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Table 4.12-5 Reference Construction Vibration Levels 

Equipment PPV (in/sec) at 25 feet1 

Small bulldozer 0.003 
Jackhammer 0.035 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 
Large bulldozer 0.089 
Vibratory Roller 0.210 

1 Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2022e, Table 10-5) 

 
B. Stationary Noise Analysis Methodology 

To estimate the Project operational noise impacts, reference noise level measurements were collected from 
active industrial and warehousing facilities in southern California with similar operational characteristics as 
expected for the Project.  While sound pressure levels (e.g., Leq) quantify in decibels the intensity of given 
sound sources at a reference distance, sound power levels (LW) are connected to the sound source and are 
independent of distance.  Sound pressure levels vary substantially with distance from the source and diminish 
because of intervening obstacles and barriers, air absorption, wind, and other factors.  Sound power is the 
acoustical energy emitted by the sound source and is an absolute value that is not affected by the 
environment.  The reference Project operational noise and sound power levels are summarized in Table 4.12-
6, Reference Stationary Noise Levels.   
 

Table 4.12-6 Reference Stationary Noise Levels 

Noise Source 
Noise 

Source 
Height  
(Feet) 

Min./Hour2 Reference Noise 
Level (dBA Leq) 

@ 50 feet  

Sound 
Power 
Level 

(dBA)3 
Day Night 

Loading Dock Activity 8' 60 60 62.8 103.4 
Roof-Top Air Conditioning Units 5' 39 28 57.2 88.9 
Parking Lot Vehicle Movements 5' 60 60 52.6 81.1 
Trash Enclosure Activity 5' 60 30 57.3 89.0 
Truck Movements 8' 60 60 59.8 93.2 
1 As measured by Urban Crossroads, Inc.  
2 Anticipated duration (minutes within the hour) of noise activity during typical hourly conditions expected at the Project Site. 
"Day" = 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; "Night" = 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
3 Sound power level represents the total amount of acoustical energy (noise level) produced by a sound source independent of 
distance or surroundings.  Sound power levels calculated using the CadnaA noise model at the reference distance to the noise 
source.  Numbers may vary due to size differences between point and area noise sources. 
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 9-1) 

 
To fully describe the exterior operational noise levels from the Project, Urban Crossroads developed a noise 
prediction model using the CadnaA computer program. CadnaA can analyze multiple types of noise sources, 
including a the spatially accurate development site plan, georeferenced aerial imagery, topography, and 
three-dimensional buildings and barriers, in its calculations to predict outdoor noise levels.  Noise levels 
were calculated at the receiver locations shown in Figure 4.12-2.  Refer to Section 7 from the Project’s Noise 
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Analysis (see Technical Appendix O) for a detailed discussion of the derivation of assumed operational noise 
levels. 
 
C. Transportation Noise Analysis Methodology 

Transportation-related noise impacts were projected using a computer program that replicates the FHWA 
Traffic Noise Prediction Model FHWA-RD-77-108 (the “FHWA Model”).  The FHWA Model arrives at a 
predicted noise level through a series of adjustments to the Reference Energy Mean Emission Level 
(REMEL).  In California, the national REMELs are substituted with the California Vehicle Noise (Calveno) 
Emission Levels.  Adjustments are then made to the REMELs to account for: 1) roadway classification (e.g., 
collector, secondary, major or arterial), 2) roadway travel width (i.e., the distance between the center of the 
outermost travel lanes on each side of the roadway), 3) total average daily traffic (ADT), 4) travel speed, 5) 
percentages of automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks in the traffic volume, 6) roadway grade, 7) 
angle of view (e.g., whether the roadway view is blocked), 8) site conditions ("hard" or "soft" relates to the 
absorption of the ground, pavement, or landscaping), and 9) percentage of total ADT that flows each hour 
throughout a 24-hour period. Tables 6-1 through 6-7 from the Project’s Noise Analysis (refer to Technical 
Appendix O) present the detailed model inputs for roadway parameters, average daily traffic volumes, 
vehicle mix, and time of day vehicle splits that were assigned to each of the roadway segments included in 
the in the transportation noise analysis. 
 
4.12.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a: Would the Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

The analysis presented on the following pages summarizes potential construction noise levels and 
operational noise levels from Project-related activities.  The detailed noise calculations for the analysis 
presented here are provided in Appendices 7.1 through 10.2 of the Project’s Noise Analysis (see Technical 
Appendix O). 
 
A. Construction Noise Impact Analysis 
Construction activities on the Project Site would proceed in five (5) stages: 1) site preparation; 2) grading; 
3) building construction; 4) paving; and 5) application of architectural coatings.  Project construction 
activities would occur primarily during daytime hours (i.e., between 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on Mondays 
through Saturdays) but there is the potential that some or all of the concrete pouring required for the 
building’s foundation and/or wall panels could occur during nighttime hours (should authorization for 
nighttime work be granted by San Bernardino County).  These activities would create temporary periods of 
noise when pieces of heavy construction equipment are in operation and would cause a short-term increase in 
ambient noise levels. Project construction noise levels at nearby sensitive receiver locations are summarized 
in Table 4.12-7 and Table 4.12-8, respectively. 
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Table 4.12-7 Daytime Construction Equipment Noise Level Summary 

Receiver 
Location 

Construction Noise Levels (dBA Leq) 
Site 

Preparation Grading Building 
Construction Paving Architectural 

Coating 
Highest 
Levels 

Threshold Threshold 
Exceeded 

R1 56.4 55.7 53.0 50.3 48.6 56.4 80 No 
R2 53.2 52.5 49.8 47.1 45.4 53.2 80 No 
R3 41.2 40.5 37.8 35.1 33.4 41.2 80 No 
R4 53.5 52.8 50.1 47.4 45.7 53.5 80 No 
R5 50.0 49.3 46.6 43.9 42.2 50.0 80 No 
R6 52.5 51.8 49.1 46.4 44.7 52.5 80 No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 10-2)   
 

Table 4.12-8 Nighttime Concrete Pour Noise Level Compliance 

Receiver 
Location 

Concrete Pour Noise Levels (dBA Leq) 

Exterior Noise Level Threshold1 Threshold 
Exceeded? 

R1 41.1 52.7 No 
R2 37.9 51.9 No 
R3 25.9 59.3 No 
R4 38.2 66.9 No 
R5 34.7 54.7 No 
R6 37.2 53.4 No 

1Threshold reflects existing ambient noise per Development Code Section 83.01.080[e].   
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 10-4) 

 
As shown above, Project-related construction activities would not exceed the applicable daytime and 
nighttime significance thresholds and, therefore, the Project would not result in the generation of substantial 
temporary noise levels in excess of applicable local standards.  Temporary impacts from construction noise 
would be less than significant. 
 
B. Operational Noise Impact Analysis 
Noise sources associated with long-term Project operation are expected to include idling trucks, delivery 
truck and automobile parking, delivery truck backup alarms, roof-top air conditioning units, loading and 
unloading of delivery trailers, and parking lot vehicle movements.  As demonstrated in Table 4.12-9 and 
Table 4.12-10, daytime and nighttime stationary noise levels from Project operations would satisfy the 
County’s exterior noise level standards at all receiver locations. 
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Table 4.12-9 Daytime Project Operational Noise Levels 

Noise Source 
Operational Noise Levels by Receiver Location 

(dBA Leq) 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 

Loading Dock Activity 51.1 48.6 28.7 44.8 43.6 46.9 
Roof-Top Air Conditioning Units 17.0 15.8 14.6 22.8 18.3 17.6 
Parking Lot Vehicle Movements 6.9 3.6 15.6 20.0 13.6 8.4 
Trash Enclosure Activity 13.2 12.2 9.6 16.6 12.4 13.8 
Truck Movements 38.8 35.7 20.5 32.7 31.9 35.5 

Total (All Noise Sources) 51.4 48.8 29.7 45.1 43.9 47.2 
Noise Level Standard1 57.8 58.4 59.9 69.6 58.6 58.9 
Noise Level Standard Exceeded? No No No No No No 
11Threshold reflects existing ambient noise per Development Code Section 83.01.080[e].   
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 9-2 & 9-4) 

 
Table 4.12-10 Nighttime Project Operational Noise Levels 

Noise Source 
Operational Noise Levels by Receiver Location 

(dBA Leq) 
R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 

Loading Dock Activity 51.1 48.6 28.7 44.8 43.6 46.9 
Roof-Top Air Conditioning Units 14.6 13.4 12.1 20.4 15.9 15.2 
Parking Lot Vehicle Movements 6.9 3.6 15.6 20.0 13.6 8.4 
Trash Enclosure Activity 9.2 8.2 5.7 12.6 8.4 9.8 
Truck Movements 38.8 35.7 20.5 32.7 31.9 35.5 

Total (All Noise Sources) 51.3 48.8 29.6 45.1 43.9 47.2 
Noise Level Standard 52.7 51.9 59.3 66.9 54.7 53.4 
Noise Level Standard Exceeded? No No No No No No 
11Threshold reflects existing ambient noise per Development Code Section 83.01.080[e].   
Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 9-3 & 9-4)  

 
The Project’s contribution to the existing daytime and nighttime noise environments is presented in Table 
4.12-11 and Table 4.12-12. As shown, the Project would generate a daytime operational noise level increase 
ranging from 0.0 to 0.9 dBA Leq and a nighttime operational noise level increase ranging from 0.0 to 2.4 
dBA Leq at the nearest receiver locations. Project-related operational noise level increases would not exceed 
the applicable operational noise level increase significance criteria.   
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Table 4.12-11 Daytime Project Operational Noise Level Increases 

Receiver 
Location 

Total Project 
Operational  
Noise Level 

Reference 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 

Combined 
Project and 

Ambient 

Project 
Increase 

Increase 
Criteria 

Increase  
Criteria 

Exceeded? 
R1 51.3 57.8 58.7 0.9 5.0 No 
R2 48.8 58.4 58.9 0.5 5.0 No 
R3 29.6 59.9 59.9 0.0 5.0 No 
R4 45.1 69.6 69.6 0.0 1.5 No 
R5 43.9 58.6 58.7 0.1 5.0 No 
R6 47.2 58.9 59.2 0.3 5.0 No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 9-5) 
 

Table 4.12-12 Nighttime Project Operational Noise Level Increases 

Receiver 
Location 

Total Project 
Operational  
Noise Level 

Reference 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 

Combined 
Project and 

Ambient 

Project 
Increase 

Increase 
Criteria 

Increase  
Criteria 

Exceeded? 
R1 51.3 52.7 55.1 2.4 5.0 No 
R2 48.8 51.9 53.6 1.7 5.0 No 
R3 29.6 59.3 59.3 0.0 5.0 No 
R4 45.1 66.9 66.9 0.0 1.5 No 
R5 43.9 54.7 55.0 0.3 5.0 No 
R6 47.2 53.4 54.3 0.9 5.0 No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 9-6) 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not generate operational noise that results in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
C. Off-Site Traffic Noise Impact Analysis 
The analysis below addresses potential off-site traffic noise generated from the Project.  To evaluate off-site 
noise increases that could result from Project-related traffic on the roadway system, noise levels were 
modeled for the following scenarios:   
 

• Existing plus Project (E+P) 
• Opening Year (2029) 
• Horizon Year (2040) 

 
The Existing plus Project (E+P) analysis determines the Project’s traffic noise impacts under the theoretical 
scenario where traffic from the Project is added to existing conditions.  The E+P scenario is presented to 
disclose direct impacts to the existing environment as required by CEQA.  In the case of the Project, the time 
difference between the commencement of the Project’s CEQA analysis (2023) and Project buildout (2029) is 
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six years.  During this period, traffic conditions are not static – other projects are being constructed, the 
transportation network is evolving, and traffic patterns are changing.  Therefore, the noise conditions 
reflected by the E+P scenario are very unlikely to materialize in the real-world when the Project is 
constructed and becomes operational.  An analysis of E+P traffic conditions has been included in this report 
for informational purposes.  
 
The Opening Year conditions analysis evaluates the potential for Project traffic, background traffic growth, 
and traffic associated with other known cumulative development projects to result in cumulatively 
considerable noise impacts at the time the Project becomes operational (year 2029). 
 
The Horizon Year conditions analysis evaluates the potential for Project traffic combined with expected 
traffic growth from full buildout of local general plans (by the yar 2040) to result in cumulatively 
considerable noise impacts. 
 
1. Existing plus Project Conditions 

E+P traffic noise conditions in the Project vicinity are summarized in Table 4.12-13, Existing plus Project 
Traffic Noise Level Increases. Under E+P traffic conditions, Project-related traffic would contribute a 
maximum of 0.0 dBA CNEL to roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site that abut noise-sensitive land 
uses.  This incremental noise increase would not exceed the applicable significance thresholds under the E+P 
scenario; therefore, the Project’s contribution to off-site traffic noise would not result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Table 4.12-13 Existing plus Project Traffic Noise Level Increases 

ID Road Segment Receiving 
Land Use 

CNEL at Receiving 
Land Use (dBA) 

Incremental Noise 
Level Increase 

Threshold 
No 

Project 
With 

Project 
Project 

Addition Limit Exceeded? 

1 Pepper Av. s/o Highland Av. Non-
Sensitive 69.7 71.6 1.9 n/a No 

2 Pepper Av. s/o SR-210 EB 
Ramps Sensitive 73.0 73.0 0.0 1.5 No 

3 State St. n/o Highland Av. Sensitive 70.4 70.4 0.0 1.5 No 
4 State St. s/o Highland Av. Sensitive 72.1 72.1 0.0 1.5 No 

5 Highland Av. w/o Driveway 1 Non-
Sensitive 68.9 69.0 0.1 n/a No 

6 Highland Av. w/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 68.9 69.3 0.4 n/a No 

7 Highland Av. e/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 71.2 71.2 0.0 n/a No 

8 Highland Av. e/o State St. Non-
Sensitive 70.8 70.8 0.0 n/a No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 7-7) 
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2. Opening Year Conditions 

Opening Year traffic noise conditions in the Project vicinity are summarized in Table 4.12-14, Opening Year 
Traffic Noise Level Increases.  Under Opening Year traffic conditions, Project-related traffic would 
contribute a maximum of 0.0 dBA CNEL to roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site that abut noise-
sensitive land uses.  This incremental noise increase would not exceed the applicable significance thresholds 
under the Opening Year scenario; therefore, the Project’s contribution to off-site traffic noise would not 
result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
 

Table 4.12-14 Opening Year Traffic Noise Level Increases 

ID Road Segment Receiving 
Land Use 

CNEL at Receiving 
Land Use (dBA) 

Incremental Noise 
Level Increase 

Threshold 
No 

Project 
With 

Project 
Project 

Addition Limit Exceeded? 

1 Pepper Av. s/o Highland Av. Non-
Sensitive 71.3 72.6 1.3 n/a No 

2 Pepper Av. s/o SR-210 EB 
Ramps Sensitive 75.0 75.0 0.0 1.5 No 

3 State St. n/o Highland Av. Sensitive 70.9 70.9 0.0 1.5 No 
4 State St. s/o Highland Av. Sensitive 72.6 72.6 0.0 1.5 No 

5 Highland Av. w/o Driveway 1 Non-
Sensitive 70.3 70.3 0.0 n/a No 

6 Highland Av. w/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 70.3 70.6 0.3 n/a No 

7 Highland Av. e/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 72.2 72.2 0.0 n/a No 

8 Highland Av. e/o State St. Non-
Sensitive 71.9 71.9 0.0 n/a No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 7-8) 
 
3. Horizon Year Conditions 

Horizon Year traffic noise conditions in the Project vicinity are summarized in Table 4.12-15, Horizon Year 
Traffic Noise Level Increases. Under Horizon Year traffic conditions, Project-related traffic would contribute 
a maximum of 0.1 dBA CNEL to roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site that abut noise-sensitive land 
uses.  This incremental noise increase would not exceed the applicable significance thresholds under the 
Horizon Year scenario; therefore, the Project’s contribution to off-site traffic noise would not result in a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table 4.12-15 Horizon Year Traffic Noise Level Increases 

ID Road Segment Receiving 
Land Use 

CNEL at Receiving 
Land Use (dBA) 

Incremental Noise 
Level Increase 

Threshold 
No 

Project 
With 

Project 
Project 

Addition Limit Exceeded? 

1 Pepper Av. s/o Highland Av. Non-
Sensitive 71.7 72.9 1.2 n/a No 

2 Pepper Av. s/o SR-210 EB 
Ramps Sensitive 75.4 75.5 0.1 1.5 No 

3 State St. n/o Highland Av. Sensitive 71.3 71.3 0.0 1.5 No 
4 State St. s/o Highland Av. Sensitive 73.1 73.1 0.0 1.5 No 

5 Highland Av. w/o Driveway 1 Non-
Sensitive 70.7 70.7 0.0 n/a No 

6 Highland Av. w/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 70.7 71.0 0.3 n/a No 

7 Highland Av. e/o Pepper Av. Non-
Sensitive 72.6 72.7 0.1 n/a No 

8 Highland Av. e/o State St. Non-
Sensitive 72.3 72.3 0.0 n/a No 

Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 7-9) 
 
Threshold b: Would the Project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels? 

A. Construction Vibration 

Construction activities on the Project Site would utilize equipment that has the potential to generate 
vibration.  Vibration levels at receptor locations near the Project Site during Project construction are 
summarized on Table 4.12-16, Project Construction Vibration Levels. The receptor locations listed in Table 
4.12-16 are the same as the receptors used in the noise analysis presented above under the response to 
Threshold “a,” and illustrated on Figure 4.12-2.  As shown, none of the receiver locations in the vicinity of 
the Project Site would be exposed to vibration levels that exceed the applicable County significance 
threshold.  Accordingly, Project construction would not generate excessive or substantial temporary 
groundborne vibration or noise levels.   
 
B. Operational Vibration 

Under long-term conditions, the Project would not include or require equipment or activities that would 
result in perceptible groundborne vibration beyond the Project Site.  Trucks would travel to and from the 
Project Site along local roadways; however, vibration levels for heavy trucks operating at the posted speed 
limits on paved surfaces are not perceptible beyond the roadway.  The Project would not result in the 
exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels during long-term operation and a less 
than significant impact would occur. 
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Table 4.12-16 Project Construction Vibration Levels 

Location 
Distance 
to Const. 
Activity 

Typical Construction Vibration Levels PPV (in/sec)3 
Thresholds 

PPV 
(in/sec) 

Thresholds 
Exceeded? Small 

bulldozer Jackhammer Loaded 
Trucks 

Large 
bulldozer 

Vibratory 
Roller 

Highest 
Vibration 

Level 

R1 140’ 0.000 0.003 0.006 0.007 0.016 0.016 0.2 No 
R2 416’ 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.2 No 
R3 2,277’ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.2 No 
R4 797’ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.2 No 
R5 761’ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.2 No 
R6 303’ 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.005 0.2 No 

Source: Source: (Urban Crossroads, 2024e, Table 10-6) 
 
Threshold c: For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan, 

or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public 
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

The Project Site is not located within two miles of an airport or airstrip.  The nearest airport to the Project 
Site is the San Bernardino International Airport, which is located over nine miles to the southeast.  As such, 
the Project Site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from airport operations (Urban Crossroads, 
2024e, pp. 20-21). Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
4.12.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Construction Noise 

Construction of the Project will not begin until late 2027, at the soonest, due to the lease for the user of the 
Project Site and the time needed for required reclamation activities. Although there is existing and planned 
construction within and adjacent to the River Ranch residential community, it is expected that these 
construction activities should be complete by the time Project construction commences. Further, even if 
construction activities within and adjacent to the River Ranch residential community were to overlap with 
Project construction activities, these other construction activities are not close enough to the Project Site to 
make a considerable contribution to the existing noise environment at receptor locations, as noise diminishes 
rapidly over distance.  Buildout of the rest of the cumulative study area (surrounding unincorporated 
communities and the cities of Rialto and San Bernardino) would occur at distances from the Project Site that 
would not result in substantial, cumulative construction noise. Accordingly, there is no potential for the 
Project to contribute to the exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to substantial temporary (construction-
related) increases in daytime or nighttime ambient noise levels. 
 
B. Operational Noise 

The analysis presented for Threshold “a” addresses the Project’s contribution of noise to existing cumulative 
noise sources (i.e., ambient noise) in the Project area.  Furthermore, nearby development projects that are 
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under construction and not yet operational, as well as projected growth elsewhere in the cumulative study 
area (which is not captured in the ambient noise measurements that were collected for the Project’s analysis 
and addressed under Threshold “a”) would not have the potential to combine with the Project to result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact at nearby sensitive receptors because: 1) The Project would result in either 
no change – 0.0 dBA Leq – or a change so small that it is not detectable by the human ear  – 0.0 dBA Leq – to 
the existing environment at sensitive receptor locations; 2) The locations of the other development projects 
are not close enough to the Project Site to make a considerable contribution to the existing noise environment 
at receptor locations, as noise diminishes rapidly over distance; and 3) The other development projects are 
residential land uses, which are not sources of substantial noise.  The Project’s permanent noise impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 
 
C. Traffic Noise 

The analysis presented under Threshold “a” evaluates the Project’s traffic noise contribution along study area 
roadways with consideration of cumulative development projects and projected development within the 
cumulative study area (Opening Year and Horizon Year scenarios, respectively).  As summarized in that 
analysis, the Project’s traffic noise contributions along study area roadways would not exceed applicable 
significance thresholds and, therefore, would not be cumulatively-considerable under near- or long-term 
conditions. 
 
D. Groundborne Vibration and Noise 

During construction, the Project’s peak vibration impacts would occur during the grading phase when large 
pieces of equipment, like bulldozers, are operating on-site.  (During the non-grading phases of Project 
construction, when smaller pieces of equipment are used on-site, the Project’s vibration would be minimal.)  
Vibration effects diminish rapidly from the source; therefore, the only reasonable sources of cumulative 
vibration in the vicinity of the Project Site could occur on properties abutting these sites.  As described 
above, there are no known active or pending construction projects abutting the Project Site that would 
overlap with the Project’s proposed construction schedule and construction of projects elsewhere in the 
cumulative study area would occur at distances from the Project Site that would not result in cumulative 
vibration effects.  Accordingly, there is no potential for the Project to contribute to the exposure of persons to 
substantial temporary groundborne vibration or noise. 
 
Under long-term conditions, the Project would not include or require equipment or activities that would 
result in perceptible groundborne vibration beyond the Project Site.  Trucks would travel to and from the 
Project Site along local roadways; however, vibration levels for heavy trucks operating at the posted speed 
limits on paved surfaces are not perceptible beyond the roadway.  The Project would not cumulatively 
contribute to the exposure of persons to excessive groundborne vibration or noise levels during long-term 
operation. 
 
E. Airport Noise 
The Project would not involve the construction, operation, or use of any public airports or public use airports.  
There are no conditions associated with implementation of the Project that would contribute airport noise or 
exposure of additional people to unacceptable levels of airport noise.  Accordingly, the Project would have 
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no potential to cumulatively contribute to impacts associated with noise from a public airport, public use 
airport, or private airstrip.  Additionally, the Project Site and the immediately surrounding area are not 
subject to substantial airport- or air traffic-related noise under existing conditions. Accordingly, there is no 
potential for cumulative development to expose persons residing or working in the Project area to excessive 
airport-related noise levels. 
 
4.12.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

Threshold “a:” Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would generate short-term construction and long-
term operational noise but would not generate noise levels that exceed the standards established by standards 
established by San Bernardino County. 
 
Threshold “b:” Less than Significant Impact.  The Project’s construction and operational activities would not 
result in a perceptible groundborne vibration or noise. 
 
Threshold “c:” Less than Significant Impact.  The Project Site is not located within two miles of an airport or 
airstrip.  The closest airport is the San Bernardino International Airport located over nine miles southeast of 
the Project Site.  As such, the Project Site would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from airport 
operations. 
 
4.12.8 MITIGATION 

Project-related noise impacts would be less than significant and mitigation is not required. 
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4.13 PUBLIC SERVICES 

This Subsection provides information on existing public services and service levels for fire protection, 
police protection, schools, libraries, and public health facilities, and evaluates impacts to the physical 
environment that may result from the demand the Project may have on such services. 
 
4.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Fire Protection/Emergency Medical Services 
The San Bernardino County Fire Protection District (County Fire) provides fire suppression, 
emergency medical services, ambulance services, hazardous materials response, arson investigation, 
technical rescue, winter rescue operations, and hazard abatement to the Project area. Services and 
programs include helicopter rescue, a dozer, fire abatement hand crews, an inmate hand crew 
specialized program, and an honor guard. County Fire also provides for the management of community 
safety services such as fire prevention, building construction plans and permits, household hazardous 
waste, and local oversight and collection program for hazardous materials. The County Fire covers a 
territory of 16,500 square miles and operates over 75 fire stations and 11 facilities that serve more than 
60 unincorporated communities. (San Bernardino County, 2019) 
 
The Project Site is within the service area of County Fire Department Station 75, which is located 
approximately 1.1 miles northeast of the Project Site at 2852 N Macy St, San Bernardino, California 
92407 (Google Earth, 2024). Apparatus at Station 75 includes a medic engine and a brush engine. 
Other fire stations in proximity to the Project Site include Stations 2, 222, 229, and 232. An additional 
fire station is planned northwest of the Project Site, near I-15 and Glen Helen Parkway within the 
Rosena Ranch neighborhood. 
 
B. Law Enforcement Services 
The San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department provides law enforcement services to the Project 
area. The Department operates eight County and 14 contract patrol stations, a centralized headquarters, 
and several divisions including aviation, training, patrol, dispatch, court services, detentions, gangs 
and narcotics, crimes against children, and the coroner. The Department also performs search and 
rescue operations in the County through its mountain rescue, desert rescue, swift water, and dive teams. 
(San Bernardino County, n.d.) 
 
Polic protection services for the Project area are provided from the Fontana Patrol Station, located 
approximately 4.1 miles southwest of the Project Site at 17780 Arrow Boulevard, Fontana, California 
92335. The Fontana Patrol Station serves a 129-square-mile patrol area of the unincorporated county 
areas of Fontana, Bloomington, Rialto, San Antonio Heights, the communities of Rosena Ranch and 
Lytle Creek. The San Bernardino County Central Station, located approximately 5.1 miles southeast 
of the Project Site at 655 East Third Street, San Bernardino, California 92415, provides sheriff patrol 
services to the Muscoy community which is adjacent (east) to the Project Site. 
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C. Schools 
The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Rialto Unified School District (RUSD). The 
RUSD has more than 2,700 employees that serve approximately 25,500 students. Presently, the District 
has three comprehensive high schools, one alternative/adult education school, one continuation high 
school, five middle schools, 19 elementary schools and 20 preschools (on elementary campuses) in 
Rialto and parts of Colton, San Bernardino, Fontana, Bloomington and Lytle Creek. (RUSD, 2022) 
 
The Project Site is in the enrollment area boundaries of Hughbanks Elementary School, located 0.67 
miles east at 2241 North Apple Avenue, Rialto, CA 92377; Kolb Middle School, located 1.1 miles east 
at 2351 North Spruce Avenue, Rialto, CA 92377; and Wilmer Amina Carter High School, located 2.1 
miles northeast at 2630 North Linden Avenue, Rialto, CA 92377. The nearest school to the Project Site 
is Morgan Elementary School, located 0.6 miles southwest of the Project Site at 1571 North Sycamore 
Avenue, Rialto, CA 92376. (RUSD, n.d.) 
 
D. Parks 
The San Bernardino County Regional Parks Department operates a total of 8,515 acres of regional 
parks. Additional park facilities are provided throughout the County by various County Service Areas, 
Community Service Districts, and Community Facilities Districts. Numerous National and State parks 
are located (at least partially) within the County. The nearest regional park to the Project Site is Glen 
Helen Regional Park, located approximately 4.6 miles northeast of the Project Site. (San Bernardino 
County, 2019) 
 
E. Library Facilities 
The San Bernardino County Library System owns and operates 32 library branches throughout the 
County. Services offered by the San Bernardino County Library System include borrowing privileges, 
free public access to the Internet, youth services, books by mail, adult literary services, classes and 
events, and meeting and study rooms. The branch located closest to the Project Site is the Muscoy 
Baker Family Learning Center, located approximately 1.2 miles northeast of the Project Site. (San 
Bernardino County, n.d.) 
 
4.13.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The following is a brief description of federal, state, and local environmental laws and related 
regulations related to public services.  
 
A. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations 
1. Fire Protection Services Regulations and Plans 

 Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 4290-4299 

These sections establish minimum statewide fire safety provisions pertaining to: roads for fire 
equipment access; signs identifying streets, roads, and buildings; minimum private water supply 
reserves for emergency fire use; and fire fuel breaks and greenbelts.  With certain exceptions, all new 
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construction after July 1, 1991, in potential wildland fire areas, is required to meet these statewide 
standards.  The state requirements, however, do not supersede more restrictive local regulations.  (CA 
Legislative Info) 
 
 PRC Sections 4102-4127 - State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) 

PRC Section 4102 specifies that “‘State responsibility areas’ means areas of the state in which the 
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires has been determined by the [State Fire] 
Board pursuant to Section 4125, to be primarily the responsibility of the state.”  These areas may 
contain state or privately-owned forest, watershed, and rangeland.  Sections 4126-4127 of the PRC 
further specify the standards that define what does and does not constitute an SRA. (CA Legislative 
Info, 1965c) 
 
 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Parts 2 and 9 – Fire Codes 

Title 24, Part 2 of the CCR refers to the California Building Code which contains complete regulations 
and general construction building standards of State of California adopting agencies, including 
administrative, fire and life safety and field inspection provisions.  Part 2 was updated in 2008 to reflect 
changes in the base document from the Uniform Building Code to the International Building Code. 
Part 9 refers to the California Fire Code, which contains other fire safety-related building standards.  
Chapter 7A, “Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure,” in the 2010 
California Building Code addresses fire safety standards for new construction and Section 701A.3.2 
addresses “New Buildings Located in Any Fire Hazard Severity Zone.” (CBSC, 2022) 
 
 CCR Title 14 – Natural Resources 

These regulations constitute the basic wildland fire protection standards of the California Board of 
Forestry. They were prepared and adopted to establish minimum wildfire protection standards in 
conjunction with building, construction, and development within SRAs.  Among other things, Title 14 
requires the design and construction of structures, subdivisions, and developments in an SRA provide 
for basic emergency access and perimeter wildfire protection measures (fire fuel modification zones, 
etc.). (Westlaw, n.d.) 
 
 California Government Code (CGC) Sections 51178-51179 – Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zones 

Section 51178 specifies that the Director of CalFire, in cooperation with local fire authorities, must 
identify areas that are Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs) in Local Responsibility 
Areas (LRAs), based on consistent statewide criteria and the expected severity of fire hazard.  It further 
specifies that VHFHSZs “shall be based on fuel loading, slope, fire weather and other relevant factors,” 
including areas subject to Santa Ana winds which are a “major cause of wildfire spread.”  Section 
51179 states that a local agency (such as a county) must also designate (and map) the VHFHSZs in its 
jurisdiction by ordinance. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) 
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 CGC Section 51182 – Defensible Space 

Pursuant to this code, a person who “owns, leases, controls, operates or maintains an occupied dwelling 
or occupied structure in, upon or adjoining a mountainous area, forest-covered land, brush-covered 
land, grass-covered land or land that is covered with flammable material” in a very high fire hazard 
severity zone designated by the local agency pursuant to Section 51179, shall at all times maintain a 
specified amount of “defensible space” to protect structures in high fire hazard areas. (CA Legislative 
Info, n.d.) 
 
2. School Services Regulations and Plans 

 California Education Code Article 11, Section 17078 

The Critically Overcrowded School Facilities program supplements the new construction provisions 
within the School Facilities Program (SFP).  The SFP provides State of California funding assistance 
for new facility construction projects and modernization projects.  The Critically Overcrowded School 
Facilities program allows school districts with critically overcrowded school facilities, as determined 
by the California Department of Education (CDE), to apply for new construction projects in advance 
of meeting all SFP new construction program requirements.  Districts with SFP new construction 
eligibility and school sites included on a CDE list of source schools may apply. (CA Ed. Code, 2002) 
 
 Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (Senate Bill [SB] 50) 

Senate Bill 50 (SB 50) was enacted by the State Legislature in 1998 to regulate how school impact 
mitigation fees and dedications are levied across the state. SB 50 established the base amount of 
allowable developer fees: $1.93 per square foot for residential construction and $0.31 per square foot 
for commercial.  These base amounts are commonly called “Level 1 fees” and are the same caps that 
were in place at the time SB 50 was enacted.  Level 1 fees are subject to inflation adjustment every 
two years.  
 
In certain circumstances, for residential construction, school districts can impose fees that are higher 
than Level 1 fees.  School districts can impose Level 2 fees, which are equal to 50% of land and 
construction costs if they: (1) prepare and adopt a school needs analysis for facilities; (2) are 
determined by the State Allocation Board to be eligible to impose these fees; and (3) meet at least two 
of the following four conditions:  
 

• At least 30% of the district’s students are on a multi-track year-round schedule. 
• The district has placed on the ballot within the previous four years a local school bond that 

received at least 50% of the votes cast. 
• The district has passed bonds equal to 30% of its bonding capacity. 
• Or, at least 20% of the district’s teaching stations are relocatable classrooms. 

 
Additionally, if the State of California’s bond funds are exhausted, a school district that is eligible to 
impose Level 2 fees is authorized to impose even higher fees.  Commonly referred to as “Level 3 fees,” 
these fees are equal to 100% of land and construction costs of new schools required as a result of new 
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developments. Further, SB 50 prohibits local agencies from using the inadequacy of school facilities 
as a basis for denying or conditioning approvals of any “legislative or adjudicative act [involving] the 
planning, use or development of real property.” (CA Ed. Code, 1998) 
 
B. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations 
1. County of San Bernardino Code Fee Ordinance 16.0215 

County of San Bernardino Code Fee Ordinance 16.0215 establishes the County’s Developer Impact 
Fee (DIF) ordinance.  The purpose of the DIF fees is to mitigate the costs associated with additional 
capital, infrastructure, public facilities, and service improvement needs attributed to new development.   
 
2. County Policy Plan 

The Personal & Property Protection Element of the San Bernardino County general plan sets forth 
goals and policies related to public services.  Goals and policies that may be applicable to the Project 
and/or Project Site are summarized below. 
 
Goal PP-1: Law Enforcement. Effective crime prevention and law enforcement that leads to a real 
and perceived sense of public safety for residents, visitors, and businesses. 
 
Policy PP-1.1 Law enforcement services.  The Sheriff’s Department provides law enforcement services 
for unincorporated areas and distributes resources geographically while balancing levels of service 
and financial resources with continuously changing needs for personal and property protection. 
 
Policy PP-1.3 Holistic approach to crime prevention. We recognize that the roots of crime are found 
throughout a spectrum of psychological, social, economic, and environmental issues, and we 
coordinate proactive planning and activities among the Sheriff’s Department and county and non-
county agencies and organizations to intervene and effectively prevent crime. 
 
Policy PP-1.4 Crime prevention resource allocation. The Sheriff’s Department uses crime data 
analysis, professional expertise, and community input to allocate patrols and other crime prevention 
resources. 
 
Policy PP-1.5 Community-based crime prevention. The Sheriff’s Department provides a range of 
outreach, education, and training programs for community-based and school-based crime prevention. 
 
Policy PP-1.6 Agency partnerships. The Sheriff’s Department partners with other local, state, and 
federal law enforcement agencies and private security providers to enhance law enforcement service. 
 
Policy PP-1.7 Community partnerships. The Sheriff’s Department establishes and maintains 
partnerships to help identify public safety needs, strengthen community confidence, and improve 
service to our communities. 
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Policy PP-1.8 Public awareness. The Sheriff’s Department engages the media and our communities to 
improve the public’s perception and awareness of personal and property protection and safety. 
 
Policy PP-1.9 Periodic needs assessment. The Sheriff’s Department periodically assesses their facility, 
equipment, and staffing needs and use the assessment to allocate funding resources in the annual 
budget and capital improvement program. 
 
Policy PP-1.10 Qualified workforce. The Sheriff’s Department attracts and retains a qualified 
workforce of law enforcement and support personnel, reflective of the people they serve, and invest in 
training and ongoing education. 
 
Goal PP-3: Fire and Emergency Medical:  Reduced risk of death, injury, property damage, and 
economic loss due to fires and other natural disasters, accidents, and medical incidents through prompt 
and capable emergency response. 
 
Policy PP-3.1 Fire and emergency medical services. We maintain a sufficient number and distribution 
of fire stations, up-to-date equipment, and fully-trained staff to respond effectively to emergencies. 
 
Policy PP-3.2 Fire District. We support the expansion of the Fire District to serve additional 
incorporated jurisdictions, and the use of special funding and financing mechanisms to augment Fire 
District revenues to improve service and coverage. 
 
Policy PP-3.3 Search and rescue. We maintain up-to-date equipment and fully-trained staff to provide 
urban search and rescue and swift water rescue emergency response. 
 
Policy PP-3.4 Fire prevention services. We proactively mitigate or reduce the negative effects of fire, 
hazardous materials release, and structural collapse by implementing the California Fire Code, 
adopted with County amendments. 
 
Policy PP-3.5 Firefighting water supply and facilities. We coordinate with water providers to maintain 
adequate water supply, pressure, and facilities to protect people and property from urban fires and 
wildfires. 
 
Policy PP-3.6 Concurrent protection services. We require that fire department facilities, equipment, 
and staffing required to serve new development are operating prior to, or in conjunction with new 
development. 
 
Policy PP-3.7 Fire safe design. We require new development in the Fire Safety Overlay to comply with 
additional site design, building, and access standards to provide enhanced resistance to fire hazards. 
 
Policy PP-3.8 Fire-adapted communities. We inform and prepare our residents and businesses to 
collaboratively plan and take action to more safely coexist with the risk of wildfires. 
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Policy PP-3.9 Street and premise signage. We require adequate street signage and premise 
identification be provided and maintained to ensure emergency services can quickly and efficiently 
respond. 
 
Policy PP-3.10 Community outreach. We engage with local schools, community groups, and 
businesses to increase awareness of fire risk, prevention, and evacuation. 
 
Policy PP-3.12 Fire protection and emergency medical resource allocation. We use fire and 
emergency services data analysis and professional expertise to allocate resources, reduce fire risks, 
and improve emergency response. 
 
Policy PP-3.13 Periodic needs assessment. We periodically assess our facility, equipment, and staffing 
needs and use the assessment to allocate funding resources in the annual budget and capital 
improvement program. 
 
Policy PP-3.14 Qualified workforce. We attract and retain a qualified workforce of fire fighters, 
emergency medical technicians, and support personnel, and invest in training and ongoing education. 
 
4.13.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds below are taken from Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, and address the typical, 
adverse effects that development projects could have on public services. The Project would result in a 
significant impact to public services if the Project or any Project-related component would:  
 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered government facilities or the need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

o Fire protection; 
o Police protection; 
o Schools; 
o Parks; or 
o Other Public Facilities 

 
4.13.4 METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATION 

The analysis of potential public services impacts is based on a review of the San Bernardino County 
general plan and its EIR, information sources from local service providers, fire hazard mapping, and 
other resource databases. 
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4.13.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities or the need for new or 
physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for fire protection facilities? 

Construction and operation of the Project would increase the demand for fire protection services at the 
Project Site by introducing more building area on the Project Site. Service demand in and of itself is 
not an environmental impact under CEQA unless such demand causes a physical change to the 
environment.  Station 75 exists in proximity to the Project Site, providing fire and paramedic services 
to the area, and an additional three (3) fire stations exist within a four-mile radius of the Project Site 
(Stations 222, 229, and 232), with another station planned (Rosena Ranch station), to supplement local 
fire service. The County forwarded the Project’s application materials to County Fire for review and 
comment.  County Fire did not provide any comments to the County indicating that the Project would 
not be adequately served by fire protection services or that incremental increase in the demand for 
services would result in or require new or expanded fire protection facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. 
 
Additionally, the Project would incorporate fire prevention and fire suppression design features to 
minimize the potential demand placed on County Fire.  The proposed buildings would be of concrete 
tilt-up construction.  Concrete is non-flammable and concrete tilt-up buildings have a lower fire hazard 
risk than typical wood-frame construction.  The Project also would install fire hydrants on-site  and 
provide paved primary and secondary emergency access to the Project Site to support County Fire in 
the event fire suppression activities are needed on-site.  Lastly, the proposed warehouse buildings 
would feature a fire alarm system and ceiling-mounted sprinklers. 
 
Although the Project would not result in the need for new or expanded fire protection facilities, as a 
standard condition of approval, the Project Applicant/Developer or Project Site owner would be 
required to pay impact fees for fire protection services in accordance with County Fire Fee Ordinance 
No. FPD-01, which requires a fee payment that the County applies to the funding of fire protection 
facilities. Mandatory compliance with Ordinance No. FPD-01 would be required prior to the issuance 
of a building permit.  In addition, property tax revenues generated from development of the site would 
also provide funding to offset potential increases in the demand for fire protection at Project build-out. 
 
Based on the preceding, the potential for the Project to result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities is considered less 
than significant. 
  

■■ 
■□ iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 



Pepper 210 Commerce Center 
Environmental Impact Report 4.13 Public Services 

San Bernardino County SCH No. 2023010089 
Page 4.13-9 

Threshold b: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered police protection facilities or the need for new 
or physically altered police protection facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police protection services? 

Under existing conditions, the Project receives police protection services from the San Bernardino 
County Sheriff’s Department.  The Sheriff’s Department would continue to provide police protection 
services to the Project Site upon buildout of the Project.  The Project Site, which has been used for 
mining and mineral resources processing and sales since the late 1940s, has received police protection 
services for the hundreds of employees, customers, and visitors on the Site per day. The Project is 
estimated to require 1,569 employees. Although development of the Site with a new warehouse 
building would increase the number of employees and visitors on the Project Site above historic levels, 
the incremental increase in demand for police protection services is not anticipated to require or result 
in the construction of a new or physically altered police facility because growth and development is 
not inherently linked to an increase in crime. From 2018 to 2022, the incidence of violent and property 
crimes fell in San Bernardino County by six (6) percent despite an increase in County population and 
employment during that time (San Bernardino County, 2019; San Bernardino County, 2022; San 
Bernardino County Sheriff, 2023). Furthermore, property tax revenues generated from development of 
the Site would provide funding to offset potential increases in the demand for police services at Project 
build-out. Based on the preceding, the potential for the Project to result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of the new or physically altered police protection facilities is 
considered less than significant.  
 
Threshold c: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered school facilities or the need for new or 
physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for school services? 

The Project Site is located within the Rialto Unified School District (RUSD) boundaries. The Project 
would not create a direct demand for public school services, as the subject property would not contain 
residential uses that would house school-aged children.  The proposed Project is not expected to draw 
a substantial number of new residents to the region because the local labor pool has sufficient available 
workers to staff the Project’s estimated 1,569 employees and it therefore would not indirectly generate 
school-aged students requiring public education. Based on data from 2024, 49,600 people in San 
Bernardino County were unemployed and, local to the Project Site, there were 2,700 unemployed 
workers in the Rialto area (CA EDD, 2025; CA EDD, 2024). Because the proposed Project would not 
directly generate students and is not expected to indirectly draw students to the area, the proposed 
Project would not cause or contribute to a need to construct new or physically altered public school 
facilities. Furthermore, the Project would be required to pay school impact fees to the RUSD pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65995. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995(3)(h), the payment 
of statutory fees is “deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or 
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adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning use, or development of real 
property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization as defined in Section 56021 or 
56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities.” Therefore, mandatory payment of school impact 
fees would ensure that the Project’s potential impacts to school facilities and services would be less 
than significant. 
 
Threshold d: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered park facilities or the need for new or physically 
altered park facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for park services? 

The Project entails the development of a warehouse distribution facility and does not include any type 
of residential land use that would generate a permanent population that would increase the ongoing use 
or demand for existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. As noted under 
the response to Threshold “c,” the local labor market can support the Project, and implementation of 
the Project would not attract a substantial number of new residents to the County that would increase 
the use of public recreational facilities. The Project is not expected to increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities, nor would the Project require the 
construction or expansion of facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold e: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered other governmental facilities or the need for 
new or physically altered other governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for other public 
services? 

Other public services that could be impacted by the Project include library services and public health 
services. The Project does not include any residential land uses and would not directly create a demand 
for public library or public health facilities or directly result in the need to modify existing or construct 
new library buildings.  Demand placed on libraries and public health services is based on the generation 
of a resident population associated with a person’s place of residence, and not typically their place of 
employment. Based on the preceding, the Project would not substantially increase the use of existing 
public facilities to a degree requiring construction or expansion of such facilities. Therefore, no impact 
would occur.    
 
4.13.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The cumulative study area for public services encompasses the service area of County Fire, San 
Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department, RUSD, and the San Bernardino County Library System, and 
assumes full buildout of the general plans for jurisdictions within these service areas. 
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Although the Project would be adequately served by fire protection services based on the proximity to 
nearby fire station facilities, the Project would nonetheless result in an incremental increase in requests 
for service, which would affect the fire department’s ability to provide acceptable levels of service. 
These impacts include an increased number of emergency and public service calls due to the increased 
presence of structures, increased traffic volumes, and increased population. When considered in the 
context of on-going cumulative development throughout San Bernardino County, such impacts would 
be cumulatively considerable. However, the proposed Project and all cumulative developments within 
San Bernardino County would be required to contribute DIF fees, which would ensure that adequate 
funding is provided to County Fire for the acquisition of additional facilities, equipment, and personnel. 
Accordingly, the proposed Project’s impact to fire protection services is evaluated as less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
 
Although the Project Site would be adequately served by police facilities, the increased population that 
would be generated by the Project, when considered in conjunction with other on-going development 
throughout the County, has the potential to adversely affect service response times. However, the 
proposed Project and all cumulative developments within San Bernardino County would generate 
property and sales tax revenue would ensure that adequate funding is provided to the Sheriff’s 
Department for the acquisition of additional facilities, equipment, and personnel. Accordingly, the 
proposed Project’s impact to police protection services is evaluated as less than cumulatively 
considerable. 
 
The Project would not directly or indirectly increase the County’s population or labor force, and 
therefore the Project would have no impact on school services.  Regardless, the Project Applicant 
would be required to contribute development impact fees to the RUSD in compliance with California 
Senate Bill 50. The payment of school mitigation impact fees authorized by SB 50 is deemed to provide 
“full and complete mitigation of impacts” on school facilities from the development of real property 
(California Government Code Section 65995). Accordingly, Project impacts to school services would 
be less than cumulatively considerable. 
 
The Project would not directly increase the County’s population and is not expected to result in an 
indirect increase in the County’s population; therefore, the Project would have no impact on park, 
library, or public healthcare facilities. Because the Project would have no direct or indirect impact on 
public park, library, and healthcare facilities, there is no potential for a cumulatively considerable 
impact to occur. 
 
4.13.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

Threshold a: Less than Significant Impact: The Project would increase the demand for fire protection 
services provided by County Fire. Although demand would be increased, County Fire’s existing fire 
stations have adequate capacity to service the Project. Increased demand, unless it results in some form 
of a physical environmental impact, is not an environmental effect under CEQA; thus, impacts are less 
than significant. 
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Threshold b: Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would increase the demand for police 
protection services provided by the County Sheriff’s Department. Although demand would be 
increased, the Sheriff Department’s existing facilities have adequate capacity to service the Project. 
Increased demand, unless it results in some form of a physical environmental impact, is not an 
environmental effect under CEQA; thus, impacts are less than significant. 
 
Threshold c: Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would not result in or require new or expanded 
public school facilities. Impacts to school facilities would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold d: No Impact.  The Project does not propose any type of residential use or other land use 
that would generate a population that would increase the use of recreation facilities or existing 
neighborhood or regional parks. 
 
Threshold e: No Impact.  The Project does not propose any type of residential use or other land use 
that would generate a population that would increase the use of public library facilities. 
 
4.13.8 MITIGATION 

Impacts to public services would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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4.14 TRANSPORTATION 

This Subsection incorporates information from the following reports prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc.: 
 

• Pepper 210 Commerce Center Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, dated May 31, 2024 (Urban 
Crossroads, 2024f). 

 

• Pepper 210 Commerce Center Supplemental VMT Analysis, dated June 5, 2024 (Urban Crossroads, 
2024g). 

 

• Pepper 210 Commerce Center Traffic Analysis, dated April 19, 2024 (Urban Crossroads, 2024h). 
 
These reports are provided as Appendices Q through S to this EIR.  All references used in this Subsection are 
listed in EIR Section 7.0, References.   
 
This Subsection assesses transportation impacts that would result from implementation of the Project. In 
accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) adopted changes to 
the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018 that require, starting on July 1, 2020, the use of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) as the metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. As of December 2018, when the revised 
CEQA Guidelines were adopted, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar 
metrics, no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Lead agencies in California are 
required to use VMT to evaluate project-related transportation impacts. 
 
4.14.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Existing Project Site Traffic 

The Project Site operates as an aggregate materials processing and sales facility, including the production and 
sales of concrete and asphalt. Vehicle trips for Project Site employees, primarily passenger vehicles and light 
trucks, and customers, primarily commercial dump trucks and mixer trucks, come and go from the Project Site 
on weekdays. During periods of peak demand, the Project Site may operate on weekends as well. Based on 
average production of the existing uses on the Project Site between 2018 and 2022, the Project Site generates 
approximately 706 two-way trips per day (actual vehicles), including approximately 169 passenger vehicles 
and 537 trucks (Urban Crossroads, 2024h, pp. 39-40). To represent the effects that large trucks, buses and 
recreational vehicles have on traffic flow; all trucks were converted into Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE). By 
their size alone, these vehicles occupy the same space as two or more passenger cars. In addition, the time it 
takes for them to accelerate and slow-down is much longer than for passenger cars and varies depending on 
the type of vehicle and number of axles. The total adjusted PCE trips for trucks associated with the current on-
site uses is 1,478 daily trips (Urban Crossroads, 2024h, p. 40). 
 
B. Adjacent Roadways 

Highland Avenue, an east-west oriented roadway that generally forms the southern boundary of the Project 
Site, is classified as a Major Highway. Major Highways are intended to carry large volumes at relatively high 
speeds within the region to different areas of the County. San Bernardino County’s typical cross-section for 
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Major Highways provides two lanes of travel in each direction and an 8-foot median within a 104-foot-wide 
public right-of-way. Under existing conditions, Highland Avenue has two paved travel lanes and shoulders in 
each direction and a painted median along the Project Site frontage. 
 
Pepper Avenue, a north-south oriented roadway, intersects with Highland Avenue adjacent to the southeast 
corner of the Project Site. The County designates Pepper Avenue as a Major Highway which, as noted above, 
provides two lanes of travel in each direction and an 8-foot median within a 104-foot-wide public right-of-
way. Under existing conditions, Pepper Avenue has two paved travel lanes and shoulders in each direction and 
a painted median south of the Project Site. Pepper Avenue provides direct access to SR 210 approximately 0.1-
mile south of the Project Site. 
 
C. Truck Routes 

Neither San Bernardino County nor the City of Rialto has established local truck routes in the Project study 
area. The San Bernardino County general plan does acknowledge that SR 210 is classified as a federal and 
State truck route (San Bernardino County, 2022a, Policy Map TM-5). 
 
D. Transit Service 

San Bernardino County is served by Omnitrans, a public transit agency serving various jurisdictions within the 
County. Route 312 operates within the Project area along Highland Avenue and has existing bus stops adjacent 
to the intersection of Pepper Avenue/Highland Avenue (Urban Crossroads, 2024h, p. 30; Google Earth, 2024) 
 
E. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are no existing bicycle facilities in the Project area. There are no sidewalks along Highland Avenue 
abutting the Project Site. South of the Project Site, Pepper Avenue provides sidewalks on both sides of the 
street. (Google Earth, 2024) 
 
4.14.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The following is a brief description of the federal, State, and local environmental laws and regulations related 
to the issue of transportation that are applicable to the Project and/or Project Site.   
 
A. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. Senate Bill 743 

SB 743, which was codified in Public Resources Code Section 21099, required changes to the CEQA 
Guidelines regarding the analysis of transportation impacts. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099, 
the criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts must “promote the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land 
uses.” To that end, in developing the criteria, the OPR proposed, and the CNRA certified and adopted changes 
to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018, which entailed changes to the thresholds of significance for the 
evaluation of impacts to transportation.  The updated CEQA Guidelines include the addition of CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15064.3, of which subsection “b” establishes criteria for evaluating a project’s 
transportation impacts based on project type and using automobile VMT as the metric. 
 
B. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is a regional agency established pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 6500, also referred to as the Joint Powers Authority law. SCAG is 
designated as a Council of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The Project site is within SCAG’s regional authority. In April 
2024, SCAG adopted the 2024-2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) (“RTP/SCS”); also referred to herein as “Connect SoCal” with goals to: 1) build and maintain an 
integrated multimodal transportation network; 2) develop, connect and sustain communities that are livable 
and thriving; 3) create a healthy region for the people of today and tomorrow; and 4) support a sustainable, 
efficient and productive regional economic environment that provides opportunities for all residents. 
Performance measures and funding strategies also are included to ensure that the adopted goals are achieved 
through implementation of the RTP. (SCAG, 2020) 
 
Connect SoCal includes long-range regional transportation plans, regional transportation improvement 
programs, regional housing needs allocations, and other plans for the region. Connect SoCal also provides 
objectives for meeting emissions reduction targets set forth by the California Air Resources Board (CARB); 
these objectives were provided in a direct response to Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) which was enacted to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks through integrated transportation, land use, 
housing, and environmental planning.  Connect SoCal is updated periodically to allow for the consideration 
and inclusion of new transportation strategies and methods.  
 
2. San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program 

The San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was prepared by the San Bernardino 
Associated Governments (since re-named as the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority, SBCTA).  
The intent of the CMP is to create a link between land use, transportation, and air quality planning decisions 
and to prompt reasonable growth management programs that would more effectively utilize new and existing 
transportation funds to alleviate traffic congestion and related impacts and improve air quality.  The San 
Bernardino CMP was first adopted in November 1992 and has since been updated 12 times, with the most 
recent comprehensive update in June 2016.  
 
3. County Policy Plan 

The San Bernardino County Policy Plan contains a Transportation & Mobility Element that is intended to 
guide the development of the circulation system within the County’s unincorporated area in a manner that is 
compatible with the Countywide Plan’s land use vision.  The Transportation & Mobility Element provides 
policy direction to create a system of “complete streets,” which refers to a multi-modal transportation network 
designed and operated to meet the needs of all users.  Through the goals and policies of the Transportation & 
Mobility Element, the County will strive to meet diverse mobility needs and reduce vehicle miles traveled, 
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which will reduce air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and roadway congestion.  The Transportation & 
Mobility Element goals and policies applicable to the Project are addressed later in this chapter (see analysis 
under Subsection 4.11.5, response to Threshold “a”). 
 
4. San Bernardino County Measure “I” 

Measure “I,” a one-half of one percent sales tax on retail transactions, was approved by San Bernardino County 
voters in 1989 and extended by County voters in 2004 to remain effective through the year 2040.  Funds raised 
through Measure “I” have funded in the past and will continue to fund new transportation facilities in San 
Bernardino County.  The revenue generated by Measure “I” is to be used to fund transportation projects 
including, but not limited to, roadway improvements, commuter rail, public transit, and other identified 
improvements.  Measure “I” also required that a local traffic impact fee be created to ensure that development 
projects are paying a fair share for transportation projects from which they would benefit (see discussion of 
“San Bernardino County Regional Transportation Development Mitigation Plan,” below).  Revenues collected 
through local traffic impact fee programs are used in tandem with Measure “I” revenues to fund projects 
identified in the SANBAG Development Mitigation Nexus Study, which is included as Appendix G to the San 
Bernardino County CMP. 
 
5. San Bernardino County Regional Transportation Development Mitigation Plan 

The County created its Regional Transportation Development Mitigation Plan program to impose and collect 
fees from new residential, commercial, and industrial development for the purpose of funding local 
transportation improvements necessary to accommodate expected local growth, as identified in the 
Countywide Plan.  The collected fees are used to fund regional circulation network improvements (in 
conjunction with Measure “I” fees) as well as local facilities in the unincorporated area. 
 
4.14.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds listed below are from CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and address the typical, adverse 
transportation-related effects that could result from development projects.  The proposed Project would result 
in a significant transportation impact if the Project or any Project-related component would: 
 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 
4.14.4 METHODOLOGY FOR VMT EVALUATION 

In accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) adopted changes 
to the CEQA Guidelines in December 2018 that require, starting on July 1, 2020, the use of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) as the metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts. As of December 2018, when the 
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revised CEQA Guidelines were adopted, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other 
similar metrics, no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under CEQA. Lead agencies in 
California are required to use VMT to evaluate project-related transportation impacts. The VMT analysis for 
the Project utilizes both “Home-Based Work (HWB)” and “Service Population (SP)” methodologies for the 
evaluation of direct impacts. The “Boundary” VMT methodology is used for the evaluation of cumulative 
impacts. The VMT calculation methodologies used in the Project’s analysis are generally summarized below 
and described in detail in Technical Appendices P and Q. If the VMT from Project traffic is found to exceed 
the applicable significance threshold for either the HWB or SP methodologies (or both), then a significant 
direct impact would occur. If the VMT from Project traffic is found to exceed the applicable significance 
threshold for the Boundary methodology, then cumulative impacts would be considerable. 
 
Home-Based Work Scenario 
The HBW VMT analysis was prepared in accordance with San Bernardino County’s Transportation Impact 
Study Guidelines (July 9, 2019). The HBW VMT analysis relies on the San Bernardino Transportation Analysis 
Model (SBTAM) to extract baseline VMT values for unincorporated areas in San Bernardino County and 
calculate HBW VMT resulting from operation of the Project.  The HBW VMT model runs for the Project 
account for the Project’s proposed land use and estimated number of employees.  Project-generated VMT 
includes all home-based passenger vehicle trips (i.e., commute trips) that are traced to the Project’s general 
geographic area (transportation analysis zone, TAZ) and exclude other non-commute trips, including truck 
trips from operation of the Project.  The Project’s VMT is converted to an efficiency metric by dividing the 
VMT generated by Project employee trips to allow a comparison with the average VMT for employment-
generating land uses within unincorporated San Bernardino County. 
 
Pursuant to the County’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, a development project would result in a 
significant direct VMT impact if the project would generate HBW VMT that is not at least four (4) percent 
below the baseline HBW VMT for unincorporated areas in San Bernardino County.  According to SBCTA and 
the SBTAM, the baseline HBW VMT for unincorporated areas in San Bernardino County is 18.8 (Urban 
Crossroads, 2024f, p. 3).  Accordingly, this EIR establishes a significance threshold for a direct VMT impact 
under the HBW scenario as 18.1 (18.8 x 0.96 = 18.1). 
 
Service Population Scenario 
The SP VMT analysis relies on the San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM) to extract 
baseline VMT values for unincorporated areas in San Bernardino County while Project-related VMT is 
calculated using trip lengths utilized by SCAQMD for different vehicle classifications (i.e., passenger vehicles, 
medium-heavy trucks, heavy-heavy trucks). The respective trip lengths are multiplied by the number of daily 
vehicle trips within the associated vehicle classification; the total daily miles driven for vehicle classification 
are then summed to calculate the Project’s total daily VMT.  The Project’s VMT is converted to an efficiency 
metric by dividing the total VMT generated by Project trips by the service population (i.e., number of traffic 
trips) to allow for a comparison against the average VMT within unincorporated San Bernardino County. 
 
A development project would result in a significant direct VMT impact if the project would generate SP VMT 
that is not at least four (4) percent below the baseline SP VMT for unincorporated areas in San Bernardino 
County.  According to SBCTA and the SBTAM, the baseline SP VMT for unincorporated areas in San 
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Bernardino County is 44.7 (Urban Crossroads, 2024g, p. 2).  Accordingly, this EIR establishes a significance 
threshold for a direct VMT impact under the SP VMT scenario as 42.9 (44.7 x 0.96 = 42.9). 
 
Boundary Scenario 
The County’s Transportation Impact Study Guidelines state that a development project would result in a 
cumulatively considerable VMT impact if the project were to generate VMT that is inconsistent with the VMT 
anticipated from buildout of the adopted RTP/SCS for the project area.  The adopted RTP/SCS for 
unincorporated San Bernardino County is Connect SoCal, which is based on the County’s general plan; thus, 
a cumulatively considerable VMT impact would occur if the Project were found to contribute to VMT in a 
geographic area that exceeds the VMT associated with the planned growth and development assumptions 
utilized for Connect SoCal. 
 
The Boundary methodology is used to calculate whether the Project contributes to an increase in planned VMT 
within the Project area.  The Boundary method is the sum of all weekday VMT on the roadway network within 
a designated boundary. Two boundaries are used in the Project’s analysis: a 10-mile radius from the Project 
Site and the boundary of San Bernardino County. If Project-related traffic is found to increase VMT within the 
10-mile boundary or the San Bernardino County boundary, then cumulative impacts would be considerable. 
VMT included in the Boundary method calculation includes all vehicle trips (both passenger car and trucks) 
and all trip purposes. The Boundary method estimates VMT by multiplying vehicle trips on each roadway 
segment within the analysis area by that segment’s length. This approach consists of all trips, including those 
trips that do not begin or end in the designated boundary.  
 
4.14.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a: Would the Project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

The following discussion provides an analysis of the Project’s potential to result in a conflict with plans, 
programs, ordinances, or policies that address the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities, that results in an environmental impact. A project that generally conforms with, and does 
not obstruct, applicable plans, programs, ordinances, and policies would be consistent. The transportation 
plans, policies, programs, ordinances, and standards that are relevant to the Project are identified in the analysis 
below. 
 
 Connect SoCal 

As previously noted, SCAG adopted a 2024-2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP/SCS), referred to as “Connect SoCal” in April 2024.  Connect SoCal seeks to improve mobility, 
promote sustainability, facilitate economic development, and preserve the quality of life for the residents in 
the region. The fundamental goals of SCAG’s Connect SoCal are focused on mobility, communities, 
environment, and economy. The long-range visioning plan balances future mobility and housing needs with 
goals for the environment, the regional economy, social equity and environmental justice, and public health. 
The mobility goals included in Connect SoCal are pertinent to the proposed Project. As indicated below, 
implementation of the Project would not conflict with the goals and strategies of SCAG’s regional planning 
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program that are applicable to the Project and related to mobility, including vehicular and non-vehicular 
circulation. As such, Project impacts would be less than significant. 
 

• System Preservation and Resilience. The Project entails the development of a property that is served 
by an existing roadway infrastructure system. Consistent with this goal and strategy, reinvestment in 
existing infrastructure would occur via the Project’s frontage improvements to Highland Avenue, 
improving this roadway to its General Plan standard, as well as payment of regional transportation 
mitigation fees to fund local transportation improvements necessary to accommodate expected local 
growth.  

 
• Complete Streets; Transit and Multimodal Integration. Complete streets are roadways designed to 

support the safety, comfort and mobility for all road users. The Project does not contain any 
components that would interfere with pedestrian, bicycle, or transit mobility along Highland Avenue 
or Pepper Avenue. In addition, short- and long-term bicycle parking would be provided on the Project 
Site as required by the California Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen).  

 
• Transportation Systems Management (TSM); Transportation Demand Management (TDM); 

Technology Integration; Funding the System.  TSM strategies seek to optimize the operation of the 
existing transportation system and TDM strategies aim to reduce demand for roadway travel. These 
policies provide direction to County and regional agency staff and decision makers, and are not 
applicable to the proposed Project. No component of the Project would interfere with the County’s 
implementation of these Connect SoCal policies.  

 
• Safety. There are no components of the Project that would be unsafe or introduce a transportation 

safety hazard.  The Project’s frontage improvements to Highland Avenue and access at the Project’s 
driveways will include appropriate site distance.  

 
 San Bernardino Congestion Management Program 
There are no CMP locations within the study area.  The CMP’s land use and travel demand management goals 
and policies are directed to local and regional public agencies and none would be directly applicable to the 
Project.  Notwithstanding, the Project does not include any component that would prevent or obstruct the 
County or any other public agency from implementing the CMP’s goals and policies.  Accordingly, the Project 
would not result in a conflict with the San Bernardino County CMP and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
 County Policy Plan 
Within the Policy Plan’s Transportation & Mobility Element, the County establishes several goals and policies 
related to transportation network that are applicable to development projects. The following analysis provides 
a discussion of the Project’s consistency with these applicable goals and policies.  As indicated in the analysis 
below and on the following pages, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of any 
applicable goal or policy from the Countywide Plan addressing the transportation network. As such, the Project 
would result in a less than significant impact. 
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Transportation & Mobility Element 

Goal TM-1: Roadway Capacity. Unincorporated areas served by roads with capacity that is adequate for 
residents, businesses, tourists, and emergency services. 
 
Policy TM-1.1: Roadway Level of Service (LOS). We require our roadways to be built to achieve the following 
minimum level of service standards during peak commute periods (typically 7:00‐9:00 AM and 4:00‐6:00 PM 
on a weekday): 
 

• LOS D in the Valley Region 
• LOS D in the Mountain Region 
• LOS C in the North and East Desert Regions 

 
Analysis: The California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) adopted changes to the CEQA Guidelines in 
December 2018 requiring that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) be used as the metric to evaluate transportation 
impacts from July 1, 2020 onwards. As of December 2018, when the revised CEQA Guidelines were adopted, 
automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, no longer constituted a 
significant environmental effect under CEQA. Therefore, the analysis provided here focuses solely on 
consistency with Countywide Plan Policy TM-1.1 from a transportation planning perspective and, in the event 
an inconsistency with this policy is found, such inconsistency is presented for information disclosure but is not 
considered an environmental impact pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a). 
 
The Project would not cause or contribute to any intersection in unincorporated San Bernardino County 
operating at levels that are inconsistent with Policy TM-1.1 (Urban Crossroads, 2024h, p. 55). No component 
of the Project would interfere with or obstruct the County from meeting the operations goals of Policy Plan 
Policy TM-1.1. 
 
Policy TM‐1.7: Fair share contributions. We require new development to pay its fair share contribution toward 
off‐site transportation improvements. 
 
Analysis: In accordance with the County’s Regional Transportation Development Mitigation Plan, the Project 
Applicant would be required to pay fair-share fees that will be used by the County to fund the construction of 
local and regional circulation system improvements.  The Regional Transportation Development Mitigation 
Plan establishes standard fees required for all development projects based on the location of the development 
site, the type of proposed land use, and the size of the development project. The County will condition the 
Project Applicant to pay the required fees prior to the issuance of a building permit.  Based on the foregoing 
information, the Project would not conflict with Policy Plan Policy TM-1.7. 
 
Goal TM‐2: Road Design Standards. Roads designed and built to standards in the unincorporated areas that 
reflect the rural, suburban, and urban context as well as the regional (valley, mountain, and desert) context. 
 
Policy TM‐2.2: Roadway improvements. We require roadway improvements that reinforce the character of 
the area, such as curbs and gutters, sidewalks, landscaping, street lighting, and pedestrian and bicycle 
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facilities. We require fewer improvements in rural areas and more improvements in urbanized areas, 
consistent with the Development Code. Additional standards may be required in municipal spheres of 
influence. 
 
Analysis: Highland Avenue is currently built out to its ultimate half-section as a Major Highway (104-foot 
right-of-way). As such, there are no roadway improvements needed to support the Project. Notwithstanding, 
deceleration/transition lane, curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements will be constructed along Highland 
Avenue, as needed to accommodate the proposed Project driveways, consistent with San Bernardino County 
requirements. Based on the foregoing information, the Project would not conflict with Policy Plan Policy TM-
2.2. 
 
Goal TM‐3: Vehicle Miles Traveled. A pattern of development and transportation system that minimizes 
vehicle miles traveled. 
 
Policy TM‐3.1: VMT Reduction. We promote new development that will reduce household and employment 
VMT relative to existing conditions.  
 
Analysis: Project-related traffic would generate VMT that is below the existing baseline for VMT in 
unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County (see response to Threshold “b,” below).  Accordingly, the 
Project would reduce VMT within unincorporated San Bernardino County relative to existing conditions and, 
thus, would be consistent with Policy Plan Policy TM-3.1. 
 
Goal TM‐4: Complete Streets, Transit, and Active Transportation. On‐ and off‐street improvements that 
provide functional alternatives to private car usage and promote active transportation in mobility focus areas. 
 
Policy TM‐4.8: Local bicycle and pedestrian networks. We support local bike and pedestrian facilities that 
serve unincorporated areas, connect to facilities in adjacent incorporated areas, and connect to regional trails. 
We prioritize bicycle and pedestrian network improvements that provide safe and continuous pedestrian and 
bicycle access to mobility focus areas, schools, parks, and major transit stops.   
 
Policy TM‐4.11: Parking areas. We require publicly accessible parking areas to ensure that pedestrians and 
bicyclists can safely access the site and onsite businesses from the public right‐of‐ way.   
 
Analysis: The Project would provide a new sidewalk connection between the Project Site and the Highland 
Avenue/Pepper Avenue intersection. The Project’s site plan meets pedestrian accessibility requirements and 
provides bicycle parking facilities for Project employees, thereby promoting local opportunities for bicycling. 
The Project would not conflict with Policy Plan Policies TM-4.8 and TM-4.11. 
 
Goal TM‐5: Goods Movement. A road, rail, and air transportation system that supports the logistics industry 
and minimizes congestion in unincorporated areas. 
 
Policy TM‐5.6: Unincorporated truck routes. We may establish local truck routes in unincorporated areas to 
efficiently funnel truck traffic to freeways while minimizing impacts on residents. We establish routes where 
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trucks are prohibited in unincorporated environmental justice focus areas and to avoid overlaps or conflicts 
with safe routes to schools.    
 
Analysis: The County has not established truck routes for the unincorporated areas and the City of Rialto has 
not designated any truck routes in the Project Site vicinity. SR 210 is a federal and State truck route and, 
pursuant to Rialto Municipal Code Section 10.40.010(B), trucks may travel by direct route from a truck route 
to a building located on a non-truck route street when necessary for making pickups or deliveries. The location 
of the Project Site, proximate to the Pepper Avenue on-ramp to SR 210, efficiently funnels truck traffic to 
appropriate routes while minimizing impacts on nearby residents. The Project would not conflict with Policy 
Plan Policy TM-5.6. 
 
Policy TM‐5.7: Trucking‐intensive businesses. We require trucking‐intensive businesses to pay their fair share 
of costs to build and maintain adequate roads. 
 
Analysis: In accordance with the County’s Regional Transportation Development Mitigation Plan, the Project 
Applicant would be required to pay development impact fees that will be used by the County to fund the 
construction of local and regional circulation system improvements.  The Regional Transportation 
Development Mitigation Plan establishes standard fees required for all development projects based on the 
location of the development site, the type of proposed land use, and the size of the development project.  The 
County will condition the Project Applicant to pay the required fees prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
Additionally, property tax revenue generated by the Project can be utilized by the County to fund ongoing 
maintenance of local roads.  Based on the foregoing information, the Project would not conflict with Policy 
Plan Policy TM-5.7. 
 
Threshold b: Would the Project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, subdivision 

(b)? 

VMT associated with the Project was calculated for both the HBW and SP scenarios.  
 

• HBW: Project-related trips are calculated to generate 17.6 HBW VMT, which falls below the 
applicable significance threshold of 18.1 HBW VMT (Urban Crossroads, 2024f, p. 4). Accordingly, 
implementation of the Project would not increase HBW VMT within San Bernardino County. 

 
• SP: Project-related trips are calculated to generate 37.7 SP VMT, which falls below the applicable 

significance threshold of 42.9 SP VMT (Urban Crossroads, 2024g, p. 3). Accordingly, implementation 
of the Project would not increase SP VMT within San Bernardino County. 

 
As evidenced by the data presented above, the Project would decrease the length of HBW and SP vehicle trips 
within San Bernardino County, and would generate VMT that is less than the applicable significance 
thresholds. The Project’s VMT impact would be less than significant and the Project would not conflict with 
or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 
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Threshold c: Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

The types of traffic generated during operation of the Project (i.e., passenger cars and trucks) would be similar 
to the types of vehicles that travel to and from the Project Site under existing conditions and would be 
compatible with the type of traffic observed along adjacent roadways. All proposed improvements within the 
public right-of-way would be installed in conformance with County design standards. If any component of 
Project construction would occur in the public right-of-way and require the partial or full closure of a sidewalk 
and/or travel lane, all work would be required to adhere to the applicable construction control practices that 
are specified in the State of California Department of Transportation Construction Manual and the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, to minimize potential safety hazards. The County reviewed the 
Project’s site plan, conceptual grading, and conceptual utility plan drawings to confirm that no hazardous 
transportation design features would be introduced within the County public right-of-way through 
implementation of the Project. Based on the preceding information, construction and operation of the Project 
would not create or substantially increase safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold d: Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access? 

As part of their standard entitlement review, the County reviewed the Project’s site plan drawings and 
confirmed that the Project would provide adequate access to and from the Project Site and within the Project 
Site for emergency vehicle response.  The types of traffic generated during operation of the Project (i.e., 
passenger cars and trucks) would be compatible with the type of traffic observed along surrounding roadways 
under existing conditions and Project traffic would not interfere with the circulation of emergency vehicles 
along public streets adjacent to the Project site.  All Project construction materials and equipment would be 
stored/staged on the Project site and would not interfere with emergency vehicles traveling near the site. Any 
Project construction activities that would occur within the public right-of-way and require a partial or full 
closure of a sidewalk or vehicle travel lane would require a traffic control plan that complies with the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and that must be approved by County to ensure that emergency 
response is not adversely affected.  Accordingly, the Project’s construction and operation would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. 
 
4.14.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This cumulative impact analysis for transportation considers development of the Project in conjunction with 
other development projects in the vicinity of the Project Site as well as buildout of surrounding unincorporated 
communities and the cities of Rialto and San Bernardino. 
 
As described under the response to Threshold “a,” the Project would not conflict with an applicable program, 
plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities and, thus, would not cumulatively contribute to a conflict or obstruction with an applicable 
transportation-related program. 
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Under the cumulative VMT analysis scenario, the Project is calculated to have no effect (i.e., a 0.0 VMT 
change) on total County-wide VMT and VMT within a 10-mile radius of the Project Site (Urban Crossroads, 
2024f, p. 4). Accordingly, the Project would not generate VMT that increases regional VMT above the levels 
that would result from the growth projections used in Connect SoCal; thus, the Project would not contribute to 
a cumulatively considerable VMT impact. 
 
The Project would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact under the topics discussed under 
Thresholds “c” and “d” because the Project would not cause or exacerbate existing transportation design safety 
concerns or adversely affect emergency access and there are no cumulative development projects adjacent to 
the Project Site that could contribute additive effects that could degrade motor vehicle or pedestrian safety or 
emergency vehicle access in proximity to the Project Site. 
 
4.14.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 
Threshold a: Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable program, plan, 
ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system.   
 
Threshold b: Less than Significant Impact.  The VMT generated by the Project would not exceed the County 
VMT significance thresholds for direct or cumulative impacts. 
 
Threshold c: Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would not introduce any significant transportation 
safety hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. 
 
Threshold d: Less than Significant Impact.  Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Project Site 
during construction and long-term operation. The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access to 
the site or surrounding properties. 
 
4.14.8 MITIGATION 
The Project would result in a less than significant transportation impact and no mitigation is required. 
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4.15 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The analysis in this Subsection relies on information from a cultural resources report titled “Cultural 
Resources Study for the Pepper 210 Commerce Center Project” (dated February 22, 2024).  The report 
was prepared by BFSA and is included as Technical Appendix E to this EIR. The analysis in this 
Subsection also contains information obtained by San Bernardino County during consultation with 
local Native American tribal representatives.  All references used in this Subsection are listed in EIR 
Section 7.0, References. 
  
Confidential information has been redacted from Technical Appendix E for purposes of public review.  
In addition, much of the written and oral communication between Native American tribes, the County, 
and BFSA is considered confidential in respect to places that may have traditional tribal cultural 
significance (California Government Code Section 65352.4), and although relied upon in part to inform 
the preparation of this EIR Subsection, those communications are treated as confidential and are not 
available for public review.  Under existing State law, environmental documents must not include 
information about the location of archeological sites or sacred lands or any other information that is 
exempt from public disclosure pursuant to the Public Records Act (California Code Regulations 
Section 15120(d)). 
 
4.15.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Regional Setting 

Refer to Subsection 4.4, Cultural Resources, for a description of the pre/protohistoric period setting 
for the Inland Empire region. 
 
B. Project Site 

The Project Site was vacant and undeveloped prior to 1946 (approximately) and seasonally affected 
by inundation/flooding from the Lytle Creek Wash. Beginning in 1947 until 1998 or 1999, the Project 
Site was mined for aggregate resources and, also, used for the processing and sale of aggregate 
materials, concrete, and asphalt. Since mining activities ceased on the Project Site in the late 1990s, 
former mining pits on the Project Site have been partially backfilled and the subject property has been 
used for the staging, processing, and sale of aggregate materials, including concrete and asphalt, mined 
from the Cajon Creek Quarry located approximately 2.5 miles north of the Project Site. The Project 
Site has been heavily disturbed by historic mining activities and on-going aggregate materials 
processing and sales activities. 
 
BFSA surveyed the Project Site for the presence of prehistoric and protohistoric archaeological 
resources; no such resources were found on the Project Site (BFSA, 2024, p. 3.0-50). 
 
BFSA also performed an archaeological records search through the South Central Coastal Information 
Center (SCCIC) at California State University (CSU), Fullerton. The records search provided 
information regarding previous archaeological studies in the Project area and any previously recorded 
sites within a one-half mile radius of the Project Site. The results of this records search indicate that no 
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prehistoric or protohistoric artifacts have been recorded on the Project Site while two prehistoric 
resource sites (a core isolate and possible reburial location of human remains) have been recorded 
within a one-half mile radius of the Site (BFSA, 2024, p. 1.0-24). 
 
4.15.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

A. Federal Plans, Policies, and Regulations  

1. Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA; Public Law 101-601; 25 
U.S.C. 3001-3013) describes the rights of Native American lineal descendants, Indian tribes, and 
Native Hawaiian organizations with respect to the treatment, repatriation, and disposition of Native 
American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony, referred 
to collectively in the statute as cultural items, with which they can show a relationship of lineal descent 
or cultural affiliation.   
 
One major purpose of this statute is to require that federal agencies and museums receiving Federal 
funds inventory holdings of Native American human remains and funerary objects and provide written 
summaries of other cultural items. The agencies and museums must consult with Indian Tribes and 
Native Hawaiian organizations to attempt to reach agreements on the repatriation or other disposition 
of these remains and objects. Once lineal descent or cultural affiliation has been established, and in 
some cases the right of possession also has been demonstrated, lineal descendants, affiliated Indian 
Tribes, or affiliated Native Hawaiian organizations normally make the final determination about the 
disposition of cultural items. Disposition may take many forms from reburial to long term curation, 
according to the wishes of the lineal descendent(s) or culturally affiliated Tribe(s).  
 
The second major purpose of the statute is to provide greater protection for Native American burial 
sites and more careful control over the removal of Native American human remains, funerary objects, 
sacred objects, and items of cultural patrimony on Federal and tribal lands. NAGPRA requires that 
Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations be consulted whenever archaeological investigations 
encounter, or are expected to encounter, Native American cultural items or when such items are 
unexpectedly discovered on Federal or tribal lands.  Excavation or removal of any such items also must 
be done under procedures required by the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. This NAGPRA 
requirement is likely to encourage the in-situ preservation of archaeological sites, or at least the 
portions of them that contain burials or other kinds of cultural items.   
 
Other provisions of NAGPRA: (1) stipulate that illegal trafficking in human remains and cultural items 
may result in criminal penalties; (2) authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to administer a grants 
program to assist museums and Indian Tribes in complying with certain requirements of the statute; 
(3) requires the Secretary of the Interior to establish a Review Committee to provide advice and 
assistance in carrying out key provisions of the statute; authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
penalize museums that fail to comply with the statute; and, (5) directs the Secretary to develop 
regulations in consultation with this Review Committee.   
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B. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. California Administrative Code, Title 14, Section 4308 

Section 4308, Archaeological Features, of Title 14 of the California Administrative Code provides 
that: “No person shall remove, injure, disfigure, deface, or destroy any object of archaeological, or 
historical interest or value.”   
 
2. California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1427 

California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 1427 provides that: “No person shall collect or remove 
any object or thing of archaeological or historical interest or value, nor shall any person injure, 
disfigure, deface or destroy the physical site, location or context in which the object or thing of 
archaeological or historical interest or value is found.”  
 
3. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) 

California Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) (2014) Chapter 532 amended Section 5097.94 of, and added 
Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21802.3, 21083.09, 21084.2 and 21084.3 to the 
California Public Resources Code, relating to Native Americans.  AB 52 was approved on September 
25, 2014.  By including tribal cultural resources early in the CEQA process, the legislature intended to 
ensure that local and Tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents would have 
information available, early in the project planning process, to identify and address potential adverse 
impacts to tribal cultural resources.  By taking this proactive approach, the legislature also intended to 
reduce the potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review process.   
 
The Public Resources Code (PRC) now establishes that “[a] project with an effect that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.” (PRC, Section 21084.2.)  To help determine whether a project 
may have such an effect, the PRC requires a lead agency to consult with any California Native 
American tribe that requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
geographic area of a proposed project. That consultation must take place prior to the determination of 
whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental impact report is 
required for a project. (PRC, Section 21080.3.1.)   
 
If a lead agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse change to tribal cultural 
resources, the lead agency must consider measures to mitigate that impact. PRC Section 20184.3 (b)(2) 
provides examples of mitigation measures that lead agencies may consider to avoid or minimize 
impacts to tribal cultural resources.  
 
Section 21074 of the PRC defines “tribal cultural resources.” In brief, in order to be considered a “tribal 
cultural resource,” a resource must be either: 
 

(1) listed, or determined to be eligible for listing, on the national, state, or local register of historic 
resources, or 
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(2) a resource that the lead agency chooses, in its discretion, to treat as a tribal cultural resource. 
 
In the latter instance, the lead agency must determine that the resource meets the criteria for listing in 
the state register of historic resources. In applying those criteria, a lead agency must consider the value 
of the resource to the tribe.   
 
4. State Health and Safety Code  

California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5(b) requires that excavation and disturbance 
activities must cease “In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location 
other than a dedicated cemetery…” until the coroner can determine regarding the circumstances, 
manner, and cause of any death. The coroner is then required to make recommendations concerning 
the treatment and disposition of the human remains. Further, this section of the code makes it a 
misdemeanor to intentionally disturb, mutilate or remove interred human remains. Section 7051 
specifies that the removal of human remains from “internment or a place of storage while awaiting 
internment” with the intent to sell them or to dissect them with “malice or wantonness” is a public 
offense punishable by imprisonment in a state prison. Lastly, HSC Sections 8010-8011 establish the 
California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act consistent with the federal law 
addressing the same. The Act stresses that “all California Indian human remains and cultural items are 
to be treated with dignity and respect.”  It encourages voluntary disclosure and return of remains and 
cultural items by publicly funded agencies and museums in California. It also outlines the need for 
aiding California Indian tribes, including non-federally recognized tribes, in filing repatriation claims.  
 
California HSC, Section 5097.98 states that whenever the commission receives notification of a 
discovery of Native American human remains pursuant to HSC subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5, it 
shall immediately notify those persons that are the most likely descendants. The descendants may 
inspect the site and make recommendations to the landowner as to the treatment of the human remains. 
The landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity around the remains is not damaged or disturbed 
by further development activity until coordination has occurred with the descendants regarding their 
recommendations for treatment, taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. The 
descendants shall complete their inspection and make recommendations within 48 hours of being 
granted access to the site.  
 
5. California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5 

The California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5 (the State CEQA Guidelines) 
establishes the procedure for determining the significance of impacts to archaeological and historical 
resources, as well as classifying the type of resource.  Cultural resources are aspects of the environment 
that require identification and assessment for potential significance.  The evaluation of cultural 
resources under CEQA is based upon the definitions of resources provided in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5, as follows:   
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• A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, 
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code Section 5024.1, 
Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).  

 
• A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) 

of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey 
meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed 
to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as 
significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or 
culturally significant.  

 
• Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency 

determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s 
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a 
resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource 
meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code 
Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following:  

o Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage;  

 

o Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;  
 

o Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
artistic values; or  

 

o Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  
 

• The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources 
(pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical 
resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does 
not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.  

 
6. County Policy Plan 

The Cultural Resources Element of the San Bernardino County general plan sets forth goals and 
policies related to the protection of archaeological and tribal cultural resources.  Goals and policies 
that may be applicable to the Project and/or Project Site are summarized below. 
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Goal CR-1: Tribal Cultural Resources. Tribal cultural resources that are preserved and celebrated 
out of respect for Native American beliefs and traditions.  
 
Policy CR-1.1: Tribal notification and coordination. We notify and coordinate with tribal 
representatives in accordance with state and federal laws to strengthen our working relationship with 
area tribes, avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American archaeological sites and burials, assist 
with the treatment and disposition of inadvertent discoveries, and explore options of avoidance of 
cultural resources early in the planning process. 
 
Policy CR-1.3: Mitigation and avoidance. We consult with local tribes to establish appropriate 
project-specific mitigation measures and resource-specific treatment of potential cultural resources. 
We require project applicants to design projects to avoid known tribal cultural resources, whenever 
possible. If avoidance is not possible, we require appropriate mitigation to minimize project impacts 
on tribal cultural resources. 
 
Policy CR-1.4: Resource monitoring. We encourage active participation by local tribes as monitors in 
surveys, testing, excavation, and grading phases of development projects with potential impacts on 
tribal resources. 
 
4.15.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds listed below are derived directly from Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and address 
the typical, adverse effects related to cultural resources that could result from development projects.  
The Project would result in a significant impact to cultural resources if the Project or any Project-
related component would: 
 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k). 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth is subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.  In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

 
4.15.4 METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATION 

The analysis of potential impacts to tribal cultural resources was based on a cultural resources records 
search through SCCIC at CSU Fullerton, historic background research, a review of historic aerial 
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photographs, and a visit to the Project Site.  In addition, this analysis was based on consultation 
between the County and interested Native American tribes pursuant to AB 52. 
 
4.15.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is:  

 i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, 
or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 5020.1(k), or   

 ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe? 

No pre/protohistoric resource sites, features, places, or landscapes were identified on the Project Site 
that are either listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Places (BFSA, 2024, 
pp. 1.0-24 to 1.0-25, 3.0-50). To be eligible for the Register, a resource must include the following: 
 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of California's history and cultural heritage; 

 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
 

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. (PRC, 
Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) 

No tribal cultural resources were identified on the Project Site that meet any of the four criteria listed 
above to be eligible for the California Register and no prehistoric resource sites or isolates are known 
to exist on the Project Site (ibid.). Furthermore, no substantial evidence was presented to or found by 
San Bernardino County during the tribal consultation process that led to the identification of any 
features or resources on the Project Site that in the County’s discretion had the potential to be 
considered a tribal cultural resource. 
 
As part of the AB 52 consultation process required by State law, the County sent notification of the 
Project to Native American tribes with possible traditional or cultural affiliation to the Project area.  
No Native American tribe requested consultation with the County or provided the County with 
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substantial evidence indicating that tribal cultural resources, as defined in PRC Section 21074, are 
present on the Project Site or have been found previously on the Project Site.  Notwithstanding, due to 
the Project Site’s location in an area where Native American tribes are known to have a cultural 
affiliation, there is the possibility that pre/protohistoric archaeological resources, including tribal 
cultural resources, could be encountered during ground-disturbing construction activities – although 
this likelihood is considered low due to the pervasive, historic, and on-going disturbances that have 
occurred on the Project Site.  In the event a tribal cultural resource, as defined in PRC Section 21074, 
is found on the Project Site during construction – and not protected – a significant impact would occur.  
Mitigation is required. 
 
As discussed under EIR Subsection 4.4, the Project site does not contain a known cemetery site and 
human remains have not been previously discovered on the site.  Mandatory compliance with State 
law (California HSC Section 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.98) would ensure that, in the unlikely event 
that human remains are discovered during Project construction, the remains would be identified in 
accordance with proper protocols and the remains would be treated or disposed with appropriate 
dignity.  Accordingly, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect to tribal cultural 
resources associated with human remains. 
 
4.15.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This cumulative impact analysis for tribal cultural resources considers development of the Project in 
conjunction of other projects and projected growth in the traditional use areas of Native American 
tribes that are affiliated to the Project Site, which includes areas proximate to the Project Site as well 
as buildout of surrounding unincorporated communities and the cities of Rialto and San Bernardino. 
 
Development activities on the Project site would not impact any known tribal cultural resources.  
Nonetheless, the potential exists for tribal cultural resources that meet the definition from PRC Section 
21074 to be buried below the existing ground surface and discovered on the Project site – and other 
development sites in the region – during construction activities.  Accordingly, the Project has the 
potential to contribute to a significant cumulative impact to tribal cultural resources.  Therefore, the 
Project would potentially result in a cumulatively considerable impact to tribal cultural resources if 
such resources are unearthed during Project construction.   
 
4.15.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

Threshold a: Significant Direct and Cumulatively Considerable Impact. The Project Site does not 
contain any recorded, significant tribal cultural resource sites; therefore, the Project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource that is listed or eligible for 
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or a local register of historical resources. 
Nonetheless, Project construction activities have the potential to unearth and adversely impact tribal 
cultural resources that may be buried at the Project site. 
 

■■ 
■□ iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 



Pepper 210 Commerce Center 
Environmental Impact Report 4.15 Tribal Cultural Resources 

San Bernardino County SCH No. 2023010089 
Page 4.15-9 

4.15.8 MITIGATION 

The following mitigation measures have been presented previously, in Subsection 4.4.  As they also 
apply to the protection of tribal resources, they are reproduced here for ease of reference.  
 
MM 4.4-1 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence 

to San Bernardino County that an archaeologist that meets the latest version of the 
Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications Standards (hereafter “Project 
Archaeologist”) has been retained to conduct the training and monitoring activities 
described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 4.4-2 and MM 4.4-3. 

 
MM 4.4-2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant or construction 

contractor shall provide evidence to San Bernardino County that the construction site 
supervisors and crew members involved with grading and trenching operations have 
received training by the Project Archaeologist to recognize archaeological resources 
(historic and prehistoric) should such resources be unearthed during ground-disturbing 
construction activities.  The training will include a brief review of the cultural 
sensitivity of the area; what resources could potentially be identified during 
earthmoving activities; the requirements of the monitoring program; the protocols that 
apply in the event inadvertent discoveries of archaeological resources are identified, 
including who to contact and appropriate avoidance measures until the find(s) can be 
properly evaluated; and any other appropriate protocols.  All new supervisorial 
construction personnel involved with grading and trenching operations that begin work 
on the Project Site after the initial training session must take the training prior to 
beginning work on-site. 

 
MM 4.4-3 The Project Archaeologist shall conduct monitoring during all grading, trenching, and 

excavation activities delineated in Figure 5.0-1 of the Project’s Cultural Resources 
Study (EIR Technical Appendix E).  The Project Archaeologist shall be equipped to 
salvage artifacts if they are unearthed to avoid construction delays.  Should the Project 
Archaeologist determine during construction activities that there are no archaeological 
resources within the Project’s disturbance area or should the archaeological sensitivity 
be reduced to low, archaeological monitoring activities can be reduced to spot-
checking or may be allowed to cease. 

 
MM 4.4-4 In the event that suspected cultural resources are discovered during Project 

construction activities: 

a. All work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease 
and a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess 
the find.  Work on the other portions of the Project Site outside of the buffered 
area may continue during this assessment period.  Additionally, the Yuhaaviatam 
of San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources Department (YSMN) shall be 
contacted regarding any pre-contact and/or historic-era finds and be provided 
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information after the archaeologist makes his/her initial assessment of the nature 
of the find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and 
treatment.  

b. If significant pre-contact and/or historic-era cultural resources, as defined by 
CEQA, are discovered and avoidance cannot be ensured, the archaeologist shall 
develop a Monitoring and Treatment Plan, which shall be provided to San 
Bernardino County and the YSMN for review and comment. The Project 
Archaeologist shall monitor the remainder of ground-disturbing Project 
construction activities and implement the Plan accordingly. 

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

d. At the completion of the basic field analysis and documentation or laboratory 
analysis, any recovered resource(s) shall be processed and curated according to 
current professional repository standards.  The collections and associated records 
shall be donated to an appropriate curation facility, or, the artifacts may be 
delivered to the YSMN or appropriate Native American Tribe(s) if that is 
recommended by San Bernardino County.  A final report containing the 
significance and treatment findings shall be prepared by the archaeologist and 
submitted to San Bernardino County, the South Central Coastal Information 
Center at California State University, Fullerton, and the YSMN or appropriate 
Native American Tribe(s). 

 
4.15.9 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS AFTER MITIGATION 

Threshold a: Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of MM 4.4-1 through 
MM 4.4-4 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent treatment of any significant tribal 
cultural resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities associated with Project 
development. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Project’s potential impact to 
significant tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant. 
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4.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

This Subsection addresses the topics of water service and supply, wastewater collection and treatment, 
stormwater drainage management, and solid waste collection and disposal, and relies on publicly 
available information and Project-specific reports provided by local service providers. A complete list 
of references for information relied upon to prepare this Subsection can be found in EIR Section 7.0, 
References. 
 
4.16.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Water Service 

The Project Site is within the service area of the West Valley Water District (WVWD), which is within 
the service area of the regional water wholesaler, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District. 
The WVWD serves approximately 94,332 customers in the communities of Bloomington, Colton, 
Fontana, Rialto, parts of unincorporated areas in San Bernardino and Jurupa Valley in Riverside 
County (WVWD, 2020, p. 3). WVWD’s water supply comes from its own groundwater wells, 
groundwater and surface water purchased from the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, 
and surface water from Lytle Creek in the San Bernardino Mountains (WVWD, 2020, p. 4). WVWD 
facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site include a 30-inch diameter transmission main and a 16-inch 
diameter transmission main within Highland Avenue. 
 
Under existing conditions, the Project Site is used for the stockpiling, processing, and sale of aggregate 
resources, including the production and sale of concrete and asphalt. The average historic water 
demand at the Project Site is 55 acre-feet per year (AFY) (WSC, 2022, p. 4-2). 
 
B. Wastewater Service 

The Project Site does not receive public sewer service under existing conditions; all wastewater 
generated by the existing uses on the Project Site is discharged to septic systems at the Site. 
 
Rialto Water Services (RWS), a private utility company, provides sewer collection and wastewater 
treatment service to areas in the vicinity of the Project Site. The nearest sewer conveyance 
infrastructure to the Project Site is a capped, 12-inch diameter sewer main in Pepper Avenue that is not 
in service under existing conditions. RWS master plan drawings indicate that a future sewer lift station 
is needed to provide a connection between the capped sewer main within Pepper Avenue and an 
existing sewer gravity main in Winchester Drive, in order to bring the Pepper Avenue sewer main into 
service. (Kimley-Horn, 2022, p. 5) 
 
The sewer flows collected by RWS are conveyed to the Rialto Wastewater Treatment Plant (RWTP). 
The RWWTP has an existing treatment capacity of approximately 11.7 million gallons of wastewater 
per day and treats approximately 7.0 million gallons of wastewater per day on average (WSC, 2021, p. 
3-35). Therefore, the RWTP has approximately 4.7 million gallons  of excess treatment capacity under 
existing conditions (11.7 million gpd – 7.0 million gpd = 4.7 million gpd). 
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C. Stormwater Drainage 

The flood control management throughout the Project Site area is the responsibility of the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District. The Flood Control District has developed an extensive 
system of facilities including dams, conservation basins, channels, and storm drains. The primary 
purpose of these facilities is to intercept and convey flood flows through and away from the major 
developed areas of the County to protect property and ensure public safety. Primary functions of the 
district are flood protection, water conservation, and storm drain construction. The Flood Control 
District is divided into six geographic zones with interests and responsibilities distinctive to the 
particular zone. The Project Site is located within Zone 2; flood control facilities in this Zone primarily 
consist of levees. (SB County, 2019) 
 
Under existing conditions, stormwater runoff travels across the Project Site as surface sheet flow from 
the west to the east. There is an existing San Bernardino County Flood Control District culvert at the 
southeast corner of the Site that collects surface runoff, outlets through the existing levee running 
parallel to the north of the Project Site, and eventually discharges into the Lytle Creek Wash. 
 
Offsite runoff within Highland Avenue is conveyed east towards the Lytle Creek Wash within an 
asphalt berm. Highland Avenue also has an existing 48-inch storm drain lateral conveying flows to the 
south towards the Santa Ana River. Surface runoff from the Project Site does not flow into this offsite 
pipe.  
 
D. Solid Waste 

The County of San Bernardino Solid Waste Management Division (SWMD) is responsible for the 
operation and management of the solid waste disposal system within the County. The disposal system 
consists of five regional landfills and nine transfer stations. Additionally, the SWMD administers the 
County’s Solid Waste Franchise Program and the Refuse Collection Permit Program which authorizes 
and regulates trash collection by private haulers in the unincorporated areas. Solid waste service to the 
Project Site is provided by Burrtec Waste Industries. (DPW, n.d.) 
 
The landfill nearest the Project Site is the Mid-Valley Landfill, located approximately three (3) miles 
west of the Project Site. The Mid-Valley Landfill encompasses 498 acres and has an expected 
operational life though at least 2045. The Landfill currently processes an average daily throughput of 
3,474 tons, with a permitted maximum daily disposal capacity of 7,500 tons. (CalRecycle, 2024a) 
 
E. Dry Utilities 

1. Electricity 

The Project Site receives electrical service from the Southern California Edison Company (SCE). SCE 
provides electric power to more than 15 million persons in 15 counties and in 180 incorporated cities, 
within a service area encompassing approximately 50,000 square miles. (SCE, 2019) Under existing 
conditions, the Project Site receives electrical service from pole-mounted electrical distribution lines 
located along the Project Site’s frontage with Highland Avenue. 
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2. Telecommunications 

Several companies provide telecommunications services, including fiber optic and broadband internet, 
to residences and businesses throughout the County.  
 
4.16.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The following is a brief description of the federal, state, and local environmental laws and related 
regulations related to utilities and service systems. 
 
A. Federal Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. Water Supply Regulations 

 Clean Water Act 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into 
the waters of the United States and regulating quality standards for surface waters. The basis of the 
CWA was enacted in 1948 and was called the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, but the Act was 
substantially reorganized and expanded in 1972. "Clean Water Act" became the Act's common name 
with amendments in 1972. Under the CWA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
implemented pollution control programs such as setting wastewater standards for industry, and also 
has set water quality standards for all contaminants in surface waters. The CWA made it unlawful to 
discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters, unless a permit was obtained. EPA's 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program controls discharges. Point 
sources are discrete conveyances such as pipes or man- made ditches. Individual homes that are 
connected to a municipal system, use a septic system, or do not have a surface discharge do not need 
an NPDES permit; however, industrial, municipal, and other facilities must obtain permits if their 
discharges go directly to surface waters. (EPA, 2024b) 
 
 Safe Drinking Water Act 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was established to protect the quality of drinking water in the 
U.S. This law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designed for drinking use, whether from 
above ground or underground sources. The Act authorizes EPA to establish minimum standards to 
protect tap water and requires all owners or operators of public water systems to comply with these 
primary (health-related) standards. The 1996 amendments to SDWA require that EPA consider a 
detailed risk and cost assessment, and best available peer-reviewed science, when developing these 
standards. State governments, which can be approved to implement these rules for EPA, also encourage 
attainment of secondary standards (nuisance-related). Under the Act, EPA also establishes minimum 
standards for state programs to protect underground sources of drinking water from endangerment by 
underground injection of fluids. (EPA, 2024c) 
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B. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. Water Supply Regulations 

 Water Conservation in Landscaping Act 

The Water Conservation in Landscaping Act was established to ensure adequate water supplies are 
available for future uses. To promote the conservation and efficient use of water, the Act requires local 
agencies to adopt a water efficient landscape ordinance. When such an ordinance had not been adopted, 
a finding as to why (based on the climatic, geologic, or topographical conditions) such an ordinance is 
not necessary, must be adopted. In the absence of such an ordinance or findings, the policies and 
requirements contained in the “model” ordinance drafted by the State of California shall apply within 
the affected jurisdiction. (LegiScan, 2023) 
 
 Water Recycling in Landscaping Act 

In 2000, Senate Bill 2095 (Water Recycling in Landscaping Act) was approved by Governor Davis 
requiring any local public or private entity that produces recycled water and determines that within 10 
years it will provide recycled water within the boundaries of a local agency, to notify the local agency 
of that fact. In turn, local agencies are required to adopt and enforce within 180 days a specified 
recycled water ordinance, unless the local agency adopted a recycled water ordinance or other 
regulation requiring the use of recycled water in its jurisdiction prior to January 1, 2001. (CA 
Legislative Info, 2000) 
 
 Urban Water Management Planning Act 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP Act) was proposed and adopted to ensure that 
water planning is conducted at the local level, as the State of California recognized that two water 
agencies in the same region could have very different impacts from a drought. The UWMP Act requires 
water agencies to develop Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) over a 20-year planning horizon, 
and further required UWMPs to be updated every five years. UWMPs are exempt from compliance 
with CEQA.  
 
The UWMPs provide a framework for long term water planning and inform the public of a supplier’s 
plans for long-term resource planning that ensures adequate water supplies for existing and future 
demands. This part of the California Water Code (CWC) requires urban water suppliers to report, 
describe, and evaluate: 
 

• Water deliveries and uses; 
• Water supply sources; 
• Efficient water uses; 
• Demand management measures; and 
• Water shortage contingency planning.  
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The UWMP Act has been modified over the years in response to the State’s water shortages, droughts, 
and other factors. A significant amendment was made in 2009, after the drought of 2007-2009 and as 
a result of the governor’s call for a statewide 20 percent reduction in urban water use by the year 2020. 
This was the Water Conservation Act of 2009, also known as SB X7-7. This Act required agencies to 
establish water use targets for 2015 and 2020 that would result in statewide savings of 20 percent by 
2020. Beginning in 2016, retail water suppliers are required to comply with the water conservation 
requirements in SB X7-7 in order to be eligible for State water grants or loans. Retail water agencies 
are required to set targets and track progress toward decreasing daily per capita urban water use in their 
service area, which will assist the State in meeting its 20 percent reduction goal by 2020. (DWR, 2023) 
 
 Government Code Section 66473.7(b)(2) (Senate Bill 221) 

Under Senate Bill (SB) 221, approval by a city or county of certain residential subdivisions requires 
an affirmative written verification of sufficient water supply. SB 221 is intended as a ‘fail safe’ 
mechanism to ensure that collaboration on finding the needed water supplies to serve a new large 
subdivision occurs before construction begins. SB 221 requires the legislative body of a city or county 
or the advisory agency, to the extent that it is authorized by local ordinance to approve, conditionally 
approve, or disapprove a tentative map, must include as a condition in any tentative map that includes 
a subdivision a requirement that a sufficient water supply shall be available. Proof of the availability 
of a sufficient water supply must be requested by the subdivision applicant or local agency, at the 
discretion of the local agency, and is based on written verification from the applicable public water 
system within 90 days of a request. SB 221 does not apply to any residential project proposed for a site 
that is within an urbanized area and has been previously developed for urban uses, or where the 
immediate contiguous properties surrounding the residential Project Site are, or previously have been, 
developed for urban uses, or housing projects that are exclusively for very low and low-income 
households. (CA Legislative Info, 2002a) 
 
 California Senate Bill 610 

The California Water Code (Water Code) Sections 10910 through 10915 were amended by the 
enactment of SB 610 in 2002. SB 610 requires an assessment of whether available water supplies are 
sufficient to serve the demand generated by a proposed project, as well as the reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative demand in the region over the next 20 years under average normal year, single dry year, 
and multiple dry year conditions (CA Legislative Info, 2002b). Under SB 610, water assessments must 
be furnished to local governments for inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain 
projects (as defined in Water Code 10912 [a]) subject to CEQA. For the purposes of SB 610, “project” 
means any of the following: 
 

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 
• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 

having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; 
• A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more 

than 250,000 square feet of floor space; 
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• A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms; 
• A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house 

more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 
square feet of floor area; 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision; or 
• A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of 

water required by a 500-dwelling unit project. 
 
 CA. Water Code Sections 10610 et seq. (Senate Bill 901) 

Signed into law on October 16, 1995, Senate Bill (SB) 901 required every urban water supplier to 
identify as part of its urban water management plan, the existing and planned sources of water available 
to the supplier over a prescribed 5-year period. The code requires the water service purveyor to assess 
the projected water demand associated with a proposed project under environmental review. Later 
provisions of SB 901 required compliance in the event that the proposed Project involved the adoption 
of a specific plan, amendment to, or revision of the land use element of a general plan or specific plan 
that would result in a net increase in the state population density. Upon completion of the water 
assessment, cities and counties may agree or disagree with the conclusions of the water service 
purveyors but cannot approve projects in the face of documented water shortfalls without first making 
certain findings. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) 
 
 Executive Order B-29-15 

Executive Order (EO) B-29-15 ordered the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to impose 
restrictions to achieve a 25-percent reduction in potable urban water usage through February 28, 2016; 
directed the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to lead a statewide initiative, in 
partnership with local agencies, to collectively replace 50 million square feet of lawns and ornamental 
turf with drought tolerant landscapes; and directed the California Energy Commission to implement a 
statewide appliance rebate program to provide monetary incentives for the replacement of inefficient 
household devices. (SWRCB, 2024) 
 
 Executive Order B-37-16 

Signed on May 9, 2016, EO B-37-16 established a new water use efficiency framework for California. 
The order bolstered the state’s drought resilience and preparedness by establishing longer-term water 
conservation measures that include permanent monthly water use reporting, new urban water use 
targets, reducing system leaks and eliminating clearly wasteful practices, strengthening urban drought 
contingency plans, and improving agricultural water management and drought plans. (SWRCB, 2024) 
 
 Executive Order B-40-17 

Signed on April 7, 2017, EO B-40-17 ended the drought state of emergency in all California counties 
except Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Tuolumne, where emergency drinking water projects will continue 
to help address diminished groundwater supplies. It maintains water reporting requirements and 
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prohibitions on wasteful practices. The order was built on actions taken in Executive Order B-37-16, 
which remains in effect. In a related action, state agencies, including the Department of Water 
Resources (DWR), released a plan to continue making water conservation a way of life. (SWRCB, 
2024) 
 
 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) established a new structure for managing 
California’s groundwater resources at a local level by local agencies. SGMA required, by June 30, 
2017, the formation of locally-controlled groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) in the State’s 
high- and medium-priority groundwater basins and subbasins (basins). A GSA is responsible for 
developing and implementing a groundwater sustainability plan (GSP) to meet the sustainability goal 
of the basin to ensure that it is operated within its sustainable yield, without causing undesirable results. 
The GSP Emergency Regulations for evaluating GSPs, the implementation of GSPs, and coordination 
agreements were adopted by DWR and approved by the California Water Commission on May 18, 
2016. (DWR, n.d.) 
 
2. Solid Waste Regulations 

 California Solid Waste Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939, 1989) 

The Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA, codified in the Public Resources Code as Sections 
40000 et seq.) established an integrated waste management hierarchy to guide the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB) and local agencies in implementation, in order of priority: (1) 
source reduction, (2) recycling and composting, and (3) environmentally safe transformation and land 
disposal (it should be noted that the CIWMB no longer exists, and its duties have been assumed by 
CalRecycle) (CalRecycle, n.d.). As part of the IWMA, the CIWMB was given a purpose to mandate 
the reduction of disposed waste. The IWMA also required: 
 

• the establishment of a task force to coordinate the development of city Source Reduction and 
Recycling Elements (SRREs) and a countywide siting element.  

• each city, by July 1, 1991, to prepare, adopt and submit a SRRE to the county which includes 
the following components: waste characterization; source reduction; recycling; composting; 
solid waste facility capacity; education and public information; funding; special waste 
(asbestos, sewage sludge, etc.); and household hazardous waste.  

• each county, by January 1, 1991, to prepare a SRRE for its unincorporated area, with the same 
components described above, and a countywide siting element, specifying areas for 
transformation or disposal sites to provide capacity for solid waste generated in the jurisdiction 
which cannot be reduced or recycled for a 15-year period.  

• each county to prepare, adopt, and submit to the Board an Integrated Waste Management Plan 
(IWMP), which includes all of the elements described above.  

• each city or county plan to include an implementation schedule which shows: diversion of 25 
percent of all solid waste from landfill or transformation facilities by January 1, 1995 through 
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source reduction, recycling, and composting activities; and, diversion of 50 percent of all solid 
waste by January 1, 2000 through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities.  

• the CIWMB to review the implementation of each SRRE at least once every two years.  
• The IWMA required the CIWMB, in conjunction with an inspection conducted by a Lead 

Enforcement Agency (LEA), to conduct at least one inspection per year of each solid waste 
facility in the state.  

 
Additionally, the IWMA established a comprehensive statewide system of permitting, inspections, 
enforcement, and maintenance for solid waste facilities.  
 
 California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 (AB 1327) 

The Waste Reuse and Recycling Act (WRRA, codified in PRC Section 42900) required the CIWMB 
to approve a model ordinance for adoption by any local government for the transfer, receipt, storage, 
and loading of recyclable materials in development projects by March 1, 1993. The WRRA also 
required local agencies to adopt a local ordinance by September 1, 1993 or allow the model ordinance 
to take effect. The WRRA requires all development projects that are commercial, industrial, 
institutional, or marina in nature and where solid waste is collected and loaded, to provide an adequate 
area for collecting and loading recyclable materials over the lifetime of the project. The area is required 
to be provided before building permits are issued. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) 
 
 Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program (AB 341) 

Assembly Bill (AB) 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011 [Chesbro, AB 341]) directed CalRecycle to 
develop and adopt regulations for mandatory commercial recycling. CalRecycle initiated formal 
rulemaking with a 45-day comment period beginning Oct. 28, 2011. The final regulation was approved 
by the Office of Administrative Law on May 7, 2012. AB-341 was designed to help meet California’s 
recycling goal of 75% by the year 2020. AB 341 requires all commercial businesses and public entities 
that generate 4 cubic yards or more of waste per week to have a recycling program in place. (CA 
Legislative Info, 2011) 
 
 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (CAL Green; Part 11 of Title 24, 

California Code of Regulations) 

The most recent edition of CalGreen became effective January 1, 2023, and is applicable to the 
planning, design, operation, construction, use, and occupancy of every newly constructed building or 
structure throughout the State of California (including residential structures and elementary schools). 
CalGreen Section 5.408.3 requires that 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks, and associated vegetation 
and soils resulting from land clearing shall be reused or recycled. For a phased project, such material 
may be stockpiled on-site until the storage site is developed. (CBSC, 2022) 
 

■■ 
■□ iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 



Pepper 210 Commerce Center 
Environmental Impact Report 4.16 Utilities and Service Systems 

San Bernardino County  SCH No. 2023010089 
Page 4.16-9 

C. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan 

The 2020 Upper Santa Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan is 
a tool, prepared by a collaboration of cities and water districts in San Bernardino County, that provides 
a summary of anticipated water supplies and demands for the years 2020 to 2045. The Plan was 
prepared consistent with the Urban Water Management Act, the Water Conservation Act of 2009, and 
the Department of Water Resources Guidebook for Urban Water Suppliers. The 2020 Upper Santa 
Ana River Watershed Integrated Regional Urban Water Management Plan evaluates whether supplies 
will be sufficient to meet demand during a normal average year, a single dry year, and multiple dry 
years; existing baseline water use in terms of gallons per capita per day; targets for future water use 
consistent with the Water Conservation Act of 2009; demand management measures implemented or 
planned for implementation as well as the methods proposed for achieving future water use targets; 
water shortage contingency planning; and notification and coordination with other water agencies, land 
entities, and the community. 
 
2. County Policy Plan 

The County’s general plan sets forth goals and policies related to utilities and service systems. Goals 
and policies that may be applicable to the Project and/or Project Site are summarized below. 
 
Goal IU‐1: Water Supply. Water supply and infrastructure are sufficient for the needs of residents 
and businesses and resilient to drought. 
 
Policy IU‐1.1: Water supply. We require that new development be connected to a public water system 
or a County‐approved well to ensure a clean and resilient supply of potable water, even during cases 
of prolonged drought.  
 
Policy IU‐1.7: Areas vital for groundwater recharge. We allow new development on areas vital for 
groundwater recharge when stormwater management facilities are installed onsite and maintained to 
infiltrate predevelopment levels of stormwater into the ground. 
 
Policy IU‐1.8: Groundwater management coordination. We collaborate with watermasters, 
groundwater sustainability agencies, water purveyors, and other government agencies to ensure 
groundwater basins are being sustainably managed. We discourage new development when it would 
create or aggravate groundwater overdraft conditions, land subsidence, or other “undesirable 
results” as defined in the California Water Code. We require safe yields for groundwater sources 
covered by the Desert Groundwater Management Ordinance. 
 
Policy IU‐1.9: Water conservation. We encourage water conserving site design and the use of water 
conserving fixtures, and advocate for the adoption and implementation of water conservation 
strategies by water service agencies. For existing County‐owned facilities, we incorporate design 
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elements, building materials, fixtures, and landscaping that reduce water consumption, as funding is 
available. 
 
Goal IU‐3: Stormwater Drainage. A regional stormwater drainage backbone and local stormwater 
facilities in unincorporated areas that reduce the risk of flooding. 
 
Policy IU‐3.1: Regional flood control. We maintain a regional flood control system and regularly 
evaluate the need for and implement upgrades based on changing land coverage and hydrologic 
conditions in order to manage and reduce flood risk. We require any public and private projects 
proposed anywhere in the county to address and mitigate any adverse impacts on the carrying capacity 
and stormwater velocity of regional stormwater drainage systems. 
 
Policy IU‐3.2: Local flood control. We require new development to install and maintain stormwater 
management facilities that maintain predevelopment hydrology and hydraulic conditions.  
 
Policy IU‐3.4: Natural floodways. We retain existing natural floodways and watercourses on County‐
controlled floodways, including natural channel bottoms, unless hardening and channelization is the 
only feasible way to manage flood risk. On floodways not controlled by the County, we encourage the 
retention of natural floodways and watercourses. Our priority is to reduce flood risk, but we also strive 
to protect wildlife corridors, prevent loss of critical habitat, and improve the amount and quality of 
surface water and groundwater resources. 
 
Policy IU‐3.5: Fair share requirements. We require new development to pay its fair share of capital 
costs to maintain adequate capacity of the County’s regional flood control systems.  
 
Goal IU‐4: Solid Waste. Adequate regional landfill capacity that provides for the safe disposal of 
solid waste, and efficient waste diversion and collection for unincorporated areas.  
 
Policy IU‐4.1: Landfill capacity. We maintain a minimum ongoing landfill capacity of 15 years to 
serve unincorporated waste disposal needs.  
 
Policy IU‐4.3: Waste diversion. We shall meet or exceed state waste diversion requirements, augment 
future landfill capacity, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions and use of natural resources through 
the reduction, reuse, or recycling of solid waste. 
 
Policy IU‐4.4: Landfill funding. We require sufficient fees for use of County landfills to cover capital 
costs; ongoing operation, maintenance, and closure costs of existing landfills; and the costs and 
liabilities associated with closed landfills. 
 
Goal IU‐5: Power and Communications. Unincorporated area residents and businesses have access 
to reliable power and communication systems.  
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Policy IU‐5.1: Electricity and natural gas service. We partner with other public agencies and providers 
to improve the availability and stability of electricity and natural gas service in unincorporated 
communities. 
 
Policy IU‐5.2: Expanded high‐speed internet and wireless communication. We encourage the 
expansion of expand affordable, high‐speed internet access in underserved and unserved 
unincorporated communities. We encourage the expansion of advanced mobile and fixed wireless 
communication technologies that improve service, coverage, and reliability throughout the county. 
 
Policy IU‐5.3: Underground facilities. We encourage new and relocated power and communication 
facilities to be located underground when feasible, particularly in the Mountain and Desert regions. 
 
Policy IU‐5.4: Electric transmission lines. We support the maintenance of existing and development 
of new electric transmission lines along existing rights‐of‐way and easements to maintain the stability 
and capacity of the electric distribution system in southern California. 
 
Policy IU‐5.6: Dig once approach. We encourage infrastructure, telecommunication, and utility 
planning and projects to coordinate so that improvements are made concurrently or in such a manner 
that minimizes disruption to rights‐of‐way and reduces costs. 
 
4.16.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds listed below are taken from Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. According to CEQA 
Guidelines, the proposed Project would result in a significant impact to utilities and service systems if 
the Project or any Project-related component would: 
 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects; 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years; 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments;  

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals; 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 
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4.16.4 METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATION 

The analysis of potential utilities and service systems impacts is based on a review of the San 
Bernardino County general plan and its EIR, information sources from local service providers, and 
other resource databases. 
 
4.16.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a:  Would the Project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

The Project’s proposed infrastructure improvement plans were described in detail in EIR Section 3.0, 
Project Description, and include connections to water, sewer, storm drain, electricity and 
communications infrastructure that already exist in the vicinity of the Project Site.  
 
The Project would connect to existing water infrastructure that abuts the Project Site. The Project 
would require the abandonment of existing service meters to the Site and the construction of a new 
service meter to the Site, but no off-site infrastructure facilities would be modified or relocated. The 
Project would not require the construction of new or modified water transmission infrastructure 
because the existing system is sized to meet projected water demands for planned uses in the area. The 
Project’s civil engineer confirmed that adequate flow and water pressure can be maintained through 
the water conveyance system with the Project (Kimley Horn, 2022a). 
 
The Project’s proposed sewer improvements include the construction of a new service main to connect 
the Project Site to an existing, capped sewer main approximately 880 feet south of the Project Site 
(within Pepper Avenue). The local sewer system would have adequate capacity to service the Project 
in consideration of the improvements planned by the Project, the existing infrastructure, and master-
planned improvements (Kimley Horn, 2022b). In the event the Project installs an onsite wastewater 
treatment system (OWTS), no off-site sewer utility improvements or connections would be needed. 
 
The Project Site receives electric power and telecommunications services under existing conditions. 
The Project’s proposed use of these services would be similar to existing conditions and would not 
require the construction of new, re-located, or expanded facilities. The Project Site does not receive 
natural gas service under existing conditions and the Project would not require natural gas; therefore, 
no alteration to the existing natural gas transmission network would occur. 
 
All proposed utility connections would be accomplished in conformance with the rules and standards 
enforced by the applicable service provider. Construction activities within the public street right of 
way have the potential to create intermittent and short-term inconvenience hazards for motorists and 
pedestrians; however, all utility construction work that occurs within a public street right of way must 
adhere to the construction traffic control practices that reduce impacts that are specified in the State of 
California Department of Transportation Construction Manual, published by Caltrans (Caltrans, 
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2020).  The construction of the proposed utility service connections has the potential to cause 
environmental effects associated with short-term air pollutant, noise emissions, and water quality 
effects that are an inherent part of the Project’s construction process. The Project’s construction air 
quality, noise emissions, and water quality effects have been disclosed in EIR Subsections 4.2, 4.7, 
4.9, and 4.12 (the construction-level impacts disclosed in these Subsections are inclusive of the effects 
from the construction of utility infrastructure). Where significant construction-related impacts have 
been identified in the above-listed sections, feasible and enforceable mitigation measures are 
recommended in this EIR to reduce the Project’s impacts to a less than significant level.  There are no 
significant environmental impacts specifically related to construction of utility and service system 
improvements that have not already been disclosed in this EIR. 
 
Threshold b:   Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 

reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA), dated October 20, 2022, was prepared by Water Systems 
Consulting, Inc. (WSC) for the WVWD to assess the Project’s effect on the WVWD’s ability to provide 
adequate water service to its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.  The WSA, which 
is provided as Technical Appendix V to this EIR, was prepared in accordance with SB 610.   
 
The Project is calculated to have a gross water demand of 174 acre-feet per year and a net water demand 
of 119 acre-feet per year, after discontinuing the existing uses on the Project Site (which has a historic 
water demand of 55 acre-feet per year) (WSC, 2022, p. 4-2). The 2020 Integrated Regional Urban 
Water Management Plan (IRUWMP) determined the WVWD has sufficient water supplies to meet its 
service demand for normal, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year conditions through at least the year 
2045, with an available surplus of at least 3,519 acre-feet per year under all conditions (WSC, 2022, 
pp. 6-1 to 6-4). The IRUWMP projected a 142 acre-feet per year increase of industrial demands from 
2020 to 2030 based on representative General Plans, which is greater than the Project’s net demand of 
119 acre-feet per year. However, the Project demand was not explicitly captured in the IRUWMP’s 
demand projection methodology, primarily because the Project requires a land use zoning change. 
Therefore, the net Project demand was added to the demands from the 2020 IRUWMP.  The WSA 
determined that the WVWD will have adequate water supplies to meet the potable water demand for 
this Project in addition to existing and future uses. (WSC, 2022, p. 7-1). Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
Threshold c: Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 

which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

According to a sewer system design study prepared by the Project’s civil engineer and based on 
wastewater generation rates from the City of Rialto, the Project is calculated to generate approximately 
194,728 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater (1,928 gpd/acre × 101 acres = 194,728 gpd) (Kimley 
Horn, 2022b, p. 5). The wastewater generated by the Project would represent approximately 4.1 percent 
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of the remaining treatment capacity of the RWWTP ([194,728 gpd ÷ 4.7 million gpd] × 100 = 4.1 
percent); therefore, it is anticipated that RWWTP has sufficient treatment capacity to provide service 
to the Project. Because there is adequate capacity at existing treatment facilities to serve Project 
demands, there would be no need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold d: Would the Project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in 

excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of 
solid waste reduction goals? 

The Project would be required to comply with mandatory waste reduction requirements of the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) and the California Solid Waste Reuse and 
Recycling Act of 1991 (Cal Pub Res. Code Section 42911). Notwithstanding, construction and 
operation of the Project would result in the generation of solid waste requiring disposal at a landfill.  
 
A. Construction-Related Landfill Disposal 

Waste generated during the Project’s construction phase would primarily consist of discarded materials 
from the construction of structures, common areas, infrastructure installation, and other Project-related 
construction activities. Construction-related solid waste volumes were estimated using generation 
factors provided by United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA); the average 
generation factor for non-residential uses such as the Project is 4.34 pounds per square foot of 
constructed building floor area (EPA, 2009). For the 1,861,587 square-foot Project, this equates to 
approximately 4,039 tons throughout the construction phase. California Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939) 
requires that a minimum of 65% of all construction waste be diverted from landfills (by recycling, 
reusing, and other waste reduction strategies); therefore, the Project is estimated to generate 
approximately 1,414 tons of solid waste requiring landfilling during its construction phase.  The 
Project’s construction phase is estimated to last for approximately 20 months (453 working days); 
therefore, the Project is estimated to generate approximately 3.12 tons of solid waste per day requiring 
landfill disposal during construction. 
 
Non-recyclable construction waste generated by the Project would be disposed at the Mid-Valley 
Sanitary Landfill. This landfill has an average daily excess disposal capacity of 4,026 tons. The waste 
generated by Project construction corresponds to 0.07-percent of the average remaining daily disposal 
volume at the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill or 0.04-percent of the permitted maximum daily 
throughput at the Landfill (i.e., 7,500 tons). Thus, the relatively minimal construction waste generated 
by the Project is not anticipated to cause the landfill to exceed its maximum permitted daily disposal 
volume or otherwise affect the remaining permitted disposal capacity throughput during the Project’s 
construction period. Thus, the volume of solid waste generated during Project construction would 
neither exceed State or local disposal standards nor exceed the local infrastructure capacity to handle 
the waste disposal; therefore, impacts to landfill capacity associated with near-term Project 
construction activities would be less than significant. 
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B. Operational-Related Landfill Disposal 

Operational-related solid waste generation can be estimated using generation factors provided by 
CalRecycle. A common generation factor of industrial uses such as the Project is 1.42 pounds of waste 
per 100 square feet of building floor area, per day (CalRecycle, n.d.). For the 1,861,587 square-foot 
Project, this equates to approximately 26,435 pounds, or 13.2 tons, per day. A minimum of 50% of all 
solid waste would be required to be recycled pursuant to AB 939, consistent with the State’s solid 
waste reduction goals; therefore, Project operation would generate up to approximately 6.6 tons per 
day of solid waste requiring disposal at a landfill.  
 
As previously noted, the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill receives an average of 4,039 tons of waste below 
its maximum permitted daily throughput. The solid waste generated during Project operation represents 
approximately 0.3-percent of the average remaining daily disposal volume at the Mid-Valley Sanitary 
Landfill or approximately 0.2-percent of the permitted maximum daily throughput at the Landfill (i.e., 
7,500 tons). Thus, waste generated by the Project’s operation is not anticipated to cause the landfill to 
exceed its maximum permitted daily disposal volume.  Furthermore, the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill 
is estimated to have adequate long-term capacity to accept waste from the Project as the landfill would 
not reach capacity until 2045, at the earliest time, and has opportunities for future expansion. Thus, the 
small volume of solid waste expected to be generated during Project operation would neither exceed 
State or local disposal standards nor exceed the local infrastructure capacity to handle the waste 
disposal; therefore, impacts to landfill capacity associated with long-term Project operational activities 
would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold e: Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 

statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act established an integrated waste management system 
that focused on source reduction, recycling, composting, and land disposal of waste. In addition, the 
Act established a 50% waste reduction requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000, along with 
a process to ensure environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted. Per the 
requirements of the Integrated Waste Management Act, the San Bernardino County Board of 
Supervisors adopted the San Bernardino CIWMP, which outlines the goals, policies, and programs the 
County and its cities will implement to create an integrated and cost-effective waste management 
system that complies with the provisions of California Integrated Waste Management Act and its 
diversion mandates. (SB County, 2018) 
 
San Bernardino County Solid Waste Management Division reviews and approves all new construction 
projects that require a Construction and Demolition Solid Waste Management Plan (waste management 
plan). A project’s waste management plan consists of two parts which are incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval (COA’s) by the San Bernardino County Solid Waste Management Division. 
As part of the plan, proposed projects are required to estimate the amount of tonnage to be disposed 
and diverted during construction. Disposal/diversion receipts or certifications are required as a part of 
that summary. The County approval of a Construction and Demolition Solid Waste Management Plan 
would ensure that impacts related to construction waste would be less than significant. 
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Under long-term operations, the Project Applicant would be required to coordinate with the waste 
hauler to develop the collection of recyclable materials for the Project on a common schedule as set 
forth in applicable local, regional, and State programs. Recyclable materials that would be recycled by 
the Project include paper products, glass, aluminum, and plastic. Additionally, the Project’s waste 
hauler would be required to comply with all applicable local, State, and Federal solid waste disposal 
standards, thereby ensuring that the solid waste stream to the landfills that serve the Project are reduced 
in accordance with existing regulations. 
 
The proposed Project would comply with all federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste, thereby ensuring that the solid waste stream to the landfill that serves the Project is 
reduced in accordance with existing regulations. Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
4.16.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The Project would require water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, electrical and communications 
services and infrastructure, as well as solid waste disposal during construction and operation of the 
Projects. Development of public utility infrastructure is part of an extensive planning process involving 
utility providers and jurisdictions with ministerial and discretionary review authority. The coordination 
process associated with the preparation of infrastructure plans is intended to ensure that adequate public 
utility services and resources are available to serve both individual development projects and 
cumulative growth in the region. Each individual development project is subject to review for utility 
capacity to avoid unanticipated interruptions in service or inadequate supplies. Because the 
comprehensive, ongoing utility and service planning and coordination activities described above would 
ensure that new development projects do not disrupt or degrade the provision of utility services, 
cumulatively considerable impacts to utilities and service systems would not occur. 
 
4.16.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

Threshold a: Less than Significant Impact. The physical environmental effects associated with 
installing the Project’s water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, and dry utility infrastructure is 
evaluated throughout this EIR and no adverse impacts specific to the provision of utilities services 
have been identified. 
 
Threshold b: Less than Significant Impact. Adequate water supplies are available to serve the Project 
along with WVWD’s existing and planned future service obligations during normal, dry and multiple 
dry year conditions. Implementation of the Project would result in a less than significant impact.  
 
Threshold c: Less than Significant Impact. Wastewater volumes produced by the Project would not 
significantly impact or exceed the existing sewer capacity wastewater treatment capacity of systems 
that would serve the proposed development. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Threshold d: Less-than-Significant Impact. Development of the proposed Project would not 
significantly affect current operations or the expected lifetime of the Mid-Valley landfill. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would not cause a significant impact related to solid waste disposal. 
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Threshold e: Less-than-Significant Impact. The Project would be required to comply with all applicable 
local, State, and federal solid waste disposal standards. This would ensure that the Project-generated 
construction and operational solid waste streams would be reduced in accordance with existing 
regulations. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
4.16.8 MITIGATION 

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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4.17 WILDFIRE 

This Subsection describes the existing wildfire conditions of the Project Site and vicinity and evaluates 
the Project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire impacts. Refer to Section 7.0, References, for a complete 
list of reference sources used in this analysis. 
 
4.17.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A. Climate 
Climate has a large influence on fire risk in southern California, which experiences cool, wet winters 
followed by warm temperatures, low humidity, and low precipitation during the summer. The long 
summer season is followed by a fall season that brings high velocity, very dry winds. These winds, 
called the Santa Ana winds, are common in the Valley Region during spring and fall as warm and dry 
winds blow from the deserts into southern California. Santa Ana winds may gust up to 75 miles per 
hour (mph) or higher. Due to their very low humidity, seasonal timing, and high velocity, these winds 
increase wildfire risk in affected areas by drying out vegetation as well as accelerating oxygen supply, 
creating conditions for fuels to burn that otherwise would not occur under cooler, more moist 
conditions. (San Bernardino County, 2019, p. 5.8-33) 
 
B. Topography 
The Project Site is relatively flat and slopes gently from west to east. Steep and mountainous terrain 
presents the greatest wildfire risk, as this type of terrain funnels rising, warming air during the day 
(increasing the potential for a wildfire to spread) and can expose vegetation to more sun which dries 
out vegetation and allows these areas to ignite more easily and burn rapidly. (ibid.) 
 
C. Fuel (Vegetation) 
The Project Site has been used for the mining, sale, and processing of aggregate resources since the 
late 1940s; most of the subject property is comprised of unvegetated areas (approximately 95 percent). 
Only a small portion of the Project Site, including an approximately 2.9-acre slope at the northwestern 
portion of the Site and a 2.2-acre area at the southeast portion of the Site contains vegetation. Refer to 
EIR Subsection 4.3, Biological Resources, for a more detailed discussion of the vegetation conditions 
at the Project Site. 
 
West and northwest of the Project Site, is a master-planned residential community with limited non-
irrigated vegetation. South of the Project Site is Highland Avenue and SR 210.  However, north and 
east of the Project Site is the Lytle Creek Wash, which is undeveloped and contains native scrub- and 
chapparal-type vegetation. 
 
D. Fire Hazard Classification 
Fire responsibility areas are designated federal, state, and local responsibility areas according to who 
has primary financial responsibility for preventing and suppressing fires. The Lytle Creek Wash 
abutting the Project Site is within a state responsibility area (SRA). The California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) is the primary emergency response agency responsible for fire 
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suppression and prevention in SRAs. All other areas in the Project Site vicinity are within local 
responsibility areas (LRAs), with fire suppression and prevention services primarily provided by the 
San Bernardino County Fire Protection District (County Fire) and Rialto Fire Department. 
 
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Sections 4201 to 4204 and California Government Code 
Sections 51175 to 51189, CalFire and LRAs are required to identify fire hazard severity zones (FHSZ) 
for all communities in California. These are areas of significant fire hazard based on fuels, terrain, 
weather, and other relevant factors. There are three hazard ranges for wildland fire risk—moderate, 
high, and very high. CalFire has designated the Lytle Creek Wash as a “high” fire hazard severity zone 
(Cal Fire, 2024). The LRA including the Project Site and surrounding area is mapped with a range of 
“moderate” to “very high” FHSZ classifications, as illustrated on Figure 4.17-1, Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones (San Bernardino County, 2022a, Policy Map HZ-5). It should be noted that the LRA fire hazard 
classifications are based on data from 2016 and reflect conditions prior to the development of the 
master planned residential community abutting the Project Site on the west/northwest (and when this 
area was occupied by a golf course with high vegetative fuel loads). Based on the current conditions 
in this area, which is now occupied by urban land uses with irrigated and routinely maintained 
ornamental landscaping, the wildland fire hazard in this area is presumed to be reduced from the 2016 
classification. 
 
E. Fire History 
According to the California Wildfire History Map, no wildfires have occurred on the Project Site. A 
small wildfire burned northwest of the Project Site in 2010, when this area was occupied by native 
vegetation and a golf course (prior to the development of the current master-planned residential 
community that abuts the Project Site). No other wildfires have occurred adjacent to the Project Site. 
Multiple wildfires have historically reached within approximately 3-5 miles of the Project Site, in Lytle 
Creek and the foothills of the San Bernardino and San Gabriel mountains to the north of the Project 
Site, however, none of these wildfires have burned within the last 20 years. (CapRadio, 2024) 
 
F. Fire Risk 
Wildland fires are a common hazard in most of southern California. Native landscapes can become 
highly flammable each fall and the climate of southern California has been characterized by fire 
climatologists as the worst fire climate in the United States with high winds (Santa Ana) occurring in 
the autumn after a summer drought period (EOS, 2004). The southern California landscape in the 
region containing the Project Site include a diverse range of plant communities, including grasslands, 
shrublands, and forests like those found in the hilly and mountainous areas located northwest and 
northeast of the Project Site including in the San Bernardino National Forest, located approximately 
six miles north of the Project Site. Given the region’s fire history, it can be anticipated that periodic 
wildfires may occur in the region. However, given the mostly urbanized area surrounding the Project 
Site and the absence of any substantive wildfire occurrences on or adjacent to the Project Site in the 
last 20+ years, the risk of a wildfire occurring on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site is low.  
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4.17.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The following is a brief description of environmental laws and regulations related to wildfire hazards.  
 
A. Federal Plans, Policies, and Regulations 
1. Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 

On August 22, 2002, President Bush established the Healthy Forests Initiative, directing the 
Departments of Agriculture and the Interior, and the Council on Environmental Quality, to improve 
regulatory processes to ensure more timely decisions, greater efficiency, and better results in reducing 
the risk of catastrophic wildland fires. On June 5, 2003, the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior 
adopted two new categorical exclusions from documentation in an environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement (EIS): an exclusion for hazardous-fuel reduction and another for 
rehabilitation of resources and infrastructure damaged by wildfire (68 FR 33814).  (USDA, 2024) 
 
B. State Plans, Policies, and Regulations 
1. Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 4290-4299 

These sections establish minimum statewide fire safety provisions pertaining to: roads for fire 
equipment access; signs identifying streets, roads, and buildings; minimum private water supply 
reserves for emergency fire use; and fire fuel breaks and greenbelts.  With certain exceptions, all new 
construction after July 1, 1991, in potential wildland fire areas, is required to meet these statewide 
standards.  The state requirements, however, do not supersede more restrictive local regulations.  (CA 
Legislative Info, 1965b) 
 
As defined by CalFire, wildland areas defined as State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) may contain 
substantial wildfire risks and hazards.  They consist of lands exclusive of cities, and federal lands 
regardless of ownership.  The primary financial responsibility for preventing and suppressing fires 
within wildlands belongs to the State of California.  However, it is not the State of California’s 
responsibility to provide fire protection services to buildings or structures located within the wildlands 
unless CalFire has entered into a cooperative agreement with a local agency for those purposes pursuant 
to PRC Section 4142.  As such, wildland areas require disclosure of these fire hazards in real estate 
transactions, and owners of properties in wildland areas are subject to PRC Section 4291 maintenance 
requirements.  The law requires CalFire every five years (1991, 1996, 2001, etc.) to provide maps 
identifying the boundaries of lands classified as SRAs to the Riverside County Assessor. (CA 
Legislative Info, 1965b) 
 
2. Public Resources Code Section 4213 – Fire Prevention Fees 

Pursuant to PRC Section 4213, in July of 2011, the State of California began assessing an annual “Fire 
Prevention Fee” for all habitable structures within SRAs to pay for fire prevention services.  SRAs are 
the portions of California where the State of California is financially responsible for the prevention 
and suppression of wildfires.  The SRA does not include lands within incorporated city boundaries, 
Tribal or federally owned land.  As a result of AB 398, California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006, the fire prevention fee was suspended as of July 1, 2017.  (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) 
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3. Senate Bill 1241 

California's increasing population and the expansion of development into previously undeveloped 
areas has created more wildland/urban interface issues with an increased risk of loss to human life, 
natural resources, and property associated with wildland fires. Additionally, the changing climate, 
specifically rising temperatures and increasing temporal variability of water availability has 
substantially increased wildfire risk in many areas around the State. Senate Bill (SB) 1241 was passed 
in September 2012 to develop amendments to the CEQA Guidelines Initial Study checklist to add 
questions related to fire hazard impacts of projects. (CA Legislative Info, 2012) 
 
4. California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 14 – Natural Resources 

These regulations constitute the basic wildland fire protection standards of the California Board of 
Forestry.  They were prepared and adopted to establish minimum wildfire protection standards in 
conjunction with building, construction, and development within SRAs.  Among other things, Title 14 
requires the design, and construction of structures, subdivisions, and developments in an SRA provide 
for basic emergency access and perimeter wildfire protection measures (fire fuel modification zones, 
etc.).  (Westlaw, n.d.) 
 
5. California Government Code (CGC) Sections 51175 - 51189 

This portion of the California Government Code establishes the moderate, high, and very high FSZs 
within the State. This regulation allows emergency response and hazard management departments to 
effectively locate areas which are more susceptible to fire hazards. This law also provides the 
framework for further preventive measures to decrease wildfire hazards. (CA Legislative Info, n.d.) 
 
6. California Government Code Section 66474.02 

This regulation states that before a county can approve a tentative map (or a parcel map for which a 
tentative map was not required) for an area or development located in an SRA or a very high FHSZ, 
the following findings must be made: 
 

1. A finding supported by substantial evidence in the record that the subdivision is consistent with 
regulations adopted by the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection pursuant to Sections 
4290 and 4291 of the Public Resources Code or consistent with local ordinances certified by 
the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as meeting or exceeding the state regulations. 

 
2. A finding supported by substantial evidence in the record that structural fire protection and 

suppression services will be available for the subdivision through any of the following entities: 
 

A. A county, city, special district, political subdivision of the state, or another entity organized 
solely to provide fire protection services that is monitored and funded by a county or other 
public entity. 
 

B. The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection by contract entered into pursuant to 
Sections 4133, 4142, or 4144 of the PRC. 
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Upon approving a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map was not required, for an 
area (development) located in an SRA or very high FHSZ, the county shall transmit a copy of the 
findings and accompanying maps to the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. (CGC, 2012) 
 
7. CCR Title 24, Parts 2 (California Building Code) and 9 – Fire Codes 

Part 2 of Title 24 of the CCR refers to the California Building Code, which contains complete 
regulations and general construction building standards of state adopting agencies, including 
administrative, fire and life safety, and field inspection provisions.  Part 2 was updated in 2008 to 
reflect changes in the base document from the Uniform Building Code to the International Building 
Code.  Part 9 refers to the California Fire Code, which contains other fire safety-related building 
standards.  In particular, Chapter 7A, “Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire 
Exposure,” in the 2010 California Building Code addresses fire safety standards for new construction.  
In addition, Section 701A.3.2, “New Buildings Located in Any Fire Hazard Severity Zone,” states: 
(CBSC, n.d.) 

 
“New buildings located in any Fire Hazard Severity Zone within State Responsibility 
Areas, any Local Agency Very-High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, or any Wildland-
Urban Interface Fire Area designated by the enforcing agency for which an application 
for a building permit is submitted on or after January 1, 2008, shall comply with all 
sections of this chapter.” 

 
Additionally, Chapter 49 specifies fuel modification requirements for wildland-urban interface areas 
that are prone to fire hazards (CBSC, 2022) 
 
8. California Building Code (Chapter 7A) 

The purpose of Chapter 7A of the California Building Code is to establish minimum standards for the 
protection of life and property by increasing the ability of a building located in any Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone within State Responsibility Areas or any Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area to resist the 
intrusion of flames or embers projected by a vegetation fire and contributes to a systematic reduction 
in conflagration losses. (CBSC, 2022) 
 
C. Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

1. County Policy Plan 

The San Bernardino County general plan sets forth goals and policies related to wildfire. Goals and 
policies that may be applicable to the Project and/or Project Site are summarized below.  
 
Goal HZ-1 Natural Environmental Hazards. Minimized risk of injury, loss of life, property damage, 
and economic and social disruption caused by natural environmental hazards and adaptation to 
potential changes in climate. 
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Policy HZ-1.2 New development in environmental hazard areas. We require all new development to 
be located outside of the environmental hazard areas listed below. For any lot or parcel that does not 
have sufficient buildable area outside of such hazard areas, we require adequate mitigation, including 
designs that allow occupants to shelter in place and to have sufficient time to evacuate during times of 
extreme weather and natural disasters. 
 

• Flood: 100-year flood zone, dam/basin inundation area 
• Geologic: Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone; County-identified fault zone; 

rockfall/debris-flow hazard area, medium or high liquefaction area (low to high and 
localized), existing and County-identified landslide area, moderate to high landslide 
susceptibility area) 

• Fire: high or very high fire hazard severity zone 
 
Policy HZ-1.7 Underground utilities. We require that underground utilities be designed to withstand 
seismic forces, accommodate ground settlement, and hardened to fire risk. 
 
Policy HZ-1.12 Local hazard mitigation plan implementation. We require adherence to the goals, 
objectives and actions in the Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan and subsequent amendments 
to reduce and mitigate damages from hazards in the county. 
 
Policy HZ-1.14 Long-term fire hazard reduction. We require proactive vegetation management/hazard 
abatement to reduce fire hazards on existing private properties, along roadsides of evacuation routes 
out of wildfire prone areas, and other private/public land where applicable, and we require new 
development to enter into a long-term maintenance agreement for vegetation management in 
defensible space, fuel modification, and roadside fuel reduction in the Fire Safety Overlay and/or Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. 
 
2. San Bernardino County Code of Ordinances 

San Bernardino County Code of Ordinances, Sections 23.0301–23.0319 requires the abatement of all 
fire hazards and hazardous trees from sidewalks, parkways, road easements and all other easements on 
such land. 
 
3. County of San Bernardino Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 

The purpose of the MJHMP is to demonstrate the plan for reducing and/or eliminating risk in the 
unincorporated area of the County and within areas overseen or managed by the Flood Control District, 
Fire District and Special Districts Department. The MJHMP process encourages communities within 
the unincorporated county to develop goals and projects that will reduce risk and build a more disaster 
resilient community by analyzing potential hazards. (San Bernardino County, 2022b) 
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4. Fire Hazard Abatement Program 

The San Bernardino County Fire Hazard Abatement (FHA) Program enforces the fire hazard 
requirements outlined in San Bernardino County Code Section 23.0301–23.0319. The primary function 
of the FHA Program is to reduce the risk of fires within communities by pro-actively establishing 
defensible space and reduction/removal of flammable materials on properties. The FHA Program 
conducts surveys to identify fire hazards and responds to complaints year-round. Fire hazards are 
identified and notices to abate the hazard(s) are mailed to property owners. Property owners are given 
30 days to abate the violations. Failure to abate may result in citations, penalties, and/or fees for 
abatement by the County. (San Bernardino County, n.d.) 
 
4.17.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE 

The thresholds listed below are taken directly from Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and address 
the typical, adverse effects related to wildfire that could result from development projects.  The Project 
would result in a significant impact associated with wildfire if the Project or any Project-related 
component would: 
 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk 
or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding 
or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage change? 

 
4.17.4 METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATION 

The analysis of potential environmental impacts associated with wildfire hazards is based on a review 
of the San Bernardino County general plan and its EIR, fire hazard mapping and information sources 
from CalFire, hazard and emergency response plans applicable to San Bernardino County, and other 
resource databases. 
 
4.17.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Threshold a: Would the Project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The Project Site does not contain any existing emergency facilities nor is the Project Site the location 
of a planned, future emergency facility. Additionally, the Project Site is not part of or adjacent to a 
designated emergency evacuation route, nor does the Project propose or require permanent alteration 
of vehicle circulation routes. In accordance with County policies, the Project Applicant would be 
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required to coordinate with local fire and police departments during construction to ensure that 
potential interference with emergency response and evacuation efforts are avoided. Further, the Project 
Applicant would be responsible for the preparation and submittal of a Construction Area Traffic 
Management Plan to be reviewed and approved by the County. Typical elements and information 
incorporated in the Plan would include, but would not be limited to: 
 

• Name of on-site construction superintendent and contact phone number. 

• Identification of Construction Contract Responsibilities - For example, for excavation and 
grading activities, describe the approximate depth of excavation, and quantity of soil 
import/export (if any). 

• Identification and Description of Truck Routes - to include the number of trucks and their 
staging location(s) (if any). 

• Identification and Description of Material Storage Locations (if any). 

• Location and Description of Construction Trailer (if any). 

• Identification and Description of Traffic Controls - Traffic controls shall be provided per the 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) if the occupation or closure of any 
traffic lanes, parking lanes, parkways or any other public right-of-way is required. If the right-
of-way occupation requires configurations or controls not identified in the MUTCD, a separate 
traffic control plan must be submitted to the County for review and approval. All right-of-way 
encroachments would require review and approval through the County and/or Caltrans. 

• Identification and Description of Parking - Estimate the number of workers and identify 
parking areas for their vehicles. 

• Identification and Description of Maintenance Measures - Identify and describe measures taken 
to ensure that the work site and public right-of-way would be maintained (including dust 
control). 

 
The Plan would be reviewed and approved by the County prior to the issuance of grading and building 
permits. The Plan and its requirements would also be provided to all contractors hired to work on-site 
as a required component of building plan/contract document packages. Based on the preceding, there 
is no potential for the Project to substantially impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold b: Would the Project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 

wildfire risks, and thereby expose Project occupants to pollutant concentrations from 
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  

The Project Site abuts a “very high” FHSZ within the SRA (i.e., Lytle Creek Wash); however, the 
project Site is separated from this FHSZ by an existing levee that is maintained by the County. At the 
conclusion of construction, the Project Site would be developed with improvements having low 
flammability (e.g. concrete tilt-up warehouse distribution building, pavement, irrigated ornamental 
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landscaping that is routinely maintained). .Based on the foregoing information, the Project would not 
exacerbate local wildfire risks due to any design feature, construction activity, or operational activity. 
The Project would not expose Project occupants to substantial pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire and no impact would occur. 
 
Threshold c: Would the Project require the installation or maintenance of associated 

infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

No off-site improvements would be installed within a “very high” FHSZ and no off-site improvement 
provided by the Project would require the Project Applicant to conduct maintenance activities within 
or adjacent to a “very high” FHSZ. The Project Site abuts a “very high” FHSZ within the SRA (i.e., 
Lytle Creek Wash); however, the Project Site is separated from this FHSZ by an existing levee that is 
currently maintained – and would continue to be maintained into the future – by the County. The 
Project Applicant would not alter the levee or perform any maintenance activities on/within the levee, 
or prevent the County from performing necessary maintenance to the levee. The Project would not 
require the installation or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold d: Would the Project expose people or structures to significant risks, including 

downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire 
instability or drainage change? 

The Project would not involve substantial changes to the drainage pattern of the Project Site, or to the 
rate or volume of stormwater runoff discharging from the Site during peak storm conditions (see 
Subsection 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality). In addition, the Project would not create any 
manufactured slopes or alter any existing slopes (see Subsection 4.6, Geology and Soils). Based on the 
preceding, the Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope 
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability. No impact would 
occur. 
 
4.17.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

This cumulative impact analysis for wildfire considers development of the Project in conjunction with 
other development projects in the vicinity of the Project Site as well as buildout of surrounding 
unincorporated communities and the cities of Rialto and San Bernardino. 
 
The Project Site does not contain any emergency facilities, nor does it serve as an emergency 
evacuation route. Further, there are no emergency facilities or emergency evacuation routes in 
proximity to the Project Site. A Construction Area Traffic Management Plan would be reviewed and 
approved by the County prior to issuance of permits. 
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As with the Project, cumulative projects would also be subject to compliance with the CBSC and 
California Fire Code, as well as regional and local regulations.  All proposed construction and 
maintenance activities would be required to meet minimum standards for fire safety. Development 
occurring within the County would be subject to review by the County to ensure cumulative 
development is designed to provide a minimum of fire safety and support fire suppression activities. 
This would include compliance with state and regional fire codes, inclusion of fire sprinklers if 
required, proper fire hydrant system, paved access, and secondary emergency access routes. 
Compliance with applicable regulations, by the Project and all cumulative development, would ensure 
that the Project would not result in cumulatively significant wildfire impacts. 
 
The Project would not substantially alter the Project Site’s drainage conditions nor would the Project 
create any new slopes or change any existing slopes. Accordingly, the Project has no potential to 
contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts related to post-fire flooding or landslides. 
 
4.17.7 SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION 

Threshold a: No Impact. The Project does not propose or require permanent alteration of vehicle 
circulation routes. Nor does the Project propose or require facilities or operations that would interfere 
with any identified emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Coordination with the 
local fire and police departments during planning and construction would ensure the Project would not 
interfere or impede an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation route during 
construction or operations.  
 
Threshold b: No Impact. The Project would be developed consistent with the CBSC requiring new 
buildings to use ignition-resistant construction methods and materials as well as fire suppression 
systems. Within the Project Site, areas not covered by structures or parking areas would be landscaped 
and irrigated, acting to further reduce fire hazards. 
 
Threshold c: No Impact. The Project would not include any feature that could create a fire hazard 
during routine maintenance activities.  
 
Threshold d: No Impact. Flooding and landslides are not significant concerns at the Project Site. 
Additionally, Project design features act to avoid or minimize flooding, landslides, slope instability, 
and adverse drainage changes.   
 
4.17.8 MITIGATION  

Impacts would be less than significant, and mitigation is not required. 
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROJECT IS 

IMPLEMENTED 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR disclose the significant environmental effects of a proposed project 
that cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance if the project is implemented and, where impacts cannot be 
alleviated without imposing an alternative design, the reasons why the project is being proposed 
notwithstanding its effects should be described (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b) & Section 15126.2(c)).  
As described in detail in Section 4.0 of this EIR, after the consideration of Project design features, compliance 
with applicable federal, State and local regulations, and the application of the feasible mitigation measures 
identified in this EIR, the Project is expected to result in no significant unavoidable environmental impacts. 
 
5.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE CAUSED BY THE 

PROJECT SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to address significant irreversible environmental changes that would be 
involved in the proposed action should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c)).  An 
environmental change would fall into this category if: a) the project would involve a large commitment of non-
renewable resources; b) the primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future 
generations to similar uses; c) the project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental accidents; or d) the proposed consumption of resources are not justified (e.g., the 
project results in the wasteful use of energy). 
 
Determining whether the Project may result in significant irreversible environmental changes requires a 
determination of whether key non-renewable resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a way that 
there would be little possibility of restoring them.  Natural resources, in the form of construction materials and 
energy resources would be used in the construction of the proposed Project.  The consumption of these natural 
resources would represent an irreversible change to the environment.  However, development of the Project 
Site is not expected to have a substantial adverse effect on the regional availability of such resources, including 
resources that may be non-renewable (e.g., construction aggregates, fossil fuels) and fossil fuels (that would 
be used to power the haul trucks bringing aggregates to the Project Site), because these resources are supplied 
by the retail market which is reactive to market forces of supply and demand to ensure availability.  
Additionally, the Project is required by law to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code 
(including the specific provisions within CALGreen and the California Energy Code), which will minimize 
the Project’s demand for energy, including energy produced from non-renewable sources. Accordingly, the 
Project would not result in a significant, irreversible change to the environment related to energy use. A more 
detailed discussion of Project energy consumption is provided in EIR Subsection 4.5, Energy. 
 
Implementation of the Project would commit the Project Site to long-term use as a warehouse distribution 
facility. Given the exhaustion of economically-viable aggregate deposits at the Project Site, the Project 
Applicant desires to transition the Site from a mining use to an in-demand land use that maintains its 
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productivity for the County’s economy and is compatible with the historic land use for the Project Site as well 
as compatible with the Site’s development constraints (i.e., presence of fault splays on the Project Site and a 
levee adjacent to the Project Site). Further, the Project Site is physically separated from surrounding land uses 
by slopes (to the west), a levee and a wash (on the north and east), and Highland Avenue and SR-210 (to the 
south) and the Project essentially represents infill development within a developed area surrounded by urban 
land uses (see Figure 2-4, Surrounding Land Uses).. Accordingly, the Project and its environmental effects 
would not compel or commit surrounding properties to land uses other than those that exist today or those that 
are planned by the County Policy Plan and/or City of Rialto General Plan. For this reason, the Project would 
not result in a significant, irreversible change to nearby, off-site properties. 
 
EIR Subsection 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides an analysis of the potential for hazardous 
materials to be transported to/from the Project Site and/or used on the Site during construction and operation.  
As disclosed in Subsection 4.8, mandatory compliance with federal, State, and local regulations related to 
hazardous materials handling, storage, and use by all Project construction contractors (near term) and 
occupants (long-term) would ensure that any hazardous materials used on-site would be safely and 
appropriately handled to preclude any irreversible damage to the environment that could result if hazardous 
materials were released from the site. 
 
Based on the above, Project construction and operation would require the commitment of both renewable and 
non-renewable resources. However, this commitment of resources would not be substantial and these resources 
would not be used in an inefficient or wasteful manner. Project construction and operation would adhere to the 
sustainability requirements of Title 24 (including but not limited to its “green” and energy efficiency 
requirements). Therefore, the Project would not result in the commitment of large quantities of natural 
resources that would result in significant irreversible environmental changes.  
 
5.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed Project could be growth inducing.  The CEQA 
Guidelines define a project as growth inducing if it would directly or indirectly foster economic or population 
growth or the construction of additional housing in the surrounding environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.2(d)).  
 
New employees and new residential populations represent direct forms of growth.  These direct forms of 
growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing additional economic 
activity in the area. A project could indirectly induce growth at the local level by increasing the demand for 
additional goods and services associated with an increase in population or employment and thus reducing or 
removing the barriers to growth.  This typically occurs in suburban or rural areas where population growth 
results in increased demand for service and commodity markets responding to the new population of residents 
or employees. 
 
Incremental economic growth would take place as a result of the Project’s operation as a warehouse distribution 
building.  The Project’s employees – both short-term construction and long-term operational – would likely 
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purchase goods and services in the region.  Any secondary increase in employment associated with meeting 
these goods and services demands is expected to be accommodated by existing service providers and retail 
establishments. However, based on the amount of existing commercial and retail services available near the 
Project Site, the goods and services demand of the Project’s estimated 1,569 employees are expected to be 
accommodated by existing, local development and would be highly unlikely to result in any new growth that 
could result in unanticipated, adverse physical impacts to the environment.  In addition, jobs generated by the 
Project are typical of the region and are expected to be filled by existing local residents due to the availability 
of a labor force in the County numbering 1,026,500 persons, including approximately 49,600 unemployed 
workers (CA EDD, 2025).  Accordingly, because it is anticipated that most of the Project’s future employees 
would already be living in the Inland Empire area, the Project’s introduction of employment opportunities on 
the Project Site is not expected to induce substantial growth in the area. 
 
Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of little significance 
to the environment.  Typically, growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it 
fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in local and regional land use 
plans and population projections.  Significant growth impacts also could occur if a project provides 
infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth beyond the levels currently permitted by local or 
regional plans and policies.  In general, growth inducement by a project is considered a significant impact if it 
directly or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be 
demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some other way. 
 
The Project represents an infill development Project within a region that the County has planned for 
employment-generating land uses.  The Project would not extend roads or infrastructure to an area that is not 
already served by these facilities.  Thus, the Project would not remove obstacles to growth or include 
improvements that that could induce growth.  Furthermore, the Project area is already served by utilities and 
infrastructure, and there are no components of the Project or the Project’s proposed infrastructure 
improvements that would remove obstacles for surrounding properties to develop. 
 
Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project would not result in substantial, adverse growth-inducing impacts. 
 
5.4 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT DURING THE EIR PREPARATION PROCESS 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR “…contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons 
that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be significant and were therefore 
not discussed in detail in the EIR.”  During the preparation of this EIR, the Project was determined to clearly 
have no potential to result in significant impacts under three (3) environmental issue areas: Agricultural & 
Forestry Resources; Population & Housing; and Recreation.  Therefore, these issue areas were not required to 
be analyzed in detail in EIR Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis.  A brief summary of the Project’s impacts 
to these issue areas is presented in the following discussions.  The thresholds of significance used to evaluate 
the Project’s potential impacts under each issue area were taken from Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines. 
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5.4.1 AGRICULTURAL & FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Threshold “a” Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency to non-
agricultural use? 

According to mapping information available from the California Department of Conservation’s (CDC) 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the Project Site contains “Other Land” (CDC, 2024). 
Accordingly, the Project Site does not contain any lands mapped by the FMMP as “Prime Farmland,” “Unique 
Farmland,” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance” and thus, implementation of the Project would not convert 
such Farmland to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold “b” Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 

contract? 

The Project Site is zoned “Resource Conservation” and, according to the Project Applicant, not under a 
Williamson Act contract. Accordingly, the Project would not conflict with zoning for an agricultural use or a 
Williamson Act contract.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold “c” Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 

defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g)) 

Threshold “d” Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest 
use? 

The Project Site is zoned “Resource Conservation” and is not zoned for forestland, timberland, or timberland 
production.  No forest land is located on-site. Accordingly, implementation of the Project would neither 
conflict with existing zoning for forest land, timberland, or timberland production nor result in the loss or 
conversion of forest land.  No impact would occur. 
 
Threshold “e” Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their 

location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

“Farmland” is defined in Section II (a) of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as “Prime Farmland,” “Unique 
Farmland” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance” (“Farmland”). As disclosed above under Threshold “a”, 
the Project would not result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 
 
As discussed under the responses to Thresholds “c” and “d,” above, the Project would not convert forest land 
to non-forest use. No impact would occur. 
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5.4.2 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Threshold a: Would the Project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

The Project is estimated to create approximately 1,569 jobs. These types of jobs are typical of the area and 
unlikely to induce substantial population growth, if any, as they’d likely be filled by existing local residents. 
According to the California Employment Development Department, San Bernardino County civilian labor 
force contains 1,026,500 persons, with 976,900 persons employed and an unemployment rate of 4.8 percent 
(49,600 persons) (EDD, 2025). Accordingly, the Project region contains an available supply of potential 
employees under existing conditions and the Project’s labor demand is not expected to draw substantial 
numbers of new residents to the area. 
 
Additionally, the Project Site is located in an area of the County that is served by existing roadways and public 
utility infrastructure, and the Project would not require the extension or expansion of any infrastructure beyond 
what is needed to service the Project.  Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not induce direct or 
indirect substantial unplanned growth in the area.   
 
Threshold b: Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

The Project Site has been used for mining-related purposes for over 70 years and does not contain housing.  
The Project would not displace substantial existing housing or people and would not necessitate the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
 
5.4.3 RECREATION 

Threshold a: Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

The Project does not propose any type of residential use or other land use that may generate a population that 
would increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. 
Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in the increased use or substantial 
physical deterioration of an existing neighborhood or regional park. 
 
Threshold b: Does the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

The Project does not propose to construct any new on- or off-site recreation facilities.  Additionally, the Project 
would not expand any existing off-site recreational facilities.  Therefore, environmental effects related to the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities would not occur. 

■■ 
■ □ iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 



Pepper 210 Commerce Center 
Environmental Impact Report 6.0 Alternatives 

San Bernardino County  SCH No. 2023010089 
Page 6-1 

6.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a):  
 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of 
the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 
will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required to 
consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selection of a 
range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for 
selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the 
alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. 

 
As demonstrated in Section 4.0 of this EIR, implementation of the Project would not result in significant 
adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance after the implementation 
of Project design features, mandatory regulatory requirements, and feasible mitigation measures.  
 
Although the Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures are 
required to reduce potential significant impacts to less than significant levels for the following topical issues: 
Air Quality (due to the potential for the Project to generate VOC emissions that exceed applicable regional 
thresholds), Biological Resources (due to the potential to affect burrowing owls and nesting birds during 
Project construction activities), Cultural Resources (due to the potential to encounter pre/protohistoric cultural 
resources during Project grading), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (due to the potential for the Project to generate 
GHG emissions that exceed the County’s screening level threshold), and Tribal Cultural Resources (due to the 
potential to encounter tribal cultural resources during Project grading). The potentially significant impacts to 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Tribal Cultural Resources are associated with proposed 
construction activities, while the potentially significant impacts to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
are associated with construction and operation activities associated with the Project. 
 
6.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS 

An EIR is required to identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as 
infeasible. Among the factors described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 in determining whether to 
exclude alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR are: a) failure to meet most of the basic project 
objectives, b) infeasibility, or c) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. With respect to the 
feasibility of potential alternatives to the Project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) notes: 
 

“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
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consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries…and whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site…” 

 
In determining an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in this EIR,  possible alternatives were 
initially considered and rejected because either: 1) they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the project, 
2) they would not have resulted in a reduction of significant adverse environmental impacts, or 3) they were 
considered infeasible to construct or operate. A summary of the alternatives that were considered but rejected 
is provided below. 
 
6.1.1 ALTERNATIVE SITE 

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to a project or its location that can avoid 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. The key question and first step in the analysis 
is determining whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened 
by developing the project at another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of a project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f)(2)). 
 
Historic activities on the Project Site have resulted in ongoing disturbance of the property over the last 75+ 
years. The Project Site has been heavily disturbed and does not contain any natural/native habitat. Based on 
review of aerial photography and relevant land use planning maps, there are no other properties in the Valley 
region of the unincorporated County that are reasonably available to the Project Applicant for development 
and: 1) are large enough to support the proposed Project, 2) have fewer environmental constraints than the 
Project Site, and 3) have fewer developmental constraints than the Project Site (e.g., access to existing 
roadways and the State highway system, public utilities and infrastructure). Further, none of the significant 
impacts associated with the Project – all of which can be reduced to less than significant levels with the 
application of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR – are due to physical features or conditions that 
are unique or specific to the Project Site (e.g., impacts to an identified historic resource, exposure of specific 
sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels). All of the Project’s identified significant impacts would be 
reasonably expected to occur at other sites in the Valley region of unincorporated San Bernardino County with 
projects of a similar scale and design. 
 
Lastly, the Project Applicant does not own and is not involved in the acquisition of any property in the 
unincorporated County that could accommodate the Project, other than the Project Site. CEQA does not require 
sites that are not owned by the landowner or that could not be reasonably acquired by the landowner to be 
considered as an alternative to the Project. 
 
In light of the foregoing reasons, a more detailed analysis of an alternative development site is not warranted. 
 
6.1.2 ALTERNATIVE LAND USE 

As demonstrated by the analysis presented in Section 4.0 of this EIR, the Project would not result in any 
significant and unavoidable impacts to the environment with implementation of the mitigation measures in this 
EIR and compliance with applicable regulations. As such, there are no inherent characteristics or qualities of 
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the proposed land use that make it excessively impactful on the environment, render it unsuitable for the Project 
Site, or incompatible with surrounding land uses. A more detailed analysis of an alternative land use is not 
warranted. 
 
6.1.3 REDUCED DEVELOPMENT FOOTPRINT 

Historic activities on the Project Site have resulted in ongoing disturbance of the property over the last 75+ 
years. The Project Site has been heavily disturbed and does not contain any natural/native habitat or other 
sensitive natural resources. Furthermore, the Project Site does not contain any unique or significant physical 
features that require preservation nor does the Project result in any significant impacts due to the proximity of 
the Project Site to sensitive receptors. Accordingly, an analysis of a development project with a smaller 
development footprint is not warranted. 
 
6.2 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The discussion on the following pages compares the environmental impacts expected from each alternative 
evaluated by the Lead Agency relative to the impacts of the Project. A conclusion is provided for each topic 
as to whether the alternative results in one of the following: (1) reduction or elimination of the Project’s impact, 
(2) a greater impact than would occur under the Project, (3) the same impact as the Project, or (4) a new impact 
in addition to the Project’s impacts. In addition, the alternatives analysis identifies the ability of each alternative 
to meet the basic objectives of the Project. As described in Section 3.0 of this EIR, the Project’s basic objectives 
are: 
 

1. To re-develop a property that has been used for heavy industrial land uses for 75+ years with a modern, 
less-intensive (“light”) industrial use. 

2. To expand economic development in San Bernardino County by transitioning the subject property to 
an in-demand industrial use.  

3. To make efficient use of the subject property by maximizing its buildout potential for employment-
generating uses.  

4. To attract employment-generating businesses to San Bernardino County reducing the need for 
members of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment. 

5. To develop an industrial building with direct access to the California highway system that can support 
the southern California supply chain and goods movement network without introducing new haul truck 
trips on arterial and local roadways in the Project area. 

6. To re-develop a property that contains an active earthquake fault with a compatible land use and design 
that complies with applicable State and local regulations. 

7. To develop a property that has access to available infrastructure, including roads and utilities. 
 
The alternatives considered for evaluation in this EIR include the following: a No Development Alternative, a 
No Project Alternative, and a Reduced Building Area Alternative. 
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6.2.1 NO DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

A. Description of the Alternative 

The No Development Alternative allows decision-makers to compare the environmental impacts of approving 
the Project to the environmental impacts that would occur if the property were left in its existing condition – 
and with operation of its existing land uses – for the foreseeable future. Under existing conditions, the Project 
Site is used for stockpiling and sale of aggregate resources excavated from the Vulcan Materials Company’s 
Cajon Creek Quarry, which is located approximately 2.5 miles north of the Project Site. Resources mined from 
the Cajon Creek Quarry are loaded onto haul trucks and transported to the Project Site via an access road 
located adjacent to, and that crosses, the Cajon Wash. The materials stockpiled on the Project Site are sold as 
raw aggregates (sand and gravel) or processed on-site into concrete or asphalt. The Project Site contains office 
buildings, maintenance buildings, storage buildings, production areas, and fueling and wash areas that support 
operations on the Site. Almost the entire Project Site is used for materials stockpiling and production and 
settling basins. Slopes along the western and southern edge of the Project Site are planted and maintained for 
beautification purposes. Refer to the detailed description of the Project Site’s existing physical conditions in 
Section 2.0 of this EIR. 
 
The No Development Alternative was selected to compare the environmental effects of the proposed Project 
with a scenario that is a continuation of the existing land uses at the subject site. This alternative satisfies the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) to evaluate an alternative that would reasonably be 
expected to occur on the Project Site in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current 
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. 
 
B. Comparative Analysis of Environmental Impacts 

The following discussions provide a comparative analysis of the No Development Alternative and the Project. 
The focus of this analysis is to determine whether the No Development Alternative is capable of eliminating 
or reducing the environmental effects that would result from implementation of the Project.  
 
1. Aesthetics 

The No Development Alternative does not involve any new development or change in current uses. The Project 
Site has been heavily impacted by mining-related uses for more than 75 years, and it is currently used for the 
stockpiling, processing, and sale of aggregate resources, concrete, and asphalt. Under the No Development 
Alternative, the visual character and quality of the Project Site would be maintained in its existing condition; 
no new structures, parking areas, landscaping, or lighting would be introduced on the Project Site. The No 
Development Alternative would not create a new conflict with the existing character or quality of existing and 
planned development surrounding the Project Site and would not create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would impact nighttime views in the area. No significant aesthetic impacts would occur under this 
alternative, which is the same conclusion identified for the Project.  
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2. Air Quality 

The No Development Alternative would not involve new construction or operational activities. All existing 
land uses at the Project Site would continue operating, including the use of hundreds of on-road diesel trucks 
(over 500 two-way trips per day, see Section 2.0) and 25 pieces of heavy, off-road diesel equipment operating 
an average of 12 hours per day. Most of the off-road diesel equipment operating on the Project Site only meet 
Tier 2 emissions standards and generate substantial volumes of dust and criteria pollutants that affect nearby 
sensitive receptors (including substantial NOX and diesel particulate matter emissions).. The existing use of 
the Project Site is calculated to exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds for NOX (by a factor of 4), PM10 (by a 
factor of 2), and PM2.5 (by a factor of 3.5) (Urban Crossroads, 2022, p. 2). The existing use of the Project Site 
also would result in higher SOX emissions than the Project but would result in less VOC emissions than the 
Project (ibid.). Compared to the Project, regional and localized air pollutant emissions would be higher under 
the No Development Alternative, and no mitigation would be implemented to reduce/minimize the levels of 
air pollution. 
 
3. Biological Resources 

The No Development Alternative would leave the Project Site in its existing condition, which includes 
developed/disturbed land with minimal vegetation and no natural habitat areas. Ongoing physical disturbance 
of the Project Site would continue into the foreseeable future. The No Development Alternative would result 
in similar impacts to biological resources than the Project. 
 
4. Cultural Resources 

The No Development Alternative would leave the Project Site in its existing condition; no excavations would 
occur on the Project Site and there would be no potential to impact archeological resources that may exist 
beneath the ground surface. Although there are mitigation measures identified in EIR Subsection 4.4 that would 
reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts on cultural resources to below a level of 
significance, implementation of the No Development Alternative would avoid impacts to cultural resources 
associated with the Project and would require no mitigation. 
 
5. Energy 

Under the No Development Alternative, the existing uses on the Project Site would continue to operate; 
therefore, there would be no change to long-term electricity and fuel use on the Site. As disclosed in this EIR, 
the Project would consume substantial quantities of electricity and fuel (both diesel and gasoline). While this 
alternative relies on off-road diesel equipment that would consume substantial quantities of fuels – generally, 
large (high horsepower) is less energy efficient – the amount of daily truck traffic associated with the Project 
would offset (i.e., increase) the amount of fuels utilized by uses associated with the Project Site. In addition, 
the proposed warehouse building would require more electricity to operate than the structures and fixed 
manufacturing equipment present on the Project Site under existing conditions and under this alternative. 
Selection of this Alternative would result in a less than significant impact to energy and demand would be less 
than the Project’s near- and long-term energy use. No significant energy impacts would occur under this 
alternative, which is the same conclusion identified for the Project. 
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6. Geology and Soils 

The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site in its existing condition. The No Development 
Alternative would not construct any new structures on the Project Site; accordingly, there would be no potential 
for this alternative to expose people or structures to safety risks associated with geologic hazards over and 
above those that occur under existing conditions. This alternative would avoid any new impacts related to 
geology and soils that would result from the Project. 
 
With respect to paleontological resources, the No Development Alternative would not involve any excavation 
or grading activities. Therefore, the potential to discover paleontological resources is eliminated. As such, the 
potential for impacts on paleontological resources with the No Development Alternative would be less than 
with the Project (although the Project’s impacts would be less than significant with implementation of the 
grading monitoring program and resource recovery program (if needed) required as mitigation ). Neither the 
No Development Alternative or the Project would result in any significant impacts related to paleontological 
resources. 
 
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under the No Development Alternative, existing GHG-producing activities would continue at the Project Site, 
including operation of heavy-duty off-road diesel equipment (e.g., earthmovers, dozers, loaders, excavators) 
and heavy stationary equipment (i.e., concrete batch plant, asphalt batch plant) and 500+ diesel truck trips that 
go to and from the Project Site daily. The existing uses at the Project Site are calculated to generate 
approximately 15,368 MTCO2e annually, which is almost a 20 percent increase above the GHG emissions 
calculated for the Project (Urban Crossroads, 2022, p. 2). The No Development Alternative would produce 
substantially more GHG emissions than the Project and, also, would not be required to comply with the 
County’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan because it represents an existing source of GHG emissions in the 
region and is not associated with new development. Thus, the No Development Alternative would have greater 
impacts on GHG emissions than the Project, which has less-than-significant impacts to GHG emissions with 
the incorporation of required mitigation measures. 
 
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Development Alternative would not introduce new hazards or hazardous materials to the Project Site; 
however, all existing hazards (listed on pages 4.8-2 to 4.8-6) associated with current uses on the Project Site 
would remain, and Reclamation Plan 90M-11 would not be implemented, which would involve backfilling of 
all mining pits, draining and filling of all settling ponds, and removal of all on-site structures, equipment, and 
hazardous materials and waste (see page 4.8-14 for a detailed description of the reclamation plan). Under the 
Project, all existing hazards and hazardous materials would be removed from the Project Site prior to 
redevelopment of the Site. Hazardous materials storage is not expected to occur within the building or on the 
Project Site; however, the future user(s) of the Project could use hazardous chemicals and/or materials that are 
pre-packaged for distribution and use during routine Project operations and maintenance, including but not 
limited to aerosols, cleaners, fertilizers, lubricants, paints or stains, solvents, and fuels (e.g., gasoline, propane). 
Handling of these materials is extensively regulated at the local, State and federal levels. The No Development 

■■ 
■□ iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii-



Pepper 210 Commerce Center 
Environmental Impact Report 6.0 Alternatives 

San Bernardino County  SCH No. 2023010089 
Page 6-7 

Alternative would result in greater risk to the public and environment from hazardous materials than the 
proposed Project, although impacts are expected to remain less than significant under this alternative. 
 
9. Hydrology and Water Quality 

No changes to the Project Site’s existing hydrology and drainage conditions would occur under the No 
Development Alternative. No stormwater drainage improvements would be constructed on or adjacent to the 
Project Site, and rainfall would continue to be discharged from the Project Site as untreated overland flow. 
Under the No Development Alternative, the stormwater leaving the Project Site would not be treated to 
minimize waterborne pollutants or sediment as it would with the Project, which includes an infiltration system 
and BMPs to improve the quality and minimize the volume of stormwater flows discharged off-site. Therefore, 
the No Development Alternative would result in greater impacts on hydrology and water quality than the 
proposed Project; however, under this alternative as well as the proposed Project, impacts would be less than 
significant. 
  
10. Land Use and Planning 

Under the No Development Alternative, the existing land use designation of Resource Land Management 
(RLM) and zoning designation of Resource Conservation (RC) would remain in place, which would allow the 
mineral resources processing and sales land uses to continue at the Project Site. In the context of the Project’s 
Site existing use, the RLM and RC designations are functionally heavy industrial designations, as evidenced 
by the 25 pieces of heavy-duty off-road diesel equipment (e.g., earthmovers, dozers, loaders, excavators) and 
heavy stationary equipment (i.e., concrete batch plant, asphalt batch plant) that operate on the Project Site and 
the 500+ diesel truck trips that go to and from the Project Site daily. Although the No Development Alternative 
would not conflict the County’s existing land use plan, this alternative would conflict with the general plan’s 
goals for fiscal sustainability (as all economically viable resources at the Project Site are exhausted) and for 
separation of heavy industrial land uses from sensitive land uses. The proposed Project would change the land 
use designation and zoning to a “lighter” industrial category that would shift the property to “cleaner” use that 
is more compatible with surrounding land uses. The proposed Project and the No Development Alternative 
both would result in less than significant impacts on land use and planning; however, impacts would be greater 
under this alternative. 
 
11. Mineral Resources 

No mining activities have occurred on the Project Site since the late 1990s; all economically viable mineral 
resources that were once located on the Project Site have been depleted by historic mining activities. The 
mineral resources stored/staged and processed at the Project Site are transported from an active mine located 
approximately two miles to the north of the Site. Thus, the No Development Alternative would have no effect 
on the local or regional availability of aggregate resources and would not result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of value to the region or the residents of the State. Impacts under this 
alternative and the Project would be similar, and less than significant. 
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12. Noise 

The existing land uses on the Project Site are noise-intensive due to the operation of heavy, off-road equipment 
(i.e., haulers, loaders, and bulldozers) and machinery that processes aggregate and produce concrete and 
asphalt, and the 500+ heavy truck trips to and from the Site on a daily basis. These noise-producing activities 
occur on the Project Site up to 6 days per week during daytime and nighttime hours, and would continue into 
the foreseeable future under the No Development Alternative. While the Project also would generate noise 
during daytime and nighttime hours, the noise sources associated with the Project primarily include idling 
trucks, delivery truck and automobile parking, delivery truck backup alarms, roof-top air conditioning units, 
loading and unloading of delivery trailers, and parking lot vehicle movement, which generate less noise than 
the equipment that currently operates on the Project Site to move, crush, and process aggregates. Project-
related operational noise level increases would not exceed the applicable operational noise level increase 
significance criteria. The noise generated by the No Development Alternative would be greater than the Project 
but is still anticipated to be less than significant. 
 
13. Public Services 

The No Development Alternative would result in no change in demand for public services. All service 
providers that currently serve the Project Site would continue to do so into the future. The No Development 
Alternative and the Project would result in less than significant impacts to public services, although impacts 
would be incrementally greater with the Project because the Project would increase the number of employees 
and guests at the Project Site. 
 
14. Transportation 

The No Development Alternative would not conflict with transportation policies from the San Bernardino 
County’s general plan nor would this alternative introduce new transportation safety hazards to the local area, 
as all traffic associated with the No Development Alternative already occurs under existing conditions. Both 
the Project and the No Development Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on transportation; 
however, impacts would be reduced under this alternative because the Project would result in approximately 
3,250 additional daily traffic trips. 
 
15. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Development Alternative would leave the Project Site in its existing condition; no excavations would 
occur on the Project Site and there would be no potential to impact tribal cultural resources that may exist 
beneath the ground surface. Although there are mitigation measures identified in EIR Subsection 4.15 that 
would reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts on cultural resources to below a level 
of significance, implementation of the No Development Alternative would avoid impacts to tribal cultural 
resources associated with the Project and would require no mitigation. 
 
16. Utilities & Service Systems 

The No Development Alternative would result in no change in demand for utilities and service systems. All 
service providers that currently serve the Project Site would continue to do so into the future. The No 
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Development Alternative and the Project would result in less than significant impacts to public services, 
although impacts would be greater with the Project because the Project would increase the number of 
employees and guests at the Project Site which would increase demand for services such as water, wastewater 
treatment, and solid waste disposal. 
 
17. Wildfire 

The Project Site is located in a mix of moderate to very high fire hazard severity zones. Under the No 
Development Alternative, wildfire hazards would remain unchanged from existing conditions, and the fire 
suppression systems and irrigated vegetation proposed by the Project would not be implemented. 
Notwithstanding, in the event of fire, County fire services would be available to provide fire suppression 
services to the Project Site. The No Development Alternative would present a greater risk of wildfire to the 
surrounding area and nearby residences than the proposed Project due the lack of improvements that would 
resist fire and assist in fire suppression; however, under this alternative, impacts would remain less than 
significant. 
 
C. Conclusion 

The No Development Alternative would result in no physical change to the existing environment. Air quality 
and GHG emissions, and impacts to hazards and hazardous materials, and noise would be greater under the 
No Development Alternative than the proposed Project. However, these impacts already occur under existing 
conditions and would not represent a new source of environmental impacts. The No Development Alternative 
would reduce the less than significant impacts associated with the Project on cultural resources, energy, 
geology and soils, public services, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems. All other impacts 
would be similar to the Project. 
 
The No Development Alternative would not introduce modern industrial land uses to the Project Site and 
would not fully realize the Project Site’s potential for expanded economic development, including through the 
creation of new jobs and the expansion of the local tax base; thus, the No Development Alternative would fail 
to meet all the Project’s objectives. 
 
6.2.2 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

A. Description of the Alternative 

The No Project Alternative considers the long-term use of the Project Site with a land use that conforms with 
San Bernardino County’s existing land use and zoning regulations. The Project Site is zoned for “Resource 
Conservation” uses, which provides for open space and recreational activities, single-family homes on very 
large parcels, and similar and compatible uses. The Resource Conservation zoning facilitated historical mining 
operations at the Project Site; however, the Site no longer contains economically viable mineral resources and 
the current occupant of the Project Site, Vulcan Materials Company, plans to vacate the subject property in the 
future. As a condition of the existing mining permit and upon ceasing operations at the Project Site, Vulcan 
Materials Company will be required to implement and fulfill the restoration and reclamation activities outlined 
in Reclamation Plan 90M-11, which would involve backfilling of all mining pits, draining and filling of all 
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settling ponds, and removal of all on-site structures, equipment, and waste (see page 4.8-14 for a detailed 
description of the reclamation plan). Reclamation Plan 90M-11 also provides for the revegetation of the Site 
to minimize erosion. The site cleanup and restoration activities required by Reclamation Plan 90M-11 are 
separate from the Project and will be performed by Vulcan Materials Company prior to returning the Project 
Site to the Project Applicant. This analysis assumes the Project Site has been fully reclaimed and that all 
conditions of Reclamation Plan 90M-11 have been fully satisfied prior to implementation of the No Project 
Alternative, which is identical to the starting point for the Project. Based on development constraints placed 
on the Project Site by Reclamation Plan 90M-11 and fault zones that cover the western and eastern portions of 
the property, this alternative envisions that the Site becomes naturalized open space upon the completion of 
required reclamation activities. 
 
This alternative was selected to compare the environmental effects of the proposed Project with a scenario that 
is a continuation of the existing land use and zoning regulations. This alternative satisfies the requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) to evaluate an alternative that would reasonably be expected to occur 
on the Project Site in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current plans and 
consistent with available infrastructure and community services. 
 
B. Comparative Analysis of Environmental Impacts 

Provided on the following pages is a comparative analysis of the No Project Alternative and the Project. The 
focus of this analysis is to determine whether the No Project Alternative is capable of eliminating or reducing 
any potentially significant environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the Project.  
 
1. Aesthetics 

The Project Site does not contain any unique aesthetic resources, nor does it serve as a prominent scenic vista. 
Under the No Project Alternative, the visual character and quality of the Project Site would be restored to 
conditions similar to those before human disturbance. No new structures, parking areas, landscaping, or 
lighting would be introduced on the Project Site. The No Project Alternative would not have the potential to 
conflict with the existing character or quality of existing and planned development surrounding the Project 
Site and would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would impact nighttime views in the 
area. No significant aesthetic impacts were identified for the Project, and no significant aesthetic impacts would 
occur under this alternative. 
 
2. Air Quality 

The No Project Alternative would avoid all construction- and operational-related air pollutant emissions that 
would result from the Project. Although mitigation measures are identified in EIR Subsection 4.2 that would 
reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to air quality to below a level of significance, 
implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in no air pollutant emissions and would avoid all 
impacts – and mitigation- to air quality associated with the Project. 
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3. Biological Resources 

The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site in its reclaimed, revegetated condition. No grading 
would occur under the No Project Alternative and there would be no potential impacts to special-status species 
that may occupy the Project Site (i.e., burrowing owl) or nesting birds that may be present on the Project Site. 
Mitigation measures are identified in EIR Subsection 4.3 that would reduce the Project’s direct and 
cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources to below a level of significance; however, 
implementation of the No Project Alternative would have no impacts to biological resources and would require 
no mitigation.    
 
4. Cultural Resources 

The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site in its reclaimed, revegetated condition. No grading 
would occur under this alternative and there would be no potential impacts to subsurface archeological 
resources that may exist beneath the ground surface. Mitigation measures identified in EIR Subsection 4.4 that 
would reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to cultural resources to below a level 
of significance; however, implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid impacts to cultural 
resources associated with the Project and would require no mitigation. 
 
5. Energy 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would remain in its reclaimed, revegetated condition and 
would not require the use of any energy resources for construction and operation. Selection of the No Project 
Alternative would avoid all energy consumption related to the Project. Notwithstanding, no significant energy 
impacts were identified for the Project, and no significant energy impacts would occur under this alternative. 
 
6. Geology and Soils 

The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site in its reclaimed, revegetated condition. The No Project 
Alternative would not construct any structures on the Project Site; accordingly, there would be no potential for 
this alternative to expose people or structures to safety risks associated with geologic hazards or to potentially 
uncover paleontological resources during excavation activities.  No significant impacts related to geology and 
soils were identified for the Project, and no significant impacts related to geology and soils would occur under 
this alternative. 
 
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under the No Project Alternative, no development would occur on the Project Site and there would be no new 
sources of near-term or long-term GHG emissions from uses on the Site.  The No Project Alternative would 
avoid all GHG emissions that would result from the Project and would not require the mitigation identified in 
EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 
 
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would remain in the same vacant and revegetated condition 
that would be left upon the completion of Reclamation Plan 90M-11. All existing hazards and hazardous 
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materials at the Project Site would be removed upon the completion of Reclamation Plan 90M-11, and no new 
hazards or hazardous materials would be introduced by this alternative. No significant impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials were identified for the Project, and no significant impacts related to hazards 
and hazardous materials would occur under this alternative. Notwithstanding, selection of this alternative 
would avoid the Project’s less than significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
 
9. Hydrology and Water Quality 

No stormwater drainage improvements would be constructed on or adjacent to the Project Site and rainfall 
would be discharged from the Project Site as untreated sheet flow. Under the No Project Alternative, the 
stormwater leaving the Project Site would not be treated to minimize sediment as it would with the Project, 
although the Project would generate urban waterborne pollutants that would not be generated under this 
alternative. The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to hydrology and water quality as would 
the proposed Project. No significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality were identified for the 
Project, and no significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality would occur under this alternative. 
 
10. Land Use and Planning 

The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the San Bernardino County general plan and development 
code (zoning) regulations applicable to the Project Site. As such, there would be no conflicts with applicable 
land use plans, policies, or regulations resulting in significant environmental effects. Comparatively, the 
Project proposes a Land Use Category Change and Zoning District Amendment to address consistency 
between the existing and proposed land uses and the zoning map. Both the No Project Alternative and the 
Project would result in less than significant land use and planning impacts. 
 
11. Mineral Resources 

Despite the Project Site’s zoning as Resource Conservation, the Project Site has been depleted of all 
economically viable mineral resources for over 20 years. The Project Site is used to stockpile aggregates mined 
elsewhere and transported to the Site. Upon completion of Reclamation Plan 90M-11 all mining pits and 
settling basins would be removed from the Project Site, all improvements removed, and the Project Site would 
be revegetated. Under the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would be kept as naturalized open space. No 
significant impacts related to the loss of availability of mineral resources were identified for the Project, and 
no significant impacts related to the loss of mineral resources would occur under this alternative. 
 
12. Noise 

No noise would be generated by the No Project Alternative, as the Project Site would be kept as undeveloped 
open space. The No Project Alternative would avoid all of the less than significant noise impacts that would 
result from the Project. 
 
13. Public Services 

There would be no demand for public services at the Project Site under the No Project Alternative. This 
alternative would avoid all of the Project’s less than significant effects on public services. 
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14. Transportation 

The No Project Alternative would not generate any daily traffic. No significant transportation impacts were 
identified for the Project, and no significant transportation impacts would occur under this alternative. 
Notwithstanding, selection of this alternative would avoid the Project’s addition of 3,250 new vehicle trips to 
the local and regional transportation and circulation network and would result in reduced impacts. 
 
15. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site in its reclaimed, revegetated condition. No grading 
would occur under this alternative and there would be no potential impacts to subsurface archeological 
resources that may exist beneath the ground surface. Mitigation measures identified in EIR Subsection 4.13 
that would reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to tribal cultural resources to 
below a level of significance; however, implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid impacts to 
tribal cultural resources associated with the Project and would require no mitigation. 
 
16. Utilities & Service Systems 

There would be no demand for public utilities and service systems at the Project Site under the No Project 
Alternative. This alternative would avoid all the Project’s less than significant effects on utilities and service 
systems. 
 
17. Wildfire 

The Project Site is located in an area with a mix of moderate to very high fire hazard severity zones. Under the 
No Project Alternative, the Site would remain as undeveloped, natural/naturalized vegetation. Irrigation would 
be provided to establish on-site vegetation but would not be used permanently. Similarly, vegetation on-site 
would be maintained as needed to establish plantings and as required by Reclamation Plan 90M-11; but, no 
ongoing fuel management or plant thinning would occur. The fire suppression systems and irrigated vegetation 
proposed by the Project would not be implemented, thus the No Project Alternative would present a greater 
risk of wildfire to the surrounding area and nearby residences than the proposed Project. 
 
C. Conclusion 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would result in no physical environmental impacts to the Project 
Site. All environmental effects of the Project would be avoided by the selection of the No Project Alternative; 
however, this alternative would result in a greater wildfire risk than the Project. 
 
The No Project Alternative would fail to meet all project objectives because it would not re-develop the Project 
Site and would not promote local economic development, including through the creation of new jobs and the 
expansion of the local tax base. 
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6.2.3 REDUCED BUILDING AREA ALTERNATIVE 

A. Description of the Alternative 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative considers a proposal where the Project Site would be redeveloped 
with a design that is similar to the Project, but the interior of the proposed warehouse distribution building is 
modified to remove warehouse mezzanine space (“pick pod” mezzanine). Accordingly, the Reduced Building 
Area Alternative would provide a warehouse distribution building with 1,241,587 s.f. of floor space; an 
approximate 33 percent reduction (620,000 s.f.) as compared to the Project. Other than reducing the amount 
of floor area that would potentially be utilized for warehouse mezzanine space, all other aspects of the proposed 
Project – including but not limited to its site plan, building height, architecture design, landscape design, 
proposed use, and hours of operation – would remain unchanged. This alternative was selected to evaluate 
whether modifying the development intensity of the Project would result in a substantive reduction to the 
Project’s potentially significant environmental effects associated with ongoing operations of the Project. 
 
B. Comparative Analysis of Environmental Impacts 

Provided on the following pages is a comparative analysis of the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the 
Project. The focus of this analysis is to determine whether the Reduced Building Area Alternative is capable 
of eliminating or reducing any potentially significant environmental impacts that would result from 
implementation of the Project.  
 
1. Aesthetics 

The Project Site does not contain any unique aesthetic resources, nor does it serve as a prominent scenic vista. 
The Reduced Building Area Alternative would be identical on the exterior to the Project: the site layout would 
be the same, and the architectural design would be the same, as would the landscaping plan. The only difference 
between the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project would be evident from within the proposed 
warehouse distribution center building (i.e., the elimination of interior mezzanine). The selection of this 
alternative would result in similar aesthetic effects associated with changes to existing visual quality, character, 
and the introduction of light and glare sources. Therefore, under both this alternative and the proposed Project, 
aesthetic impacts would be less than significant. 
 
2. Air Quality 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in construction activities across the entire Project Site 
that are identical to the project. This alternative would utilize the construction equipment in the same quantities 
as the proposed Project. The peak daily intensity of construction activities at the Project Site would be similar 
under both the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project because both would: 1) disturb the same 
physical area; 2) utilize the same types of construction equipment; and 3) require the same types of construction 
activities. Therefore, the total daily emissions during the construction phase would be identical to the Project 
and would be less than significant after application of the same mitigation measures required for the Project.  
 
Because the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in less building floor area than the Project, this 
alternative is expected to require less energy to operate than the Project and, therefore, would result in a 
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reduction of non-mobile source air quality emissions as compared to the Project. The Reduced Building Area 
Alternative also would generate less daily traffic and, thus, would reduce mobile source air pollutant emissions 
from passenger vehicles and heavy trucks. Due to the reduction in building energy use and the reduction in 
daily passenger vehicle trips, operation of the Reduced Building Area Alternative would generate less air 
pollution than the Project, although both the Project and the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result 
in significant VOC emissions and would require mitigation to reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Like the Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would generate odors during short-term construction 
activities (e.g., diesel equipment exhaust, architectural coatings, asphalt) and long-term operation (e.g., diesel 
exhaust). However, and similar to the Project, these odors would occur intermittently, be of short-term 
duration, and would not be substantial. Long-term operation of the Reduced Building Alternative would not 
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people and impacts would be less than significant 
upon compliance with mandatory regulatory requirements. 
 
3. Biological Resources 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would redevelop the entire Project Site and would have an identical 
development footprint as the Project.  This alternative would have the same impacts to biological resources 
and would require the same mitigation as the proposed Project. After mitigation, both the Reduced Building 
Area Alternative and the Project would result in less than significant impacts to biological resources. 
 
4. Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would have an identical development footprint as the Project and 
would require a similar depth of grading/earthwork as the Project.  Thus, the Reduced Building Area 
Alternative would have the same potential to impact cultural resources as the proposed Project.  The Reduced 
Building Area Alternative would require similar mitigation as the Project and, after mitigation, both the 
Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project would result in less than significant impacts to cultural 
resources. 
 
5. Energy 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would require less energy to construct and operate than the Project 
due to the approximately 33-percent reduction in building floor area. Additionally, the Reduced Building Area 
Alternative would generate fewer daily passenger vehicle trips than the Project due to a reduction in employees 
on site and, therefore, would reduce transportation energy demands in comparison to the Project (transportation 
energy demands for heavy trucks would be similar between the Project and the Reduced Building Area 
Alternative). Notwithstanding, no significant impacts related to energy use were identified for the Project, and 
no significant impacts related to energy use would occur under this alternative. 
 
6. Geology and Soils 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would disturb the same physical area as the Project and would, 
therefore, have the same potential for soil erosion during the construction phase as the Project. Soil erosion 
impacts would be less than significant under both the Project and the Reduced Building Area Alternative due 
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to mandatory compliance with federal, State, and local water quality standards. The Reduced Building Area 
Alternative would be required to comply with the same mandatory regulatory requirements as the Project to 
preclude substantial hazards associated with seismic ground shaking and geologic hazards. The Reduced 
Building Area Alternative would result in a similar, less than significant impact to geology and soils as the 
Project. 
 
7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Because the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in the development of 33-percent less building 
floor area than the Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative is expected to require less energy to 
construct and operate than the Project and, therefore, would result in a reduction of non-mobile source GHG 
emissions as compared to the Project. Additionally, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in an 
approximate 33-percent reduction in mobile source GHG emissions due to a reduction in daily vehicle traffic. 
In total, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would slightly reduce GHG emissions associated with the 
Project; however, the GHG emissions from this alternative would exceed the County’s screening threshold and 
the Reduced Building Area Alternative would be required to implement the same mitigation as the Project to 
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Neither implementation of the Reduced Building Area Alternative nor the Project would result in a significant 
impact related to hazards or hazardous materials. Land uses that would occur on the Project Site under the 
Reduced Building Area Alternative would have a similar potential to handle and store hazardous materials as 
would the Project. Like the proposed Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would be required to 
safely dispose the potential sources of on-site contamination during construction. With mandatory regulatory 
compliance, both the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project would pose a less than significant 
hazard to the public and the environment related to the use, handling, storage, and/or transport of hazardous 
materials. 
 
9. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Neither the Project nor the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in substantial alterations to the 
drainage pattern of the site or would result in substantial erosion effects. Accordingly, implementation of the 
Project and the Reduced Building Area Alternative would both result in less than significant impacts to existing 
drainage patterns. 
 
During construction, potential hydrology and water quality effects on the Project Site would be similar under 
both the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project because this Alternative and the Project would 
disturb the same physical area. Like the Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would be required to 
implement a SWPPP to ensure that stormwater runoff during construction does not contain substantial 
pollutant concentrations. Both the Project and the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in less than 
significant construction impacts to hydrology and water quality. 
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In the long term, potential hydrology and water quality effects on the Project Site would be similar under both 
the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project due to both providing a similar amount of non-pervious 
surfaces. Like the Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would be required to implement a drainage 
plan to ensure that stormwater runoff is conveyed to local and regional stormwater drainage facilities with 
adequate capacity to handle runoff flows from the Project Site. Additionally, like the Project, the Reduced 
Building Area Alternative would be required to implement a long-term WQMP to ensure that stormwater 
runoff leaving the site does not contain substantial pollutant concentrations. Both the Project and the Reduced 
Building Area Alternative would result in less than significant operational impacts on hydrology and water 
quality. 
  
10. Land Use and Planning 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in identical, less than significant impacts on land use and 
planning as the Project, as both development proposals include the same land use and development design and 
would not conflict with applicable local and regional land use plans and policies.  
 
11. Mineral Resources 

The Project Site no longer contains economically viable aggregate resource deposits. Thus, the Reduced 
Building Area Alternative would have no effect on the local or regional availability of aggregate resources. 
No significant impacts related to the loss of availability of mineral resources were identified for the Project, 
and no significant impacts related to the loss of mineral resources would occur under this alternative. 
 
12. Noise 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in construction activities across the entire Project Site 
that are identical to the Project. The peak daily intensity of construction activities at the Project Site would be 
similar under both the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project because both would: 1) disturb the 
same physical area; 2) utilize the same types of construction equipment; and 3) require the same types of 
construction activities. Accordingly, the Reduced Building Area Alternative is expected to result in similar, 
less than significant construction noise impacts as the proposed Project. 
 
Under long-term operating conditions, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in similar 
stationary noise as the Project as the site layout, building sizes, and types and location of building equipment 
would be identical. The Reduced Building Area Alternative would result in an incremental decrease in mobile 
source noise due to a reduction in daily passenger vehicle and heavy truck trips; however, under both the 
Project and the Reduced Building Area Alternative, long-term noise impacts would be less than significant. 
 
13. Public Services 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would have an incrementally lower demand for public services than 
the Project due to the provision of less building area, which would support fewer employees. Notwithstanding, 
no significant impacts related to the public services were identified for the Project, and no significant impacts 
related to the public services would occur under this alternative.  
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14. Transportation 

Because the Reduced Building Area Alternative is a similar land use as the proposed Project, would construct 
similar improvements as the proposed Project, and would utilize the same travel routes as the Project, this 
alternative would not conflict with any program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system 
and would not result in any local transportation safety hazards.  The volume of traffic generated by this 
alternative would be approximately 33-percent less than the Project but the average distance traveled by vehicle 
trips under this alternative would be the same as the Project. No significant transportation impacts were 
identified for the Project, and no significant transportation impacts would occur under this alternative. 
 
15. Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would have an identical development footprint as the Project and 
would require a similar depth of grading/earthwork as the Project.  Thus, the Reduced Building Area 
Alternative would have the same potential to impact tribal cultural resources as the proposed Project.  The 
Reduced Building Area Alternative would require similar mitigation as the Project and, after mitigation, both 
the Reduced Building Area Alternative and the Project would result in less than significant impacts to tribal 
cultural resources. 
 
16. Utilities & Service Systems 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative is expected to have a reduced demand for utilities and services 
systems, including water, sewer, storm water drainage service/facilities, and solid waste collection and 
disposal, as compared to the Project, due to the provision of 33-percent less building area (which supports 
fewer employees and, thus, results in a lesser demand for water services, wastewater treatment services, and 
solid waste disposal). However, as with the Project, the Reduced Building Area Alternative is expected to 
result in a less-than-significant impact on utilities and services systems. 
 
17. Wildfire 

The Reduced Building Area Alternative would implement the same site layout and landscaping plan as the 
Project, as well as the same construction techniques and fire suppression systems proposed by the Project. This 
alternative would result in the same, less than significant impact on wildfire as the Project.  
 
C. Conclusion 

Because the Reduced Building Area Alternative provides less building floor area than the Project (by way of 
eliminating warehouse mezzanine space [“pick pod” mezzanine]), this alternative would generate less air 
quality, GHG, and noise emissions than the Project and, also, would require less energy to construct and 
operate. Notwithstanding, the Reduced Building Area Alternative would require the same mitigation measures 
as the Project for potential air quality and GHG impacts. Additionally, the Reduced Building Area Alternative 
would require the same mitigation measures as the Project for biological resources, cultural resources, and 
tribal cultural resources. Upon consideration of all required mitigation measures, the Reduced Building Area 
Alternative would result in less than significant impacts to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 
GHG emissions, and tribal cultural resources, which is the same conclusion drawn for the Project. 
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The Reduced Building Area Alternative would be less successful than the Project at achieving goals related to 
maximizing economic development in the County and maximizing employment generation due to a substantial 
reduction in total building floor area, which would reduce the range and types of users the building could 
attract thereby lowering the building’s potential output and the number of employees that it could support. The 
Reduced Building Area Alternative would meet all other Project objectives. 
 
6.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives shall identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. In general, the 
environmentally superior alternative as defined by CEQA should minimize adverse impacts to a project site 
and its surrounding environment. However, pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, if a 
“no project” alternative is identified as environmentally superior to a proposed project then the EIR shall select 
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. Additionally, CEQA does not mandate 
the selection of the “environmentally superior” project if, through mitigation measures alone, the agency has 
adequately reduced a project's environmental effects to a less than significant level (83 Cal.3d at 521; see also 
Rio Vista Farm Bureau Ctr. v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 379). Accordingly, for purposes 
of this EIR, there is no need to identify an environmentally superior alternative because the Project would not 
result in any significant and unavoidable impacts to the environment with implementation of the mitigation 
measures in this EIR and compliance with applicable regulations (as demonstrated in the analysis in Section 
4.0 of this EIR).  
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7.2 DOCUMENTS APPENDED TO THIS EIR 
The following reports, studies, and supporting documentation were used in preparing this EIR and are 
bound separately as Technical Appendices. The Technical Appendices are incorporated by reference and 
available for review at the San Bernardino County Planning Division, 385 N. Arrowhead Ave., San 
Bernardino, CA 92415. 
 

• Appendix A: Notice of Preparation and Written Comments on the NOP 
 

• Appendix B: Pepper 210 Commerce Center, Air Quality Impact Analysis, County of San 
Bernardino (Urban Crossroads, Inc) August 26, 2024. 
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• Appendix C: Pepper 210 Commerce Center, Construction and Operational Health Risk 
Assessment, County of San Bernardino (Urban Crossroads, Inc) August 26, 2024. 

 
• Appendix D: Biological Technical Report for Pepper 210 Commerce Center Project Located in 

Unincorporated San Bernardino County, California (Glenn Lukos Associates, Inc.) September 
19, 2023. Revised March 12, 2025. 

 
• Appendix E: Cultural Resources Study for the Pepper 210 Commerce Center Project, San 

Bernardino County, California (BFSA) September 1, 2023. Revised February 22, 2024. 
 

• Appendix F: Pepper 210 Commerce Center, Energy Analysis, County of San Bernardino (Urban 
Crossroads, Inc) July 30, 2024. 

 
• Appendix G: Geotechnical Feasibility Report Pepper 210 Commerce Center, 20080 N. Highland 

Avenue Rialto, California 92377 (Tetra Tech BAS, Inc.) September 7, 2023. 
 

• Appendix H: Paleontological Assessment for the Pepper 210 Commerce Center Project, Proj-
2022-00182, San Bernardino County, California APN 264-431-18 (BFSA Environmental 
Services) July 10, 2023. Revised February 6, 2024. 
 

• Appendix I: Pepper 210 Commerce Center, Greenhouse Gas Analysis, County of San 
Bernardino (Urban Crossroads, Inc) August 26, 2024. 
 

• Appendix J: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Vulcan Materials Company, 2350 and 2400 
West Highland Avenue, San Bernardino County, California 92407, Project No. 197-2020-0033 
(Tetra Tech) March 27, 2020. 
 

• Appendix K: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Addendum, Vulcan Materials Company, 
2350 and 2400 West Highland Avenue, San Bernardino County, California 92407, Project No. 
197-2020-0033 (Tetra Tech) May 10, 2022. 
 

• Appendix L: Preliminary Drainage Report, DRNSTY-2023-00002, Pepper 210 Commerce 
Center, Rialto, California (Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.) November 2023. 
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• Appendix M: Water Quality Management Plan for: Pepper 210 Commerce Center (Kimley-
Horn and Associates, Inc.) September 2022. Revised November 2023. 

 
• Appendix N: Statement of Mineral Resource Classification Impact Potential for Property 

located at 2400 Highland Road, San Bernardino, CA. APN 0264-431-18 (EnviroMine, Inc.) July 
10, 2023. 

 
• Appendix O: Correspondence from Vulcan Materials Company to San Bernardino County Land 

Use Services Department (Vulcan Materials Company) November 13, 2023. 
 

• Appendix P: Pepper 210 Commerce Center, Noise and Vibration Analysis, County of San 
Bernardino (Urban Crossroads, Inc) January 25, 2024. 
 

• Appendix Q: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Trsty-2022-00034 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc.) May 31, 2024. 
 

• Appendix R: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Trsty-2022-00034 Supplemental VMT Analysis 
(Urban Crossroads, Inc.) June 5, 2024. 
 

• Appendix S: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Traffic Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc.) April 19, 
2024. 
 

• Appendix T: Water System Analysis, 2400 Highland Ave (Kimpley-Horn and Associates, Inc.) 
October 2022. 
 

• Appendix U: 2400 Highland Avenue: Sewer Feasibility Analysis (Kimley-Horn and Associates, 
Inc.) September 30, 2022. 
 

• Appendix V: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Water Supply Assessment (Water Systems 
Consulting, Inc.) October 2022. 
 

• Appendix W: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy 
Assessment (Urban Crossroads, Inc.) December 18, 2024. 
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• Appendix X: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Comparative Health Impact, Zero-Emission Truck 
Feasibility, GHG Mitigation, and Energy Cumulative Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc.) 
February 11, 2025. 

 
• Appendix Y: Pepper 210 Commerce Center Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis (Andrew 

Chang & Company) February 20, 2025. 
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