
tions 4321 et seq.) and the implementing regulations for NEPA (i.e., the President’s Council on Environ‐
mental Quality [CEQ] Regulations) (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Sections 1500‐1508).1
This EA has also been prepared per FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
(FAA 2015b), the 1050.1F Desk Reference (FAA 2020), and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions (FAA 2006). FAA is the lead federal
agency under NEPA for airport development actions.
This chapter provides a brief description of the Airport, a description of the Proposed Project, a discus‐
sion of the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, requested federal actions, and an outline of the
EA’s format. Following publication of a Draft EA, a public review and comment period will occur. The
Final EA will include an appendix that documents the public involvement process and will contain all
comments received during the Draft EA comment period. Written responses to substantive comments
will also be provided.

1.2

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

SBD is a public airport comprised of approximately 1,329 acres, located less than two miles southeast of
the City of San Bernardino’s center, in San Bernardino County, California (Exhibit 1A). Land use in prox‐
imity to the Airport is primarily commercial and industrial with existing non‐conforming residential dwell‐
ings to the southwest of the Airport along South (S.) Sunnyside Avenue. SBD is designated as a “regional”
airport by the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (2019‐2023) (NPIAS) (FAA 2018). Based on a
recent FAA review of updated aviation activity forecasts, there were 64,465 aircraft operations in 2017,
anticipated to increase to approximately 70,500 by 2027 (Appendix A).

1

This EA is based on the 1978 CEQ regulations. FAA began its environmental review in August 2020, prior to the implemen‐
tation of the new CEQ regulations, effective September 14, 2020.
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Exhibit 1A
PROJECT LOCATION

The Airport has one runway, oriented northeast/southwest ‐ Runway 6‐24 (Exhibit 1B). Runway 6‐24 is
10,001 feet long by 200 feet wide. The Airport has a parallel and connecting taxiway system to provide
access to Airport facilities and aircraft parking areas. Taxiway A is a full‐length parallel taxiway to Runway
6‐24. Airport facilities include the ground‐based facilities that support the aircraft and pilot/passenger
handling functions. These facilities include domestic and international terminal buildings, a fixed base
operator (FBO), aircraft storage hangars, aircraft maintenance hangars, aircraft parking aprons, and sup‐
port facilities, such as fuel storage, automobile parking, utilities, and aircraft rescue and firefighting fa‐
cilities. In addition, the United States (U.S.) Forest Service operates a 20‐acre aerial tanker base on the
northwest side of the airfield. A non‐federal control tower began operations on November 9, 2008 and
is operated under contract by Serco company personnel.
The Airport is the site of the former Norton Air Force Base. Upon its transfer to local jurisdictions, reme‐
diation for contamination related to its previous use as a military base was completed (see Section 3.7.1
of this EA for more information). In 2018 Congress expressly limited FAA’s authority over airport‐owned
property. The legislation states, “The Secretary of Transportation may not directly or indirectly regulate
the acquisition, use, lease, encumbrance, transfer, or disposal of land by an airport owner or operator”
except under specific circumstances.2 In this case, the SBIAA requests FAA release federal obligations
on a parcel of land not required for aeronautical purposes.
1.3

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action is to release the SBIAA from federal obligations on 10.306 acres of SBIAA property
not necessary for aviation purposes and to authorize an acre‐for‐acre land exchange between the SBIAA
and the SMBMI. The Proposed Action would provide the Airport with ownership control over the pri‐
mary access road to its general aviation and air cargo areas (Victoria Avenue). The SBIAA needs to ensure
that the ownership control of this primary access road cannot be compromised. The FAA must fulfill its
statutory mission and ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the U.S. pursuant to 49
U.S.C. Section 47101 (a)(1). The FAA must also ensure that the Proposed Action does not derogate the
safety of aircraft and operations at the Airport. SBIAA retains the obligation to revise the airport layout
plan (ALP) and submit to the FAA.

1.4

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The SBIAA, as owner and grant sponsor of SBD, is seeking to implement a land exchange of 10.306 acres
with the SMBMI. As shown in Exhibit 1C, SBIAA would acquire 10.306 acres located along the south side
of E. 3rd Street at Victoria Avenue along the northern Airport property boundary (Parcel D) for the pur‐
pose of controlling the primary access road to its general aviation and air cargo areas. SMBMI would
acquire 10.306 acres located north of “W” Street (Parcel A), which would involve the construction of
approximately 1.1 million square feet of industrial/warehouse space (Exhibit 1D) (CEQAnet Project Sum‐
mary, The Landing by San Manuel [SCH #2020100067]).

2

See Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018.
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The real estate transfers are listed below:
From SMBMI to SBIAA


Parcel D is located south of E. 3rd Street on both sides of Victoria Avenue (10.306 acres)

From SBIAA to SMBMI


Parcel A is located north of “W” Street and west of 106th Street (10.306 acres)

The Proposed Project is solely an administrative action (i.e., a real property exchange of lands of equal
value). The Exchange Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions between the SMBMI and SBIAA and
Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company states that the SMBMI agrees that their receipt of the
SBIAA property would constitute full compensation for their property, just as SBIAA agrees that their
receipt of the SMBMI property would constitute full compensation for their property. No funds would
be exchanged, and no development actions are under consideration.

1.5

REQUESTED FEDERAL ACTIONS

The specific federal actions that are requested include:


1.6

Approval of the SBIAA request to release the SBIAA from its obligations to use certain SBIAA
property for aviation purposes and to authorize the Proposed Action.

SIMILAR ACTION (per 40 C.F.R. 1508.25)

40 C.F.R. 1508.25(a)(3)3 (also, FAA Order 1050.1F, Section 2‐3.2, Initial Environmental Review) defines
similar actions as those which, “when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency
actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together,
such as common timing or geography.” The SMBMI is currently considering a site‐specific development
plan for the new property (Parcel A), in conjunction with approximately 37 acres of adjacent land already
owned by SMBMI. Parcel A is currently designated and zoned as Public Facility by the City of San Ber‐
nardino; thus, a rezone and general plan amendment may be required prior to city approval of the pro‐
posed project (at the discretion of the City of San Bernardino).
It should be noted that if the proposed land exchange does not occur, the SMBMI’s warehouse project
could move forward on SMBMI’s currently owned land, which includes Parcel D. Thus, the Proposed
Action is not required for the Similar Action to take place.

As previously noted in Footnote 1, this EA is based on the 1978 CEQ regulations. FAA began its environmental review in August
2020, prior to the implementation of the new CEQ regulations, effective September 14, 2020.

3
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EXHIBIT 1B
EXISTING AIRPORT FACILITIES
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Exhibit 1C
PROPOSED ACTION
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1.7

EA DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This EA evaluates the Proposed Action by organizing the information as follows:


Chapter 1, Purpose and Need ‐ provides a brief description of the Airport, a description of the
Proposed Project, a discussion of the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, requested fed‐
eral actions, and a description of the Similar Action;



Chapter 2, Alternatives ‐ provides an overview of the identification and screening of alternatives
considered as part of the environmental evaluation process;



Chapter 3, Affected Environment ‐ describes existing environmental conditions within the project
and general study areas;



Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation ‐ discusses applicable regulatory settings
and thresholds of significance, evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the Pro‐
posed Action, the No Action alternative, the Similar Action, other alternatives considered for
analysis (if any), and provides mitigation or avoidance/minimization measures, where applicable;



Chapter 5, Coordination and Public Involvement ‐ discusses the agency coordination and public
involvement associated with the EA process;



Chapter 6, List of Preparers;



Chapter 7, References; and



The appendices contain technical information summarized within the body of the report.
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CHAPTER TWO

ALTERNATIVES

Chapter Two
ALTERNATIVES
2.1

Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Land Exchange

INTRODUCTION

This chapter identifies reasonable alternatives for evaluation in this Environmental Assessment (EA)
based on the purpose and need for the Proposed Action identified in Chapter One. Council on Environ‐
mental Quality (CEQ) regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] Section 1502.14) regard‐
ing implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require that federal agencies per‐
form the following tasks:1


Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives and, for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for elimination;



Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail, including the Proposed
Action, so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits;



Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency; and



Include the alternative of No Action.

As stated in Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4B, paragraph 706 (d)(7), an alternative
can be eliminated from further consideration when the alternative has been judged “not reasonable.”
Whether a proposed alternative is reasonable depends, in large part, upon the extent to which it meets
the purpose and need for the Proposed Action (FAA Order 1050.1F, paragraph 7‐1.1[e]). FAA Orders
1050.1F and 5050.4B also state that “an EA may limit the range of alternatives to the proposed action
and no action when there are no unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources”
(FAA Order 1050.1F, para. 6‐2.1[d]; FAA Order 5050.4B, para. 706[d][5]). As discussed above, 40 C.F.R.
1502.14(d) requires the evaluation of the No Action alternative regardless of whether it meets the stated
purpose and need or is reasonable to implement.

2.2

OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

The alternatives evaluation of the Proposed Action involves a determination of whether the alternatives
are “reasonable.” An alternative is considered reasonable if it meets the purpose and need for the Pro‐
posed Action as identified in Section 1.3.
For the purposes of this project, the following criterion was considered to determine if proposed alter‐
natives were reasonable based on the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action:

1

This EA is based on the 1978 CEQ regulations. FAA began its environmental review in August 2020, prior to the implementation of the
new CEQ regulations, effective September 14, 2020.
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1. Would the alternative complete an Airport property boundary modification to provide the Airport
with ownership control over the primary access to its general aviation and air cargo areas?

2.3

PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Action alternative is to release the San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA)
from its obligations to use 10.306 acres of SBIAA property for aviation purposes (Parcel A) and to ex‐
change the released land with 10.306 acres owned by San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI)
(Parcel D) through a real property transfer.
Reasonableness: The Proposed Action alternative would meet the stated purpose and need for the Pro‐
posed Project (i.e., it would complete an Airport property boundary modification to provide the Airport
with ownership control over the primary access to its general aviation and air cargo areas).

2.4

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action alternative, SBIAA would not release 10.306 acres of SBIAA‐owned land from fed‐
eral obligations and would not transfer Parcel A to the SMBMI in exchange for 10.306 acres of SMBMI‐
owned land (Parcel D).
Reasonableness: The No Action alternative does not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed
Action to complete an Airport property boundary modification to provide the Airport with ownership
control over the primary access to its general aviation and air cargo areas. Thus, the No Action alterna‐
tive it is not considered a reasonable alternative.

2.5

ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS

The SMBMI owns approximately 46.6 acres of land adjacent to the Airport between East (E.) 3rd Street
and “X” Street, from Central Avenue to the Airport property boundary west of Victoria Avenue, which is
inclusive of the 10.306 acres proposed for land exchange. This alternative would consider other acreage
owned by SMBMI in proximity to the Airport that could be exchanged with SBIAA.
Reasonableness: An alternative location would not include Victoria Avenue, which is the primary access
road into the Airport’s general aviation and cargo areas. Thus, alternative locations for transfer of acre‐
age from SMBMI to SBIAA would not meet the stated purpose and need of the Proposed Action to pro‐
vide the Airport with ownership control over the primary access to its general aviation and air cargo
areas.
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2.6

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS

Table 2A identifies the three Proposed Action alternatives discussed in the preceding sections and sum‐
marizes the alternatives screening process. Only the Proposed Action alternative satisfies the stated
criterion for “reasonableness.” Therefore, it is carried forward for evaluation in Chapter Four of this EA.
TABLE 2A
Alternative Evaluation Summary
EVALUATION CRITERIA

PROPOSED ACTION
ALTERNATIVE

NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE
LOCATIONS

Reasonable determination:
1. Would the alternative complete an Airport
property boundary modification to provide
NO1
NO
the Airport with ownership control over the
YES
(No further screening (No further screening
primary access to its general aviation and air
is necessary.)
is necessary.)
cargo areas?
1
40 C.F.R. 1502.14(d) requires the evaluation of the No Action alternative regardless of whether it meets the stated pur‐
pose and need or is reasonable to implement.

2.7

ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

Based on the screening analysis presented in Table 2A, the Proposed Action alternative (Section 2.3) is
recommended to be carried forward for further detailed environmental analysis in this EA. This alterna‐
tive will be evaluated for impacts by comparing the potential for impacts against the potential for im‐
pacts from the No Action alternative (Section 2.4). As noted previously, 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(d) requires
the evaluation of the No Action alternative regardless of whether it meets the stated purpose and need
or is reasonable to implement.
2.7.1 Identification of the Preferred Alternative
The Proposed Action alternative is SBIAA’s “preferred” alternative. The SBIAA has identified the Pro‐
posed Action as its preferred alternative pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 1502.14. The preferred alternative would
best meet the respective SBIAA and FAA’s stated purpose and need to:


Provide the Airport with ownership control over the primary access road to its general aviation
and air cargo areas (SBIAA stated purpose and need); and



Fulfill its statutory mission and ensure the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace in the U.S.
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. Section 47101 (a)(1) (FAA stated purpose and need).

Potential environmental impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action alternative are
evaluated in Chapter Four of this EA.
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2.8

PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

As discussed in Chapter One (Section 1.1), FAA approval of a release of federal obligations for the Pro‐
posed Action would be required.
The SBIAA’s preferred alternative would result in an exchange of land of equal size and equal value.
Thus, the land exchange is administrative in nature, and no funds will be exchanged as part of the Pro‐
posed Action. The Exchange Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions Between the SMBMI and SBIAA
and Commonwealth Land Title Insurance Company would be signed by SBIAA and SMBMI, which states
that the SMBMI agrees that their receipt of the SBIAA property would constitute full compensation for
their property, just as SBIAA agrees that their receipt of the SMBMI property would constitute full com‐
pensation for their property.
Approvals for the Similar Action would be considered by the local agency with jurisdiction over the de‐
velopment process (i.e., the City of San Bernardino). In addition to approval of the proposed site plan, a
rezone and general plan amendment may be required. Regional permits, such as those related to air
quality, may also be needed.

2.9

FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS CONSIDERED

Table 2B includes a list of federal laws and statutes, United States (U.S.) Department of Transportation
(DOT) orders, Executive Orders, and FAA orders and/or advisory circulars (AC) considered in the evalua‐
tion of Proposed Action alternatives and throughout the preparation of this EA.
TABLE 2B
List of Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations
Federal Laws and Statutes
Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended (P.L. 97‐248; 43 C.F.R. 2640)
Archaeological and Historic Data Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 93‐291, 16 U.S.C. 469)
Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990 (P.L. 101‐508, as amended)
Clean Air Act of 1977 (as amended) (42 U.S.C. 7409 et seq.)
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. 9601; P.L. 96‐510)
DOT Order 5610.2A, Environmental Justice (77 F.R. 27534)
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 85‐624; 16 U.S.C. 661, 664 note, 1008 note)
Federal Aviation Administration Reauthorization Act of 2018 (P.L. 115‐254)
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments for 1972, Section 404 (33 U.S.C. 1344; P.L. 92‐500), as amended by the
Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 U.S.C. 1251; P.L. 95‐217)
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (P.L. 91‐190; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Section 106, (55 U.S.C. 300101 et seq.)
Policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites (P.L. 97‐449; 49 U.S.C. 303 [formerly known as Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966])
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6901, et seq.; P.L. 94‐580, as amended by the Solid Waste
Disposal Act of 1980 [P.L. 96‐482]; and the 1984 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments [P.L. 98‐616]
Transportation, Treasury, Housing and Urban Development, The Judiciary, The District of Columbia, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act of 2006 (P.L. 109‐115)
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TABLE 2B (Continued)
List of Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations
Federal Laws and Statutes (continued)
36 C.F.R. Part 800 (39 F.R. 3365, January 25, 1974, and 51 F.R. 31115, September 2, 1986), Protection of Historic Proper‐
ties
40 C.F.R. Parts 1500‐1508, CEQ implementation of NEPA procedural provisions, establishes uniform procedures, terminol‐
ogy, and standards for implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA’s section 102(2)
49 C.F.R. Part 24 (March 2, 1989), Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition for Federal and Federally
Assisted Programs
Executive Orders
Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (dated March 4, 1970)
Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (dated May 13, 1971)
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Popu‐
lations
Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (62 F.R. 19883)
Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species
Executive Order 13807, Establishing Discipline and Accountability in the Environmental Review and Permitting Process for
Infrastructure Projects (This Executive Order was revoked on January 20, 2021 by President Biden.)
FAA Advisory Circulars and Orders
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures
FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions
AC = Advisory Circular
CEQ = Council on Environmental Quality
C.F.R. = Code of Federal Regulations
DOT = U.S. Department of Transportation
FAA = Federal Aviation Administration
F.R. = Federal Register
P.L. = Public Law
U.S.C. = United States Code
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CHAPTER THREE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Chapter Three
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1

Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Land Exchange

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the existing environment at the San Bernardino International Airport (Airport or
SBD), the project study area, and the general study area. This Environmental Assessment (EA) uses the
most current data available at the time of the study, generally 2019 through 2020. Per Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, paragraph 6‐2.1e
and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instruction for Airport
Actions, paragraph 706 (e), this chapter will be “no longer than is necessary to understand the impacts
of the alternatives; data and analyses should be presented in detail commensurate with the importance
of the impact.”

3.2

PROJECT STUDY AREAS

The project study area is defined as the area where direct potential environmental impacts resulting
from the Proposed Action may occur. For this EA, the project study area is comprised of two 10.306‐
acre parcels associated with the Proposed Action (Exhibit 3A, Parcels A and D). Both parcels are currently
used for tractor‐trailer parking. Previously, this land was part of the Norton Air Force Base (AFB). This
historical land use is described in the following sections only when applicable to the analysis.
An approximately 69‐acre general study area is comprised of the project study area, as well as land north
of Parcel A as far as East (E.) 3rd Street and east as far as Central Avenue, and land south of Parcel D as
far as “W” Street (Exhibit 3A). This general study area is defined for purposes of identifying potential
indirect impacts of the Proposed Action as well as those related to the Similar Action evaluated in this
EA (see Section 1.6).

3.3

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES NOT WITHIN PROJECT STUDY AREAS

Sections within this chapter are based on impact categories required to be addressed in Order 1050.1F.
Table 3A lists impact categories that are not discussed further as they do not occur within the project or
general study areas. The affected environment related to the remaining impact categories are presented
in the following sections in the order listed within Section 4‐1 of FAA Order 1050.1F.
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TABLE 3A
Environmental Resources Not Present within the Project or General Study Areas
Environmental
Rationale for No Further Discussion
Resource Category
Coastal Resources
There are no coastal resources located within the project or general study areas. The Airport is
approximately 50 miles from the nearest coastline.
Department of
There are no Section 4(f) properties within the project or general study areas. The closest public
Transportation Act,
park or recreational area is Highland Community Park, located 0.4 mile to the northeast of the
Section 4(f) Re‐
project study area and outside the general study area. There are no other public parks, recreational
sources
areas, or wildlife or waterfowl refuges within project or general study areas. Section 4(f) properties
can also be significant historic sites. There are no significant historic resources known to remain
intact within the project or general study areas (see Section 3.8). There are also no lands conveyed
to the Airport per the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, Section 6(f). The Airport is
a former United States (U.S.) Air Force base (AFB).
Farmlands
Based on the United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
(USDA‐NRCS) Web Soil Survey, the soils within the project and general study areas are classified as
“not prime farmland.” These areas were previously used by the AFB for aviation purposes, have
not been irrigated for crops or previously farmed since the 1930s, and are located within an urban
area. Therefore, the Farmland Protection Policy Act does not apply.
Visual Resources ‐
The surrounding areas are urban in nature and already developed with industrial and commercial
Light Emissions
land uses, including an airport. The type of lighting and building materials used in the proposed
warehouse development would be similar to existing lighting and other development in the area.
Visual Resources ‐
There are no areas within the project or general study areas that are visually important or contain
Visual Effects/
unique visual characteristics. This was also the conclusion of the Final Environmental Impact State‐
Visual Character
ment, Disposal and Reuse of Norton Air Force Base, California (Norton AFB FEIS), completed for the
transfer of the base property to local control, which stated, “There are no areas at Norton AFB
considered to be of high visual sensitivity. … Most of Norton AFB is considered to have low visual
sensitivity.” The only area of medium visual sensitivity was located south of the airfield along the
Santa Ana riverbed (U.S. Air Force [USAF] 1993: Figure 3.2‐8). The project and general study areas
are not located within areas that are considered visually sensitive.
Water Resources –
The project and general study areas do not contain wetlands or other waters of the U.S. An on‐
Wetlands
site, cement‐lined, drainage ditch (City Creek Bypass) is located parallel to E. 3rd Street within the
project study area (Parcel D). This drainage collects intermittent stormwater runoff and conveys it
to a regionwide storm drain channelization system. The closest wetland is the Santa Ana River,
which is approximately 0.5 mile to the southeast.
Water Resources –
No 100‐year floodplains are identified within the project or general study areas (Exhibit 3B). Par‐
Floodplains
cels A and D are within Zone X, Area of Minimal Flood Hazard, on the applicable Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel (06071C8701J). North of the
project study area, the channelized City Creek conveys flood waters parallel to E. 3rd Street. East
of the project study area, within the general study area, is an area mapped as Zone X, Area with
Reduced Flood Risk due to Levee (FIRM Panel 06071C8702H).
Water Resources ‐
There are no wild and scenic rivers or other rivers under study for designation to the National Sys‐
Wild and Scenic Riv‐ tem within the project or general study areas. The nearest Wild and Scenic designated river seg‐
ers
ment is on the north fork of the San Jacinto River, located more than 33 miles southeast of the
Airport; the nearest National River Inventory feature is Deep Creek, located approximately nine
miles northeast of the Airport.
Sources:
‐ Coastal Resources ‐ Google Earth mapping, accessed August 2020.
‐ Farmlands ‐ USDA‐NRCS, Web Soil Survey website 2020.
‐ Visual Resources/Visual Character ‐ USAF 1993: pp. 3‐24 and 3‐25.
‐ Wetlands ‐ United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper website 2020.
‐ Floodplains ‐ FEMA 2008, 2016. Flood Map Service Center FIRM Panels 06071C8701J and 06071C8702H.
‐ Wild and Scenic Rivers ‐ National Wild and Scenic Rivers System website 2020; National Park Service Nationwide Rivers Inventory
website 2020.
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Exhibit 3A
GENERAL STUDY AREA

Airport Property Line
General Study Area

FEMA Flood Zones
Zone Type "A"
Zone Type "AE"
Zone Type "X"

FEMA Flood Zone Description:
Zone Type "A": Areas inundated by 1% annual chance of flooding,
for which no base flood elevations have been determined

0

1,500
1" = 1,500'

3,000

¯

Zone Type "AE": An area inundated by 1% annual chance
flooding, for which base flood elevations have been determined.
Zone Type "X": Areas determined to be outside the 500-year,
1% and 0.2% annual chance floodplains.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).
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Exhibit 3B
FLOODPLAINS WITHIN PROXIMITY TO THE GENERAL STUDY AREA

3.4

AIR QUALITY

Under the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) established National Am‐
bient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) based on health risks for the following pollutants:








Carbon monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur dioxide (SO2)
Lead (Pb)
Ozone (O3)
“Inhalable coarse” particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10)
“Fine” particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5)

An area with ambient air concentrations exceeding the NAAQS for a criteria pollutant is said to be a
nonattainment area for the pollutant’s NAAQS, while an area where ambient concentrations are below
the NAAQS is considered an attainment area. The U.S. EPA requires that areas designated as nonattain‐
ment demonstrate how they will attain the NAAQS by an established deadline.
An airport action may also be subject to the General Conformity requirements of the Clean Air Act if it
will occur in a nonattainment or maintenance area. The General Conformity Rule of the Clean Air Act
establishes the procedures and criteria for determining whether certain federal actions conform to state
or federal air quality implementation plans. Under the General Conformity Rule, all reasonably foresee‐
able direct and indirect emissions occurring due to federally supported actions should be quantified and
compared against de minimis thresholds in what is known as an applicability test. The applicability test
is only conducted on pollutants for which the area is classified as either maintenance or nonattainment.
The project and general study areas are within Los Angeles‐South Coast Air Basin,1 managed by the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). According to U.S. EPA’s Green Book, as of March 31,
2021, this area is in extreme nonattainment for both 2008 and 2015 8‐hour O3 federal standards and in
serious nonattainment for 2012 PM2.5 federal standards. The air basin was re‐designated to mainte‐
nance areas for CO (as of June 11, 2007), NO2 (as of September 22, 1998), and PM10 (as of July 26, 2013)
(U.S. EPA 2021).
The topography and climate of southern California combine to make the South Coast Air Basin an area
of high air pollution potential. A warm air mass frequently descends over the cool, moist marine layer
produced by the interaction between the ocean’s surface and the lowest layer of the atmosphere. The
warm upper layer forms a cap over the cooler surface layer, which traps the pollutants near the ground.
Light winds can further limit ventilation. Additionally, abundant sunlight triggers the photochemical re‐
actions which produce ozone and most of the particulate matter. The region experiences more days of
sunlight than any other major urban area in the nation except Phoenix, Arizona (SQAMD 2017).

1

The South Coast Air Basin encompasses the non‐desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino, and all of
Orange County.
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The closest air pollutant monitoring stations to the general study area are identified in Table 3B, along
with a tabulation of recent monitoring data for O3, PM2.5, and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. EPA.
TABLE 3B
Local Monitoring Station Data
CARB Site
Number

36204
36203

U.S. EPA
Site
Number

Monitoring
Site Name
(Agency)

Location

Distance
from
Project Study
Area

500 N. Dearborn
5.6 miles
6‐71‐4003
Redlands
Street, Redlands
southeast
24302 E.
6‐71‐9004 San Bernardino
4th Street,
2.7 miles west
San Bernardino

Pollutant

Arithmetic Mean

O3 (ppm)
3

PM2.5 (µg/m )
NOx (ppb)
O3 (ppm)

2017

2018

2019

0.06

0.06

0.06

11.5
21.9
0.06

11.2
23.1
0.06

11.0
20.2
0.06

Sources: U.S. EPA 2017, 2018, 2019; CARB website 2020.
ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms/cubic meter; ppb = parts per billion
NOTE: O3 metric used is the “daily maximum of 8‐hour running average” of the 2015 8‐hour ozone pollutant standard. PM2.5 metric used
is the “daily mean” of the PM2.5 24‐hour 2012 pollutant standard.

3.5

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The project study area contains highly disturbed land consisting of compacted crush miscellaneous base
material, compacted native soil, existing pavement, and non‐native ruderal herbs and perennials. A bi‐
ological field survey was conducted on April 26, 2019 by a qualified biologist and its findings documented
in the following report: Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation, San Bernardino International Air‐
port, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians Proposed Land Exchange (Biological Evaluation) (Jericho Sys‐
tems, Inc. 2019) (Appendix B).
The ground cover in Parcel A consists of compacted native soil and crush miscellaneous base material
with two live oak trees along the southern boundary. Parcel D is bisected by Victoria Avenue. West of
Victoria Avenue, the parcel consists of compacted, stabilized native soil and is devoid of vegetation. East
of Victoria Avenue, the north quarter contains asphalt pavement and ruderal vegetation dominated by
non‐native grasses (Bromus sp.), short podded mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), Russian thistle (Salsola tra‐
gus), and eucalyptus trees. Great horned owl castings were observed in this area. The south quarter of
Parcel D also contains asphalt pavement, as well as dense non‐native ruderal vegetation co‐dominated
by red brome and short podded mustard.
Vegetation within the general study area is similar to the project study area as the general study area
has also been disturbed by urban development and grading. A general plant survey and habitat assess‐
ment for special‐status plants was conducted on March 12, 2020 by a qualified biologist (Glenn Lukos
Associates, Inc. [GLA] 2020). Concurrent with the plant survey, a general biological survey and habitat
assessment for special‐status wildlife was conducted. In addition, focused surveys for burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia) were conducted on March 31, April 22, May 13, and June 16, 2020. All suitable
burrows were inspected for diagnostic owl signs (e.g., pellets, prey remains, whitewash feathers, bones,
and/or decorations).
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Most of the general study area is comprised of hardscaping. Small patches of weedy disturbance‐tolerant
vegetation are found throughout the area, particularly along the perimeter and in association with breaks
in the hardscaping. Dominant plant species observed on‐site include: annual burweed (Ambrosia acanthi‐
carpa), Canada horseweed (Erigeron canadensis), jersey cudweed (Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum), Lon‐
don rocket (Sisymbrium irio), puncturevine (Tribulus terrestris), red‐stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium),
Russian thistle, summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), tumbleweed (Amaranthus albus), and various non‐
native grasses. Additionally, numerous ornamental trees occur on‐site as remnants of landscaping for the
former base. Notable ornamental species include California fan palm (Washingtonia filifera), holly oak
(Quercus ilex), manna gum (Eucalyptus viminalis), and Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus molle).
Federally Listed Species
Table 3C identifies 10 federal and/or state listed threatened or endangered species documented as pre‐
sent within the Redlands U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographical 7.5‐minute quadrangle, as well as
their federal and/or state status and their potential to occur within the project or general study area.
None of these species were observed during the field surveys nor are they expected to occur.
There are two federal listed species that are documented on the overall Airport property. One is the
endangered San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus), which has been found along the
southwestern border of the Airport, and the other is the threatened Santa Ana River woollystar (Er‐
iastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum), which is found in the eastern tenth of the Airport’s Air Operations
Area (AOA).2 A Conservation Management Plan governs the portions of the Airport property where San
Bernardino kangaroo rat and Santa Ana River woollystar are located. As shown in Table 3C, neither
species has the potential to occur within the project or general study areas.
TABLE 3C
Potential for Federal or State Listed Species to Occur within the Project or General Study Areas
Common Name
Federal Status
Potential to Occur within the
Habitat
(Scientific Name)
(State Status)
Project or General Study Areas
Mammals
San Bernardino
Endangered
Alluvial scrub vegetation on sandy loam None. None of the Primary Constituent Ele‐
kangaroo rat
substrates characteristic of alluvial fans
ments for this species occur on‐site, which is
(Dipodomys
and flood plains. Needs early to inter‐
separated from known populations by active
merriami parvus)
mediate seral stages. (A seral stage is
airport operations, high volume roadways,
one of a series of transitory plant com‐
and industrial and commercial uses. Suitable
munities that develop during ecological habitat does not exist within the project or
succession from bare ground to the cli‐
general study areas.
max stage.)
Stephens’ kangaroo
Endangered ‐
Primarily annual and perennial grass‐
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
rat
under consider‐
lands, but also occurs in coastal scrub
not exist within the project or general study
(Dipodomys
ation for reclas‐
and sagebrush with sparse canopy
areas.
stephensi)
sification to
cover. Prefers buckwheat, chamise,
Threatened
brome grass, and filaree. Will burrow
into firm soil.

2

Air Operations Area (AOA) = That area of the airport used or intended to be used for landing, takeoff, or surface maneu‐
vering of aircraft. The AOA includes the active runways, taxiways, ramp, and turf areas. The AOA is considered part of the
Airport Restricted Area and is off‐limits to the general public.
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TABLE 3C (Continued)
Potential for Federal or State Listed Species to Occur within the Project or General Study Areas
Common Name
Federal Status
Potential to Occur within the
Habitat
(Scientific Name)
(State Status)
Project or General Study Areas
Birds
coastal California
Threatened
Obligate, permanent resident of coastal None. Suitable habitat for this species does
gnatcatcher
sage scrub below 762 meters (m) above not exist within the project or general study
(Polioptila
mean sea level (msl) in southern Cali‐
areas.
californica
fornia. Low, coastal sage scrub in arid
californica)
washes, on mesas and slopes. Not all
areas classified as coastal sage scrub
are occupied.
least Bell’s vireo
Endangered
Summer resident of southern California None. Suitable habitat for this species does
(Vireo bellii
in low riparian in vicinity of water or in
not exist within the project study area. This
pusillus)
dry river bottoms; below 610 m above
species is found locally within the Santa Ana
msl. Nests placed along margins of
River in areas that are highly suitable for this
bushes or on twigs projecting into path‐ species. The nearest location is approxi‐
ways, usually willow, Baccharis sp., or
mately 2.5 miles west southwest of the gen‐
mesquite.
eral study area.
southwestern
Endangered
Habitat consists of dense linear stands
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
willow flycatcher
of riparian. Dominant species include
not exist within the project or general study
(Empidonax
Salix lasiolepis, Salix hindsiana, Populus
areas.
traillii extimus)
fremontii, and Baccharis glutinosa.
Plants
marsh sandwort
Endangered
Habitat consists of riparian, alluvial
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
(Arenaria
(State Endan‐
fans, bogs/fens, brackish or freshwater
not exist within the project or general study
paludicola)
gered)
marsh, and lake margins.
areas.
Nevin’s barberry
Endangered
Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
(Berbis nevinii)
(State Endan‐
coastal scrub, riparian scrub. On steep, not exist within the project or general study
gered)
north‐facing slopes or in low grade
areas.
sandy washes. 290‐1,575 m above msl.
salt marsh bird’s
Endangered
Habitat consists of riparian, alluvial
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
beak
(State Endan‐
fans, bogs/fens, brackish marsh, fresh‐
not exist within the project or general study
(Chloropyron
gered)
water marsh, and lake margins.
areas.
maritimum ssp. mari‐
timum)
Santa Ana River
Endangered
Coastal scrub, chaparral. In sandy soils
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
woolystar
(State
on river floodplains or terraced fluvial
not exist within the project or general study
(Eriastrum
Endangered)
deposits. 180‐700 m above msl.
areas. This species is found on the eastern
densifolium ssp.
quarter of the Airport and to the south within
sanctorum)
the Santa Ana River.
slender‐horned
Endangered
Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
None. Suitable habitat for this species does
spineflower
(State Endan‐
coastal scrub (alluvial fan sage scrub).
not exist within project or general study ar‐
(Dodecahema
gered)
Flood deposited terraces and washes;
eas. This species is found locally within the
leptoceras)
associates include Encelia, Dalea, Lepi‐
Santa Ana River. The nearest location is ap‐
dospartum, etc. Sandy soils. 200‐765 m proximately 2.4 miles east of the general
above msl.
study area.

Source: Jericho Systems, Inc. 2019; GLA 2020.

Designated Critical Habitat
The project study area is not located within (or directly adjacent to) designated critical habitat and is
separated from any sensitive resources by the active AOA and other land uses within the Airport (Exhibit
3C). Areas mapped by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as designated critical habitat for the
Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) are located east and south of the airfield in habitat strictly
associated with the Santa Ana River and floodplain.
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Exhibit 3C - SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES NEAR PROJECT STUDY AREA

Designated critical habitat for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat is adjacent to the general study area to
the east. However, this adjacent area has since been developed and no longer supports the “primary
constituent elements”3 needed to support the species (GLA 2020).
Migratory Birds
The potential for the project or general study areas to support birds protected under the federal Migra‐
tory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) has also been evaluated through the on‐site field surveys. The project and
general study areas contain eucalyptus trees, live oak trees, and other ornamental trees that have the
potential to provide nestable habitat to migratory birds. In addition, potentially suitable foraging habitat
for raptors and trees, shrubs, and ground cover that provide suitable nesting habitat for migratory birds
are present. Birds anticipated to nest within the general study area would be those that are common to
disturbed areas and include species such as European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch
(Haemorhous mexicanus), killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura).
Based on the focused surveys for burrowing owls conducted from March through June 2020, burrowing
owl was confirmed to be absent.
Several types of hawks and falcons were also detected over the course of the field surveys (GLA 2020).
These species were American kestrel (Falco sparverius), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and red‐
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis). Great horned owl (Bubo virginianus) and barn owl (Tyto alba) may also
be present. The ferruginous hawk migrates through the region in spring/fall and may overwinter in the
area. The general study area is not expected to provide nesting habitat for raptors due to the high level
of disturbance, but it is expected to provide foraging habitat for all these species in the form of insects,
spiders, lizards, snakes, small mammals, and other birds.

3.6

CLIMATE

Scientific measurements show that Earth’s climate is warming, with concurrent impacts, such as warmer
air temperatures, increased sea level rise, increased storm activity, and an increased intensity in precip‐
itation events. Increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases (GHGs) in the atmosphere affect global
climate (International Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2014; U.S. Global Change Research Program
2009); this climate change, while a global phenomenon, can also have local impacts. Therefore, this
section defines GHGs, describes the sources of GHG emissions, and provides the context for climate
change analysis in the vicinity of the Airport. 4
GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), per‐
fluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Increasing concentrations of GHGs in the atmos‐
phere affect global climate. At the Airport, anthropogenic (i.e., human‐made) sources of GHG emissions
are primarily associated with the combustion of fossil fuels, including aircraft fuel.
3
Primary constituent elements are those physical and biological features of a landscape that species need to survive and
reproduce. Only areas that contain the primary constituent elements required by the species are considered critical habitat.
4
Mass GHG emissions are calculated by converting pollutant‐specific emissions to carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions
by applying the proper global warming potential (GWP) value. GWP represents the amount of heat captured by a mass of
GHG compared to a similar mass of CO2. These GWP ratios are provided by the IPCC in its Fourth and Fifth Assessment
Reports (IPCC 2007; 2014). By applying the GWP ratios, project CO2e emissions can be tabulated in metric tons per year.
Typically, the GWP ratio corresponding to the warming potential of CO2 over a 100‐year period is used as a baseline.
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NEPA requires federal agencies to consider the environmental impacts of proposed major federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. CEQ has issued draft guidance for this
analysis, titled “Draft National Environmental Policy Act Guidance on Consideration of GHG Emissions”
(84 Federal Register [F.R.] 30097). The relevant portion of that new Draft Guidance states, “Analyses
under NEPA should include a description of the affected environment to provide a basis for comparing
the current and the reasonably foreseeable future state of the environment as affected by the proposed
action and its reasonable alternatives. When relevant, agencies should consider whether the proposed
action would be affected by foreseeable changes to the affected environment under a reasonable sce‐
nario. In accordance with NEPA’s rule of reason and standards for obtaining information regarding rea‐
sonably foreseeable effects on the human environment, agencies need not undertake new research or
analysis of potential changes to the affected environment in the proposed action area and may summa‐
rize and incorporate by reference appropriate scientific literature.” (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[C.F.R.] 1502.21 and 1502.24).

3.7

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

3.7.1 Hazardous Materials
According to U.S. EPA’s National Priorities List (NPL) for California, Norton AFB is a Superfund site (de‐
fined as any land in the U.S. that has been contaminated by hazardous waste and identified by U.S. EPA
as a candidate for cleanup because it poses a risk to human health and/or the environment) (EPA ID:
CA4570024345). More than 100 contaminated sites were identified when the property was transferred
to the local jurisdiction. The USAF assumed responsibility for remediating these known contaminated
sites and any other sites subsequently identified by the San Bernardino International Airport Authority
(SBIAA) in its operation of the Airport.
The response actions at the Superfund site are in accordance with the remedy selected by U.S. EPA, who
expects “the remedy to be protective of human health and the environment upon completion.” These
performance measures include the following, each with a status that indicates the health and environ‐
ment at the site are measured at safe levels: Human Exposure Under Control; Groundwater Mitigation
Under Control; Construction Complete; and Sitewide Ready for Anticipated Use (Table 3D). The long‐
term remedy for Norton AFB included no further action at 87 subsites, groundwater monitoring, ground‐
water extraction and treatment via air stripping, in‐place soil vapor extraction, institutional controls, and
removal actions. Construction of these remedies concluded in 2006, and the Norton AFB Superfund site
was deemed “ready for reuse and redevelopment” on November 16, 2007; however, the site has not yet
been deleted from the NPL. The operation and maintenance activities, including groundwater monitor‐
ing, landfill gas monitoring, inspections, and cap maintenance, are ongoing institutional controls to pro‐
tect human health and the environment (U.S. EPA Superfund website 2019).
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TABLE 3D
Status of U.S. EPA Performance Measures at Norton AFB Superfund Site
Performance Standard Status What does this mean?
Human Exposure Under
Yes
Yes, means assessments indicate that across the entire site:
Control
1. There are currently no unacceptable human exposure pathways; and
2. U.S. EPA has determined the site is under control for human exposure.
Groundwater Migration
Yes
Yes, means U.S. EPA reviewed all information on known and reasonably expected
Under Control
groundwater contamination. U.S. EPA concluded the migration of contaminated
groundwater is stabilized and there is no unacceptable discharge to surface water.
U.S. EPA will conduct monitoring to confirm that affected groundwater remains in
the original area of contamination.
Construction Complete
Yes
Yes, means the physical construction of the cleanup is complete for the entire site.
Sitewide Ready for An‐
Yes
Yes, means:
ticipated Use
1. All cleanup goals affecting current and reasonably anticipated future land uses
of the entire site have been achieved, so there are no unacceptable risks;
2. All required land use restrictions or other controls have been put in place; and
3. The site has achieved Construction Complete status.
Source: U.S. EPA Superfund website 2019.

There are no other known contaminated sites within the project or general study areas (U.S. EPA
EJSCREEN website 2020).
3.7.2 Solid Waste
The project and general study areas currently generate minimal solid waste, and the collection, trans‐
portation, and disposal of any solid waste generated is required to comply with applicable federal, state,
and local regulations. Solid waste produced in the City of San Bernardino is collected and transported
by Burrtec Waste Industries.
The City of San Bernardino is served by several surrounding landfills, the nearest of which is the San
Timoteo Sanitary Landfill in Redlands. The San Timoteo Sanitary Landfill has a maximum permitted ca‐
pacity of 22,685,785 cubic yards (cy), a maximum permitted capacity of 2,000 tons per day, and a re‐
maining capacity of 12,360,396 cy. Another nearby landfill is in Rialto. This landfill, the Mid‐Valley San‐
itary Landfill, has a maximum permitted capacity of 101,300,000 cy, a daily permitted capacity of 7,500
tons per day, and a remaining capacity of 61,219,377 cy (CalRecycle website 2020b).
The nearest recycling/transfer station is the East Valley Recycling and Transfer Station, located south of
the Airport at 1150 and 1250 South (S.) Tippecanoe Avenue, approximately 2.65 miles from the general
study area.
3.7.3 Pollution Prevention
The most common hazardous materials used by the Airport include aviation and motor fuels, various
types of petroleum products, hydraulic fluids, and solvents. No sources of pollutants are known to occur
in the general study area, nor does it contain any eroded areas. The project and general study areas are
not currently covered by the Airport’s General Industrial Stormwater permit and stormwater pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP). However, the Airport updates its SWPPP annually to include new projects and
project areas.
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3.8

HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

In March and April 2019, a cultural resources survey of the project study area was completed to inform
FAA’s findings under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (CRM TECH 2019). The results
of this research indicate that a linear feature of historical origin, the 1865 North Fork Ditch, was previ‐
ously recorded as lying across the northern edge of the project study area (referred to as the Area of
Potential Effect [APE] in Section 4.7) along E. 3rd Street. The North Fork Ditch, an extension of the 1858
Cram and Van Leuven Ditch, is designated Site 36‐006848 (CA‐SBR‐6848H) in the California Historical
Resources Inventory, but no evidence of this early irrigation work was found during the field survey. In
view of changes in the landscape that have occurred since the North Fork Ditch was abandoned in the
1880s, all surface remnants of the ditch in the vicinity of the project study area appear to have been
obliterated by later developments, especially the construction of Norton AFB in 1940‐1941 and the rea‐
lignment of City Creek to this location around the same time.
The 1940s City Creek Channel was originally recorded some 450 feet to the west of the project study
area. The concrete‐lined channel once extended across the entire northern end of the project study
area, but the segment to the east of Victoria Avenue has been converted into an underground culvert in
recent years. As a working component of the modern flood control infrastructure, the channel does not
demonstrate any distinctively historical characteristics and was determined not to meet the criteria for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
concurred with this finding on November 4, 2020 (Appendix C).
No other potential historic properties were encountered throughout the course of the cultural resources
study, and the subsurface sediments in the project study area appear to be relatively low in potential for
containing significant archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin.
A cultural survey of 53 acres within the general study area that are proposed for development by the
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) as a warehouse was conducted in July and August 2020.
As a result of this study, the on‐site water tower, originally constructed in 1959, was recorded into the
California Historical Resources Inventory and designated temporarily as Site CRM TECH 3643‐ 1H, pend‐
ing the assignment of an official site number. As an infrastructure feature of late historical origin and
standard design and construction, this utilitarian structure does not appear to meet the criteria for listing
in the California Register of Historical Resources. However, as one of the relatively few survivors among
the once‐numerous buildings and structures on Norton AFB and a familiar landmark over the past 60
years, it retains sufficient historical interest to the local community to warrant special consideration in
the planning process. No other potential historical or cultural resources were encountered within or
adjacent to the general study area (CRM TECH 2020).
As part of its National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 responsibilities, FAA provided 12 federally
recognized Native American tribes and/or those traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
study area, as identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), with an opportunity to
request consultation on the Proposed Action. The tribes were contacted via letter on August 24, 2020.
A summary of the consultation effort is provided in Section 4.7.
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3.9

LAND USE

3.9.1 Existing Land Use
The project study area is on the northern periphery of the Airport and is semi‐improved, vacant land
traversed by dirt roads and telephone poles/lines. The existing SBIAA‐owned parcel (Parcel A) is cur‐
rently vacant and being used to store tractor‐trailers. A portion of Parcel D is also being used to store
tractor‐trailers. A 50‐foot‐wide, cement‐walled drainage channel is on Parcel D just south of and parallel
to E. 3rd Street.
The parcel of land owned by SMBMI (Parcel D), as well as the rest of the general study area, is also
primarily vacant. A small sand and gravel operation is in the far eastern 10 acres of the general study
area (Exhibit 3D). Victoria Avenue occurs in a north‐south alignment in the western portion. Victoria
Avenue is approximately 75 feet wide at the north side of the general study area and tapers to approxi‐
mately 60 feet wide on the south side. A cement sidewalk is present on the western side of the street.
Land north of the project and general study areas is primarily zoned commercial and light industrial and
includes scattered legal nonconforming residential properties. The project and general study areas provide
a buffer area between the AOA and land uses north of the Airport along E. 3rd Street. Potentially sensitive
land uses in proximity to the project and general study areas (such as schools) are noted on Exhibit 3D.
These land uses are discussed in Section 3.12.3, Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks.
3.9.2 General Plan and Zoning
The portion of the project study area that is owned by SMBMI (Parcel D), as well as the SMBMI‐owned
land that is part of the general study area, is designated as Light Industrial (IL) by the City of San Bernar‐
dino in its general plan and is part of a specific planning area known as San Bernardino Alliance California
(City of San Bernardino 2005; City of San Bernardino Public Zoning Map website 2020) (Exhibit 3E). The
boundaries of the specific planning area were established per direction of the Inland Valley Development
Agency (IVDA) and became a fixed boundary between the IVDA and SBIAA interests. Areas of the former
Norton AFB that were committed to aviation use per the initial Record of Decision issued by the Depart‐
ment of Defense are not included within the specific planning boundary (IVDA 2007: p.1‐3).
The portion of the project study area that is owned by SBIAA (Parcel A) is designated and zoned as PF
(Public Facilities) by the City of San Bernardino (City of San Bernardino 2005; City of San Bernardino
Public Zoning Map website 2020) (Exhibit 3E).
Land north of E. 3rd Street and the general study area is within the City of Highland and is designated and
zoned as Business Park in the City of Highland general plan and zoning map (City of Highland 2006: Figure
2‐2) (Exhibit 3E). The City of Highland’s general plan contains a separate element dedicated to discussion
of the City of Highland’s proximity to two public airports: SBD and Redlands Municipal Airport.

3.10

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

The County of San Bernardino has numerous sand and aggregate mining operations, including several
along the Santa Ana River. Potable water for the City of San Bernardino is provided through the city’s
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Exhibit 3D
EXISTING LAND USES
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Exhibit 3E
PLANNED FUTURE LAND USE

Municipal Water Department (SBMWD), which provides potable water to the city and portions of the
unincorporated county. The SBMWD receives its water supply from the Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin,
which is filled by snow melt, rainfall, and surface water recharge. Recycled water may also be used in
the future for groundwater recharge (SBWMD 2019).
The project study area does not provide or consume any natural resources or energy, other than energy
used for limited maintenance, such as mowing the property to minimize fire hazards, and to power the
minimal street lighting.
The general study area includes on‐airport land uses as well as off‐airport land uses. However, except
for minimal street lighting and a water tower, the general study area does not provide or consume nat‐
ural resources or energy.

3.11

NOISE AND COMPATIBLE LAND USE

The following information regarding the ambient noise environment on streets in proximity to the gen‐
eral study area is taken from the San Bernardino International Airport Eastgate Air Cargo Facility, Final
Environmental Assessment (Eastgate Final EA) (SBIAA and FAA 2019), Table 4‐20. Based on this infor‐
mation, in 2019, the worst‐hour noise level on Victoria Avenue between 5th and 6th Streets was 66.8
decibels (dBA) Leq,5 while the worst‐hour noise level on 5th Street between Victoria Avenue and Central
Avenue was 68.4 dBA Leq. The worst‐case noise level on 3rd Street between Victoria Avenue and Sterling
Avenue was 71.0 dBA Leq.
The Eastgate Final EA also includes 2017 existing Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)6 contours
based on aircraft operations at the Airport. The project and general study areas are located well outside
the existing 65 dBA CNEL contour for aircraft operations.
There are no existing noise sources within the project and general study areas with the exception of
intermittent vehicular traffic on on‐site roadways and maintenance activities (i.e., mowing); no stationary
sources of noise are located within the project and general study areas. Ambient noise includes overflight
noise from aircraft and adjacent vehicular traffic noise from surrounding surface streets. The nearest po‐
tential noise‐sensitive receptors7 to the project study area are at two residences located on the north side
of E. 3rd Street approximately 300 to 700 feet to the northeast of Parcel D and 750 feet north of Parcel A.
These same residences are approximately 134 and 290 feet, respectively, from the northern edge of the
proposed project under the Similar Action (i.e., the general study area) (Urban Crossroads 2020a).
5

Leq is the constant noise level that would result in the same total sound energy being produced over a given period. The dB
is a unit used to describe sound pressure level. When expressed as A‐weighted decibels (dBA), the sound has been filtered
to reduce the effect of very low and very high frequency sounds, much as the human ear filters sound frequencies.
6
The Day‐Night Average Sound Level (DNL) accounts for the increased sensitivity to noise at night (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) and
is the metric preferred by FAA, the U.S. EPA, and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as an ap‐
propriate measure of cumulative noise exposure. In California, however, these agencies accept the use of CNEL, which, in
addition to night‐time sensitivities, also accounts for increased sensitivities during the evening hours (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM).
7
Noise‐sensitive receptors, as defined in 14 C.F.R. 150, may be residences, churches/places of worship, hospitals and health
care facilities, and educational facilities. FAA has further clarified that, for purposes of 14 C.F.R. 150, churches/places of
worship are permanently established facilities intended solely for use as places of worship and not meant to be converted to
other potential uses. A noise‐sensitive hospital/health care facility must provide for overnight stays or provide for longer
recovery periods. Schools are facilities that provide full‐time use for instruction and training to students.
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3.12

SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND CHILDREN’S ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
AND SAFETY RISKS

3.12.1 Socioeconomics
There are no housing or businesses located within the project and general study areas. Thus, the areas
do not currently support population or employment. The general study area currently supports minimal
economic activity through monies received by the SBIAA and SMBMI for the storage of tractor‐trailers.
Local access to the project and general study areas includes the following street network:


E. 3rd Street is oriented in the east‐west direction and is a four‐lane roadway from Leland Norton
Way to Alabama Street. The posted speed limit is 50 miles per hour (mph) adjacent to the project
and general study areas. Bicycle lanes are located from Victoria Avenue to Palm Avenue. E. 3rd
Street is identified as a truck route within the City of Highland. The City of San Bernardino’s
general plan does not provide designated truck routes.



Victoria Avenue is oriented in the north‐south direction and is a four‐lane roadway north of E.
3rd Street. The posted speed limit is 45 mph. Within the project and general study areas (i.e.,
south of E. 3rd Street), Victoria Avenue is four lanes at its intersection with E. 3rd Street and tapers
to three lanes at its intersection with “W” Street. Victoria Avenue is identified as a truck route
within the City of Highland. The City of San Bernardino’s general plan does not provide desig‐
nated truck routes.



“X” and “W” Streets are semi‐paved local streets within the Airport boundaries.

Table 3E shows the existing level of service (LOS)8 for intersections along E. 3rd Street and along Vic‐
toria Avenue within the general study area. Both the City of San Bernardino’s and the City of High‐
land’s minimum LOS standard for acceptable intersection operations is LOS D.9 Both study intersec‐
tions along E. 3rd Street operate at deficient LOS in the PM peak hour.

8

Traffic operations of roadway facilities are described using the term “level of service” or LOS. LOS is a qualitative description
of traffic flow based on several factors, such as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels are typically
defined ranging from LOS A (representing completely free‐flow conditions) to LOS F (representing breakdown in flow resulting
in stop‐and‐go conditions). LOS E represents operations at or near capacity, an unstable level where vehicles are operating
with the minimum spacing for maintaining uniform flow (Urban Crossroads 2020b).
9
The definition of an intersection deficiency in the City of San Bernardino is based on the city’s Circulation Element, which
states that target LOS D be maintained at city intersections wherever possible. According to the City of Highland’s Circulation
Element, LOS D is the minimum acceptable condition that should be maintained during the peak commute hours. Therefore,
any intersection operating at LOS E or F is considered deficient/unsatisfactory (Urban Crossroads 2020b).
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TABLE 3E
Existing Intersection Level of Service (LOS)
Intersection

Jurisdiction

LOS
Standard

Intersection
Control

AM Peak Hour
LOS

PM Peak Hour
LOS

Victoria Avenue/
City of Highland/City of
D
Signal
C
F
E. 3rd Street
San Bernardino
Victoria Avenue/
City of
D
Cross‐street Stop
B
B
“X” Street
San Bernardino
Victoria Avenue/
City of
D
Cross‐street Stop
B
B
“W” Street
San Bernardino
Central Avenue/
City of Highland/City of
D
Cross‐street Stop
B
E
E. 3rd Street
San Bernardino
Source: Urban Crossroads 2020b (Table 3‐1).
BOLD = LOS does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
NOTE: Historic counts from 2018 were utilized to compare to recently collected 2020 traffic counts at the intersection of Victoria Avenue
and E. 3rd Street in order to determine an adjustment factor to apply to recent 2020 traffic counts to reflect pre‐COVID traffic conditions.
Adjustments include manual adjustments to the 2020 data in conjunction with the flow conservation adjustments.

Table 3F shows the existing roadway volumes within the general study area. All street segments cur‐
rently operate at LOS A.
TABLE 3F
Existing Roadway Segment Level of Service (LOS)
Roadway Segment
E.

Jurisdiction

Functional
Classification

Daily Roadway
Capacity

Daily
Volume

LOS

4‐Lane Major

40,000

11,000 ‐ 11,300

A

4‐Lane Secondary

30,000

1,400 ‐ 2,200

A

3rd

Street:
Central Avenue to
City of Highland/
Victoria Avenue
City of San Bernardino
Victoria Avenue:
South of
City of San Bernardino
E. 3rd Street
Source: Urban Crossroads 2020b (Exhibit 3‐10).

3.12.2 Environmental Justice
The project and general study areas do not contain environmental justice populations. However, a larger
indirect study area was used to assess potential indirect socioeconomic impacts to environmental justice
populations. This indirect study area is defined as the area within the two census tracts (C.T.s) immedi‐
ately north of the general study area (C.T. 76.01 and 76.03); data for the census tract containing the
project and general study areas is not available.
Exhibit 3F shows the percent of minority population in proximity to the Airport, based on 2018 American
Community Survey (ACS) estimates conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau. The census tracts immediately
north of the general study area are approximately 42 and 53 percent minority population. However,
based on the 2017 ACS, an estimated 1,341 of 1,507 people that live within 0.5 mile of the general study
area (i.e., 89 percent) are a minority population (U.S. EPA EJSCREEN website 2020).
Table 3G provides context for this information by comparing population characteristics for the City of
San Bernardino, the County of San Bernardino (county), and the State of California (state) overall. Ap‐
proximately 30 percent of the population in the City of San Bernardino is at least partially from a minority
Final EA
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Exhibit 3F
MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

race, while the county is approximately 35 percent minority and the state is approximately 36 percent
minority population. Thus, the two closest census tracts, as well as the area within 0.5 mile of the general
study area, contain a higher percentage of minority population than the city, county, or state overall.
Within the City of San Bernardino, almost 67 percent of the population consider themselves Hispanic or
Latino (of any race) compared to 54 percent of the county and only 39 percent of the state. Based on
the 2017 ACS, approximately 66 percent of the people that live within 0.5 mile of the general study area
consider themselves Hispanic or Latino (of any race) (U.S. EPA EJSCREEN website 2020), which is similar
to the City of San Bernardino overall.
Exhibit 3F also shows the percentage of the population below the poverty level by census tract in areas
north of the general study area. These census tracts (C.T. 76.01 and 76.03) are approximately 38 and 32
percent low‐income population, respectively. However, based on the 2017 ACS, the percentage of low‐
income population of those living within 0.5 mile of the general study area was 65 percent, while the per
capita income was $8,115 (U.S. EPA EJSCREEN website 2020).
TABLE 3G
Population Characteristics (2018 Estimates)
City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, and State of California
Characteristic
City of San Bernardino
San Bernardino County
Total Population
215,929
2,171,603
Race (alone or in combination with one or more other races)
69.8%
65.0%
White
30.2%
35.0%
Non‐white (i.e., minority)
‐ Black or African American
‐ American Indian and Alaska Native
‐ Asian
‐ Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
‐ Other

Hispanic or Latino (of any race)

State of California
39,557,045
63.7%
36.3%

13.6%
1.2%
5.1%
1.1%
13.1%

10.0%
2.0%
8.6%
0.6%
19.1%

7.0%
2.0%
17.0%
0.8%
15.0%

66.6%

54.0%

39.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau website 2020. 2018 ACS 1‐Year Estimates Data Profiles: Table DP05, ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates.

Table 3H summarizes economic characteristics of the City of San Bernardino, county, and state overall.
The City of San Bernardino has a lower median household and per capita income than either the county
or the state, and its unemployment rate is higher. The City of San Bernardino’s percentage of families
living below the poverty level is also higher.
TABLE 3H
Economic Characteristics (2018 Estimates)
City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, and State of California
Characteristic
City of San Bernardino
San Bernardino County
Median Household Income
$49,791
$63,857
Families Below the Poverty Level
20.1%
11.7%
Unemployment (civilians)
9.5%
6.7%
Per Capita Income
$18,207
$25,486

State of California
$75,277
9.1%
5.5%
$37,124

Source: U.S. Census Bureau website 2020. 2018 ACS 1‐Year Estimates Data Profiles: Table DP03, Selected Economic Characteristics.
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3.12.3 Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
Based on the 2017 ACS, approximately 121 children age 0‐4 and 485 children age 0‐17 live within 0.5 mile
of the general study area (U.S. EPA EJSCREEN website 2020). The closest public park or recreation area
likely to cater to children is Highland Community Park, located 0.4 mile to the northeast of the general
study area. Cypress Elementary School is located approximately 0.6 mile north of the general study area;
Lankershim Elementary School is located approximately 0.85 mile from the general study area (Exhibit 3D).
No other schools, parks, or children’s recreational facilities are located within one mile.

3.13

WATER RESOURCES

3.13.1 Surface Waters
The Airport is located on an alluvial plain at the base of the San Bernardino Mountains and adjacent to
the Santa Ana River, which is approximately 0.5 mile south of the general study area. The general study
area is relatively flat, sloping gently down to the west with elevations ranging from approximately 1,134
feet (345 m) to 1,162 feet (354 m) above msl.
There are 11 points for stormwater discharge around the property boundary of the Airport. The point
discharge that includes stormwater runoff from the runway and support areas is regulated under a Na‐
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.10 The nearest discharge point is located
south of the general study area. Stormwater runoff from the project and general study areas occurs
primarily as sheet flow to the south where it encounters the existing roadway and flows west to enter
the nearest storm drain inlet, ultimately discharging along the south side of Airport property.
3.13.2 Groundwater
Groundwater is subsurface water that occupies the space between sand, clay, and rock formations. The
term aquifer is used to describe the geologic layers that store or transmit groundwater, such as to wells,
springs, and other water sources. The groundwater aquifer/basin underlying the entirety of the Airport
is identified as the Bunker Hill Basin. Based on soil borings completed just west of the general study area
as part of the planned Eastgate Air Cargo Facility project, the static groundwater is more than 50 feet
below ground surface (Southern California Geotechnical, Inc. 2018: p. 7).
Per monitoring efforts related to the Norton AFB Superfund site, the only remaining groundwater con‐
tamination consists of low concentrations of trichloroethylene (TCE) due to historic use of solvents for
parts cleaning. Concentrations in the groundwater are now low enough that treatment operations are
not required (i.e., contamination is below the maximum concentration level [MCL] for drinking water)
(LOR Geotechnical Group, Inc. 2018: p. 20). Treatment equipment is in place to respond to any increase
in contamination as groundwater flows out of the Bunker Hill groundwater basin.
10

The Clean Water Act provides the authority to establish water quality standards, control discharges, develop waste treat‐
ment management plans and practices, and regulate other issues concerning water quality. Water quality concerns related
to airport development most often concern the potential for surface runoff and soil erosion, as well as the storage and han‐
dling of fuel, petroleum products, solvents, etc. Additionally, Congress has mandated (under the Clean Water Act) the Na‐
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. Permits and certain procedures are required to prevent contamination of
water bodies from stormwater runoff.
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The closest sole source aquifer to the Airport is the Campo/Cottonwood Creek Aquifer, located more
than 90 miles from the Airport. A sole source aquifer is an aquifer that supplies at least 50 percent of
the drinking water consumed in the area it overlays.11

3.14

PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS

FAA Order 5050.4B states that the Affected Environment chapter of an EA should include background in‐
formation of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable, future actions. For this EA, cumulative projects
within an approximate two‐mile area around the general project study area have been considered. Past
projects are those which occurred between 2015 and 2019, while on‐going projects are those that are
occurring in 2020. Reasonably foreseeable, future actions are defined as those which are likely to become
a reality, such as projects that have been included within the Airport’s five‐year airport capital improve‐
ment program (ACIP) or are approved by the adjacent cities (i.e., San Bernardino, Highland, or Redlands).
3.14.1 On‐Airport Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Table 3I provides information on on‐airport projects that have occurred in the past five years (2015‐
2019), are ongoing (2020), or are planned for the next five years (2021‐2025).
TABLE 3I
On‐Airport Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
San Bernardino International Airport
Time Frame Project Decription
Past
Taxiway rehabilitation project involving joint seal replacement and spall repairs – all taxiways
Past
Sheriff’s Aviation facility ‐ A private heliport that includes two attached buildings and a small
utility/equipment yard encompassing an approximate 28,000‐square‐foot (sf) maintenance hangar, an
approximate 23,000‐sf storage hangar, and an approximate 12,000‐sf office building.
Past
Two rows of GA hangars located east of the Sheriff’s Aviation facility and south of “U” Street. Row A
provides 12 box hangars and Row B provides 18 T‐hangars.
Past
An aircraft demolition pad (8.6 acres) and apron (13.6 acres) was constructed north of Taxiway A at the
east end of the Airport under the Unical Aviation leasehold.
Past
Roadway improvements:
 E. 3rd Street was recently repaved just north of the Airport; and
 New and/or improved roads supporting Sheriff and general aviation areas.
Present
Taxiway shoulder rehabilitation:
 Taxiway “A” ‐ 210,000 sf
 Taxiway “E” ‐ 137,000 sf
 Taxiway “A‐1” ‐ 24,000 sf
 Taxiway “D” ‐ 32,000 sf
Present
Apron rehabilitation ‐ reconstruction of apron joint seals and spall repairs
Present
Eastgate Air Cargo facility ‐ 658,500‐sf air cargo sorting and distribution building and associated vehicular
parking; a 25,000‐sf maintenance building; a 25,000‐sf ground support equipment (GSE) service building;
aircraft parking/docking for 14 aircraft; onsite infrastructure to support the aircraft operations; and two
new bridges to provide site access from E. 3rd Street
Foreseeable An additional row of hangars is proposed east of the Sheriff’s facility. The additional development would
Future
provide five box hangars and one executive hangar.
Source: Gibbs, Mark, Director of Aviation, SBIAA 2020.
11

The federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) prohibits federal agencies from funding actions that would contaminate a U.S.
EPA‐designated sole source aquifer or its recharge area.
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3.14.2 Off‐Airport Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Table 3J provides information on off‐airport projects that have occurred in the past five years (2015‐
2019), are ongoing (2020), or are planned for the next five years (2021‐2025) that are within a general
two‐mile radius of the project area and are considered by the surrounding jurisdictions to warrant
consideration in this EA (Exhibit 3G).
TABLE 3J
Off‐Airport Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
San Bernardino International Airport
No. Time Frame Local Jurisdiction
Address or Location
Past/Present City of Highland
27969 Greenspot Road
1
(2019‐2020)
Past/Present City of Highland
27457 Base Line Street
2
(2019‐2020)
3
Past (2019)
City of Highland
5th Street & Church Avenue
4
Present
City of Highland
5th Street & Church Avenue
5
Present
City of Highland
Lillian Lane (south terminus)
6
Past (2018)
City of Highland
26531 Base Line Street
7
Present
City of Highland
26459 Base Line Street
Foreseeable City of Highland
Base Line Street & Hillview
8
Future
Street (northeast corner)
Foreseeable EVWD
25318 & 25376 5th Street
9
Future
Past/Present IVDA
3rd & 5th Street Corridor
10
(Victoria Avenue to City Creek)
Past
City of Redlands
2492 W. San Bernardino
11
Avenue
Past
City of San Bernardino 1990 E. Riverview Drive
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Past
Past
Present
Present

City of San Bernardino
City of San Bernardino
City of San Bernardino
City of San Bernardino

Foreseeable
Future
Foreseeable
Future
Foreseeable
Future

City of San Bernardino
City of Redlands
City of Redlands

2639 E. Amanda Street
6th Street & Sterling Avenue
W. 5th Street (APN 1192‐311‐01)
Baseline Street (APN 0278‐063‐
12)
26311 and 26331 Cypress
Avenue
27358 Pioneer Avenue
Alabama Street & Palmetto
Avenue (northwest corner)

Project Decription
Highland Crossroads retail space
(appx. 50,000 sf)
St. Adelaide Ministry Office Expansion
(appx. 9,000 sf)
Warehouse space (153,860 sf)
8 detached single‐family units
13 detached single‐family units
Restaurant remodel
Commercial/retail remodel
Commercial/retail
Wastewater recycling facilities
Street improvements ‐ paving,
installation of curbs and gutters, etc.
Industrial space (pre‐fab, 8,000 sf)
Reuse of industrial space for pallet
and lumber recycling (55,000 sf)
3 detached single‐famiy lots
Industrial space (appx. 400,000 sf)
Industrial space (73,300 sf)
Commercial ‐ gas station,
convenience store (7,250 sf), car wash
Towing and impound expansion
Industrial warehouse/office space
(460,537 sf)
Warehouse space (1,200,000 sf)

Sources: City of Highland 2020; City of Redlands 2020; East Valley Water District website 2020; IVDA website 2020; SBIAA and FAA 2019.
sf = square feet; EVWD = East Valley Water District; IVDA = Inland Valley Development Agency; APN = Assessor’s Parcel Number
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Exhibit 3G
OFF-AIRPORT CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
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CHAPTER FOUR

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
AND MITIGATION

Chapter Four
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION
4.1

Environmental Assessment for
Proposed Land Exchange

INTRODUCTION

The potential for environmental effects resulting from the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives
are presented in this chapter in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1F,
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures (FAA 2015b), the 1050.1F Desk Reference (FAA 2020),
and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport
Actions (FAA 2006). These two alternatives are summarized below and are discussed further in Chapter
Two, Alternatives of this Environmental Assessment (EA).


Proposed Action alternative – The Proposed Action alternative is to release the San Bernardino
International Airport Authority (SBIAA) from its federal obligations to use 10.306 acres of SBIAA‐
owned property for aviation purposes (Parcel A) and to exchange the released land with 10.306
acres of property owned by the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) (Parcel D) through
a real property transfer.



No Action alternative – Under the No Action alternative, SBIAA would not release 10.306 acres
of SBIAA‐owned land from federal obligations and would not transfer the Parcel A to the SMBMI
in exchange for 10.306 acres of SMBMI‐owned land (Parcel D).

The environmental consequences of each impact category include consideration of the following1:


Direct effects – Direct effects are defined as those which are caused by the action and occur at
the same time and place (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [C.F.R.] 1508.8[a], Council of Envi‐
ronmental Quality [CEQ] Regulations). Because the Proposed Action alternative is an adminis‐
trative action (i.e., exchanging ownership of two parcels of equal size) and since both parcels are
in the same general area and share a similar environment, direct effects of the Proposed Action
alternative are not anticipated.



Indirect effects and their significance – Indirect effects are defined as those which are caused by
the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable
(40 C.F.R. 1508.8[b]). In the case of the Proposed Action, indirect effects are addressed through
the analysis of the Similar Action described below.



Cumulative effects and their significance – Cumulative effects are defined as the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency or person under‐
takes the other actions (40 C.F.R. 1508.7, 1508.8, 1508.27[b][7], and CEQ Guidance on consider‐
ing cumulative impacts under NEPA).

This EA is based on the 1978 CEQ regulations. FAA began its environmental review in August 2020, prior to the implemen‐
tation of the new CEQ regulations, effective September 14, 2020.

1
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In addition to the Proposed Action, this EA provides discussion of a Similar Action as defined in 40 C.F.R.
1508.25 (a)(2) and described in Section 1.6 of this EA. The SMBMI is currently considering a site‐specific
development plan for the new property (Parcel A) in conjunction with approximately 37 acres of adjacent
property already owned by SMBMI. As shown previously in Exhibit 1D, the proposed development in‐
volves approximately 1.1 million square feet (sf) of industrial/warehouse space. If the proposed land
exchange does not occur, the SMBMI’s warehouse project could move forward using SMBMI’s currently
owned parcel (Parcel D).
If warranted, mitigation or avoidance/minimization measures are listed which will mitigate, eliminate,
or reduce potential environmental impacts. Special purpose laws which protect various environmental
resources are also identified, as applicable.

4.2

RESOURCES NOT IMPACTED BY PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

As an administrative action, the Proposed Action or No Action alternatives would have no direct, indirect,
or cumulative impact to the categories listed in Table 4A. Either these resources do not occur within the
project or general study areas or no change would result from the Proposed Action when compared to
the No Action alternative.
In addition, the Similar Action, which could occur at different locations within the general study area
depending on whether the Proposed Action or the No Action alternative is selected, would have no di‐
rect, indirect, or cumulative impact to the categories listed in Table 4A.
TABLE 4A
Resource Categories Not Affected by the Proposed Action or Similar Action
Resource Category
Rationale for No Further Analysis
Coastal Resources
There are no coastal resources located within the project and general study areas.
Department of Transportation
There are no publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife or waterfowl refuges,
Act, Section 4(f)
or historic resources of significance within the project and general study areas. Neither
the Proposed Action nor the Similar Action would result in physical or constructive use
or substantial impairment of Section 4(f) resources.
Farmlands
The project and general study areas are classified as “not prime farmland” by the
United States (U.S.) Department of Agriculture. The Farmland Protection Policy Act
does not apply.
Noise and Noise‐Compatible Land No change to the existing condition would result from the Proposed Action compared
Use
to the No Action alternative. The Similar Action would generate vehicular noise related
to construction and operation traffic from the proposed warehouse. However, there
are no stationary noise sources or sensitive noise receptors within the project or gen‐
eral study areas nor are they within a 65 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) or greater noise contour for aircraft noise.
Visual Effects (Light Emissions)
The project and general study areas are industrial in nature, and no sensitive receptors
to lighting or glare would be affected by the Proposed Action or the Similar Action.
Visual Effects (Visual Re‐
There are no areas at the Airport or within the project or general study areas that are
sources/Visual Character)
visually important or contain unique visual characteristics. The project and general
study areas are vacant, previously disturbed parts of the former Norton Air Force Base
(AFB) and have been previously paved or bladed.
Water Resources (Wetlands [and The project and general study areas do not contain wetlands or other waters of the
Other Jurisdictional Waters])
U.S. There are no aquatic habitats (including wetlands or stock ponds), broadleaf de‐
ciduous riparian vegetative communities, or hydric soils.
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TABLE 4A (Continued)
Resource Categories Not Affected by the Proposed Action or Similar Action
Resource Category
Rationale for No Further Analysis
Water Resources (Floodplains)
No 100‐year floodplains are identified for the project and general study areas. The
Proposed Action and Similar Action are outside the 100‐year floodplain based on the
applicable Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) panel (06071C8701J).
Water Resources (Surface
No changes in impervious surface or existing drainage patterns would result from the
Waters)
Proposed Action. All stormwater runoff from the Similar Action will be conveyed to ex‐
isting stormwater infrastructure under the conditions of a site‐specific stormwater per‐
mit and SWPPP. As discussed in Section 4.6.3, Pollution Prevention, the Airport will be
required to amend its existing General Industrial Stormwater Permit and stormwater pol‐
lution prevention plan (SWPPP) to reflect the revised airport property boundary.
Water Resources (Groundwater)
Groundwater is more than 50 feet below ground surface within the project and general
study areas, and the closest sole source aquifer is located more than 90 miles from the
Airport.
Water Resources (Wild and
There are no wild and scenic rivers or other rivers under study for designation to the
Scenic Rivers)
National System within the project and general study areas. The nearest wild and sce‐
nic designated river segment is on the north fork of the San Jacinto River, located more
than 33 miles southeast of the Airport; the nearest National River Inventory feature is
Deep Creek, located approximately nine miles northeast of the Airport.

4.3

AIR QUALITY

Regulatory Setting
Under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants, as described in Section 3.3. Section 176(c) of the CAA requires pro‐
jects overseen by federal agencies to demonstrate that they conform to State Implementation Plans
(SIPs) in U.S. EPA‐designated air quality nonattainment areas. Pursuant to this responsibility, U.S. EPA
codified the General Conformity regulations of the CAA. Per these regulations, federal actions in nonat‐
tainment areas must demonstrate that annual project‐related air emissions do not cause or contribute
to continued air quality violations in the area by remaining within the applicable de minimis thresholds.2
Both the federal CAA and FAA provide guidance for conducting air quality analyses for airport projects
under NEPA (FAA 2015a).
State air quality regulations are enforced by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), while regional air
quality regulations are enforced by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).

2

Under the General Conformity Rule, all reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect emissions occurring due to federally supported
actions should be quantified and compared against de minimis thresholds in what is known as an applicability test. The applicability
test is only conducted on pollutants for which the area is classified as either maintenance or nonattainment. Annual project‐related
emissions beneath the de minimis thresholds are considered to conform to state SIPs; annual emissions exceeding the thresholds
require additional analysis to determine if the emissions are in violation of the applicable SIP.
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Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Significance Threshold: A significant impact to air quality would occur when pollutant
concentrations exceed one or more of the NAAQS as established by the U.S. EPA under the Clean Air Act, for
any of the time periods analyzed, or increase the frequency or severity of any such existing violations.

Although the Proposed Action would not generate construction or operational emissions (as it is a trans‐
fer of ownership only), the Similar Action discussed in this EA would involve the construction and oper‐
ation of a warehouse. A construction and operational inventory of anticipated emissions for this pro‐
posed development has been prepared using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Ver‐
sion 2016.3.2. The CalEEMod software model, published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with various California air districts, estimates on‐road vehicle
emissions, such as those from dump trucks or light‐duty work trucks, and off‐road vehicle emissions,
such as heavy construction equipment.
The analysis contained in this EA summarizes the results of a detailed air quality impact study prepared on
the Similar Action by Urban Crossroads (2020a), which is incorporated into this EA by reference and is on
file with SBIAA. The Urban Crossroads report contains descriptions of the various types of emissions mod‐
eled and reports the emission results in pounds/day for construction activity as well as both heavy‐duty
truck and passenger vehicle trips anticipated during operations. For this EA, the CalEEMod modeling out‐
puts were converted from pounds/day to tons/year. The resulting CalEEMod printouts are also on file with
the SBIAA.
No Action Alternative
No additional emissions would occur under the No Action alternative.
Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action would not result in additional emissions compared to the No Action alternative
since it would not involve physical changes to the project study area but is a land exchange only. “Trans‐
fers of ownership, interests, and titles in land, facilities, and real and personal properties, regardless of
the form or method of the transfer” are listed as exemptions to the Clean Air Act’s general conformity
requirements as they are presumed to conform (72 Federal Register [F.R.] 41568).
Similar Action
Table 4B provides the estimated construction emissions for the proposed warehouse. (It should be
noted that certain state and local regulations require that measures be included during construction.
These measures have been included in the CalEEMod model as the “mitigated” scenario. Since they
would be required for project approval, they are the values reported in Table 4B below.) As there is no
federal action required for approval of the Similar Action, this information is provided for disclosure
purposes only.
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TABLE 4B
Similar Action Construction Emissions (Tons/Year)
VOC1
2
Federal de minimis Thresholds
10
Year 2021 ‐ Water Tank Relocation
0.02
Year 2021 ‐ Construction
2
Year 2021 ‐ Combined
2.02
Year 2022 ‐ Construction
2.09

NOx1
10
0.17
7.77
7.94
3.57

CO
100
0.13
7.89
8.02
3.99

SO2
70
< 0.01
0.02
0.02
0.01

PM10
100
0.01
1.4
1.41
0.77

PM2.5
70
< 0.01
0.58
0.58
0.28

Sources: U.S. EPA website 2020; Urban Crossroads 2020a; Coffman Associates analysis (CalEEMod version 2016.3.2)
1
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (also called ROGs) and NOx, which are O3 precursors, are used in modeling for O3.
2
The de minimis thresholds reflect those for areas in extreme nonattainment for O3, serious nonattainment for PM2.5, and
maintenance areas for CO, NO2, and PM10. See Section 3.4.

Table 4C provides the estimated operation emissions for the proposed warehouse once the project
opening has occurred (2022 or after). As there is no federal action for the warehouse project, this infor‐
mation is provided for disclosure purposes only.
TABLE 4C
Similar Action Operational Emissions (Tons/Year)
VOC1
2
Federal de minimis Thresholds
10
Area
4.8
Energy
0.18
Mobile (includes heavy‐duty truck and pas‐
1.63
senger vehicle trips)
Off‐road
0.2
Total
6.81

NOx1
10
< 0.01
1.61

CO
100
0.04
1.35

SO2
70
0
0.01

PM10
100
< 0.01
0.12

PM2.5
70
< 0.01
0.12

27.73

19.3

0.12

8.73

2.42

1.76
31.1

1.21
21.9

> 0.01
0.13

0.06
8.91

0.06
2.6

Sources: U.S. EPA website 2020; Urban Crossroads 2020a; Coffman Associates analysis (CalEEMod version 2016.3.2)
1
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (also called ROGs) and NOx, which are O3 precursors, are used in modeling for O3.
2
The de minimis thresholds reflect those for areas in extreme nonattainment for O3, serious nonattainment for PM2.5,
and maintenance areas for CO, NO2, and PM10. See Section 3.4.

When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to air quality since the Proposed Action
and the No Action alternatives would both be presumed to conform under the CAA, and the proposed
warehouse under the Similar Action could be constructed under either the Proposed Action or the No
Action alternative. Although the modeling for the warehouse’s operational emissions indicates that it
would generate NOx, an ozone precursor, in quantities over federal de minimis thresholds for extreme
nonattainment areas (Table 4C), this is not an impact of any federal action. The warehouse project is
currently being evaluated under state environmental regulations as well as through SCAQMD.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant air quality impacts when combining the impacts of the Proposed Action
and Similar Action and comparing them to the No Action alternative, no mitigation measures are re‐
quired to reduce Air Quality impacts.
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The proposed warehouse project has included the following minimization measures to help reduce its
overall operational emissions:


Non‐Diesel Cargo Handling Equipment. All on‐site outdoor cargo‐handling equipment (including
yard trucks, hostlers, yard goats, pallet jacks, forklifts, and other on‐site equipment) shall be elec‐
tric or non‐diesel fueled. All on‐site indoor forklifts shall be powered by electricity.



Require Posting of Signs to State that Trucks and Equipment be Turned Off When Not in Use.
All facilities will post signs requiring that trucks and on‐site equipment shall not be left idling for
more than five minutes pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485,
which limits idle times to not more than five minutes. Nighttime (after 10:00 PM) truck idling
would not be permitted.

However, as there is no federal action for the warehouse project, this mitigation is not the responsibility
of the FAA.

4.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Regulatory Setting
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is charged with overseeing the requirements of the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA), specifically Section 7, which sets forth requirements for consultation to
determine if a proposed action “may affect” a federally endangered or threatened species. If an agency
determines that an action “may affect” a federally protected species, then Section 7(a)(2) requires the
agency to consult with USFWS to ensure that any action the agency authorizes, funds, or carries out is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any federally listed endangered or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. If a species has been listed as a
candidate species, Section 7(a)(4) states that each agency must confer with USFWS.
Additional federal laws protecting fish, wildlife, and plants include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA),
which prohibits activities that would harm migratory birds, their eggs, or nests, and the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), which prohibits the take (defined as “pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison,
wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb”) of bald and golden eagles, including their parts,
nests, or eggs, without a permit. Executive Order (E.O.) 13312, Invasive Species, aims to prevent the
introduction of invasive species as a result of a proposed action.
State regulations include the California Endangered Species Act (California ESA), which ensures legal pro‐
tection for plants listed as rare or endangered and species of wildlife that are formally listed as endan‐
gered or threatened, and various sections of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC).
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Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Significance Threshold: A significant impact to federally listed threatened or endangered
species would occur when the USFWS determines the Proposed Action would be likely to jeopardize the con‐
tinued existence of a federally listed threatened or endangered species or would result in the destruction or
adverse modification of federally designated critical habitat.
FAA has not established a significance threshold for non‐listed species. However, a factor to consider for this
Proposed Action is if the action would have the potential for adverse impacts to special‐status species (e.g.,
state species of concern, species proposed for listing, migratory birds, or bald and golden eagles) or their
habitats.

Biotic resources are the various types of flora (plants) and fauna (animals) and the habitat supporting
those species located in a particular area. Federally listed species known to occur in San Bernardino
County (county) were researched using USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) species
lists and the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Biological resources surveys were per‐
formed on the project study area on April 26, 2019 (Jericho Systems, Inc. 2019) and on the general study
area on March 12, 2020 (Glenn Lukas Associates, Inc. [GLA] 2020) to determine if appropriate habitat for
listed or special‐status species is present. Birds protected by the MBTA and the BGEPA, as well as their
habitat, were similarly researched and their presence or absence documented during the field surveys.
(As noted in Section 3.5, focused surveys for burrowing owl [Athene cunicularia] were also completed
from March through June 2020 [GLA 2020].)
No Action Alternative
No impacts to biological resources would occur under the No Action alternative. Under the No Action
alternative, existing trees would remain on the project study area. Future removal of the trees and/or
development of the project study area would be required to comply with all applicable environmental
regulations, including those that protect special‐status species.
Proposed Action Alternative
Based on the information in Section 3.5 of this EA, no suitable habitat or federally listed species have
been observed or are likely to occur in the project study area, and there is no designated critical habitat.
In addition, designated critical habitat adjacent to the general study area has not retained its primary
constituent elements. FAA has determined the Proposed Action will not affect any federally listed
Threatened or Endangered Species or designated critical habitat. Therefore, there is no requirement for
Formal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973.
The project study area contains eucalyptus trees and live oak trees that have the potential to provide
nestable habitat to migratory birds. There was no evidence of historic or current use of the project study
area by burrowing owls. The Proposed Action alternative would not result in adverse impacts to special‐
status species (such as migratory birds) as the action would be administrative only, and no vegetation re‐
moval or ground disturbance is proposed. Existing trees would remain on the project study area. Future
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removal of the trees and/or development of the project study area would be required to comply with all
applicable environmental regulations, including those that protect special‐status species (see discussion
below under Similar Action).
Similar Action
Based on the information in Section 3.5 of this EA, no suitable habitat or federally or state listed species
have been observed or are likely to occur in the general study area. In addition, designated critical hab‐
itat adjacent to the general study area has not retained its primary constituent elements. Therefore, no
impacts to federally or state listed species or critical habitat would occur due to the Similar Action. Po‐
tentially adverse impacts to migratory birds protected under the MBTA could occur if avoidance and/or
minimization measures are not enforced. However, these measures are required to avoid take under
both federal and state law. See Avoidance/Minimization Measures below.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to biological resources.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant impacts when comparing the Proposed Action to the No Action alterna‐
tive, no mitigation measures are required for Biological Resources.
Avoidance/Minimization Measures
The following avoidance/minimization measure is already required by both the USFWS and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to avoid impacts to birds protected by the MBTA and the CFGC,
respectively, for the Similar Action:


4.5

A qualified biologist will be retained to conduct pre‐construction surveys for nests in proximity
to proposed construction activities if construction occurs during an applicable nesting season for
migratory birds (generally between February 1 and September 15). Pre‐construction surveys will
be conducted no more than three days prior to disturbance of the project site, including disking,
demolition activities, and grading. If bird nests are identified during the pre‐construction surveys,
the qualified biologist will notify the appropriate resource agencies. An adequate no‐disturbance
buffer (as determined by the resource agency) will be imposed within which no construction ac‐
tivities or disturbance should take place until the nests are no longer occupied, and the juvenile
birds can survive independently from the nests.

CLIMATE

Regulatory Setting
In 2017, the CEQ withdrew its draft, and then its final, guidance on consideration of greenhouse gases
(GHGs) and their contribution to climate change during federal agency NEPA reviews. See Withdrawal
of Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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and the Effects of Climate Change on NEPA Reviews (April 5, 2017).3 However, although there are no
federal standards for aviation‐related emissions, it is well‐established that GHG emissions can affect cli‐
mate (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2014; U.S. Global Change Research Program
2009). For further discussion of federal guidance on GHG review, see Section 3.6.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA has not identified any significance thresholds for aviation‐related GHG emissions, and there are
currently no accepted methods of determining significance applicable to aviation projects given the small
percentage of emissions they contribute.

The following EA section discloses the potential incremental change in GHG emissions that would result
from the Proposed Action or the Similar Action compared to the No Action alternative for the same
timeframe. It then discusses the context for interpreting and understanding the potential changes. The
methodology to disclose GHG emissions within this EA includes quantification of emissions with com‐
puter software. As described previously in Section 4.3, emissions from proposed construction and op‐
erational activity for the Similar Action were modeled using the CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. The inputs
used to calculate the air pollutant emissions in Section 4.3.1 were also used to calculate GHG emissions.
The resulting reports are on file with the SBIAA.
The GHG estimates are provided for information only as the FAA has not identified specific factors to
consider in making a significance determination for GHG emissions.
No Action Alternative
No additional GHGs would occur under the No Action alternative and, thus, no impacts to climate change
would occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action would not result in additional GHGs since it would not involve physical changes to
the project study area but is a land exchange only. Therefore, no impacts to climate would occur when
compared to the No Action alternative.
Similar Action
Table 4D shows the estimated amounts of GHG pollutants in metric tons per year [MT/yr]) calculated by
CalEEMod for each GHG per calendar year of construction. These measures have been included in the
CalEEMod model as the “mitigated” scenarios. Since they would be required for project approval, they
are the values reported in Table 4D and Table 4E below. These amounts are then multiplied by the
global warming potential (GWP) for each GHG to determine the final carbon dioxide equivalent4 (CO2e)
3

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/04/05/2017‐06770/withdrawal‐of‐final‐guidance‐for‐federal‐depart‐
ments‐and‐agencies‐on‐consideration‐of‐greenhouse‐gas
4
CO2e factors in the individual GWPs for carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O). This allows the compu‐
tation of overall global warming impacts by accounting for how much energy the emissions of one ton of a particular gas would
absorb over a given period of time compared to the emissions of one ton of CO2.
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total for that calendar year. As shown in Table 4D, the first year of construction would result in approx‐
imately 1,967 MT of CO2e; the second year of construction would result in approximately 1,143 MT of
CO2e.
TABLE 4D
Similar Action Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)
CO2
CH4
GWP
1
36
Year 2021 ‐ Water Tower Relocation
21.16
0.01
Year 2021 ‐ Construction
1,938.36
0.28
Year 2021 ‐ Combined
1,959.52
0.29
Year 2022 ‐ Construction
1,140.15
0.11

N2O
298
0
0
0
0

Total CO2e1
21.29
1,945.46
1,966.75
1,142.83

Source: Urban Crossroads 2020a; Coffman Associates analysis (CalEEMod version 2016.3.2)
1
CO2e totals account for the GWP of each GHG. Final CO2e numbers may differ slightly from those shown in the reports
generated by CalEEMod, due to rounding of numbers.
MT/yr = metric tons per year; GWP = global warming potential; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent

Operational GHG emissions would be generated due to area sources (such as cleaning products, archi‐
tectural coatings, and landscape equipment), emissions from energy use, vehicular trips related to the
employees and deliveries (large truck traffic), and operational off‐road equipment (such as forklifts, load‐
ers, etc.), as well as GHGs related to solid waste disposal and water use once the project opening has
occurred (2022 or after).5 The estimated amounts of annual GHGs for the Similar Action are 23,617
MT/CO2e (Table 4E). (It should be noted that certain state and local regulations require that measures
be included during both construction and operation.)
TABLE 4E
Similar Action Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)
CO2
CH4
GWP
1
36
Area
0.07
< 0.01
Energy
7,020.44
0.25
Mobile
14,100.20
0.89
Off‐road
422.57
0.14
Waste
220.13
13.01
Water
1,191.45
8.74
Total
22,954.86
23.03

N2O
298
0
0.08
0
0
0
0.21
0.29

Total CO2e1
0.07
7,049.69
14,122.38
425.99
545.36
1,473.91
23,617.40

Source: Urban Crossroads 2020a; Coffman Associates analysis (CalEEMod version 2016.3.2)
1
CO2e totals account for the GWP of each GHG. Final CO2e numbers may differ slightly from those shown in the reports generated
by CalEEMod, due to rounding of numbers.
MT/yr = metric tons per year; GWP = global warming potential; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent

The Similar Action would contribute GHGs to the air basin related to construction, vehicular traffic, and
energy use from the proposed warehouse.

5

Project‐related GHGs are based on the “Mitigated” CalEEMod outputs in order to incorporate the 2019 Title 24 CALGreen
standards, high efficiency outdoor lighting, construction BMPs, water conservation strategies (use of reclaimed water, installa‐
tion of low flow fixtures, etc.), and 50 percent waste diversion.
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Since the Proposed Action is an administrative action only, there would not be an increase in GHGs over
the No Action alternative when combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and
comparing them to the No Action alternative. The proposed warehouse under the Similar Action could
be constructed under either the Proposed Action or the No Action alternative.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
No mitigation measures are required for Climate impacts as there are no significant impacts when com‐
paring the Proposed Action to the No Action alternative.

4.6

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SOLID WASTE, AND POLLUTION PREVENTION

4.6.1 Hazardous Materials
Regulatory Setting
Disturbing areas that contain hazardous materials or contaminants can cause significant impacts to soil,
surface water, groundwater, air quality, and the organisms using these resources. In addition, exposure
to hazardous materials can cause health risks to humans. Four primary federal laws govern the handling
and disposal of hazardous materials, chemicals, substances, and wastes. The two statutes of most im‐
portance to airport projects are the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the
Federal Facilities Compliance Act of 1992) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa‐
tion, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended (also known as Superfund). RCRA governs the generation,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes; CERCLA provides for cleanup of any release of a
hazardous substance into the environment. These laws may extend to past and future landowners of
properties containing these materials.
Locations identified as Superfund sites are listed on the National Priority List (NPL). Deletion of sites
from the NPL may occur once all response actions are complete and all cleanup goals have been
achieved. Since the U.S. EPA is the lead agency that enforces federal regulations impacting public health
as they relate to the environment, it is responsible for processing deletions with concurrence from the
appropriate state. A Partial Deletion site is a portion of an NPL site that has met the cleanup criteria.
Rather than wait until cleanup of an entire NPL site is completed, these areas are designated as Partial
Deletion sites (https://www.epa.gov/superfund/superfund‐npl‐deletion‐guidance‐and‐policy).
Other federal laws related to hazardous materials include the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act,
which regulates the handling and transport of hazardous materials and wastes, and the Toxic Substances
Control Act, which regulates and controls the use of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), as well as other
chemicals or toxic substances in commercial use. In addition, the air toxin provisions of the Clean Air Act
give authority to U.S. EPA to develop and enforce regulations to protect the public from exposure to
airborne contaminants that are known to be hazardous to human health (for example, asbestos).
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Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factors to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact
category. However, factors to consider are the Proposed Action’s potential to:





Violate applicable federal, state, tribal, or local laws or regulations regarding hazardous materials
management;
Involve a contaminated site, including, but not limited to, a site listed on the National Priorities List (NPL);
Produce an appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste; or
Adversely affect human health and the environment.

For preparation of this EA, the potential for the Proposed Action or No Action alternatives to create or
result in increased risk of exposing surrounding populations or the environment to hazardous materials
was assessed in light of the existing regulatory environment for the handling, storage, and disposal of
hazardous materials and waste. Remediation activities accomplished for the former Norton AFB were
also considered.
No Action Alternative
No adverse effects on human health or the environment related to hazardous materials management or
hazardous wastes would occur due to the No Action alternative. No physical change or use of the project
study area or impacts related to the use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials would take place.
Proposed Action Alternative
No physical change or use of the project study area would occur due to the Proposed Action alternative.
The exchange of 10.306 acres owned respectively by SBIAA and SMBMI would not result in the violation
of applicable laws or regulations regarding hazardous materials management nor would it produce an
appreciably different quantity or type of hazardous waste. The subject properties are, however, part of
a former Superfund site and prior remediation activities. As described in Section 3.7.1, the only remain‐
ing contamination is within the groundwater at concentrations below the maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) necessary for additional treatment to be required. There are no activities proposed as part of
the land exchange that would disturb the groundwater, and no significant risks related to hazardous
materials would occur.
Similar Action
Since the parcel related to the Similar Action is part of a larger area that has already been remediated
for former known contaminants, no direct or indirect impacts to the environment would occur. The
proposed warehouse would not trigger a concern for the FAA Order 1050.1F “factors to consider” stated
above.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to hazardous materials.
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Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
No mitigation measures are required for Hazardous Materials impacts as there are no significant impacts
when comparing the Proposed Action to the No Action alternative.
Avoidance/Minimization Measures
FAA requires that airports follow standard avoidance measures if previously unknown hazardous mate‐
rials are encountered. Therefore, the following avoidance/minimization measure shall apply to the par‐
cel acquired by SBIAA:


If previously unknown contaminants are discovered or a spill occurs, work (including routine
maintenance activity) shall be halted and the National Response Center notified, where applica‐
ble. At a minimum, the Airport administration shall be apprised of the situation. If necessary,
FAA and California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) shall also be notified.

4.6.2 Solid Waste
Regulatory Setting
The U.S. EPA regulates household, industrial, and manufacturing solid waste under RCRA. Under RCRA
Subtitle D, states are encouraged to develop comprehensive plans to manage nonhazardous industrial
solid and municipal waste. Subtitle D also establishes criteria for municipal solid waste landfills and
prohibits the open dumping of solid waste.
California's Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) brings together the state's
recycling and waste management programs. Assembly Bill (AB) 341 Solid Waste: Diversion, approved in
October 2011, set forth a statewide mandatory commercial recycling program, which has the goal of
reducing GHG emissions through the diversion of commercial solid waste to recycling efforts.6 The Cali‐
fornia Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 24, part 11)
includes mandatory measures for residential and nonresidential development in a variety of categories,
one of which relates to materials conservation and resource efficiency.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factors to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact
category. However, factors to consider are the Proposed Action’s potential to:


Generate an appreciably different quantity or type of solid waste or use a different method of col‐
lection or disposal and/or would exceed local capacity.

6

AB 341 is designed to help meet California’s recycling goal of 75 percent by the year 2020. Among other things, it requires
that all commercial business and public entities that generate four cubic yards or more of waste per week have a recycling
program in place.
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For operational solid waste estimates, average solid waste generation factors based on land use are
available from CalRecycle. CalRecycle compiles solid waste generation rates for commercial and indus‐
trial activities over an amount of time (i.e., day, year) to estimate new developments’ impact on the local
waste stream. These estimates are based on information from city and county planning departments,
as well as environmental departments across the state (CalRecycle website 2020a).
No Action Alternative
No additional generation of solid waste or impact to solid waste disposal would occur due to the No
Action alternative.
Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action would not result in additional solid waste generation since it would not involve
physical changes to the project study area but is a land exchange only.
Similar Action
The Similar Action would result in solid waste products. Based on a solid waste generation rate for man‐
ufacturing/warehouse industrial activity of 1.42 pounds/100 sf/day, the Similar Action would generate
approximately 8,236 pounds/day of solid waste (1,100,000 sf/100 sf x 1.42 pounds/100 sf/day = 15,620
pounds/day). Assuming a diversion rate of 75 percent, approximately 3,905 pounds/day (1.95 tons/day)
would be disposed in the San Timoteo or Mid‐Valley Sanitary Landfills. This amount of waste would not
exceed either landfill’s maximum or maximum daily permitted capacities (see Section 3.7.2).
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to solid waste disposal. The proposed
warehouse under the Similar Action could be constructed under either the Proposed Action or the No
Action alternative.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
As there are no significant Solid Waste impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action
alternative, no mitigation measures are required. Additional avoidance or minimization measures be‐
yond those required by existing state mandates are not necessary.
4.6.3 Pollution Prevention
Regulatory Setting
See discussion under Regulatory Setting for Section 4.6.1, Hazardous Materials. In addition, Section 402
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) created the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) pro‐
gram to authorize point source discharges of pollutants to waters of the U.S. consistent with the CWA.
In terms of water pollution, a point source is a single discharge source, such as a pipe coming from a
wastewater treatment plant. However, the federal Water Quality Control Act of 1987 amended the CWA
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to include regulation of certain discharges of pollutants in stormwater runoff under the NPDES program.
Federal regulations (40 C.F.R. 122.26) require certain industrial facility owners and/or operators to ob‐
tain stormwater discharge permits. The specific types of facilities that need coverage are dependent
upon the facility's Standard Industrial Classification Code.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factor to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact cate‐
gory. However, a factor to consider is the Proposed Action’s potential to:


Adversely affect human health and the environment.

No Action Alternative
No changes to the Airport environment or its existing pollution prevention procedures would occur un‐
der the No Action alternative.
Proposed Action Alternative
In terms of pollution prevention, the Airport requires that all tenants comply with all applicable hazard‐
ous materials and waste regulations. Since the subject parcels are part of a larger area that has already
been remediated for former known contaminants and no known contaminants remain within the project
study area, no direct or indirect impacts to the environment or the Airport’s existing pollution prevention
procedures would occur.
The Airport operates under a General Industrial Stormwater permit and implements a SWPPP. These
procedures, already in place at the Airport, would apply to the parcel acquired by SBIAA under the Pro‐
posed Action. The Airport would be required to amend its existing General Industrial Stormwater Permit
and SWPPP to reflect the revised Airport property boundary.
Similar Action
During construction of the Similar Action, contractors would be held responsible for reporting any dis‐
charges of hazardous materials or other substances. Applicable federal, state, and local regulatory re‐
quirements, as discussed in Section 4.6.1, would ensure that impacts related to the use of hazardous
materials and/or accidental spills during construction would not adversely affect human health and the
environment. Applicable federal, state, and local regulatory requirements would also ensure that im‐
pacts related to the use of hazardous materials during operation of the Similar Action would not ad‐
versely affect human health and the environment.
The parcel acquired by SMBMI would no longer be covered by the Airport’s General Industrial Storm‐
water Permit. All stormwater runoff from the Similar Action will be conveyed to existing stormwater
infrastructure under the conditions of a site‐specific stormwater permit and SWPPP. Best management
practices (BMPs) would be required to minimize the potential adverse effect to the public and environ‐
ment per state and local regulations.
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When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to pollution prevention.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant Pollution Prevention impacts of the Proposed Action when compared
to the No Action alternative, no mitigation measures are required. In addition, since there are regulatory
avoidance and minimization measures related to pollution prevention already in place that are applied
to all development, the construction or operation of the Similar Action would not adversely affect human
health and the environment.
Avoidance/Minimization Measures
The following project‐specific avoidance/minimization measure will also be required for the Airport as
part of its ongoing permitting procedures.


4.7

The Airport shall amend its existing General Industrial Stormwater Permit and SWPPP to reflect
the revised Airport property boundary.

HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

Regulatory Setting
Determination of a project’s environmental impact to historic and cultural resources is made under guid‐
ance in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, the Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. In addition, the Antiquities Act of 1906, the Historic Sites Act of
1935, and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 also protect historical, architectural, archae‐
ological, and cultural resources. Impacts may occur when a proposed project causes an adverse effect on
a property which has been identified (or is unearthed during construction) as having historical, architec‐
tural, archaeological, or cultural significance. Determining adverse effects on historic resources is based
on criteria established in 36 C.F.R. 800 of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) regulations.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factor to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact cat‐
egory. However, a factor to consider is if the Proposed Action would result in a finding of “adverse effect”
through the Section 106 process.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertaking (or action)
on properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). For pur‐
poses of determining adverse impacts to historical, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources
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and for conducting Section 106 consultation under the NHPA, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) has been
established for the Proposed Action (Exhibit 4A).
The APE for the Proposed Action is 20.612 acres and is co‐located with the project study area. (Since no
physical changes to the project study area are proposed, visual or other impacts to potential resources
located off‐site would not occur, and no indirect APE has been evaluated.) Potential resources within
the Proposed Action’s APE have been evaluated for their eligibility for listing on the NRHP.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action alternative, no impacts to historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural re‐
sources would occur as no physical changes to, or use of, the project study area would occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
The APE for the Proposed Action alternative is shown in Exhibit 4A. As discussed in Section 3.8, in March
and April 2019, a cultural resources study of the APE was completed to inform FAA’s findings under
Section 106 of the NHPA. No historic properties were encountered throughout the course of the cultural
resources study, and the subsurface sediments in the APE appear to be relatively low in potential for
containing significant archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin (CRM TECH 2019).
Therefore, FAA has made a finding of “no historic properties affected.” The State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) concurred with this finding on November 4, 2020 (Appendix C).
As previously described in Section 3.8, FAA provided 12 federally recognized tribes and/or those tradi‐
tionally and culturally affiliated with the project area with an opportunity to request consultation on the
Proposed Action. The following tribes responded: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians; Quechan Tribe
of the Fort Yuma Reservation; San Manuel Band of Mission Indians; and Gabrieleno Band of Mission
Indians ‐ Kizh Nation. One request for government‐to‐government consultation was received from the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians ‐ Kizh Nation. Based on this request, FAA contacted the tribal rep‐
resentative. The tribe has requested that they be present during any ground disturbance (Appendix C).
Similar Action
Since there is no federal action for the warehouse project, FAA has not made an “effects” finding under
the NHPA. However, based on a cultural resources study conducted on the proposed Similar Action site
in August 2020, no significant historical or cultural resources were encountered within the Similar Action
project area. Therefore, a recommendation was made to the City of San Bernardino by the project ar‐
chaeologist of a conclusion of “no impact” regarding historical resources (CRM TECH 2020).7

7

The proposed warehouse project calls for the existing on‐site water tower to be moved to a new location within the project
area for long‐term preservation or to be replicated if relocation is found to be infeasible for structural reasons. While the
Norton water tower is not eligible for listing on the NRHP or state historic register, it retains sufficient local historical interest
to warrant special consideration in the planning process. By proposing to relocate it for long‐term preservation (or to repli‐
cate it if relocation proves not to be feasible), the Similar Action would protect local historical interest in the structure.
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When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to historical, architectural, archaeologi‐
cal, and cultural resources.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural Resource impacts
of the Proposed Action when compared to the No Action alternative, no mitigation measures are re‐
quired.
Avoidance/Minimization Measures
Per the NHPA, standard avoidance/minimization measures must be followed if previously unknown cul‐
tural materials are encountered as listed below:


4.8

Unanticipated Discovery Measure – Consistent with 36 C.F.R. 800.13(b)(3) regarding the protec‐
tion of historic properties, if cultural resources are encountered during construction of the Similar
Action, all work (including routine maintenance activity) shall be halted and interested tribes and
the SHPO notified as soon as possible to determine the appropriate course of action.

LAND USE

Regulatory Setting
Pursuant to Title 49 United States Code (U.S.C.) Section 47107(a)(10), an airport sponsor is required to
provide written assurance that appropriate action has been taken, or will be taken, to ensure that existing
and planned land uses adjacent to or near an airport are compatible with normal airport operations. An
airport is also required, per 49 U.S.C. 47106(a)(1), to ensure that its proposed actions would be consistent
with existing land use plans.
In addition, 40 C.F.R. 1502.16(c) requires that an EA discuss possible conflicts between the proposed
action and the objectives of applicable land use plans, policies, and controls for the areas concerned.
Where an inconsistency exists, the EA should describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile
its action with the plan (40 C.F.R. 1506.2[d]).
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factor to Consider: FAA Order 1050.1F, Exhibit 4‐1 states that the FAA has not established
a significance threshold for land use and that there are no specific independent factors to consider. Rather,
the determination that significant impacts exist in the land use impact category is normally dependent on
the significance of other impacts (for example, noise and land use compatibility, socioeconomics, dispropor‐
tionate impacts to environmental justice or children populations, or visual effects).
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As described previously in Table 4A, the Proposed Action would not have impacts related to noise and
land use compatibility or visual effects. No change to the existing condition (i.e., the No Action alterna‐
tive) would occur. (For a discussion of potential impacts to socioeconomics [such as traffic impacts],
environmental justice or children populations, see Section 4.10.) The following discussion focuses on
consistency with applicable land use plans.
No Action Alternative
No land use plan or policy changes would be needed if the No Action alternative is implemented. The
subject parcels would remain vacant, semi‐improved lands owned respectively by SBIAA (Parcel A) and
SMBMI (Parcel D).
Proposed Action Alternative
No land use changes are proposed by SBIAA as part of the Proposed Action alternative. The subject
parcels are highly disturbed with minimal site improvements (i.e., telephone poles/lines [Parcel A]. Vic‐
toria Avenue is also present on Parcel D.
Both parcels are located within the City of San Bernardino and are included on its general plan land use
and zoning maps. However, Parcel D is included in the San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan
and Parcel A is not. Therefore, the San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan would need to be
amended to reflect the Proposed Action prior to any future development on either of the affected par‐
cels. This specific plan was last amended in 2007 (Specific Plan Amendment No. 5). The SBIAA is cur‐
rently working on an update to the San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan that will include the
proposed land exchange.
Similar Action
The Similar Action would require a City of San Bernardino rezone and general plan amendment for the
portion of the site included in the proposed land exchange, subject to the City of San Bernardino’s dis‐
cretion. This is because the current SBIAA‐owned parcel (Parcel A) is zoned and designated as PF (Public
Facilities) rather than IL (Light Industrial). In addition, the City of San Bernardino would be required to
approve the proposed site plan. However, the Similar Action is located within an area already developed
with light industrial uses. No land use impacts would occur from the proposed development.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to land use.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant Land Use impacts of the Proposed Action when compared to the No
Action alternative, no mitigation measures are required .
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4.9

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

Regulatory Setting
Sections 1502.16(e) and (f) of the CEQ Regulations require that federal agencies consider energy require‐
ments, natural depletable resource requirements, and the conservation potential of alternatives and
mitigation measures as part of their NEPA analysis. In addition, CALGreen (CCR, Title 24, part 11) requires
that numerous energy and resource efficiency measures be incorporated into new development.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factor to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact cate‐
gory. However, a factor to consider is if the Proposed Action would have the potential to exceed available or
future supplies of natural or energy supply resources.

No Action Alternative
No physical changes to the project study area would occur under the No Action alternative, and no ad‐
ditional uses of natural resources or demand for energy would occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
Since the Proposed Action is an administrative action only, no additional use of natural resources or
demand for energy would occur.
Similar Action
The new building proposed in the Similar Action would be constructed to meet CALGreen energy and water
efficiency requirements. Operational water demand would also be subject to all local water use require‐
ments. For example, landscaping would conform to City of San Bernardino water conservation require‐
ments (City Code Chapter 19.28, Landscaping Standards) and would include native, drought‐tolerant
plants. The irrigation system would meet current water efficiency standards and would use recycled water
to the greatest extent feasible. Non‐potable water use during construction would be necessary for dust
suppression and the washing of construction vehicles but would not exceed local water supplies.
Although fossil fuels and electricity would be required for both the construction and operation of the
Similar Action, the project would complete the construction in the most efficient way possible to reduce
unnecessary energy consumption. For example, CARB’s energy efficiency measures (2016) applies to all
self‐propelled off‐road vehicles that are 25 horsepower (hp) or more, as well as most two‐engine vehi‐
cles. Energy consumption during construction would not exceed market supplies.
The County of San Bernardino has numerous sand and aggregate mining operations, including several
along the Santa Ana River. No impacts to the local or regional supply of mineral resources due to the
demand for construction material would occur.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to natural resources and energy supply.
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The proposed warehouse under the Similar Action could be constructed under either the Proposed Ac‐
tion or the No Action alternative.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant Natural Resource and Energy Supply impacts of the Proposed Action
when compared to the No Action alternative, no mitigation measures are required.

4.10 SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND CHILDREN’S ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
AND SAFETY RISKS
4.10.1 Socioeconomics
Regulatory Setting
Socioeconomics in the context of NEPA, and as defined in FAA Order 1050.1F, focuses on characteristics
of the human environment, such as population, housing, employment, and public services, including
surface transportation and traffic. Federal regulations include the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisitions Policy Act of 1970, which contains provisions that must be followed if people
or businesses will be displaced.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factors to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact
category. However, factors to consider are if the Proposed Action would have the potential to:







Induce substantial economic growth in an area, either directly or indirectly (e.g., through establishing
projects in an undeveloped area);
Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community;
Cause extensive relocation when sufficient replacement housing is unavailable;
Cause extensive relocation of community businesses that would cause severe economic hardship for
affected communities;
Disrupt local traffic patterns and substantially reduce the level of service (LOS) on roads serving an
airport and its surrounding communities; or
Produce a substantial change in the community tax base.

To report potential traffic implications of the Similar Action, this EA uses a traffic impact report on The
Landing by San Manuel development (i.e., the Similar Action) prepared in accordance with the City of
San Bernardino’s Public Works Department’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (2015) and through consul‐
tation with City of San Bernardino and City of Highland staff (Urban Crossroads 2020b).
No Action Alternative
No change to the existing uses of the project study area would occur under the No Action alternative.
Thus, the No Action alternative would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
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community, displace housing or businesses, or cause a change in economic activity, employment, income,
population, housing, public services, social conditions, or traffic associated with the project study area.
Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community
or displace housing or businesses. Rather, the Proposed Action is within or adjacent to the Airport’s
existing property boundaries. Because the Proposed Action includes an acre‐for‐acre land exchange, no
change in future economic activity, employment, income, population, housing, public services, or social
conditions would result from the Proposed Action. In addition, no disruption of local traffic patterns or
substantial reductions in LOS on roads serving the Airport and its surrounding communities would occur.
Similar Action
The Similar Action would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community or
displace housing or businesses. However, future economic activity, employment, and opportunities for
income would result from the Similar Action. The purpose of the Inland Valley Development Agency
(IVDA) through its San Bernardino Alliance California Specific Plan is to revitalize the base reuse project
area. The Similar Action would convert unused property within the base reuse project area to an eco‐
nomically productive development, consistent with the following goals of the IVDA (IVDA website 2020):


Increase tax base — $1 billion of private investment; $962 million tax base increase.



Bring jobs back to the former base and community (i.e., replace and/or exceed the 10,000 direct
jobs lost due to the closure of the Norton AFB).

The Similar Action would generate traffic related to construction and operation from the proposed ware‐
house. The Similar Action is anticipated to generate a net total of 3,432 passenger car equivalent (PCE)
trip‐ends per day, 181 PCE AM peak hour trips, and 219 PCE PM peak hour trips (Urban Crossroads
2020b: Table 4‐2). For purposes of the traffic study, AM peak hours were assumed to be from 6:00 ‐
9:00 AM; PM peak hours were assumed to be from 3:00 ‐ 6:00 PM (Urban Crossroads 2020b: page 40).
The following E. 3rd Street /Victoria Avenue improvements are assumed to be in place by 2022 regard‐
less if the Similar Action has been completed or not:


Eastbound and westbound left turn lanes on Victoria Avenue.



2nd eastbound and westbound through lanes on Victoria Avenue.

Table 4F identifies the change in volume‐to‐capacity (V/C) ratio and LOS for the study intersections based
on the existing 2020 traffic conditions, ambient growth traffic (6.09 percent), and the Similar Action traf‐
fic. All study area intersections (with or without the Similar Action) are anticipated to operate at an
acceptable LOS during the peak hours for the 2022 traffic conditions, except for the following intersec‐
tion:


Central Avenue /E. 3rd Street – LOS E PM peak hour only (without Similar Action).



Central Avenue /E. 3rd Street – LOS F PM peak hour only (with Similar Action).
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However, the change in V/C ratio without and with the Similar Action at the Central Avenue /E. 3rd Street
intersection (0.012 or less) would not substantially reduce the LOS on roads serving an airport and its
surrounding communities.

TABLE 4F
Intersection Volume‐to‐Capacity Ratio (V/C) and Level of Service (LOS)
Year 2022 ‐ Without and With the Similar Action
Without Similar Action
With Similar Action
Intersection
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
V/C ‐ LOS
V/C ‐ LOS
V/C ‐ LOS
V/C ‐ LOS
Victoria Ave/
0.559 ‐ C
0.462 ‐ C
0.563 ‐ C
0.474 ‐ C
E. 3rd Street
Victoria Ave/
0.060 ‐ B
0.100 ‐ B
0.080 ‐ B
0.140 ‐ B
X Street
Victoria Ave/
0.010 ‐ B
0.070 ‐ B
0.140 ‐ C
0.220 ‐ C
W Street
Central Ave/
0.110 ‐ B
0.040 ‐ E
0.120 ‐ B
0.040 ‐ F
E. 3rd Street
Source: Urban Crossroads 2020b (Table 5‐1).
Ave = Avenue; n/a = not applicable ‐ Intersection operates at an acceptable LOS.

Change in V/C
AM Peak
PM Peak
Hour
Hour
0.004

0.012

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.01

0

When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to socioeconomics. The proposed ware‐
house under the Similar Action could be constructed under either the Proposed Action or the No Action
alternative.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
The impacts of the Proposed Action or the Similar Action are not significant for Socioeconomics, and
there are no mitigation measures required to reduce the impacts to a not significant level.
Avoidance/Minimization Measures
As an avoidance/minimization measure, the Similar Action would contribute to cumulative traffic im‐
provements through the payment of City of San Bernardino development impact fees (DIFs) (Urban
Crossroads 2020b, Tables 1‐3 and 8‐1). The timing to use the DIFs is established through periodic capital
improvement programs, which are overseen by the city’s Public Works Department. Fair share contri‐
butions may also be required for regional traffic improvements.
4.10.2 Environmental Justice
Regulatory Setting
E.O. 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low‐Income
Populations, its accompanying Presidential Memorandum, and Order DOT 5610.2, Environmental
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Justice require FAA to provide for meaningful public involvement by minority and low‐income popula‐
tions, as well as analysis that identifies and addresses potential impacts on these populations that may
be disproportionately high and adverse. Under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, FAA is also required to
ensure that no person is denied benefits or subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving federal financial assistance on the grounds of race, color, or national origin.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factors to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact
category. However, factors to consider are if the Proposed Action would lead to disproportionately high
and adverse impacts to an environmental justice population (i.e., low income or minority) due to:



Significant impacts in other environmental impact categories; or
Impacts on the physical or natural environment that affect an environmental justice population in a
way that FAA determines are unique to the environmental justice population and significant to that
population.

The U.S. EPA’s EJSCREEN online tool was used to determine the number and percentage of minority
households located within 0.5 mile from the project and general study areas. The EJSCREEN report is
based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for 2017, which is the
most recent information available (U.S. EPA website 2020). This report also gives the per capita income
for use in the evaluation of potential impacts to low‐income populations. In addition, as described in
Section 3.12.2 of this EA, the U.S. Census Bureau’s data shape files and tables were used to identify
environmental justice populations within the census tracts surrounding the airport as well as in the City
and County of San Bernardino overall.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action alternative, the subject parcels would remain vacant, semi‐improved lands owned
respectively by SBIAA (Parcel A) and SMBMI (Parcel D). No adverse impacts to minority or low‐income
populations would occur.
Proposed Action Alternative
Since the Proposed Action is an acre‐for‐acre land exchange of equal value, no physical change in the pro‐
ject study area is proposed, and no emissions, noise, or traffic would result. Disproportionately high and
adverse impacts to minority or low‐income populations would not occur.
Similar Action
There are no persons residing within the general study area; the closest residences are two homes in‐
terspersed with the industrial area on the north side of E. 3rd Street. However, the closest residential
neighborhood is east of Victoria Avenue between W. 5th Avenue and 6th Avenue (approximately 750
feet from the north edge of the general study area). This census tract (C.T. 76.03) is 41.7 percent minor‐
ity and 31.8 percent low income population (Exhibit 3F). This is higher than either the City of San Ber‐
nardino (30.2 percent minority and 20.1 percent low income [Table 3G]) or the County of San Bernardino
(35.0 percent minority and 11.7 percent low income [Table 3H]). The environmental justice population
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living in C.T. 76.03 are in proximity to an industrial area along E. 3rd Street. Since the proposed ware‐
house represents a similar type of industrial land use as currently exists at the Airport and along E. 3rd
Street, no additional impacts that are disproportionately high and adverse impacts to an environmental
justice population would result from implementation of the Similar Action.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to environmental justice populations.
The proposed warehouse under the Similar Action could be constructed under either the Proposed Ac‐
tion or the No Action alternative. Therefore, no change in impacts such as emissions, noise, or traffic,
and, thus, disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority or low‐income populations would re‐
sult from the Similar Action when compared to the No Action alternative.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
Because there are no significant of the Proposed Action or the Similar Action when compared to the No
Action alternative for Environmental Justice, no mitigation measures are required .
4.10.3 Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks
Regulatory Setting
Pursuant to E.O. 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, FAA is
required to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks that may dispropor‐
tionately affect children.
Thresholds of Significance/Methodology
FAA Order 1050.1F Factors to Consider: FAA has not established a significance threshold for this impact
category. However, factors to consider are if the Proposed Action would lead to disproportionately high and
adverse impacts on children due to:



Significant impacts in other environmental impact categories; or
Environmental health or safety risks to children.

The U.S. EPA’s EJSCREEN online tool was used to determine the number of children age 0‐17 living within
0.5 mile of the project and general study areas. A survey of schools, parks, and recreational facilities
within 0.5 mile of the general study area was conducted to determine other areas that might contain a
concentration of children.
No Action Alternative
Under the No Action alternative, the subject parcels would remain vacant, semi‐improved lands owned
respectively by SBIAA (Parcel A) and SMBMI (Parcel D). No environmental health or safety risks to chil‐
dren would occur.
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Proposed Action Alternative
There is one school (Cypress Elementary School) and one public park (Highland Community Park) within
0.5 mile of the project study area. However, since the Proposed Action alternative does not propose any
land use changes or development activity, no environmental health or safety risks to children would occur.
Similar Action
There is one school (Cypress Elementary School) and one public park (Highland Community Park) within
0.5 mile of the general study area. However, the warehouse proposed under the Similar Action is similar
to existing industrial land uses in proximity to the general study area. No concentrations of children or
land uses, such as schools or parks, are located near the warehouse site. Therefore, no environmental
health or safety risks to children would occur.
When combining the impacts of the Proposed Action and Similar Action and comparing them to the No
Action alternative, there are no significant impacts with regard to environmental health and safety risks
to children.
Mitigation (or Avoidance/Minimization) Measures
The impacts of the Proposed Action or the Similar Action when compared to the No Action alternative
are not significant for Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks. No mitigation measures are
required.

4.11

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.11.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action alternative would not result in an incremental increase in adverse impacts in conjunction
with other development activity at the Airport or within adjacent local jurisdictions.
4.11.2 Proposed Action Alternative
The Airport and adjacent local jurisdictions have had, and will continue to have, various maintenance and
development projects as identified in Section 3.14. However, because the Proposed Action is an adminis‐
trative action only, it would not result in ground disturbance or development activity. Therefore, the Pro‐
posed Action alternative would not result in an incremental increase in adverse impacts in conjunction
with other development activity at the Airport or within adjacent local jurisdictions. The Proposed Action
is a land exchange only and is located outside the Air Operations Area (AOA) of the Airport.
4.11.3 Similar Action
The Similar Action is a development project and, as such, will contribute to incremental impacts in con‐
junction with other cumulative projects listed in Section 3.14 related to the following categories: Air
Quality; Climate; Solid Waste; Pollution Prevention; Natural Resources and Energy Supply; and Socioec‐
onomics (Traffic). Through state, regional, and local regulations, project‐specific requirements would be
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imposed to ensure that incremental impacts of the Similar Action in conjunction with other cumulative
projects are not significant. These requirements include:
Air Quality and Climate



Implementation of BMPs during construction for emissions, including dust and GHGs.
Compliance with air quality rules and regulations of CARB and SCAQMD.

Solid Waste


Compliance with CALGreen and other local and state regulations related to solid waste diversion.

Pollution Prevention


Conveyance of all stormwater runoff to existing stormwater infrastructure under the conditions
of a site‐specific stormwater permit and SWPPP. BMPs would be used to minimize the potential
adverse effect to the public and environment as required by state and local regulations.

Natural Resources and Energy Supply


Compliance with CALGreen and other local and state regulations related to energy and water use
efficiency.

Socioeconomics (Traffic)


Payment of City of San Bernardino DIFs and/or fair share contributions for local and cumulative
traffic improvements.
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CHAPTER FIVE

AGENCY COORDINATION AND
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Chapter Five
Environmental Assessment for
AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Proposed Land Exchange
5.1

AGENCY COORDINATION

As previously discussed in Section 4.7, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) coordinated with the
State Historic Preservation Office and interested tribal governments as part of its Section 106 responsi‐
bilities under the National Historic Preservation Act.

5.2

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT’S AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

A notice of the availability of a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for review, including a link to down‐
load the Draft EA, was emailed to the following agencies on February 11, 2021: the cities of Colton,
Highland, Loma Linda, and San Bernardino. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was also published twice be‐
tween February 11, 2021 and February 25, 2021 in the San Bernardino County Sun, Highland Community
News, Black Voice, and El Chicano.
The Draft EA was available for review for 30 days at: www.sbiaa.org and at the following physical locations:
1601 E. 3rd Street
San Bernardino, CA 92408
555 W. 6th Street
San Bernardino, CA 92408

San Bernardino International Airport Authority
Norman F. Feldheym Public Library

A summary of the public review process, and copies of the NOA and newspaper proofs of publications
are contained in Appendix D. No comments were received as a result of the agency and public review,
which went from February 11, 2021 through March 12, 2021.
Before including your name, address, and telephone number, email, or other personal identifying infor‐
mation in your comment, please be advised that your entire comment – including your personal identi‐
fying information – may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment
to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot guarantee that we will
be able to do so.

5.3

RESULTS OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT’S AVAILABILITY FOR REVIEW

No agency and/or public comment letters were received during the official comment period. Appendix
D contains a copy of the notice of availability and affidavits of its publication in local newspapers.
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1

INTRODUCTION

By regulation, a Biological Assessment (BA) is prepared for "major construction activities" considered to
be Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as referred to in the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) [(42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)]. A BA is required if listed
species or critical habitat may be present in the action area. Although agencies are not required to prepare
a BA for non-construction activities, if a listed species or critical habitat is likely to be affected, the
agency must provide the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with an evaluation on the
likely effects of the action. Often this information is referred to as a Biological Evaluation (BE). A BE is
a generic term for all other types of analyses. Recommended contents for a BE are the same as for a BA.
The proposed project consists of a land exchange between the San Bernardino International Airport
Authority (SBIAA) and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI ). To lessen confusion
between the two very similar acronyms, this document will refer to the SBIAA as the Airport, since they
are the owner and grant sponsor of the San Bernardino International Airport (Airport) and will
refer to the SMBMI as the Tribe. The lead federal agency to approve the land exchange (Project) is the
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). As such, the FAA’s
approval constitutes a Proposed Action in which the FAA must demonstration NEPA compliance.
The purpose of this BA/BE is to address potential project-related effects to designated critical habitats
and/or any species currently listed or formally proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). This document is also intended to provide the necessary
information to the USFWS to make an internal finding, or to support formal consultation between the
FAA and the USFWS. Consultation with USFWS is required under the ESA, Section 7(a)(2) if a ‘may
affect” is determined for any federally listed species within the project area to ensure that its actions are
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species.
The Project site includes two parcels of land located within and adjacent to existing Airport property in
the City of San Bernardino, California and can be found on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Redlands 7.5-minute quadrangle map, within the NE ¼ of Section 7 and NW ¼ of Section 8, Township 1
South, Range 3 West (Figures 1-3).

2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Airport is seeking to implement a land exchange of 10.306 acres with the Tribe. The Airport would
acquire 10.306 acres located along the southern shoulder of E. 3rd Street at Victoria Avenue along the
northern airport boundary (Parcel D). The Tribe would acquire 10.306 acres located north of “W” Street
near the former Air Combat Camera facility (Parcel A). The real estate transfers are listed below.
From Tribe to Airport
•

Parcel “D” is the former FamCamp (Air Force campground) area located south of 3rd Street
shoulder (10.306 acres)

From Airport to Tribe
•

Parcel “A” is located north of “W” Street (10.306 acres)

The project is solely an administrative action, i.e., a real property exchange of lands of equal value. An
Exchange Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions Between the Tribe and Airport and Commonwealth
Land Title Insurance Company states that the Tribe agrees that their receipt of the Airport property would
constitute full compensation for their property, just as Airport agrees that their receipt of the Tribe
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property would constitute full compensation for their property. No funds would be exchanged as part of
the project, and no development actions are under consideration.

3

ACTION AREA

The Proposed Action is a real estate transaction that does not include any land disturbing activities.
Therefore, the Action Area is identified as the boundaries of the Parcel A and the Parcel D. The 10.3acre Parcel D is bounded by 3rd Street to the north and is bisected by Victoria Avenue. The 10.3-acre
Parcel A is bounded by W Street and Airport operations to the south and U Street to the West (Figures 23).
Current land uses surrounding these two parcels include vacant land and commercial-industrial uses to the
north, Airport storage to the west and south, Airport operations to the south, and the demolished Air
Force film production facility to the east. Both parcels contain disturbed, degraded land consisting old
compacted dirt, gravel base, old pavement, non-native trees and non-native ruderal herbs and perennials.

4

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITAT

As stated above, the objective of this BA-BE is to determine whether the Action Area supports federally
listed species or their habitat, and to address the potential effects associated with the Proposed Action on
those resources. “Listed species” are defined as those plant and animal species currently listed by the
USFWS under the ESA as threatened, endangered, or proposed as such (ESA [16 U.S.C. Sections 15311544]).
The federally listed species addressed in this document are based on database information and field
investigation.
Prior to conducting the field study, species and habitat information was gathered from the relevant
biological resources databases to determine which species would be expected to occur on site. These
databases include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.1

USFWS threatened and endangered species occurrence data GIS overlay;
USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation System (IPaC);
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) Rarefind 5);
CNDDB Biogeographic Information and Observation System (BIOS);
California Native Plant Society Electronic Inventory (CNPSEI) database;
Calflora Database;
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan, San Bernardino International Airport (Mead & Hunt, January
2017).

Listed Species

According to the database queries, 49 sensitive species and habitats (13 plants, 33 animals, and 3 habitats)
have been documented to in the Redlands USGS quadrangle. (See Appendix A for full list). There is a
total of 10 federally listed species (5 plants, 5 animals) identified. Table 1 below represents a compiled
list of results from IPaC database of species which have been documented within approximately three
miles of the Action Area and/or have the potential to be present within the Action Area based on
proximity of the occurrence and potential for suitable habitat adjacent to or within the Action Area as
documented by the CNDBB. Table 1 also provides a potential to occur assessment based on the field
investigation of the Action Area and surveyor’s knowledge of the species and local ecology.
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Table 1:
Federally Listed Species Occurrence Potential within the Action Area
Scientific
Name
Mammals

Dipodomys
merriami
parvus

Dipodomys
stephensi

Common
Name

San
Bernardino
kangaroo rat

Stephens'
kangaroo rat

Federal
Status

Endangered

Endangered

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Alluvial scrub vegetation on sandy
loam substrates characteristic of
alluvial fans and flood plains.
Needs early to intermediate seral
stages.

None of the Primary Constituent Elements for
this species occur on site. No aspect of the
Action Area is suitable to support for SBKR. The
Action Area is separated from known
populations of this species by active Airport
operations, high volume road ways, and
industrial and commercial uses. Suitable habitat
for this species does not exist within the Action
Area. The potential for this species to occur is
none.
Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.

Primarily annual & perennial
grasslands, but also occurs in
coastal scrub & sagebrush with
sparse canopy cover. Prefers
buckwheat, chamise, brome grass
and filaree. Will burrow into firm
soil.

Birds

Polioptila
californica

coastal
California
gnatcatcher

Threatened

Vireo bellii
pusillus

least Bell's
vireo

Empidonax
traillii extimus

Southwestern
Willow
Flycatcher

Endangered

Arenaria
paludicola

marsh
sandwort

Endangered

Berberis
nevinii

Nevin's
barberry

Endangered

Chloropyron
maritimum ssp.
maritimum

salt marsh
bird's-beak

Endangered

Dodecahema
leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Endangered

Endangered

Obligate, permanent resident of
coastal sage scrub below 762 m in
Southern California. Low, coastal
sage scrub in arid washes, on mesas
and slopes. Not all areas classified
as coastal sage scrub are occupied.
Summer resident of Southern
California in low riparian in
vicinity of water or in dry river
bottoms; below 610 m. Nests
placed along margins of bushes or
on twigs projecting into pathways,
usually willow, Baccharis,
mesquite.
Habitat consists of dense linear
stands of riparian. Dominant
species include salix lasiolepis,
salix hindsiana, populus fremontii
and bacharis glutinosa.

Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.

Habitat consist of riparian, alluvialfans, bogs/fens, brackish-marsh,
freshwater-marsh, lake-margins.
Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
coastal scrub, riparian scrub. On
steep, N-facing slopes or in low
grade sandy washes. 290-1575 m.
Habitat consist of riparian, alluvialfans, bogs/fens, brackish-marsh,
freshwater-marsh.
Chaparral, cismontane woodland,
coastal scrub (alluvial fan sage
scrub). Flood deposited terraces
and washes; associates include
Encelia, Dalea, Lepidospartum, etc.
Sandy soils. 200-765 m.

Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.
Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.

This species is found locally within the Santa
Ana River in areas that are highly suitable for
this species. The nearest location is approx.. 2.5
miles to the west southwest of the Action Area.
Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.
Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.

Plants
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Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.
This species is found locally within the Santa
Ana River in areas that are highly suitable for
this species. The nearest location is approx.. 2.5
miles to the east of the Action Area. Suitable
habitat for this species does not exist within the
Action Area. The potential for this species to
occur is none.
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Scientific
Name

Common
Name

Eriastrum
densifolium
ssp. sanctorum

4.2

Santa Ana
River
woollystar

Federal
Status

Endangered

Habitat

Potential to Occur

Coastal scrub, chaparral. In sandy
soils on river floodplains or
terraced fluvial deposits. 180-700
m.

This species is found on the east ¼ of the Airport
and to the south within the Santa Ana River in
areas that are highly suitable for this species.
Suitable habitat for this species does not exist
within the Action Area. The potential for this
species to occur is none.

Critical Habitat

The Action Area is not located within or directly adjacent to any designated Critical Habitat (CH) and is
separated from the CH for the San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) [SBKR] and
Santa Ana sucker (Catostomus santaanae) [SASU] located to the south and east of the Action Area by the
active Airport Area of Operations (AOA) (Figure 4).

5

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT BIRD SPECIES

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C 703-711) provides protection for
nesting birds that are both residents and migrants whether or not they are considered sensitive by resource
agencies. The MBTA prohibits take of nearly all native birds. The MBTA makes it unlawful to take,
possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed under 50 CFR 10, including feathers or
other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). The
direct injury or death of a migratory bird, due to construction activities or other construction-related
disturbance that causes nest abandonment, nestling abandonment, or forced fledging would be considered
take under federal law. The USFWS, in coordination with the CDFW administers the MBTA.
Although not a federally listed species, the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia [BUOW]) is protected
under the MBTA and is listed as a Migratory Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) by the USFWS and,
therefore, also recognized by the CNDBB. The BUOW is a small, ground-dwelling owl and is a yearround resident to the southwestern United States.
In southern California, BUOW can be found in grassland, shrub steppe, and desert habitat types
consisting of short, sparse vegetation with few shrubs, level to gentle topography, and well-drained soils.
BUOW can also be found in agricultural areas, ruderal grassy fields, vacant lots and pastures, and flood
control facilities. Most importantly, BUOWs require underground burrows or other cavities for nesting,
roosting and shelter. Burrows used by the owls are usually dug by other species, termed host burrowers.
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) burrows are frequently used by BUOW but they may
use dens or holes dug by other fossorial species or man-made structures such as pipes and culverts.
BUOW do migrate but are year-round residents in the southern California region. They are most likely to
be observed during the breeding season, recognized by the CDFW as between February 1 and August 31
when they are actively foraging and feeding chicks. BUOW are primarily crepuscular and active in the
daylight hours but can also be nocturnal especially if a nocturnal prey species is seasonally present.
While the burrowing owl is distributed throughout North America, local subpopulations within California
are declining. Throughout its range, the burrowing owl is vulnerable to habitat loss, predation, vehicular
collisions, destruction of burrow sites, and poisoning of ground squirrels (Grinnell and Miller 1944, Zarn
1974, Remsen 1978). Burrowing owls have disappeared from significant portions of their range in the
last 15 years and, overall, nearly 60% of the breeding groups of owls known to have existed in California
during the 1980’s had disappeared by the early 1990’s (Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993).
Due to documented occurrences BUOW in the near vicinity of the Action Area, potential for BUOW to
occur was evaluated and considered low (Figure 4).
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation
SBIAA-SMBMI Land Parcel Exchange
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EXISTING CONDITION – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

On April 26, 2019 , Ecologist Shay Lawrey conducted a field survey of the Action Area with focus on
potential habitat for federally listed species and migratory birds. Ms. Lawrey is a qualified biologist with
advanced degrees in Biology and 25 years of experience surveying for all of the sensitive species known
to occur in the County of San Bernardino. She surveyed the Action Area on a calm weather day, during
peak animal activity, between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. and of 2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. General wildlife
species were detected during field surveys by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs. In addition to
species observed, expected wildlife usage of the site was determined according to known habitat
preferences of regional wildlife species and knowledge of their relative distributions in the area.
Based on the survey results the conditions within the Action Area are disturbed and degraded. The ground
cover in the Action area generally consist of compact graded dirt, old pavement, non-native grasses,
ruderal herbs, and non-native eucalyptus trees. More specific details for each parcel are provided below.
Parcel D
West of Victoria Avenue, which bisects the parcel, the Action Area consists of compacted, stabilized dirt
that is devoid of vegetation. This portion of the parcel is being used currently to store truck shipping
containers and has no habitat capable of supporting wildlife. East of Victoria Avenue, the north quarter
contains old pavement, ruderal vegetation dominated by non-native grasses (Bromus sp.) short podded
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and Eucalyptus trees. Great-horned owl
castings were observed in this area. (See Table 3 attached for a species observed list) The south quarter
also contains some old pavement as well as dense non-native ruderal vegetation co-dominated by red
brome and short podded mustard. The habitat conditions here are not suitable for any sensitive species
found locally, particularly BUOW. No aspect of Parcel D is capable of supporting federally-listed
species.
No BUOW individuals or sign (burrows, surrogate burrows, feathers, whitewash, castings, prey remains,
etc.) were observed within Parcel D of the Action Area, therefore, BUOW is currently absent.
Parcel A
The ground cover in Parcel A consists of compacted dirt, gravel base with two live oak trees along the
southern boundary. This parcel is being used to store truck shipping containers and has no habitat capable
of supporting wildlife. The habitat conditions here are not suitable for any sensitive species found locally
particularly BUOW. No aspect of this parcel is capable of supporting federally listed species such as
SBKR or wollystar. No federally listed species, or other sensitive species were observed during the field
survey nor are any expected to occur.
No BUOW individuals or sign were observed within Parcel A of the Action Area, therefore, BUOW is
currently absent.

7

EFFECTS ANALYSIS

The Proposed Action is a real estate transaction with no land disturbance involved and will not result in
any impacts (direct, indirect, interrelated or interdependent actions) to any federally-listed species or
associated critical habitat. The Action Area has been subject to on-going human disturbance, such as
weed abatement, soil stabilization, grading, and container storage. As a result, the Action Area is

Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation
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considerably degraded ecologically and is not capable of supporting any federally listed or otherwise
sensitive species.
No federally listed species, or other sensitive species were observed during the field survey nor are any
expected to occur. Two federally listed species are documented on the Airport property. One is the
endangered SBKR which has been found along the southwesten border of the Airport, and the other is the
threatened Santa Ana River woolystar (Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum) [woollystar] which is
found in the eastern 1/10th of the Airport AOA. A Conservation Management Plan (CMP) governs these
portions of the Airport property where SBKR and woollystar are known to occur. Both species are
associated with habitat strictly associated with the Santa Ana River and floodplain and are not found in
the Action Area due to the composition of incompatible soils, non-native grasses, maintenance regime
and current use for storage. The occupied habitat on the Airport property is separated from the Action
Area by the existing AOA. Table 2 below provides a determination of the Proposed Action’s effects on
federally listed species.
Table 2:
Determination of Effects for Federally Listed Species

Scientific Name

Federal
Status

Common Name

Found in
Action
Area

Found
Adjacent
to Action
Area

Determination
of Project
Effects

PLANTS
Arenaria paludicola

marsh sandwort

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

Berberis nevinii
Chloropyron maritimum ssp.
maritimum
Dodecahema leptoceras

Nevin's barberry

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

salt marsh bird's-beak

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

slender-horned spineflower

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens' kangaroo rat

Endangered

No

No

No Effect

Polioptila californica

coastal California gnatcatcher
southern mountain yellowlegged frog
least Bell's vireo

Threatened

No

No

No Effect

No

No Effect

No

No Effect

ANIMALS

Rana muscosa
Vireo bellii pusillus

8

Endangered
Endangered

No
No

CONSERVATION MEASURES

There are no conservation measures associated with the Proposed Action because no federally listed or
sensitive species occur, or are likely to occur, within the Action Area. There is no habitat capable of
supporting them.
BUOW are absent and further investigation related to the Proposed Action is not recommended.

9

CONCLUSION

The Proposed Action will not affect any federally listed endangered, threatened, or species of special
concern, because there is no habitat to support these species within the Action Area. In addition, the
Proposed Action will not adversely affect CH as none exists within the Action Area.
Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation
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No suitable habitat was found for any sensitive species known to occur in the broader project vicinity. No
BUOW habitat or sign were found. Therefore, the Proposed Action would have no impact on BUOW or
other sensitive species.
The Proposed Action Area supports eucalyptus trees and live oak trees. These have the potential to
provide nestable habitat to migratory birds protected under the MBTA. Therefore, please note that preconstruction surveys and/or take permits could be required prior to any future development.

10 LIST OF PREPARERS
Shay Lawrey
Education: M.A., Biology, Occidental College, Los Angeles, CA, 1997 and B.A., Environmental
Studies, University of California Santa Cruz, 1993
Biological Permits / Licenses: US Fish and Wildlife Service Federal 10(a) Recovery Permit (TE094308-4) - San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus) and Southwestern willow
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus)
Ms. Lawrey has 25 years of experience in environmental planning, natural resource management, special
status species survey, regulatory permitting, and construction monitoring. She has experience in all
project types (public and private) found in the Inland Empire and has a proven track record in performing
impact analyses. She has a working familiarity with processes of numerous State and federal regulatory
agencies such as the FAA, USFWS, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps),
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), Federal Highways Administration
(FHWA), Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Department of Homeland Security (DHS),
State Water Board (SWB), State Revolving Fund (SRF), California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC),
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
etc. She is well versed in both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and NEPA. Mrs.
Lawrey is skilled in CEQA/NEPA compliance analysis, documentation and has authored numerous Initial
Studies and Environmental Assessments (EAs).
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Action Area (Aerial)
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Figure 4
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Photo 4. Parcel A looking W down length to W.

Photo 3. Parcel D at looking N across SE corner of Parcel
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Photo 2. Parcel D looking at NE corner of Parcel

Photo 1. Parcel D looking west from Victoria AVE

Table 3.
Species Observed List
Latin Name

Common Name
Plant Species
Hirschftldia incana (Brassica geniculate)
Short-pod mustard
Salsola tragus
Russian thistle
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens
Red brome
Bromus tectorum
Cheat grass
Schismus sp.
Split grass
Eucalyptus sp.
Eucalyptus
Quercus agrifolia
Coast live oak
Animal Species
Birds
Corvus corax
Common raven
Buteo jamaicensis
Red-tailed hawk
Bubo virginianus
Great-horned owl
Sturnus vulgaris
European starling
Amphispiza bilineata
House sparrow
Passer domesticus
House finch
Spinus tristis
American goldfinch
Sayornis nigricans
Black pheobe
Columba livia
Rock dove
Zenaida macroura
Mourning dove
Mimus polyglottos
Northern mocking bird
Reptiles
Uta stansburiana
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SBIAA-SMBMI Land Parcel Exchange

Side-blotched lizard

B-17

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Carlsbad Fish And Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue - Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7385
Phone: (760) 431-9440 Fax: (760) 431-5901
http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 08ECAR00-2019-SLI-0878
Event Code: 08ECAR00-2019-E-02037
Project Name: San Bernardino International Land Exchange

April 27, 2019

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, and proposed species, designated
critical habitat, and candidate species that may occur within the boundary of your proposed
project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act
(Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.
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A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment(s):
▪ Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
Carlsbad Fish And Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue - Suite 250
Carlsbad, CA 92008-7385
(760) 431-9440
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08ECAR00-2019-SLI-0878
Event Code:

08ECAR00-2019-E-02037

Project Name:

San Bernardino International Land Exchange

Project Type:

LAND - DISPOSAL / TRANSFER

Project Description: A land exchange between the San Bernardino International Airport and
the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians. The lead agency is the
Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration.
Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/34.10445564512083N117.22231903900675W

Counties: San Bernardino, CA
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 10 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.
Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.
IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.
See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.
1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME

STATUS

San Bernardino Merriam's Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys merriami parvus

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2060

Stephens' Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys stephensi (incl. D. cascus)

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3495

Birds
NAME

STATUS

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8178

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5945

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6749
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Endangered

Fishes
NAME

STATUS

Santa Ana Sucker Catostomus santaanae

Threatened

Population: 3 CA river basins
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3785

Flowering Plants
NAME

STATUS

Nevin's Barberry Berberis nevinii

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8025

San Diego Ambrosia Ambrosia pumila

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8287

Santa Ana River Woolly-star Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6575

Slender-horned Spineflower Dodecahema leptoceras

Endangered

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4007

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.
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Selected Elements by Common Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database
Query Criteria:

Quad<span style='color:Red'> IS </span>(Redlands (3411712))

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

American badger

AMAJF04010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

ABNSB10010

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

IILEM2X090

None

None

G1G3

SH

ARADB01017

None

None

G5T2

S2

SSC

ABPAT02011

None

None

G5T4Q

S4

WL

PMPOA3D020

None

None

G4

S3

2B.1

ARACF12100

None

None

G3G4

S3S4

SSC

ABPBJ08081

Threatened

None

G4G5T2Q

S2

SSC

ARACJ02143

None

None

G5T5

S3

SSC

ABNKC12040

None

None

G5

S4

WL

IIHYM24480

None

None

G3G4

S1S2

ABPBW01114

Endangered

Endangered

G5T2

S2

ABPBR01030

None

None

G4

S4

SSC

AMAFD01041

None

None

G5T1T2

S1S2

SSC

PDCAR040L0

Endangered

Endangered

G1

S1

1B.1

PDBER060A0

Endangered

Endangered

G1

S1

1B.1

AMAFD05031

None

None

G5T3T4

S3S4

SSC

ARACJ02060

None

None

G5

S2S3

WL

AMACC10010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

PDMAL0Q0C0

None

None

GXQ

SX

1A

Taxidea taxus
burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia
Busck's gallmoth
Carolella busckana
California glossy snake
Arizona elegans occidentalis
California horned lark
Eremophila alpestris actia
California satintail
Imperata brevifolia
coast horned lizard
Phrynosoma blainvillii
coastal California gnatcatcher
Polioptila californica californica
coastal whiptail
Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri
Cooper's hawk
Accipiter cooperii
Crotch bumble bee
Bombus crotchii
least Bell's vireo
Vireo bellii pusillus
loggerhead shrike
Lanius ludovicianus
Los Angeles pocket mouse
Perognathus longimembris brevinasus
marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola
Nevin's barberry
Berberis nevinii
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse
Chaetodipus fallax fallax
orange-throated whiptail
Aspidoscelis hyperythra
pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus
Parish's bush-mallow
Malacothamnus parishii
Commercial Version -- Dated March, 31 2019 -- Biogeographic Data Branch
Report Printed on Monday, April 29, 2019
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Selected Elements by Common Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Parish's gooseberry

PDGRO020F3

None

None

G5TX

SX

1A

PDPGN040J2

None

None

G3T2

S2

1B.1

PDCUS01111

None

None

G5T4?

SH

2B.2

PMLIL0D150

None

None

G4

S4

4.2

AMACD04010

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

ARADE02090

None

None

G4

S3

SSC

CTT32720CA

None

None

G1

S1.1

PDBRA1M114

None

None

G5T3

S3

4.3

PDSCR0J0C2

Endangered

Endangered

G4?T1

S1

1B.2

AMAFD03143

Endangered

None

G5T1

S1

SSC

AMAFF08041

None

None

G5T3T4

S3S4

SSC

PDPLM03035

Endangered

Endangered

G4T1

S1

1B.1

AFCJB3705K

None

None

G5T1

S1

SSC

PDPGN0V010

Endangered

Endangered

G1

S1

1B.1

PDAST4R0R4

None

None

G3G4T2

S2

1B.1

ARACC01060

None

None

G3

S3

SSC

ABPBX91091

None

None

G5T3

S3

WL

CTT61310CA

None

None

G4

S4

AAABH01330

Endangered

Endangered

G1

S1

CTT62400CA

None

None

G4

S4

ABPAE33043

Endangered

Endangered

G5T2

S1

Ribes divaricatum var. parishii
Parry's spineflower
Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
Peruvian dodder
Cuscuta obtusiflora var. glandulosa
Plummer's mariposa-lily
Calochortus plummerae
pocketed free-tailed bat
Nyctinomops femorosaccus
red-diamond rattlesnake
Crotalus ruber
Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Robinson's pepper-grass
Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii
salt marsh bird's-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. maritimum
San Bernardino kangaroo rat
Dipodomys merriami parvus
San Diego desert woodrat
Neotoma lepida intermedia
Santa Ana River woollystar
Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum
Santa Ana speckled dace
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3
slender-horned spineflower
Dodecahema leptoceras
smooth tarplant
Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis
southern California legless lizard
Anniella stebbinsi
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
Aimophila ruficeps canescens
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
southern mountain yellow-legged frog

WL

Rana muscosa
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
southwestern willow flycatcher
Empidonax traillii extimus
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Selected Elements by Common Name
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
California Natural Diversity Database
Rare Plant
Rank/CDFW
SSC or FP

Species

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

Global Rank

State Rank

steelhead - southern California DPS

AFCHA0209J

Endangered

None

G5T1Q

S1

AMAFD03100

Endangered

Threatened

G2

S2

ARADB36160

None

None

G4

S3S4

SSC

AMACD02011

None

None

G5T4

S3S4

SSC

AAABF02020

None

None

G3

S3

SSC

AMACC05070

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

ABNRB02022

Threatened

Endangered

G5T2T3

S1

ABPBX03010

None

None

G5

S3S4

SSC

ABPBX24010

None

None

G5

S3

SSC

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 10
Stephens' kangaroo rat
Dipodomys stephensi
two-striped gartersnake
Thamnophis hammondii
western mastiff bat
Eumops perotis californicus
western spadefoot
Spea hammondii
western yellow bat
Lasiurus xanthinus
western yellow-billed cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
yellow warbler
Setophaga petechia
yellow-breasted chat
Icteria virens
Record Count: 50
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APPENDIX C

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY REPORT
AND TRIBAL AND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION
OFFICE (SHPO) SECTION 106 CONSULTATION

SBD Land Swap Tribal Consultation list
(13 total, received from Native American Heritage Commission 8-3-2020)
All sent letter and map on 8-27-2020
Federally Recognized:
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (FR)
Jeff Grubbe, Chairperson
5401 Dinah Shore Drive
Palm Springs, CA, 92264
Phone: (760) 699 - 6800
Fax: (760) 699-6919

jgrubbe@aguacaliente-nsn.gov; Also copied the THPO office which is ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net.

Morongo Band of Mission Indians (FR)
Robert Martin, Chairperson
12700 Pumarra Road
Banning, CA, 92220
Phone: (951) 849 - 8807
Fax: (951) 922-8146
dtorres@morongo-nsn.gov
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation (FR)
Jill McCormick, Historic
Preservation Officer
P.O. Box 1899
Yuma, AZ, 85366
Phone: (760) 572 - 2423
historicpreservation@quechantribe.com
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (FR)
Jessica Mauck, Director of
Cultural Resources
26569 Community Center Drive
Highland, CA, 92346
Phone: (909) 864 - 8933
jmauck@sanmanuel-nsn.gov
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians (FR)
Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair
P.O. Box 391820
Anza, CA, 92539
Phone: (951) 659 - 2700
Fax: (951) 659-2228
lsaul@santarosacahuilla-nsn.gov
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians (FR)
Scott Cozart, Chairperson
P. O. Box 487
San Jacinto, CA, 92583
Phone: (951) 654 - 2765
Fax: (951) 654-4198
jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov
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Not Federally Recognized:
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
Andrew Salas, Chairperson
P.O. Box 393
Covina, CA, 91723
Phone: (626) 926 - 4131
admin@gabrielenoindians.org
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
Anthony Morales, Chairperson
P.O. Box 693
San Gabriel, CA, 91778
Phone: (626) 483 - 3564
Fax: (626) 286-1262
GTTribalcouncil@aol.com
Gabrielino /Tongva Nation (Not FR)
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St.,
#231
Los Angeles, CA, 90012
Phone: (951) 807 - 0479
sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Robert Dorame, Chairperson
P.O. Box 490
Bellflower, CA, 90707
Phone: (562) 761 - 6417
Fax: (562) 761-6417
gtongva@gmail.com
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Charles Alvarez,
23454 Vanowen Street
West Hills, CA, 91307
Phone: (310) 403 - 6048
roadkingcharles@aol.com
Serrano Nation of Mission Indians
Mark Cochrane, Co-Chairperson
P. O. Box 343
Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (909) 528 - 9032
serranonation1@gmail.com
Serrano Nation of Mission Indians (same)
Wayne Walker, Co-Chairperson
P. O. Box 343
Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (253) 370 - 0167
serranonation1@gmail.com
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Western-Pacific Region
Office of Airports

U.S Department
of Transportation

777 S. Aviation Blvd., Suite 150
El Segundo, CA 90245

Federal Aviation
Administration

August 24, 2020
Jessica Mauck
Director of Cultural Resources
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
26569 Community Center Drive
Highland, CA, 92346
Proposed Land Exchange
San Bernardino International Airport
San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, California,
Government-to-Government Consultation Initiation
Dear Ms. Mauck:
Government-to-Government Consultation Initiation
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the San Bernardino International Airport
Authority (SBIAA) are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluating the
potential impacts resulting from the proposed Land Exchange at San Bernardino
International Airport. The SBIAA is the sponsor for San Bernardino International
Airport. The FAA is the lead Federal Agency for Government-to-Government
consultation for the proposed project. Tribal sovereignty, culture, traditional values, and
customs will be respected at all times during the consultation process.
Purpose of Government-to-Government Consultation
The primary purpose of Government-to-Government consultation, as described in Federal
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments,
and FAA Order 1210.20, American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Consultation Policy
and Procedures, is to ensure that Federally Recognized Tribes are given the opportunity
to provide meaningful and timely input regarding proposed FAA actions that uniquely or
significantly affect the Tribes. I am the FAA Official with the responsibility of
coordinating Government-to-Government consultations with Tribes under FAA Order
1210.20.
Consultation Initiation
With this letter, the FAA is seeking input on concerns that uniquely or significantly affect
your Tribe related to proposed airport improvements. Early identification of Tribal
concerns, or known properties of traditional, religious, and cultural importance, will
allow the FAA to consider ways to avoid or minimize potential impacts to Tribal
resources as project planning and alternatives are developed and refined. We are
available to discuss the details of the proposed project with you.
C-3

Project Information
The owner and sponsor of San Bernardino International Airport is seeking to implement a
land exchange of 10.306 acres with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians. The San
Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA) would acquire 10.306 acres located
along the southern shoulder of E. 3rd Street on both sides of Victoria Avenue along the
northern Airport property boundary (Parcel D). The San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians would acquire 10.306 acres located north of “W” Street and west of 106th Street
(10.306 acres) (Parcel A). The Proposed Project would occur on existing airport property
and is solely an administrative action, i.e., a real property exchange of lands of equal
value.
The enclosed figure shows the Area of Potential Effect for the proposed undertaking.
Confidentiality
We understand that you may have concerns about the confidentiality of information on
areas or resources of traditional, religious, and cultural importance to your Tribe. We are
available to discuss these concerns and develop procedures to ensure the confidentiality
of such information is maintained.
FAA Contact Information
Your timely response within 30-days of receipt of this correspondence will greatly assist
us in incorporating your concerns into project planning. If you wish to provide
comments related to this proposed project, please contact Thomas Cuddy, Environmental
Protection Specialist, by telephone at 703-967-7660 or by email at
thomas.cuddy@faa.gov. Please feel free to contact me directly at 424-405-7299 or
mark.mcclardy@faa.gov.
Sincerely,

Mark A. McClardy
Director, Office of Airports
Western-Pacific Region
1 Enclosure
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Exhibit 4A
AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

This page intentionally left blank

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jessica Mauck
Cuddy, Thomas (FAA)
RE: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport
Thursday, August 27, 2020 11:45:57 AM
imagebc3043.PNG

Hi Thomas,
Thank you for contacting the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) regarding the abovereferenced undertaking, the documentation for which was received by the CRM Department on 27
August 2020. Given the disturbed location of the undertaking, and given the nature of the project,
SMBMI’s CRM Department does not have concerns with the proposed land exchange, and does not
elect to consult with FAA on this effort.
Regards,
Jessica Mauck

Jessica Mauck
DIRECTOR OF CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
O: (909) 864-8933 x3249
M: (909) 725-9054
26569 Community Center Dr Highland California 92346

From: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA) <Thomas.Cuddy@faa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:25 AM
To: Jessica Mauck <JMauck@sanmanuel-nsn.gov>
Subject: FW: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport
Resending with the map attached.
___________________________________
Thomas W. Cuddy
Airport Planning and Environmental (APP-400)
800 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20591
202.267.5869, thomas.cuddy@faa.gov
From: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA)
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 9:56 AM

C-7

To: jmauck@sanmanuel-nsn.gov
Subject: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport
Dear Ms. Mauck,
Attached please find a letter requesting consultation on a Federal Aviation Administration project at
San Bernardino International Airport. I look forward to any input you can provide. Thank you.
___________________________________
Thomas W. Cuddy
Airport Planning and Environmental (APP-400)
800 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20591
202.267.5869, thomas.cuddy@faa.gov

This is an external email. Use caution before clicking attachments or links.
For suspicious emails please contact the IT Service Desk at extension 4500 or (909) 863-5700.
If you are on your Outlook client, report the suspicious email by clicking on Report Phish icon
in your Outlook toolbar.
If you are on a mobile device, forward the suspicious email to spam@sanmanuel.com.
THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR
ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT
IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER
APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent
responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that
any dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without
copying it and notify the sender by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be
corrected. Thank You

C-8

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Quechan Historic Preservation
Cuddy, Thomas (FAA)
RE: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport
Thursday, August 27, 2020 11:18:05 AM

You are very welcome.
From: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA) [mailto:Thomas.Cuddy@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 8:11 AM
To: Quechan Historic Preservation
Subject: RE: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport

Thank you for your quick reply.
___________________________________
Thomas W. Cuddy
Airport Planning and Environmental (APP-400)
800 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20591
202.267.5869, thomas.cuddy@faa.gov
From: Quechan Historic Preservation <historicpreservation@quechantribe.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 11:00 AM
To: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA) <Thomas.Cuddy@faa.gov>
Subject: RE: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport
This email is to inform you that we have no comments on this project. We defer to the more local
Tribes and support their decisions on the project.

From: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA) [mailto:Thomas.Cuddy@faa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 7:22 AM
To: historicpreservation@quechantribe.com
Subject: FW: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport

Resending with the map attached.
___________________________________
Thomas W. Cuddy
Airport Planning and Environmental (APP-400)
800 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20591
202.267.5869, thomas.cuddy@faa.gov
From: Cuddy, Thomas (FAA)
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 9:53 AM
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To: historicpreservation@quechantribe.com
Subject: Consultation Letter San Bernardino Intl Airport

Dear Ms. McCormick,
Attached please find a letter requesting consultation on a Federal Aviation Administration project at
San Bernardino International Airport. I look forward to any input you can provide. Thank you.
___________________________________
Thomas W. Cuddy
Airport Planning and Environmental (APP-400)
800 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20591
202.267.5869, thomas.cuddy@faa.gov

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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01-008-2020-001

September 10, 2020
[VIA EMAIL TO:thomas.cuddy@faa.gov]
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Mr. Thomas Cuddy
777 S. Aviation Blvd., Suite 150
El Segundo, CA 90245

Re: San Bernardino International Airport Proposed Land Exchange
Dear Mr. Thomas Cuddy,
The Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians (ACBCI) appreciates your efforts to include the
Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) in the San Bernardino International Airport
Proposed Land Exchange project. The project area is not located within the boundaries of the
ACBCI Reservation. However, it is within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. For this reason,
the ACBCI THPO requests the following:
*At this time ACBCI defers to the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians. This
letter shall conclude our consultation efforts.
Again, the Agua Caliente appreciates your interest in our cultural heritage. If you have questions
or require additional information, please call me at (760)699-6907. You may also email me at
ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net.
Cordially,

Pattie Garcia-Plotkin
Director
Tribal Historic Preservation Office
AGUA CALIENTE BAND
OF CAHUILLA INDIANS
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GABRIELENO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS - KIZH NATION
Historically known as The Gabrielino Tribal Council - San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
recognized by the State of California as the aboriginal tribe of the Los Angeles basin

Section 106
Project Name: Land Swap San Bernardino International Airport, San Bernardino CA
Dear Thomas Cuddy,

Thank you for your letter dated August 24, 2020 regarding Section 106 consultation.
The above proposed project location is within our Ancestral Tribal
Territory; therefore, our Tribal Government requests to schedule a consultation with
you as the lead agency, to discuss the project and the surrounding area in further
detail.
Please contact us at your earliest convenience to schedule a consultation.
Thank you for your time,

Andrew Salas, Chairman
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
1(844)390-0787
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Federal Aviation
Administration

Memorandum
Date: November 19, 2020

From: Thomas Cuddy, APP 400
To:

Project file

Subject: Tribal Consultation with the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
regarding the proposed Land Swap at San Bernardino International Airport, San
Bernardino, CA
Letters were sent to 12 Native American tribes as part of planning for the
Environmental Assessment for the San Bernardino International (SBD) Land Swap
inviting them to consult with the FAA on the project. On September 17, 2020 a
letter was received from the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
asking to consult.
A telephone conversation was held November 18 between Thomas Cuddy of
the FAA and Chairman Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians –
Kizh Nation. Also in attendance was a colleague of Mr. Salas named Matt (last
name not recorded). Mr. Cuddy briefly explained the proposed project to swap land
parcels at SBD and the role of FAA in approving the process. Mr. Salas noted that
the SBD property is ancestral land of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians –
Kizh Nation, and that consequently they have an interest in whatever happens on
the property, especially if excavation or construction were to take place. There was
brief discussion about investigations into cultural resources on the property and
potential next steps for the Federal environmental assessment process. Chairman
Salas asked to be kept informed if anything changed from the current plans. Mr.
Cuddy provided Chairman Salas with contact information for the parties to the
Land Swap, which includes the San Bernardino International Airport Authority
and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and agreed to keep Chairman Salas
informed of any new developments with the proposed project.
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Gavin Newsom, Governor

State of California • Natural Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director

Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95816-7100
Telephone: (916) 445-7000
FAX: (916) 445-7053
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

November 4, 2020

Reply in Reference To: FAA_2020_1001_001

Submitted Via Electronic Mail
Thomas W Cuddy
Federal Aviation Administration
Office of Airport Planning and Programming
Planning and Environmental Division
800 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20591
Re: Proposed Land Exchange, San Bernardino International Airport, San Bernardino County, California
Dear Mr. Cuddy:
The United States Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is consulting with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) in order to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54
U.S.C. § 306108), as amended, and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. The FAA is
requesting SHPO concurrence with a finding of no historic properties affected.
The San Bernardino International Airport Authority (Airport Authority) is proposing to exchange 10.306 acres
of land with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians. The undertaking will occur entirely on existing airport
property and is solely an administrative action, i.e., a real property exchange of lands of equal value.
Based on the nature of the proposed project, the FAA has determined that the Area of Potential Affects
(APE) for the proposed land exchange is limited to the boundaries of the two parcels of land.
In order to identify historic properties in the APE, the Airport Authority contracted CRM Tech of Colton,
California to perform a cultural resources study of the area. CRM Tech reviewed the results of a recent
historical/archaeological resources records search on the airport property, requested a Sacred Lands
records search from the State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), pursued
historical and geoarchaeological background research, and carried out an intensive-level field survey of the
entire APE. As noted in the report, the entire APE was included in two previous cultural resources surveys
completed in 1991 in support of the environmental impact statement for the disposal and reuse of Norton Air
Force Base.
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2 of 2
CRM Tech’s investigations found that the APE was once occupied by a number of buildings and other
facilities, such as a baseball/softball field, associated with Norton Air Force Base, all of which have been
demolished. There are no standing structures in the APE. The entire APE is now undeveloped, and portions
of the land are used for vehicle parking and tractor-trailer storage. The land in the APE is disturbed, and the
report finds subsurface sediments in the APE appear to be relatively low in potential for containing significant
archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin.
On August 3, 2020 the Native American Heritage Commission sent FAA a list of Native American tribes with
interest in the land exchange project area. Of the 12 tribes listed, six were federally recognized tribes and six
were not. All 12 received letters on August 22nd inviting them to consult with the FAA on this project, along
with the exhibit map. The tribes contacted include the following: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians,
Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation, San Manuel Band of
Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians, Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians, Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians - Kizh Nation, Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, Gabrielino /Tongva
Nation, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council, Gabrielino- Tongva Tribe, and the Serrano
Nation of Mission Indians. Only two responses have been received to date, and those responses indicated
no concerns with the proposed project.
Having reviewed your submittal, SHPO offers the following comments:
1) SHPO notes that the APE appears adequate to account for direct and indirect effects to historic
properties;
2) SHPO concurs that undertaking, as described, will not affect historic properties.
Be reminded that in the event of an inadvertent discovery or a change in the scale or scope of the
undertaking, the FAA may have additional Section 106 consultation responsibilities. If the FAA has any
questions or comments, please contact staff historian Tristan Tozer at (916) 445-7027 or
Tristan.Tozer@parks.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer
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IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

SAN BERNARDINO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
LAND EXCHANGE PROJECT
City of San Bernardino
San Bernardino County, California

Prepared for:
San Bernardino International Airport Authority
1601 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92408
(909) 382-4100
and
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region, Airports Division
El Segundo, CA 90245

May 2, 2019
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Title: Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties: San Bernardino
International Airport Land Exchange Project, City of San Bernardino, San
Bernardino County, California
Author(s): Bai “Tom” Tang, Principal Investigator/Historian
Daniel Ballester, Archaeologist/Field Director
Terri Jacquemain, Historian/Report Writer
Ben Kerridge, Archaeologist
Affiliation: CRM TECH
1016 East Cooley Drive, Suite A/B
Colton, CA 92324
(909) 824-6400
CRM TECH Contract No.3453

Date: May 2, 2019
Prepared for: San Bernardino International Airport Authority
1601 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92408
(909) 382-4100
and
Federal Aviation Administration
Western-Pacific Region, Airports Division
El Segundo, CA 90245
USGS Quadrangle: Redlands, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangle (Rancho San Bernardino land grant; T1S
R3W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian)
Project Size: Approximately 20.6 acres
Keywords: Eastern San Bernardino Valley; Phase I historical/archaeological
resources survey; portions of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 0136-371-18
and -33; no historic properties affected
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In March and April 2019, CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately 20.6
acres of vacant land within and adjacent to the perimeter of the San Bernardino International Airport
(formerly Norton Air Force Base), City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, California. The
subject property of the study, consisting of two equal-sized portions of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers
0136-371-18 and -33, is the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for a proposed land exchange between
the Airport and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians. It is located between Third Street and W
Street and on both sides of Victoria Avenue, and comprises a portion of the Rancho San Bernardino
land grant lying within T1S R3W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the federal lead agency for the proposed undertaking,
and the study is therefore completed under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. The purpose of the study is to determine whether the proposed undertaking would
have an effect on any historic properties, as defined by Section 106 and associated regulations, that
may exist within or adjacent to the APE. In order to identify such properties, CRM TECH reviewed
the results of a recent historical/archaeological resources records search on the airport property,
requested a Sacred Lands records search from the State of California Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC), pursued historical and geoarchaeological background research, and carried out
an intensive-level field survey of the entire APE.
The results of these research procedures indicate that a linear feature of historical origin, the 1865
North Fork Ditch, was previously recorded as lying across the northern edge of the APE, along Third
Street, while the extension of a second recorded linear feature, the 1940s City Creek Channel, was
noted at the same location in the APE. The North Fork Ditch, an extension of the 1858 Cram and Van
Leuven Ditch, is designated Site 36-006848 (CA-SBR-6848H) in the California Historical Resources
Inventory, but no evidence of this early irrigation work could be found during the field survey. In
view of changes in the landscape that have occurred since the North Fork Ditch 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 to this location around the same time.
The City Creek Channel was originally recorded some 450 feet to the west of the APE during a recent
study for another undertaking on the airport property. The concrete-lined channel once extended
across the entire northern end of the APE, but the segment to the east of Victoria Avenue has been
converted into an underground culvert in recent years. As a working component of the modern floodcontrol infrastructure, the channel does not demonstrate any distinctively historical characteristics and
was determined not to meet the criteria for listing in the National Register of Historic Places during
the previous study.
No other potential historic properties were encountered throughout the course of this study, and the
subsurface sediments in the APE appear to be relatively low in potential for containing significant
archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin. However, NAHC states that the Sacred
Lands File maintained by the commission indicates the presence of unspecified Native American
cultural resource(s) in the general vicinity of the APE and refers further inquiry to the San Manuel
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Band of Mission Indians and other nearby tribal organizations. NAHC’s reply is attached to this report
for reference by FAA and the San Bernardino International Airport Authority in future governmentto-government consultations with the local Native American groups.
Based on these findings, CRM TECH recommends to FAA a tentative conclusion that no historic
properties will be affected by the proposed land exchange, pending the completion of further Native
American consultations. No additional cultural resources investigation is recommended for the
undertaking unless project plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.
However, the following standard conditions concerning unanticipated discovery of archaeological
resources apply to this undertaking:
•
•
•

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during future earth-moving operations
within the APE, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the find and the San Bernardino County
Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5;
If any other Native American cultural resources are discovered, all work shall cease within a 60foot buffer so that a qualified archaeologist can be retained to assess the find, and the San Manuel
Band shall be contacted;
If significant Native American cultural resources are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured,
a treatment plan shall be developed by a qualified archaeologist, followed by further consultation
with the San Manuel Band.
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INTRODUCTION
In March and April 2019, CRM TECH performed a cultural resources study on approximately 20.6
acres of vacant land within and adjacent to the perimeter of the San Bernardino International Airport,
City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino County, California (Fig. 1). The subject property of the
study, consisting of two equal-sized portions of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 0136-371-18 and -33, is
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for a proposed land exchange between the Airport and the San
Manuel Band of Mission Indians. It is located between Third Street and W Street and on both sides
of Victoria Avenue, and comprises a portion of the Rancho San Bernardino land grant lying within
T1S R3W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian (Figs. 2, 3).
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the federal lead agency for the proposed undertaking,
and the study is therefore completed under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. The purpose of the study is to determine whether the proposed undertaking would
have an effect on any historic properties, as defined by Section 106 and associated regulations, that
may exist within or adjacent to the APE.
In order to identify such properties, CRM TECH reviewed the results of a recent historical/
archaeological resources records search on the airport property, requested a Sacred Lands records
search from the State of California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), pursued
historical and geoarchaeological background research, and carried out an intensive-level field survey
of the entire APE. The following report is a complete account of the methods, results, and final
conclusion of the study. Personnel who participated in the study are named in the appropriate
sections below, and their qualifications are provided in Appendix 1.

Figure 1. Vicinity of the APE. (Based on USGS San Bernardino, Calif., 60’x30’ quadrangle [USGS 1969])
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Figure 2. Area of Potential Effects. (Based on USGS Redlands, Calif., 7.5’ quadrangle [USGS 1996])
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Figure 3. Aerial image of the APE. (Based on Google Earth imagery [Google Earth 2018])
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SETTING
CURRENT NATURAL SETTING
The City of San Bernardino is situated in the eastern end of the San Bernardino Valley, a broad
inland valley defined by the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountain Ranges on the north and a
series of low rocky hills on the south. The natural environment of the region is characterized by its
temperate Mediterranean climate, with the average maximum temperature in July reaching over 90
degrees Fahrenheit (ºF) and the average minimum temperature in January hovering around 35ºF.
Rainfall is typically less than 20 inches annually, occurring mostly between November and March.
The APE is located along the northern boundary of the San Bernardino International Airport, which
occupies a total of more than 1,300 acres on the southeastern corner of the City of San Bernardino,
along the boundaries with the adjacent Cities of Highland and Redlands. Formerly a military
installation known as Norton Air Force Base, the airport today lies in a generally urbanized setting,
surrounded by residential neighborhoods, apartment complexes, commercial and industrial
properties, as well as a few tracts of vacant land. The Santa Ana River, the main natural watercourse
in the San Bernardino Valley, forms a part of the southern perimeter of the airport, approximately a
half-mile south of the APE (Fig. 2).
The APE was once occupied by a number of buildings and other facilities, such as a baseball/softball
field, associated with Norton Air Force Base, but all of these have been demolished. The entire APE
is now undeveloped, and portions of the land are used for vehicle parking and tractor trailer storage
(Figs. 4, 5). Parts of the ground surface in the APE are covered with crushed gravel or asphalt
pavement, including the roadbeds of various streets from the military era and the newly extended
Victoria Avenue (Fig. 3). The ground has clearly been leveled in the past, resulting in a highly
disturbed and generally flat terrain, with elevations ranging roughly between 1,135 feet and 1,160
feet above mean sea level. Vegetation in the APE includes foxtails, tumbleweeds, and other small
grasses and shrubs, along with clusters of landscaping trees.
CULTURAL SETTING
Prehistoric Context
The earliest evidence of human occupation in inland southern California, or the Inland Empire
region, was discovered below the surface of an alluvial fan in the northern portion of the Lakeview
Mountains, overlooking the San Jacinto Valley, with radiocarbon dates clustering around 9,500 B.P.
(Horne and McDougall 2008). Another site found near the shoreline of Lake Elsinore, close to the
confluence of Temescal Wash and the San Jacinto River, yielded radiocarbon dates between 8,000
and 9,000 B.P. (Grenda 1997). Additional sites with isolated Archaic dart points, bifaces, and other
associated lithic artifacts from the same age range have been found in the Cajon Pass area, typically
atop knolls with good viewsheds (Basgall and True 1985; Goodman and McDonald 2001; Goodman
2002; Milburn et al. 2008).
The cultural prehistory of inland southern California has been summarized into numerous
chronologies, including those developed by Chartkoff and Chartkoff (1984), Warren (1984), and
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Figure 4. Overview of the northwestern portion of the APE. (Photograph taken on March 22, 2019; view to the east)

Figure 5. Overview of the southeastern portion of the APE. (Photograph taken on March 22, 2019; view to the east)
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others. Specifically, the prehistory of the Inland Empire region has been addressed by O’Connell et
al. (1974), McDonald et al. (1987), Keller and McCarthy (1989), Grenda (1993), Goldberg (2001),
and Horne and McDougall (2008). Although the beginning and ending dates of different cultural
horizons vary regionally, the general framework of regional prehistory can be broken into three
primary periods:






Paleoindian Period (ca. 18,000-9,000 B.P.): Native peoples of this period created fluted
spearhead bases designed to be hafted to wooden shafts. The distinctive method of thinning
bifaces and spearhead preforms by removing long, linear flakes leaves diagnostic Paleoindian
markers at tool-making sites. Other artifacts associated with the Paleoindian toolkit include
choppers, cutting tools, retouched flakes, and perforators. Sites from this period are very sparse
across the landscape and most are deeply buried.
Archaic Period (ca. 9,000-1,500 B.P.): Archaic sites are characterized by abundant lithic scatters
of considerable size with many biface thinning flakes, bifacial preforms broken during
manufacture, and well-made groundstone bowls and basin metates. As a consequence of making
dart points, many biface thinning waste flakes were generated at individual production stations,
which is a diagnostic feature of Archaic sites.
Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 1,500 B.P.-contact): Sites from this period typically contain small
lithic scatters from the manufacture of small arrow points, expedient groundstone tools such as
tabular metates and unshaped manos, wooden mortars with stone pestles, acorn or mesquite bean
granaries, ceramic vessels, shell beads suggestive of extensive trading networks, and steatite
implements such as pipes and arrow shaft straighteners.

Ethnohistoric Context
The present-day San Bernardino area is generally recognized as a part of the homeland of the
Serrano people, although other Native groups, such as the Gabrielino Kizh Nation of the Los
Angeles Basin, also claim the area as a part of their cultural influence. Together with that of the
Vanyume people, linguistically a subgroup, the traditional territory of the Serrano also includes the
San Bernardino Mountains, part of the San Gabriel Mountains, and the Mojave River Valley in the
southern portion of the Mojave Desert, reaching as far east as the Cady, Bullion, Sheep Hole, and
Coxcomb Mountains. The name “Serrano” was derived from a Spanish term meaning
“mountaineer” or “highlander.” The basic written sources on Serrano culture are Kroeber (1925),
Strong (1929), and Bean and Smith (1978). The following ethnographic discussion of the Serrano
people is based mainly on these sources.
Prior to European contact, the Serrano were primarily hunter-gatherers and occasionally fishers, and
settled mostly on elevated terraces, hills, and finger ridges near where flowing water emerged from
the mountains. They were loosely organized into exogamous clans, which were led by hereditary
heads, and the clans in turn were affiliated with one of two exogamous moieties. The clans were
patrilineal, but their exact structure, function, and number are unknown, except that the clans were
the largest autonomous political and landholding units. There was no pan-tribal political union
among the clans, but they shared strong trade, ceremonial, and marital connections that sometimes
also extended to other surrounding nations, such as the Kitanemuk, the Tataviam, and the Cahuilla.
Although contact with Europeans may have occurred as early as 1771 or 1772, Spanish influence on
Serrano lifeways was negligible until the 1810s, when a mission asistencia was established on the
6
C-26

southern edge of Serrano territory. Between then and the end of the mission era in 1834, most of the
Serrano in the western portion of their traditional territory were removed to the nearby missions. In
the eastern portion, a series of punitive expeditions in 1866-1870 resulted in the death or
displacement of almost all remaining Serrano population in the San Bernardino Mountains. Today,
most Serrano descendants are affiliated with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, the Morongo
Band of Mission Indians, or the Serrano Nation of Indians.
Historic Context
The San Bernardino Valley, along with the rest of Alta California, was claimed by Spain in the late
18th century, and the first European explorers traveled through the area as early as 1772, three years
after the beginning of Spanish colonization (Beck and Haase 1974:15). For nearly four decades the
arid inland valley received little attention from the European colonizers, who concentrated their
efforts along the Pacific coast. Following the establishment of Mission San Gabriel in 1771, the San
Bernardino Valley became a part of the mission’s vast land holdings. The name “San Bernardino”
was bestowed on the region in the 1810s, when the asistencia and an associated mission rancho, both
bearing that name, were established in present-day Loma Linda (Lerch and Haenszel 1981).
After gaining independence from Spain in 1821, the Mexican authorities began in 1834 the process
of secularization to dismantle the mission system in Alta California. During the next 12 years,
former mission ranchos throughout Alta California were surrendered to the Mexican government,
and subsequently divided and granted to various prominent citizens of the province. In 1842,
Rancho San Bernardino was granted to members of a prominent Los Angeles family, the Lugos
(Schuiling 1984:34). An adobe house built by one of the grantees at the site of today’s county
courthouse became the earliest non-Indian settlement in San Bernardino. As elsewhere in Alta
California during the Spanish and Mexican periods, cattle raising was the primary economic activity
on Rancho San Bernardino and other nearby land grants, often with the local Native American
population providing the labor force (Lerch and Haenszel 1981).
After the American annexation of Alta California in 1848, the Lugos sold the entire Rancho San
Bernardino land grant in 1851 to a group of Mormon settlers, who promptly established a fortified
settlement around the Lugo adobe and thus founded the town of San Bernardino, one of the oldest
non-Indian communities in what is known today as the Inland Empire (Schuiling 1984:45). The
early growth of the Mormon colony was promising. It became the county seat of the newly created
San Bernardino County in 1853 and was incorporated as a city the next year (ibid.:48-49). In 1857,
however, the budding town suffered a devastating setback when half of its population, responding to
a recall from Mormon leaders, left California for Utah, causing the city to disincorporate (ibid.:50).
In the 1880s, spurred by the completion of the Santa Fe Railway in 1885, the rise of the profitable
citrus industry, and a general land boom that swept through much of southern California, San
Bernardino gradually recovered and reincorporated in 1886. With the selection of the city by the
Santa Fe Railway as its regional headquarters, San Bernardino embarked on a period of steady
growth that lasted well into the 20th century. During World War II, the growth of San Bernardino
was further boosted when the U.S. Army Air Corps established an airport and military base in the
project vicinity in 1940-1941 (Richards 1966). The history of the base was summarized by the
Norton Air Force Base Museum (n.d.) as follows:
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The base began as Municipal Airport, San Bernardino under Army Air Corps jurisdiction. During the
summer of 1941, it became a training base to meet the needs of the 30,000 Pilot Training Program. In
December 1941, within days after the attack on Pearl Harbor, combat-ready fighter planes arrived to
protect the Los Angeles area from enemy attack. In July 1942 the airport was renamed San
Bernardino Army Air Field and the San Bernardino Air Depot was established. The facility’s
primary function was the repair and maintenance of aircraft. During the war, the Air Transport
Command used the field and in 1943, maintenance operations for gas turbine engines were added.
After WWII, the base became one of three major maintenance facilities for jet engines. The base was
transferred to US Air Force in 1948 and in 1950 was renamed Norton Air Force Base after Captain
Leland Norton, a World War II bomber pilot who ordered the crew of his crippled plane to bail out
over France just before perishing with the craft. Operations at Norton were expanded to include
maintenance, storage, and logistics support for various missile programs… The base was selected for
closure by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission in 1988 and closed on March 31, 1994.

RESEARCH METHODS
HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH
The historical/archaeological resources records search was originally conducted in conjunction with
a similar study for another undertaking on the airport property, some 450 feet to the west of the current
APE (Tang et al. 2018). It was completed by CRM TECH archaeologist Ben Kerridge on January 29,
2018, at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), California State University,
Fullerton. During the records search, Kerridge examined maps and records on file at the SCCIC for
previously identified cultural resources and existing cultural resources reports within a one-mile
radius. Previously identified historical/archaeological resources include properties designated as
California Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest, or San Bernardino County Historical
Landmarks, as well as those listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register
of Historical Resources, or the California Historical Resources Inventory.
SACRED LANDS RECORDS SEARCH
On March 20, 2019, CRM TECH submitted a written request to the Native American Heritage
Commission for a records search in the commission’s Sacred Lands File. NAHC is the State of
California’s trustee agency for the protection of “tribal cultural resources,” as defined by California
Public Resources Code §21074, and is tasked with identifying and cataloging properties of Native
American cultural value, including places of special religious, spiritual, or social significance and
known graves and cemeteries throughout the state. The response from NAHC is summarized below
and attached to this report in Appendix 2.
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND RESEARCH
Historical background research for this study was conducted by CRM TECH historians Bai “Tom”
Tang and Terri Jacquemain. Sources consulted during the research included published literature in
local and regional history, U.S. General Land Office land survey plat maps dated 1858, U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps dated 1901-1996, and aerial photographs taken in
1938-2018. The historic maps are collected at the Science Library of the University of California,
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Riverside, and the California Desert District of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, located in
Moreno Valley. The aerial photographs are available at the Nationwide Environmental Title
Research (NETR) Online website and through the Google Earth software.
FIELD SURVEY
On March 22, 2019, CRM TECH project archaeologist Daniel Ballester carried out the intensivelevel field survey of the APE. The survey was completed by walking a series of parallel transects
spaced 15 meters (approximately 50 feet) apart. Where regular transects were obstructed, such as by
the tractor-trailers, Ballester stayed as close to the original transect system as possible. In this way,
the entire APE was surveyed systematically and carefully for any evidence of human activities
dating to the prehistoric or historic period (i.e., 50 years or older). Visibility of the native ground
surface was excellent (90-100%) in some areas but was poor to fair (10-50%) elsewhere due to the
presence of pavement, gravel, and recent growth of dense vegetation (Figs. 4, 5). In light of the
extent of past ground disturbances, the level of ground visibility was deemed adequate for this
survey.
GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS
As part of the research procedures, Ben Kerridge and CRM TECH geologist Harry M. Quinn
pursued geoarchaeological analysis to assess the APE’s potential for the deposition and preservation
of subsurface cultural deposits from the prehistoric period, which cannot be detected through a
standard surface archaeological survey. Sources consulted for this purpose included primarily
topographic, geologic, and soil maps and reports pertaining to the surrounding area. Findings from
these sources were used to develop a geomorphologic history of the APE and address the
geoarchaeological sensitivity of the subsurface sediments.
RESULTS AND FINDINGS
HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES RECORDS SEARCH
According to the records search results, Site 36-006848 (CA-SBR-6848H), an early irrigation work
dating to the mid-19th century, was previously recorded as lying across the northern edge of the
APE, along Third Street. Existing site records for 36-006848 identify it as the 1858 Cram and Van
Leuven Ditch (see App. 3), but historical sources suggest that the segment of the site in and near the
APE is more properly known as the 1865 North Fork Ditch (see “Historical Background Research”
below). A second linear feature of historical origin, the 1940s City Creek Channel, was recorded
450 feet to the west of the APE during CRM TECH’s 2018 study for the undertaking nearby (see
App. 3), but the channel is known to extend into the northwestern portion of the APE. These two
sites are discussed further below.
The records search results indicate that the entire APE was included in two previous cultural
resources surveys completed in 1991(Carmichael 1991; Schmuecker 1991; #1062260 and #1062587
in Fig. 6), both conducted in support of the environmental impact statement for the disposal and
reuse of Norton Air Force Base (USDAF 1993). A third study that included the APE, completed in
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Exact location of sensitive areas not disclosed to protect resource integrity.
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2009, consisted only of a review of existing records and did not involve any new survey efforts
(Tang 2009; #1067463 in Fig. 6).
The two surveys in 1991 resulted in the recordation and evaluation of more than 40 WWII-era
buildings and other features through a systematic survey of the entire base. None of them, however,
was located within or adjacent to the current APE. The nearest among them was the circa 1937
Morrow Hangar, located approximately 150 feet south of the southern boundary of the APE. During
one of the 1991 studies, Norton Air Force Base as a whole was also evaluated against the criteria for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and it was concluded that:
Norton AFB itself does possess significance at the local level due to its predominance in the
development of the San Bernardino region, however, the degree of alteration to the Base as a whole
and to the buildings individually, preclude recommendation for nomination to the National Register.
(Schmuecker 1991:v)

Within a one-mile radius of the APE, SCCIC records show more than 50 other previous studies on
various tracts of land and linear features (Fig. 6). In all, more than half of the land within the scope
of the records search has been surveyed, resulting in the identification of nearly 100 additional
historical/archaeological sites, including 30 “pending” sites, and one isolate—i.e., a locality with
three or fewer artifacts—within the one-mile radius. None of these known cultural resources,
however, was found in the immediate vicinity of the APE.
Two of the sites were of prehistoric—i.e., Native American—origin, as was the isolate. Site 36003965 (CA-SBR-3965), a lithic flake scatter, was recorded in 1987 about a half-mile north of the
APE and Site 36-004495 (CA-SBR-4495), a single bedrock milling slick, was recorded in 1980 just
inside a mile to the southwest. Isolate 36-012385, a vesicular basalt metate, was recorded in 1988
roughly a mile south of the APE. The other sites all dated to the historic period and consisted
predominantly of buildings, including those associated with Norton Air Force Base, as well as other
former military facilities of the base, structural remains, irrigation features, refuse scatters, and a
railroad line.
SACRED LANDS RECORDS SEARCH
In response to CRM TECH’s inquiry, the Native American Heritage Commission states in a letter
dated April 11, 2019, that the Sacred Lands File identified unspecified Native American cultural
resource or resources in the general vicinity of the APE. NAHC recommended that the San Manuel
Band of Mission Indians be contacted for further information, and further provided a list of three
other local Native American groups who may also have knowledge of such resources, namely the
Morongo Band of Mission Indians, the San Fernando Band of Mission Indians, and the Serrano
Nation of Indians. NAHC’s reply is attached to this report in Appendix 2 for reference by the
Federal Aviation Administration and the San Bernardino International Airport Authority in future
government-to-government consultations with these tribal groups.
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND RESEARCH
Historical sources consulted for this study indicate that settlement and development activities
began in the project vicinity shortly after the establishment of the Mormon colony of San
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Bernardino in 1851. By the mid-1850s, several smaller Mormon settlements had been established
around the main colony, on the former Rancho San Bernardino (Scott 1977:12). One of these, the
City Creek Settlement, was located in the area along present-day Sixth Street between Waterman
Avenue and Sterling Avenue, to the northwest of the APE (ibid.). A short ditch built in 1856 from
the nearby Santa Ana River, known as the North Fork Ditch and running roughly a half-mile to the
southwest of the APE, served the settlement’s needs for irrigation water (ibid.).
In 1862, a catastrophic flood on the Santa Ana River rendered many of the early irrigation works in
the San Bernardino area useless, including the North Fork Ditch (Scott 1977:14). As a result,
shareholders of the North Fork Ditch entered into an agreement with the owners of the nearby Cram
and Van Leuven Ditch, which had been built in 1858 further upstream but had terminated to the
northeast of the APE, to enlarge and lengthen the latter ditch for the conveyance of water allotted to
the City Creek Settlement (ibid.:14-16). The new ditch, which traversed east-west along a portion of
the northernmost boundary of the APE, was completed in 1865 and inherited the name of the North
Fork Ditch (ibid.:15).
Until the early 1880s, the North Fork Ditch enterprise was limited to irrigating relatively low-quality
land along the edge of the Santa Ana River wash (Anonymous n.d.). In 1881, in a water rights
settlement with the North Fork interests, Edward G. Judson and Frank E. Brown, developers of the
Redlands colony, offered to build a new “highline ditch” along the base of the San Bernardino
Mountains, which would maximize the potential acreage of land irrigated by North Fork water (Scott
1977:17). The construction of the new North Fork Canal was completed in 1882 (ibid.), after which
the 1865 alignment of the combined North Fork Ditch and Cram and Van Leuven Ditch across the
APE was largely abandoned.
By the 1890s, a grid of roads had been
established around the project location, including
the forerunners of present-day Third Street and
Victoria Avenue, along with several farmsteads
(Fig. 7). The road along the northern project
boundary was named City Creek Road in the
1930s, while the original alignment of Third
Street ran diagonally across the southeastern
portion of the APE (Fig. 8). The northwestern
portion of the APE, meanwhile, was mostly
occupied by the wide, unregulated City Creek
wash, with at least two buildings and a newly
planted orchard located on the south side of City
Creek Road (Fig. 8; NETR Online 1938).
As mentioned above, the military aviation
facility that would become Norton Air Force
Base was built in 1940-1941 (Richards 1966;
Norton Air Force Base Museum n.d.). By the
1950s, the APE became part of a large cluster of
buildings on the base (Fig. 9; NETR Online

Figure 7. The APE and vicinity in 1893-1899. (Source:
USGS 1901a; 1901b)

12
C-32

Figure 8. The APE and vicinity in 1939. (Source: USGS
1943)

Figure 9. The APE and vicinity in 1952-1954. (Source:
USGS 1954)

1959). The two buildings and the orchard located in the northwestern potion of the APE in the
1930s had been removed, undoubtedly during the construction of the base (ibid.). Third Street had
been realigned to the north of the APE, absorbing what used to be City Creek Road, while the
remnant of its original alignment across the APE became Y Street on the base (ibid.; Schmuecker
1991:5). City Creek had also been realigned and channelized along the south side of Third Street
(ibid.).
Between 1968 and 1980, all but one of the buildings that stood in the APE in the 1950s were
removed, and the last surviving one was removed sometime between October 2016 and February
2018 (NETR Online 1959-2012; Google Earth 1994-2018). Some new construction occurred in the
APE after 1980, such as the oval-shaped recreational vehicle parking area on the west side of
Victoria Avenue, but most of the APE has remained undeveloped ever since (NETR Online 19802012; Google Earth 1994-2018).
After the closure of Norton Air Force Base and the conversion of the facility for civilian use, a
number of infrastructure reconfiguration projects were implemented to reduce the artificial isolation
of the former military base from the surrounding area. Most notably in the vicinity of this
undertaking, Victoria Avenue was extended across the City Creek Channel and into the APE from
the north in 2014-2016, reclaiming the portion of its pre-1940s alignment that was severed during
base construction and renamed 102nd Street (Google Earth 2014; 2016; Schmuecker 1991:5). In
preparation for that project, the segment of the channel from the Victoria Avenue intersection to the
east was converted into an underground culvert in 2012-2013 (Google Earth 2012; 2013).
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Figure 10. City Creek Channel in the APE. Left: remaining segment of open channel, view to the west from Victoria
Avenue; right: culvert entrances under Victoria Avenue, view to the southeast.

FIELD SURVEY
During the field survey, the remaining segment of the City Creek Channel, to the west of Victoria
Avenue, was noted in the APE. Like the segment previously recorded further to the west, the
channel features an open earthen bottom and gently sloping side walls lined with concrete panels
(see App. 3 for further details). Evidently built during the construction of the airfield in the early
1940s, this segment of the channel was partially converted into an underground culvert in 20122013, as mentioned above, and some of the concrete panels along the remainder have also been
replaced.
Also noted within or immediately adjacent to the APE were various roadways that trace their origins
to or, in some cases, before the Norton Air Force Base era in the history of the APE, including
Victoria Avenue (formerly 102rd Street), 103rd Street, 105th Street, 106th Street, W Street, X Street,
Y Street, and Z Street (Fig. 3). Among these, the forerunners of Victoria Avenue and Y Street date
at least to the 1930s (Fig. 7), and the other roads, all built as part of the base, are known to have been
present at least by the early 1950s (Fig. 8).
Despite its historical origin, Victoria Avenue was completely rebuilt and significantly widened in
2014-2016, as stated above. In the current configuration, it is essentially a modern feature. The
segments of the other roadways in the APE are standard asphalt-paved roads with soft shoulders, and
their current appearance also reflects the results of later upgrading and maintenance. None of these
infrastructure features demonstrates any distinctively historical characteristics.
No evidence of Site 36-006848, the 1865 North Fork Ditch and an extension of the 1858 Cram and
Van Leuven Ditch, was observed during the survey, nor were any other features or artifact deposits
of prehistoric or historical origin encountered within or adjacent to the APE.
GEOARCHAEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS
Dibblee (1974) maps the surface geology in the APE as predominantly Qa with some Qg along the
former channel of City Creek. According to Dibblee (ibid.), Qa consists of gravel and sand of
stream channels and Qg consists of alluvium, sand, and gravel, both of them Holocene in age.
Morton (1978) categorizes the soil in the APE as entirely Qya2, or younger, “unconsolidated grayish
pebbly to boulder alluvium.” Matti et al. (2003) identify the surface sediments in and near the APE
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as mostly Qvyw with some Qya4 and Qya5. All three of these soil types are described as slightly to
moderately consolidated sand and gravel deposits of late Holocene age, typically exhibiting a high
coarse-to-fine ratio, with Qya4 and Qya5 associated with alluvial fans and Qvyw associated with
active washes.
In summary, according to these sources the surface soils in the APE are composed of Holocene-age
alluvial sediments deposited by City Creek, which ran through the northwestern portion of the APE
before being 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.
In addition, as the historical sources demonstrate, the ground surface in the APE has been greatly
disturbed by extensive construction and demolition activities in the past. The construction of the
aviation field in the early 1940s greatly altered the natural landscape in the vicinity, and a large
portion of the current ground surface was in fact built atop the former City Creek wash (Figs. 7, 8).
The subsurface sediments in the APE, therefore, include a lot of artificial fill, which further reduces
the archaeological sensitivity of the area. The 1991 archaeological study of Norton Air Force Base
also concluded that:
Based on evidence of extensive ground disturbance, intact aboriginal sites are not expected at the
main base. … The extensive ground disturbance also minimizes the probability of finding historic
remains dating to the mission or early agricultural periods. (Carmichael 1991:vi)

Consequently, the subsurface sediments within the APE are considered to be relatively low in
sensitivity for potentially significant archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin.
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study is to identify and evaluate any historic properties that may exist within or
adjacent to the APE for direct and indirect effects and assess the undertaking’s potential effects on
such properties, if any. Historic properties, as defined by the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, include “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included
in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the Secretary
of the Interior” (36 CFR 800.16(l)). The eligibility for inclusion in the National Register is
determined by applying the following criteria, developed by the National Park Service as per
provision of the National Historic Preservation Act:
The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is
present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and
(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history; or
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(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or
(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (36
CFR 60.4)

In summary of the research results presented above, Site 36-006848, representing the 1865
alignment of the North Fork 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 changes in the landscape that have occurred since the North Fork Ditch 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 to this location around the same time. As it no longer
exists in the APE, Site 36-006848 does not require further treatment or formal evaluation under the
National Register criteria.
The realigned City Creek Channel itself was previously recorded as a historic-period site some 450
feet to the west of the APE, but was determined during that study not to meet any of the criteria for
the National Register due to the lack of any distinguished qualities and the necessary historic
integrity (Tang et al. 2018:16). The current study has not encountered any new data to warrant a
revisit of that evaluation, and the segment of the channel extending into the APE has been
significantly altered in recent years. Therefore, this study concludes that the segment of City Creek
Channel in the APE, like the previously recorded segment, is not eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.
Besides these two sites, several roads of historical origin were noted within or adjacent to the APE.
One of them, now an extension of Victoria Avenue, has been completely modernized in recent years,
and the others also exhibit no distinctively historical characteristics due to continuous upgrading and
maintenance over the years. They are minor features associated with the former Norton Air Force
Base, which was found not to be eligible for the National Register in 1991 (Schmuecker 1991:v),
before subsequent demolition and redevelopment within its boundaries further diminished its ability
to relate to the period of origin. These roads remain in use today as components of the modern
infrastructure, and none of them demonstrates a close association with any significant historic figure
or event, special merits in design or construction, distinguished aesthetic value, or the prospect for
important archaeological data. Therefore, they have no potential to be considered individually
eligible for listing in the National Register, and require no further study.
CONCLUSION
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act mandates that federal agencies take into
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and seek ways to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate any adverse effects on such properties (36 CFR 800.1(a)). Throughout the course of the
present study, no historic properties were identified within or adjacent to the APE, and the
subsurface sediments in the APE appear to be relatively low in potential for containing significant
archaeological deposits of prehistoric or early historic origin. However, the State of California
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Native American Heritage Commission states that its Sacred Lands File indicates the presence of
unspecified Native American cultural resource(s) in the general vicinity of the APE and refers
further inquiry to the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and other nearby tribal organizations.
NAHC’s reply is attached to this report for reference by the Federal Aviation Administration and the
San Bernardino International Airport Authority in future government-to-government consultations
with the local Native American groups.
Based on these findings, CRM TECH recommends to FAA a tentative conclusion that no historic
properties will be affected by the proposed land exchange, pending the completion of further Native
American consultations. No additional cultural resources investigation is recommended for the
undertaking unless project plans undergo such changes as to include areas not covered by this study.
However, the following standard conditions concerning unanticipated discovery of archaeological
resources apply to this undertaking:




If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during future earth-moving operations
within the APE, all work shall cease within 100 feet of the find and the San Bernardino County
Coroner shall be contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5;
If any other Native American cultural resources are discovered, all work shall cease within a 60foot buffer so that a qualified archaeologist can be retained to assess the find, and the San
Manuel Band shall be contacted;
If significant Native American cultural resources are discovered and avoidance cannot be
ensured, a treatment plan shall be developed by a qualified archaeologist, followed by further
consultation with the San Manuel Band.
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APPENDIX 2

CORRESPONDENCE WITH
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
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SACRED LANDS FILE & NATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS LIST REQUEST
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Boulevard, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95691
(916)373-3710
(916)373-5471 (Fax)
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Project: Proposed San Bernardino International Airport Land Exchange Project (CRM TECH No.
3453)
County: San Bernardino
USGS Quadrangle Name: Redlands, Calif.
Township 1 South

Range 3 West

SB BM; Section(s) San Bernardino land grant

Company/Firm/Agency: CRM TECH
Contact Person: Nina Gallardo
Street Address: 1016 E. Cooley Drive, Suite A/B
City: Colton, CA

Zip: 92324

Phone: (909) 824-6400

Fax: (909) 824-6405

Email: ngallardo@crmtech.us
Project Description: The primary component of the project is to exchange approximately 20 acres
of land located within the San Bernardino International Airport (formerly Norton Air Force Base),
on the south side of Third Street and east of Hangar Way, in the City of San Bernardino, San
Bernardino County, California.

March 20, 2019
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April 11, 2019
Nina Gallardo
CRM Tech
VIA Email to: ngallardo@crmtech.us
RE: Proposed San Bernardino International Airport Land Exchange Project, San Bernardino
County
Dear Ms. Gallardo:
A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF)
was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project. The
results were positive. Please contact the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians on the attached
list for more information. Other sources of cultural resources should also be contacted for
information regarding known and recorded sites.
Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources in
the project area. This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential adverse
impact within the proposed project area. I suggest you contact all of those indicated; if they cannot
supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge. By contacting all those
listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to consult with the
appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of notification, the
Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to ensure that the project
information has been received.
If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify
the NAHC. With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information. If you
have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
steven.quinn@nahc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Steven Quinn
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
Attachment
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Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Contact List
San Bernardino County
4/11/2019
Morongo Band of Mission
Indians
Robert Martin, Chairperson
12700 Pumarra Rroad
Banning, CA, 92220
Phone: (951) 849 - 8807
Fax: (951) 922-8146
dtorres@morongo-nsn.gov

Cahuilla
Serrano

Morongo Band of Mission
Indians
Denisa Torres, Cultural Resources
Manager
Cahuilla
12700 Pumarra Rroad
Serrano
Banning, CA, 92220
Phone: (951) 849 - 8807
Fax: (951) 922-8146
dtorres@morongo-nsn.gov
San Fernando Band of Mission
Indians
Donna Yocum, Chairperson
P.O. Box 221838
Kitanemuk
Newhall, CA, 91322
Vanyume
Phone: (503) 539 - 0933
Tataviam
Fax: (503) 574-3308
ddyocum@comcast.net
San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians
Lee Clauss, Director of Cultural
Resources
26569 Community Center Drive
Highland, CA, 92346
Phone: (909) 864 - 8933
Fax: (909) 864-3370
lclauss@sanmanuel-nsn.gov
Serrano Nation of Mission
Indians
Goldie Walker, Chairperson
P.O. Box 343
Patton, CA, 92369
Phone: (909) 528 - 9027

Serrano

Serrano

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Proposed San Bernardino
International Airport Land Exchange Project, San Bernardino County.
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APPENDIX 3

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INVENTORY
RECORD FORMS
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APPENDIX D

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The following agencies were emailed a copy of the Notice of Availability of a Draft Environmental
Assessment at the San Bernardino International Airport on February 11, 2021:
City of Colton, California
Bill Smith (bsmith@coltonca.gov)
City of Highland, California
Joe Hughes (jhughes@cityofhighland.org)
City of Loma Linda, California
Jarb Thaipejr (jthaipejr@lomalinda-ca.gov)
City of San Bernardino, California
Rob Field (Field_Ro@sbcity.org)
City of San Bernardino, California
Teri Rahal (rahal_Te@ci.san-bernardino.ca.us)

In addition, the Notice of Availability was published twice (between February 11, 2021 and
February 25, 2021) in the following local publications:
x

Black Voice (published on February 18, 2021 and February 25, 2021)

x

El Chicano Newspaper (published on February 11, 2021 and February 18, 2021)

x

Highland Community News (published on February 12, 2021 and February 19, 2021)

x

San Bernardino County Sun (published on February 11, 2021 and February 17, 2021)

No comments were received as a result of the agency and public review, which went for 30 days
from February 11, 2021 through March 12, 2021.
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR A PROPOSED LAND EXCHANGE
AT SAN BERNARDINO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT,
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Pursuant to Title 49, United States Code, Section 47106(c)(1)(A), notice is hereby given that the
San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA), as owner and grant sponsor of San
Bernardino International Airport, proposes to seek Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
approval to implement a land exchange of 10.306 acres with the San Manuel Band of Mission
Indians (SMBMI). The real estate transfers are listed below:
From SMBMI to SBIAA: 10.306 acres, located south of the 3rd Street shoulder along the northern
airport boundary (Parcel “D”).
From SBIAA to SMBMI: 10.306 acres, located north of “W” Street adjacent to existing tribal land
(Parcel “A”).
The Proposed Action is solely an administrative action, i.e., a real property exchange of lands of
equal value, to complete an airport boundary modification.
A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and has been prepared pursuant to the
requirements of Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section
509(b)(5) of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended. The FAA is the Lead
Agency to ensure compliance with NEPA for airport actions. The Draft EA was prepared in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and FAA
Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport
Actions. The federal action would be a revision to the airport layout plan (ALP) to reflect the
modified airport boundaries.
Beginning February 11, 2021, a copy of the Draft EA will be available for review by the public and
interested parties for 30 days at: www.sbiaa.org or at the following physical locations during
normal business hours:
x
x

San Bernardino International Airport Authority, 1601 East 3rd Street, San Bernardino, CA
Norman F. Feldheym Public Library, 555 West 6th Street, San Bernardino, CA

Any interested parties requesting a hard copy of the report (or the report on compact disc or USB
drive) can be provided these items by contacting SBIAA at the email address given below. Anyone
wishing to comment on the Draft EA may submit written comments by letter or email to the
following physical or email addresses:
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Mr. Mark Gibbs, Director of Aviation
San Bernardino International Airport Authority
1601 East 3rd Street
San Bernardino, CA 92408
mgibbs@sbdairport.com
The cutoff date for comment submission is not later than 5:00 PM – Pacific Standard Time,
March 12, 2021. Please allow enough time for mailing. All comments must be received by the
deadline, not simply postmarked by that date.
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Airport Consultants
www.coffmanassociates.com

KANSAS CITY
(816) 524-3500

PHOENIX
(602) 993-6999

12920 Metcalf Avenue
Suite 200
Overland Park, KS 66213

4835 E. Cactus Road
Suite 235
Scottsdale, AZ 85254

