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Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 1. Introduction

1. Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) has been prepared in conformance with the environmental
policy guidelines for the implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to evaluate the
environmental effects that may result from construction and operation of the proposed Bloomington Business
Park Specific Plan Project (proposed Project).

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of the Draft EIR;

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary;
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

(d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation
process;

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency.

This document contains responses to comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR during the public review
period, which began October 28, 2025, and ended on December 11, 2025. A Notice of Availability of the
Recirculated Draft EIR was published concurrently with distribution of the Recirculated Draft EIR. This
document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and represents the
independent judgment of the lead agency, which is the County of San Bernardino. This document and the
circulated Recirculated Draft EIR comprise the Final EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132.

1.1 FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR

The following chapters are contained within this document:
Section 1.0, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and the content of the Final EIR.

Section 2.0, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and organizations who
commented on the Recirculated Draft EIR, as well as copies of their comment letters received during and
following the public review period, and individual responses to their comments.

Section 3.0, Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR. This section contains revisions made to the Recirculated
Draft EIR as a result of the comments received by agencies and organizations as described in Section 2.0,
and/or errors and omissions discovered since release of the Recirculated Draft EIR for public review.

The County of San Bernardino has determined that none of this material constitutes significant new
information that requires recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR for further public comment under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. The additional material clarifies existing information prepared in the
Recirculated Draft EIR and does not present any new substantive information. None of this new material
indicates that the Project would result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed in
the Recirculated or Original Draft EIR. Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a
substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that would not be
mitigated, or that there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section
15088.5.

Section 4.0, Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. This chapter includes the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). CEQA requires lead agencies to “adopt a reporting and
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Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 1. Introduction

mitigation monitoring program for the changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (CEQA Section
21081.6, CEQA Guidelines Section 15097). The MMRP was prepared based on the mitigation measures
included in the Recirculated Draft EIR and finalized in this Final EIR.

1.2 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons and
public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be “on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is defermined
in terms of what is reasonably feasible ... CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to
comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments,
and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204 (d) also states, “Each responsible agency and
trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information germane to that agency’s statutory
responsibility.” Section 15204 (e) states, “This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to
comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as
recommended by this section.”

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21092.5, copies of the written responses to
public agencies are being forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certification of the Final
EIR, with copies of this Final EIR document, which conforms to the legal standards established for response to
comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA.
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2. Response to Comments

This section of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR; Final EIR) for the Bloomington Business Park
Specific Plan Project (Project) includes a copy of all comment letters that were submitted during the public
review period for the Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (Draft Recirculated EIR), along with
responses to comments in accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15088. The 45-day review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR began on October 28, 2025, and ended
on December 11, 2025. A total of 36 comment letters were received in response to the Recirculated Draft
EIR during the 45-day public review period, and two comment letters were received after the close of the
public review period.

The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Recirculated Draft EIR and /or refer the reader
to the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments that are
not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the Project unrelated to its
environmental impacts) are noted for the record. Where text changes in the Recirculated Draft EIR are
warranted based on comments received, updated Project information, or other information provided by
County staff, those changes are noted in the response to comment and the reader is directed to Section 3.0,
Revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR, of this FEIR.

These changes to the analysis contained in the Recirculated Draft EIR represent only minor
clarifications/amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR is not required.

Master Responses

Master Response 1: Project Merits (Economic and Social Effects)

Multiple commenters raised concerns regarding the industrialization of the Bloomington community and the
Project’s potential economic and social effects, including job creation and environmental justice issues. Under
CEQA, economic or social effects are not considered significant effects on the environment. Rather, these
effects are considered in the context of their potential linkage or indirect connections between the proposed
project and physical environmental effects. More specifically, the direction for treatment of economic and
social effects is stated in Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical
changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain
of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on physical changes.”

Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15382, a social or economic change by itself shall not be
considered a significant effect, but a social or economic change may be considered in determining whether
the physical change is itself significant.

CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna,
ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The
Project’s potential economic and social effects are not considered effects on the environment (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the Recirculated Draft EIR includes
an analysis of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the environment and does not include
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substantial discussion of the Project’s economic or social effects. Further, it is not the purpose of a CEQA
document to advocate for or against any specific project. Instead, environmental impact reports are objective
and technical documents, prepared for the purpose of identifying and disclosing environmental impacts, to
inform both the public and the County’s decision makers. It is then in the discretion of the County’s decision
makers to weigh the environmental impacts identified in the environmental impact report against the Project’s
merits (including its economic and social effects) to decide whether to approve or disapprove the Project.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) states that when responding to comments, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by
reviewers, and provides the following direction related to EIR comments and responses:

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant
effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest
additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic
scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research,
study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors.

Thus, this Final EIR does not provide detailed responses to comments that do not raise a significant
environmental question (Citizens for E. Shore Parks v. State Lands Commission (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549,
568). Because comments regarding the Project’s social and economic merits do not pertain to the potential
for significant physical impacts, or the objective analysis of the same, such comments are not responded to
in detail in this Final EIR.

Even though the EIR does not provide detailed analysis regarding the Project’s economic and social effects,
such effects are important and will be considered by the County’s decision makers in determining what action
to take on the proposed Project. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will hold publicly-noticed
hearings to consider the Project, which will include consideration of the Project’s merits (including economic
and social effects).

Master Response 2: Scope of the Recirculated Draft EIR

Multiple commenters raised concerns regarding topic areas that were not analyzed in the Recirculated Draft
EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the
San Bernardino Superior Court September 17, 2024 ruling (“September 2024 Ruling”), specifically analysis
related to alternatives, air quality impacts (Friant Ranch analysis and feasibility of zero-emission truck
mitigation), greenhouse gas emissions impacts, energy impacts, and noise impacts. Furthermore, The Court
denied the CEQA writ petition on all other grounds raised. New challenges to parts of the original
environmental review that were not raised at the trial court level are not allowed to be brought to the trial
court in a second suit or upon remand. Pursuant to Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011)
201 Cal.App.4th 455, 480, “the trial court’s retained jurisdiction under Public Resources Code section
21168.9, subdivision (b) is limited to ensuring compliance with the peremptory writ of mandate. After
considering the petitioner’s challenges to an EIR or other agency action and rendering a final judgment and
peremptory writ of mandate, a trial court evaluating a return to the writ may not consider any newly asserted
challenges arising from the same material facts in existence at the time of the judgment.” Accordingly, the
only issues which can be challenged relate to those identified by the Court’s September 2024 Ruling to not
be in compliance with CEQA and only through opposition to a Motion to Discharge Writ.

Therefore, concerns outside those areas set aside by the Court are not further addressed in this Final EIR
although they will be taken into consideration by the County’s decision makers in determining what action to
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take on the proposed Project. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will hold publicly-noticed
hearings to consider the Project, which will include consideration of impacts evaluated in the Original Draft
EIR.

Comments Received

All written comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR are listed in Table 2-1. All comment letters
received on the Recirculated Draft EIR have been coded with a number to facilitate identification and
tracking. The comment letters were reviewed and divided into individual comments, with each comment
containing a single theme, issue, or concern. Individual comments and the responses to them were assigned
corresponding numbers. To aid readers and commenters, electronically bracketed comment letters have been
reproduced in this document with the corresponding responses provided immediately following each comment
letter.

Table 2-1: Comments Received on the DEIR

Comment Letter Commenter Date Page Reference
Agencies
Al California Department of December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-5
Transportation (Caltrans) Response: 2-8
A2 Colton Joint Unified School District December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-11
(CJUSD) Response: 2-206
A3 California Air Resources Board (CARB) December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-247
Response: 2-264
A4 South Coast Air Quality Management December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-273
District Response: 2-300
A5 South Coast Air Quality Management March 4, 2026 Comment: 2-309
District Response: 2-357
Organizations
o1 Concerned Neighbors of Bloomington November 13, 2025 Comment: 2-372
People’s Collective for Environmental Response: 2-374
Justice
02 Western Center on Law and Poverty December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-376
Response: 2-547
o3 Concerned Neighbors of Bloomington December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-561
People’s Collective for Environmental Response: 2-671
Justice
O4 Advocates for the Environment December 12, 2025 Comment: 2-717
Response: 2-723
Individuals
I Alisa Slaughter November 11, 2025 Comment: 2-727
Response: 2-728
12 Xochiti Pedraza November 11, 2025 Comment: 2-729
Response: 2-730
13 Ana Carlos December 3, 2025 Comment: 2-731
Response: 2-732
14 Jasmin Duarte Alvarado December 3, 2025 Comment: 2-733
Response: 2-734
County of San Bernardino 2-3
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Comment Letter

Commenter

Date

Page Reference

15 Yarisel Carlos Casas December 3, 2025 Comment: 2-735
Response: 2-736
16 Alondra X December 6, 2025 Comment: 2-737
Response: 2-738
7 Carlos Gonzalez December 6, 2025 Comment: 2-739
Response: 2-740
18 Brandalyne Evans December 9, 2025 Comment: 2-741
Response: 2-742
19 Ana Carlos December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-743
Response: 2-745
110 Beatriz Leon December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-749
Response: 2-750
1 Caitlin Towne December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-751
Response: 2-752
112 Eduardo Vargas December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-753
Response: 2-754
113 Jasmin Duarte December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-755
Response: 2-757
114 Kimberly Torres December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-758
Response: 2-759
115 Marcela Vargas December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-760
Response: 2-761
116 Maria Sarabia December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-762
Response: 2-766
nz Priscilla Vargas-Pena December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-769
Response: 2-771
118 Yarisel Carlos December 10, 2025 Comment: 2-774
Response: 2-775
N9 Daniela Vargas December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-777
Response: 2-779
120 Juliann Emmons Allison & Ellen Reese December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-785
Response: 2-798
121 Emely Carmona December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-805
Response: 2-806
122 Fernanda Durazo December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-807
Response: 2-808
123 Isidro Vargas December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-809
Response: 2-811
124 Maria Daniela Pena December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-814
Response: 2-816
125 Maria Morales December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-821
Response: 2-822
126 Michael McCarthy December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-824

Response: 2-828
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Comment Letter Commenter Date Page Reference
127 Miguel Munoz Valtierra December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-836
Response: 2-839

128 Mina Torres December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-843
Response: 2-844

129 Tania Gonzalez December 11, 2025 Comment: 2-845
Response: 2-847

To finalize the EIR for the Project, the following responses were prepared to address these comments.
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Comment Letter Al: Caltrans, December 10, 2025
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Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter A1: Caltrans (3 pages)

Comment A1.1: This comment indicates that Caltrans has completed its review of the Recirculated Draft EIR.
The comment continues to state that Caltrans is committed to supporting a multimodal transportation system
in order to reduce VMT and GHG emissions. The comment provides a brief description of the Project and
states that the comment letter provides Caltrans’ comments.

Response to Comment A1.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with
the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no further response is warranted.

Comment A1.2: This comment requests that future implementing Projects coordinate with Caltrans regarding
bike networks and traffic safety impacts. The comment also recommends implementation of Active
Transportation Plans and Smart Growth initiatives in order to reduce VMT and GHG Impacts.

Response to Comment A1.2: The comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated
Draft EIR. Additionally, as discussed in Master Response 2, per the San Bernardino Superior Court September
2024 Ruling, only the analysis of the impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and
alternatives associated with the proposed Project was updated. Transportation-related impacts were not
required to be reanalyzed as part of the Recirculated Draft EIR and therefore no further response related
to trucks and/or traffic is required or provided.

Comment A1.3: This comment requests that all future implementing Projects complete a Traffic Analysis
Report to provide to Caltrans which include findings and recommendations for opening and horizon year
impacts. The comment provides recommended information to include in the reports such as a queuing analysis,
intersection speed analysis, and an analysis of truck traffic impacts on pedestrian and bike facilities.

Response to Comment A1.3: As discussed in Master Response 2, per the San Bernardino Superior Court
September 2024 Ruling, only the analysis of the impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas,
noise, and alternatives associated with the proposed Project was updated. Transportation-related impacts
were not required to be reanalyzed as part of the Recirculated Draft EIR and therefore no further response
related to trucks and/or traffic is required or provided.

Comment A1.4: This comment requests that each individual traffic report include a Traffic Safety Evaluation.
Response to Comment A1.4: Please refer to Response to Comment A1.3.

Comment A1.5: This comment requests future projects implement mitigation measures to reduce VMT and to
modify project plans or provide additional mitigation in the case of a significant VMT impact.

Response to Comment A1.5: Please refer to Response to Comment A1.3.

Comment A1.6: The comment requests that mitigation measures are provided for the proposed sites along
with VMT screening models for the cumulative VMT impact. The comment further recommends the use of a
project level analysis and to provide the rationale for the overriding consideration if not.

Response to Comment A1.6: Please refer to Response to Comment A1.3.

Comment A1.7: This comment states that if any Caltrans facilities are impacted, they must comply with ADA
standards upon Project completion, and the Project must ensure the maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian
access throughout the construction phase.

Response to Comment A1.7: Please refer to Response to Comment A1.3. This comment does not raise a
specific issue with the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Project would not result in any
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modifications to Caltrans facilities that would require them to comply with ADA standards upon completion.
In regard to pedestrian and bicyclist accessibility during construction, sidewalks and bike lanes are currently
limited within the Specific Plan area with a Class Il bike lane only existing on Placentia Avenue. Sidewalks
currently exist along the north side of Orange Avenue, east side of Barrett Avenue, east side of Perris
Boulevard, and both sides of Indian Avenue. Project contractors would ensure that sidewalks remain open or
alternative routes are provided during Project construction.

Comment A1.8: This comment states that any work or temporary traffic control that encroaches into Caltrans’
right-of-way requires Caltrans-issued encroachment permit and provides information regarding
encroachment permits. The comment thanks the County for including Caltrans in the review process and
provides contact information for questions or future notifications.

Response to Comment A1.8: This comment is informational in nature does not raise a specific issue with the
adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the need for an encroachment permit, it is acknowledged
that an encroachment permit for any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way would need to be
obtained. At the time any improvement needs to be implemented, the County and Project Applicant would
coordinate with Caltrans and an encroachment permit would be obtained as required.
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Comment Letter A2: Colton Joint Unified School District, December 11, 2025
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Owen Chang
Decamber 30, 2021
Page 17

This AQIA verification review confirms that the DEIR deficiency of not including an
AQIA is a serious omission. The County should require an AQIA to be completed for
public review and comment, mitigating any impacts above the recommended review
significance thresholds.

A2.21
BlueScape appreciates the opportunity to provide technical verification review and | Cont.
comment support regarding the Bloomington BPSP Project. We encourage CIUSD's
continued commitment to protecting the public health of children and residents in the
community.

Sincerely,

BLUESCAPE ENVIRONMENTAL
a California Corporation

/ZJ“QM.M.(LL) PV

James A. Westbrook, CCM, CPP
Principal Scientist

Certified Consulting Meteorologist
Certified Permitting Professional
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Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project

2. Response to Comments

A2.21
Cont.

We are requesting that the EIR provide clear, easy to understand information in the EIR on how the proposed project
affects air quality impacts and associated health risk and health impacts. The technical assessments should consider
emissions from all phases of the project based on the allowed uses under the Specific Plan as well as the cumulative
effects from other surrounding projects including but not limited to the West Valley Logistics Center. In addition, offsite
improvements needed should also be addressed in the EIR as part of the proposed project. The Health Risk Assessment
conducted for the proposed project should consider the impacts of truck traffic from the project to the freeway, as
well as on-site yard equipment. Emissions from transport refrigeration units (TRUs) should also be included if cold
storage is an option for warehousing operations.

Since South Coast AQMD is seeking to reduce emissions sources in this area of the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and
the proposed project would result in a potential substantial increase in emissions, the South Coast AQMD should be
consulted prior to initiating the air quality modeling in order to ensure that cumulative impacts of the proposed project
are properly addressed and that requested mitigation measures are incorporated into the EIR.

Consistent with letters submitted by the California Attorney General's Office on CEQA projects, the EIR should consider
whether use of the South Coast AQMD thresholds is appropriate or whether a more restrictive threshold (e.s., less
than 10 in a million cancer risk, such as 1 in a million) is appropriate when addressing air quality impacts in AB 617 /
environmental justice communities.

Hazards/Hazardous Materials

»Handling of Hazardous Material. As shown in Figure 1, the District operates four schools within a quarter-mile radius
from the Specific Plan area and upzone site (including Bloomington High School, Walter Zimmerman Elementary, Ruth
0. Harris Middle School, and Mary B. Lewis Elementary) and four additional schools within a mile radius of both sites.
The project description and hazards/hazardous materials analysis should explain the design features and procedures
as part of the proposed project to reduce impacts to off-site sensitive receptors and how hazards will be used,
transported, and maintained onsite. The Hazards and Hazardous Materials analysis should be provided in clear, easy
to understand information in the EIR.

»Use of Hazardous Materials Onsite. We request that the location for the use and storage of hazardous materials
onsite be addressed in the DEIR and be sited away from district schools, including Walter Zimmerman Elementary

School, to protect the health and safety of our students and staff.

Hydrology and Water Quality

»Runoff onto School Property. The Specific Plan area immediately borders Walter Zimmerman Elementary School.
Walter Zimmerman ES contains a multipurpose field, hardtop courts, and playgrounds along the southern portion of
the project site, immediately adjacent to the Specific Plan area. The project description and DEIR needs to address
stormwater design features and measures and water quality measures in place to ensure that runoff from the site does
not come onto Walter Zimmermann ES campus.

Noise

»Sensitive Receptors. The noise analysis should identify residential uses and District schools as sensitive receptors and
evaluate noise generated by increased truck traffic to and from the Specific Plan area.

»Noise and Vibration Analyses. The proposed project has the potential to increase ambient noise and vibration levels
and adversely affect sensitive populations, including school-aged children living proximate to the Specific Planarea and
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Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project

2. Response to Comments

TABLE 1
GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES FROM WVLC TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
Land Use Time Period
Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
TRIP GENERATION RATES
(trips per 1,000 square feet)

Fulfillment Center Warehouse

Cars 1.580 0.130 0.150

Trucks 0.230 0.020 0.010

Total 1.810 0.150 0.160

GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

WVLC (3,439,197 sq. ft.)

Cars 5,434 447 516

Trucks 794 69 34

Total 6,228 516 550 A2.26

Cont.
TABLE 2
GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES USING FEHR & PEERS RATES
Land Use Time Period
Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
TRIP GENERATION RATES
(trips per 1,000 square feet)

Fulfillment Center Warehouse

Cars 1.349 0. 062 0.104

Trucks 0.395 0.025 0.016

Total 1.744 0.087 0.120

GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

WVLC (3,439,197 sq. ft.)

Cars 4,636 213 338

Trucks 1,362 86 35

Total 5,998 299 413

2
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Owen Chang
December 11, 2025
Page 34
A2.43
from the BPSP Project on children living and attending school in the area and thus Cont.

fail to satisfy the expectations of the Writ.

Local communities and parents of local students will continue to be uninformed about
the health effects posed by ozone (Os) and its precursor pollutants (NOx and VOCs),
and fine particulate matter (PM::<). The DEIR, FEIR, and RDEIR fail to provide a site-
specific analysis that connects air quality effects to human health consequences as
required by the Friant Ranch court decision and by the Writ. Due to technical flaws
and omissions stated above, the mass emissions stated in the EIRs do not correlate
to a reasonable concentration; thus, a CEQA-sufficient and adequate Friant Ranch
analysis was not completed and the obligations set forth in the Writ have not been
met.

In order to comply with the Court’'s Writ and provide adequate information and
analysis for the public, the County should require a proper health impact analysis to
be completed for public review and comment, mitigating any impacts above the AZ.44
recommended review significance thresholds. This analysis must include:

+ |ocal and regional ambient air quality data;

+ Local and regional populations, for example, as provided in BenMAP’s PopGrid
database;

« Air quality concentrations from location-specific modeling and analysis tools,
with spatial resolution sufficient to determine both local and regional impacts
from the Project;

+ Audit trails from BenMAP showing selection of health impact functions; and

+ Discussion of health effects as a result of the concentrations and health impact
functions chosen.

BlueScape appreciates the opportunity to provide technical verification review and
comment support regarding the Bloomington BPSP Project. We encourage CJUSD's
continued commitment to protecting the public health of children and residents in the
community.

Sincerely,

BLUESCAPE ENVIRONMENTAL
a California Corporation

g f——

James A. Westbrook, CCM, CPP
Principal Scientist

Certified Consulting Meteorologist
Certified Permitting Professional
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2. Response to Comments

Final EIR Comment

County Response

Bl Rebuttal

Tn addition, as detalled In the Impact NOI-1 discussion that begins on page
5.12-76 of the Drafl EIR, each of the Project scenarios would implement
Project Design Feature (PDF) NOI-2, which would require 12- to 14-foot-high
cement block walls at Sites 1 and 2 and 9-foot-high cement walls at Site 4,

including fugitive dust and fine particulate from diesel-fueled vehicles.
The comment states that the CIUSD has conducted additional alr
quality analysis to verify the Project’s air quality impacts at
Zimmerman Elementary School that is attached to the letter as
Attachment A

exposure ta Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) and other emissions from heavy
duty diesel trucks traveling to and from the site, maneuvering onsite, and
entaring and leaving the site. The Mabile Source Health Risk Assessmant
determined that the maximum incremental cancer risk to nearby residences
attributable to TAC source emissions is 3.11 in one million, which is less than
the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) significance
threshold of 10 in one million. The maximum non-cancer risks to nearby
residences were estimated to be <0.01, which would not exceed the
applieable signifieance threshold of 1.0. Regarding workers, the Moblle Source
Health Risk that the cremental cancer
risk impact is 0.33 in one million, which is less than the SCAQMD's threshold
of 10 in one million. Maximum non-cancer risks at this same location were
estimated ta be <0.01, which would not exceed the applicable significance
threshold of 1.0. For nearby schools, the Mobile Source Health Risk

that the incremental cancer risk is
estimated to be 0.17 in one million which is less than the significance
threshold of 10 in one million, and the maximum non-cancer risks were
calculated to be <0.01, which woukl not exceed the applicable significance
threshold of 1.0. As such, operation of the Specifie Plan at bulldout weuld not
cause a significant human health or cancer risk related to DPM emissions, and
impacts would be less than si

[n addition, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential of the Project to expose
Iocal sensitive receptors, such as residences and schools, to substantial
pollutant concentrations, As detailed in Draft EIR Tables 5.3-15 through 5.3-
18, after of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (use of Tier 4 Final

With implementation of PDF NOI-2, operational noise levels for all scenarios 248
would not exceed the County’s exterior noise level standards, as adjusted to gont.
reflect the ambient noise levels at all nearby sensitive receiver locations.
Additionally, the increase in ambient noise levels would range from 0.1 to 3.0
dBA with the implementation of PDF NOI-2, which would not generate a
significant daytime or nighttime operational
nolse level increase at nearby recelver locations, Thus, the Project is
C with Policy HZ-3.18,
Beginning on p. 2-116 of the Final EIR document, the County pi the ing r to made B ina letter dated 30, 2021. The letter
prepared by was i A (pp. 2-53 to 2-68) to Mr. Owen Chang'’s (Director, CIUSD) letter dated January 12, 2022 (pp. 2-29 through 2-51). Follow-on responses to the
County's r are provi below.
Comment A3.0: This lelter formally withdrawals Colton Joint Unified Response A3.0: The County appreciales the Districl's continued No response required,; we have not commented on such malters.
School District’s previous comment letters on the Project. The letter «coordination with the County. This withdrawal letter will be forwarded to
states that the District is planning on relocating Zimmerman County decisionmakers as part of the Final EIR.
Elementary School, which would significantly reduce the Project’s
impacts to Zimmerman Elementary School.
Comment A3.1: This comment states that the letter is a supplement Response A3.1: The comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a
to the comment letter that the Colton Joint Unified School District specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA
{CIUSD) submitted on December 15, 2021 that is attached as issue. Therefore, no further response Is required
AfchmeIk. . _ E— S— _ . — . _ 1 — . . —
Comment A3.2: This comment states that the Draft EIR is flawed Response A3.2: This comment is incorrect that no air quality analysis was Neither a thorough HRA nor a thorough AQIA were performed at the
because It does not provide a thorough Health Risk Assessment (HRA) | prepared to analyze the Project's particulats matter and other emissions on | time of the comment,
adequately evalualing the dangers to sensitive receptors in the vicinily | local sensitive receplors. As detailed beginning on page 5.3-44 of the Drafl
of the Project. The comment states that the Draft EIR did not conduct EIR, a Mabile Source Health Risk Assessment was prepared to evaluate the The stated maximum incremental cancer risk in the Mobile Source
an air quality analysis for PM10, PM2.5, NOx and other emissions, Project's health risk impacts to residents, schools, and workers as a result of | Health Risk Assessment is listed as 5.78 in one million (OYD2-R7), iz aa

nat 3.11 in one million (SP-R7). However, too few receptors were
used to gel an accurate isopleth (24 receptors), and incorrect health
risk parameters were used, resulting in an underestimation of risk at
nearby residences and schools.

As a reasonable receptor grid was not used, any concentrations given
by the modeling were not accurate, and the estimates of residential,
worker, and student risk stated here were also not accurate. See
figures below, showing the same source setwp for the Maximum
Reasonable Initial Development (MRID) HRA: one only a few
receptors (as modeled by the applicant) and anather with a grid
added (1,613 receptors, with finer grids over schools and residential
areas). The same color ramp is used, showing that the actual
maximum Impact and the extent of the impacts are not captured
when too few receptors are used

Page 5 of 28
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Final EIR Comment County Bl Rebuttal

As the Project is within 1,000 feet of a school, the County should use
aone in one million cancer risk threshold, consistent with South
Coast Air Quality Management District's Rule 1401, 1 health protective
cancer risk threshold and the proposed CEQA cumulative threshold, IA2.49
rather than a 10 in one million threshold jcont.

As the construction area exceeds 5 acres in size, the tables in the

Localized Sig nce Thresholds (LST) guidance are not applicable,
and modeling using AERMOD must be performed to assess localized
impacts,
Comment A3.3: This comment states that BlueScape completed AQIA | Respanse A3.3: As detailed in Speciiic responses to modeling comments After BlueScape’s 12/30/21 letter pointing out deficiencies, the
modeling using AERMOD for Project construction and operations, based | below (pleass see Response 43.5, A3.13, A3.18, A3.34, and A3.35 and applicant performed madeling for the AQIA as required by SCAQMD for
on the emissions files prepared for the Draft EIR. The comment states | Master Response 3), additional emissions modeling was performed for the projects greater than 5 acres in size, where the Localized Significance
that results of the analysis indicate Project canstruction and operations | Project using AERMOD (see Supplemental Air Quality Analysis Memarandum, | Thresholds (LST) guidance is not acceptable. However, this modeling
would generate PM10, PM2.5, and NO2 emissions that excead included as Appendix A to this Final EIR} in respanse to this comment, which | suffered from many of the same technical flaws as the HRA: too few
significance thresholds The comment asserts that those emissions shows that the peak daily construction and operational-source emissions receptors, too few trucks, and incorrect use of variable emission factars
constitule a significant effect on the environment not disclosed in the would not result in pollutant concentrations of NOz, CO, PMi, or PM2 s that causing inaccurate results. In particular, CJUSD should be concerned
Draft EIR. would exceed significance thresholds. As such, construction and operational- | about high short-term fugitive particulate (PMw and PMzs) impacts
source emissions would result in a less than significant localized impact, from dust during construction activities, as well as both the short-term
consistent with the findings in the Draft EIR. and long-term PMo, PMas and M. impacts from exhaust and other | a2 50

fugitive roadway particulate emissions on the heavily travelled roads
near the schools. Annual PMzs was not modeled or compared to the
new lower health-protective thresheld of 0.13 pg/m* Annual NO: was
not modeled or compared to the health-protective threshold of 1
ng/m?,

See figures below, showing the source setup for the construction HRA
(the same setup was used for the AQIA modeling): one with only a
few receptors (as modeled by the applicant) and another with a grid
added (1,613 receptors, with finer grids over schools and residential
areas). The same color ramp is used, showing that the actual
maximum impact and the extent of the impacts are not captured
when too few receptors are used.

Page 7 of 28
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Final EIR Comment

County

Bl Rebuttal

‘assumptions appropriate for children, The comment states that the
analysis found thal the operational cancer risk impacts at Zimmerman

School and the are unders in the Draft
EIR. The comment asserts that cancer risk impacts at nearby resident
and school locations are well above the 10 in one million cancer risk
significance threshold

Comment A3.5: This comment states that with prevailing winds
blowing from the southwest to the northeast in the Bloomington area,
the Project—which is west and south of Zimmerman Elementary
School—would significantly impact air quality at the school, The
comment states that Figures 1 and 2 of BlueScape’s technical letter are
isopleth maps that illustrate cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations
around the Specific Plan area that show that the Project would impact
the Zimmerman Elementary Schaol campus and would exceed
acceptable thresholds for cancer risk and PM2.5 in the southern half of

maximum potential Impact would have a less than significant Impact. Thus,
other locaticns that are farther away would alse not be significantly impacted

The trip rates used for modeling emissions are consistent with those used in
the Project's traffic study. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), included as
Appendix K1 ta the Draft EIR, Trip Generation used the trip rates and truck
splits provided in the TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study
(WSP, January 29, 2018) for Building 1 and Building 3; the trip rates
provided by Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation, 10t
Edition, 2017 and truck splits provided in the Fontana Truck Trip Generation
Study (City of Fontana, August 2003) for Bullding 2, Site 4, and Planning
Area B. The Counly of San Bernardine Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (July
9, 2019) states that trip generation for high truck generating uses should be
handled on a project-by-project basis, dependent on the intended project
use. The City of Fontana (the closest jurisdiction) Traffc Impact Analysis
(TIA) Guidelines for Vehicie Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service
Assassment (October 21, 2020) states that vehicle splits from the Truck Trip
Generation Study prepared by the City of Fontana shall be used for Industrial
uses. In certain cases, for industrial projects in the vicinity of Fontana, the
County recommends using truck splits from the Truck Trip Generation Study
prepared by the City of Fontana. The County of San Bernardino Public Works
Department alsa reviewed and approved the trip generation and vehicle
splits. In addition, studies in the Bloomington area have previously used the
vehicle splits that are used in the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan
TIA, as further discussed in the TIA (Appendix K1 to the Draft EIR). Thus, the
TIA analysis is consistent with previously used truck rate methodology.
Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the volume of truck and
vehicle trip alr quality emissions that would be generated by the Project.

Also, the potential risks to school children were modeled consistent with
SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) guidance and utilized the recommended and more conservative 9-
vear exposure duration for schoslchlldren. Also, as deseribed on page 26 of
the HRA (included as Appendix C2 to the Draft EIR), CARB, the California
Environmental Protection Agency, and OEHHA, recommends refinement to
identify potential effects to smaller human budv weights and breathing rates
to assess risk for susceptible subpopulations such as children, which was
done as detailed In the methodology provided on page 27 of the HRA, In line
with guidance from CARB, the California Environmental Protection Agency,
and OEHHA, a dose algorithm was used In order to accurately determine the
potential cancer risk estimate to children, based on their lower body weights
and breathing rates. As detailed in the Draft EIR and in this Final EIR, the
Project’s specific evaluation utilizing AQMD methadology shows that the
Project would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive receptors.

Response A3.5: As noted in Master Response 3 and Response A3.3 above,
additional emissions modeling for the Project was performed using AERMOD
(see Supplemental Alr Quality Memorandurm, Appendix 4 to this Final ElR)

capture these Impacts. As noted in Rebuttal to Master Response 3,
South Coast AQMD stales that a uniform Cartesian grid with a
spacing of 100 meters or less must be used for all distances less than
1 kilometer in order to identify the maximum impacted receptors,
See Rebuttal to Respanse A3.2 for a visualization.

The 13/15/21 comment letter and BlueScape’s previous 12/30/21
amlysis discuss the fact that the DEIR Traffic Study trip generation
rates are incorrectly estimated. As noted by the Western Riverside
Council of Governments (WRCOG) Planning Directors Committee,
warehouse truck traffic patterns have changed since the last trip
generation study in 2018 at local high-cube facilities, A study was
performed by Fehr and Peers in 2023 showing how trip generation and
vehicle mix changed in a post-pandemic environment, “The mast
natable event, the COVID pandemic, increased the frequency and
magnitude of on-line shopping... Trips, as a whole, from Fulfiliment
Centers has decreased..[but tThe daily fleel mix seems to have
changed such that there are more heavy vehicles and fewer passenger
cars.” This report, issued in December 2023, was completed almost
two years before the Recirculated DEIR, and should have been used as
the basis for the vehicle mix analyzed in the RDEIR. Instead, the
previous studies were referenced, and no revised analysis was
performed

BlueScape raceived new recaleulsted trip generation rates from
Garland Associates using the Institute of Transportation Engineers
{ITE) manual reference, and new vehicle mixes from the WRCOG
report. Project Opening Year Development Gption 2 (modeled as
MRID) was reviewed as the worst-case of either Project Option 1 or

2. The updated dally trip volumes increase by 5.5% overall, but truek
trips more than double (1,916 truck trips for full buildout vs 912
truck trips modeled for MRID in the DEIR/RDEIR). Therefore, DPM
-emissions from truck trips and cancer risk impacts at the resident and
school sites nearest the Project site are vastly underreported,

As the Project Is within 1,000 feet of a school, the County should use
a health-protective one in one million cancer risk thresheld,
consistent with South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule
1401.1 cancer risk threshold and the proposed CEQA cumulative
threshold, rather than a 10 in ane million threshold, to determine
whether ar not cancer risk for students Is significant, I addition, a
30-year exposure duration representing a child that lives near the
Project site and atlends school at Zimmerman or Crestmore
Elementary School, is a more appropriate duration than 3 years to
analyze cancer risk for that child,

After BlueScape’s 12/30/21 letter pointing out deficiencies, the
applicant performed modeling for the AQTA as required by SCAQMD for
projects greater than 5 acres in size, where the Localized Significance

which indicates that the peak daily d

emissions would not result in pollutant concentrations of N0z, CO, PMm, or
PM2.5 that would exceed significance threshokds. As such, construction and
operational-source emissions would result in a less than significant localized
impact.

Tl (LST) guidance is not acceptable. However, this modeling
suffered from many of the same technical flaws as the HRA: too few
receptors, too few trucks, and incorrect use of variable emission factars
«causing inaccurate results. In particular, CJUSD should be concerned
about high short-term fugitive particulate (PMy and PMss) impacts
from dust during construction activities, as well as both the short-term
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the campus. The comment states that the Project’s alr quality impacts
at Zimmerman Elementary School are unacceptable and represent a
significant impact the Draft EIR fails to address,

While the northeast wind pattern In the area could potentially result in an
increase of pollutants traveling from south to north, the results of the
operational-source HRA show that cancer risk at Zimmerman Elementary
would be 0.60 in one million, which is less than the 10 in one million
significance threshold. The analysis utilized the OEHHA recommended
exposure duration of 9 years for n. Additionally, a

saurce HRA was prepared, as detailed in Master Response 2, which shows
that cancer impacts at all receptors would be well below the 10 in ane million
significance threshald.

and long-term PMio, PMas and NO. impacts from exhaust and other
fugitive roadway particulate emissions on the heavily travelled roads
near the schools. Annual PM: s was not modeled or compared to the
newr lower health-protective threshold of 0.13 pgfm?. Annual NO: was
not modeled or compared to the health-protective threshold of 1
pgime.

The AERMOD run shown in the FEIR (Appendix A, Supplemental Air
Quality Analysis, March 23, 2022) uses a maximum residential DPM
concentration of 2,14E-02 pg/m?, and a cancer risk of 3.69 in one
million, but due to a lack of a reasonable receptor grid and other
modeling assumptions that were erroneous (such as the use of
variable emissions that are not appropriate for the construction
modeling and not correctly accounting for traffic increases for
operational modeling), this is not the maximum concentration and
«cancer risk at this residential receptor. As noted in Rebuttal to
Response A3.20, BlueScape reran the construction model in the FEIR,
adding a receptor grid consisting of 1,613 receptors, with finer grids
‘over schools and residential areas, making corrections to previously
mentioned modeling and calculation errors, and found that maximum
impacts were much higher at this residential receptor (13.0 in one
million), and even higher &t a residential receptor on Ceclar between
13* and 14% Street (40.6 In one million). The caneer risk at
Zimmerman Flementary is calculated to be 2.12 in ane million, and at
Crestmore Elementary is 3.54 in one million, with even higher cancer
risk impacts in playground areas at the 2 schools. Both of these are
above the one in one million health-protective threshold
recommended by Rule 1401.1 and the proposed CEQA cumulative
threshold of ene in ane million,

Comment A3.6: This comment states that CIUSD requests that the
County nelther certify the Draft EIR nor approve the Project until the
Draft EIR has been supplemented and recirculated and requests to
meet with the County and Applicant to discuss appropriate mitigation
10 address alr quality and school facllity Impacts.

Response A3.6: The comment is o anary in nature and refers to other
comments in the letter that are addressed in other responses herein. The
comment does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy of the Draft EIR or
raise any other CEQA issue, and based upon other respanses herein, the
Draft EIR does hot require recireu lation.

Because the HRA and AQIA studies that Urban C

were flawed, they need to be redone and appropriate mitlgation
measures need to be discussed to address these significant impacts
at the z elementary schools as well as at nearby residential

recent

Comment A3.7: This comment states thal BlueScape Environmental
has prepared comments concerning the Draft EIR and states that the
Draft EIR failed to complete an estimate the highest expected health
impacts at residential locations and school sites,

Response A3.7: The comment is introductory in nature and does not
identify specific recommended changes related to the Draft EIR. As described
in Responses A3.2 and A3.3, the EIR completed assessments for potential
impacts related to health impactls at sensitive receptor sites, which
determined that impacts would be less than significant with construction
related mitigation.

HIIIFHmpP has determined thal impacts due to construction and
operations would be significant, even with construction related
mitigation. The study performed by Urban Crossroads vas flawed in
many ways that are detailed in BlueScape’s Rebutlals Lo the other
County Responses in this dacument,

Comment A3.8: The comment states that the review by BlueScape
Environmental confirms the need for additional EIR work, and the
importance of enforcing appropriate mitigation for Project-related
significant emissions impacts, The comment states that CIUSD's
primary concern Is the cancer risk and respiratory health impacts of
these pollutants during construction from diesel-powered equipment
such as graders and bulldozers. The comment states that fine dust
emissians will be generated from earth dropped into piles and loaded
onto haul trucks that would be particularly high and upwind of
Zimmerman Elementary School during construction. The comment also
states that DPM, PM2.5 and NOX emissions would result from traffic
associated with the operation of the facilities, with many heavy-duty
diesel-fueled trucks travelling through the community.

Response A3.8: As detailed in Responses A3.2, A3.3, and A3.5, after
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (use of Tier 4 Final construction
equipment), emissions during construction activities would not exceed the
SCAQMD's localized significance thresholds for schaols or residences.
Additienally, a construction-sol ree HRA was prepared (included as Appendix
A to this Final EIR), as detailed in Master Response 2, which shows that
cancer impacls at all receptors would be well below the 10 in one million
significance threshald. The results of the construction-source HRA indicate
that cancer risk at Zimmerman Elementary would be 0.06 in one million
which is less than the 10 in one million significance threshold. The results of
the operational-source HRA indicate the cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary would be 0.60 in one million, which is less than the 10 in one
million significance threshold. Thus, impacts from canstruction source and
TAC emissions were determined to be less than sit

As noted in Rebuttals to Responses A3.15, A3.20, and A3.21,
BlueSeape remodeled construction and operational sources and found
that maximum impacts were much higher than listed at receptors
modeled by Urban Crossroads, and even higher at receptors that
were not modeled. The maximum Impacts are above the one In ohe
million threshald recommended by Rule 1401.1; the proposed CEQA
cumulative threshold of one in one million; and even above the
existing 10 in one million CEQA threshold. Thus, impacts fram
construction and operational emissions would be significant
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Fine dust emissions during construction would be cantrolled by standard
SCAQMD Rule 403 that governs emissions of fugitive dust during and after
construction (as detailed on Draft EIR page 5.3-8) and included in the MMRP
(Final EIR Chapter 4) to ensure inclusion on County construction permitting
implementation during activities. As shown on Draft EIR Table 5.3-7 (page
5.

-32) related to regional construction emissions and Tables 5.3-15 through |A2.55
5.3-18 related to localized construction emissions, impacts related to gont.
particulate matter would not occur during maximum peak construction
activities with use of Tier 4 equipment that is rated 50 horsepower (hp) or
greater. Additionally, although the Project would result in significant and
unavoidable regional operational emissions of VOCs and NOX (Draft EIR page
5.3-34), as detailed in Response A3.2, impacts related ta DPM and localized
significance levels from trucks traveling to and from the Project site would be
less than significant.
Comment A3.9: This comment requests that the County adopt air Response A3.9: Lead Agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate | As noted in Rebuttals to Responses A3.15, A3.20, and A3.21,
quality significance thresholds that address the much higher potential significance thresholds based upan substantial evidence (See State CEQA BlueScape determined that the HRA performed by Urban Crossroads
health impacts on nearby sensitive residential and school sites, The Guidelines § 15064.7(b)), which was done by the County for preparation of was using and modeling that
comment states thal the recommended significance thresholds for the Draft EIR through compliance with Countywide Plan Policy HZ-3.1, below. | were incorrect, which led to cancer risk impacts that were much
construction cancer health risk assessment (HRA) review and air Iower than they should be.
quality impact analysis will provide an added measure of health Policy HZ-3.1: Heaith risk assessment. We require projects processed by the
protection that ensures effective mitigation will be employed to reduce | County to provide a frealth risk assessment when a project could potentially | As noted in Rebuttal to Response A3.10, the Policy HZ-3.1 cancer risk
health impacts on sensitive receptors such as school children and Increase the incremental cancer risk by 10 in 1 milion or more in threshold of 10 in one million is not health protective for the school
residents to acceptable levels. The comment also states that the letter | unincorporated environmental fustice focus areas, and we require such children that are near the Project site or in the area. The one in one
provides the results of BlueScape Environmental modeling that address | assessments to evafuate impacts of fruck traffic flom the project to freeways. | million cancer risk threshold for schools set forth by South Coast Alr
flaws and technical errors in the Draft EIR air quality analysis and HRA | We establish appropriate mitigation prior to the approval of new copstruction, | Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in its Rule 1401.1 and in its
work that lead to underreporting health impacts in the community. rehabiiitation, or expansion permits. proposed CEQA cumulative thresholds is the more appropriate cancer
risk threshald for school children. The County should consider a more
In addition, the project Is consistent with Ce Plan Mii Measure | strict significance threshold than its blanket 10 in one million,
AQ-3 below which uses a threshold of 10 in 1 million or more: especially In Its "unincorporated environmental justice focus areas.”
Countywide Plan MM AQ-3. Applicants for new discretionary industrial or As it pertains to Countywide Plan MM AQ-3, the third bullet of
warehausing projects or commeicial land uses that would generate “measure to reduce risk impacts” seems to have nat been adequately
substantial diesel truck travel —.c., 100 diesel trucks per day or 10 or more | considered; that is, “Requiring use of never [electric] equipment
trucks with diesel-p tansport v units per day based on the | and/or vehicles. A2.56
California Air Resot Board recommendations for siting new sensitive land
uses—shali contact the Seuth Coast Air Quality Management District The final paragraph in this response has little to do with either quoted
(SCAQME) or Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) in policy. It has been demanstrated in these Rebuttals that the health
conjunction with County staff to determine the appropriate level of health risk | risk assessment modeling is rife with flaws and technical errors that
assessment (HRA) required. If preparation of an MRA is required, alf HRAS continue to result in an underreporting of health impacts in an
shall be submitted to the County Land Use Services Department and the environmental justice focus area
SCAQMD or MDAQMD for evaluation. The HRA shall be prepared in
accordance with poficies and procedures of the State Office of Fnvironmental
Health Hazard Assessment and SCAQMD, for projects within the South Coast
Air Basin (SoCAB), or MDAQMD for projects within the Mojave Desert Air
Basin (MDAB). The FIRA shalf consider cumufative impacts from
industriai/warehouse projects within 1,000 feet of the boundary of the project
site, If the HRA shows that the project-level or comulative incremental cancer
risk exceeds ten in one million (10F 06) or the risk threshoids in effect at the
time a project is f, or that the hazard index
exceeds 1.0 or the rmESliaHS as dere/mmed by SCAQMD or MDAQMD at the
time a profect is considered, the appiicant will be required to identify and
demonsirate that measures are capable of reducing potential cancer and
wancancer risks 1o an acceplable level, including appropriale enforcement
Page 110f28
Final EIR Comment Bl Rebuttal
‘mechanisms. Measures to reduce risk impacts may include but are nol limited
to:
-Restricting idling onsite beyond Air Toxic Controf Measures idling
restrictions, as feasible.
-Electrifying warehousing docks
-Requiring use of newer equipment and/or vehicles,
- Restricting offsite truck trave! through the creation of truck routes.
- Measure es ldenrﬁﬁed in the HRA shall be identified as mitigation
iir the rel/or incarp into the
site dcvclopmcnt plan as a component of the propased project.
As described on page 26 of the Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
(fnctuded as Draft EIR Appendix C2), guidance from the SCAQMD in the
document Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Anralyzing Cancer Risks front
Mobife Source Diesel Idling Emissions far CEQA Alr Quality Analysis, la2.56
emissions of toxic afr contaminants (TACS) ale considerad significant (fesuft cont
in excess cancer risks) if they meet or exceed a 10 in one million cancer risk
thieshold. Also, as described on page 26 of the HRA, included as Appendix C2
to the Draft EIR, CARB, the California Environmental Protection Agency, and
OEHHA recommend refinement to identify potential effects to smalfer human
body weights and breathing rates to assess risk for susceptible
subpopulations such as children, wiich was done as detaled in the
methedology provided on page 27 of the HRA. In fine with guidance from
CARB, the Califormia Environmental Protection Agency, and OEHHA, a dose
aigerithm was used in order to accuratety determine the potential cancer risk
estimate to children, based on their fower hody weights and bieathing rates.
I addition, the HRA provides a conservative analysis by evaluating the
closest sensitive receptors with the maximum potential emvissions and
continuous exposure {24-hours per day). Thus, the potential impacts of the
Project were not underreported and the Dralt EIR provides the appropiiate
conservative analysis pursuant to SCAQMD, CARB, and OFHHA recommended
Comment A3.10: This comment states that to protect sensitive Response A3.10: As detailed in Response A3.9, the HRA that was completed | The SCAQMD publishes CEQA review significance thresholds on their
children attending school and living near Project construction and for the Project provides the appropriate conservative analysis pursuant to website; while these threshalds are generally acceptable for CEQA
operations, CIUSD should request that the EIR utilize health-protective | SCAQMD, CARB, and OEHHA recommended methodology. Per OEHHA review, they are not sufficiently health-protective for sensitive
air quality impact significance thresholds that are more stringent than | methodology, the HRA included refinements to identify polential effects to children and other persons (such as asthmatic or
general SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds. The comment states smaller human body weights and breathing rates to assess risk to children, immunacompromised individuals) living or attending school near
that children are more susceptible to adverse health impacts from which was done as detailed in the methodology provided on page 27 of the large project developments (within 1,000 feet) such as the
exposure to toxins than adults and in accordance with the Childrer's. HRA. In addition, the HRA provides a conservative analysis by ing the Business Park Specific Plan (BPSP). The high pollution
Protection Act and the OEHHA Guidelines, the EIR evaluation should closest sensitive receptors with the maximum potential emissions and from such projects obligates review standards that the County should
account properly for the vulnerability of CJUSD children, with impacts | continucus exposure (24-hours per day). Thus, stringent significance use to ensure health risk impacts to these susceptible individuals are
mitigated to the extent feasible. thresholds and methedology that is consistent with resource agency direction | minimized to the maximum extent possible.
was utilized in the Draft FIR to determine potential impacts to schoal h257
children, which determined that impacts would be less than significant, and South Coast AGMD requires, in Rule 1401.1, that cancer risk at a
mitigation Is not required. The health protective thresholds provided In the school such as Zimmerman Elementary be less than one in one
comment letter were not utilized in the analysis provided for the Project as million for any new facility within 1,000 feet of a school to receive a
they would not be appropriate for determining potential impacts from Permit to Construct (PTC) "Rule 1401.1 Is deslgned to be more health
construction and operation of the Project based on agency guidance, protective for school children than Rule 1401 by establishing more
Thresholds utilized were based on the Lead Agency's discretion and are stringent health risk requirements related to facility-wide cancer risk
supported by substantial evidence from SCAQMD, CARB, and OEHHA. and noncancer HIA and HIC for new and relocated facilities emitting
However, as demonstrated by the construction-source HRA and operation- TACs near schoals, thereby reducing the exposure of toxic emissions
source HRA, emissions of DPM would be below the health-protective to school children.” (https://wwr.aqmd .gov/docs/ default
thresholds. et s/ hrapr )_103124.pdf)
While the BPSP Project is not a stationary source facility subject to
abtaining a FTC from SCAQMD, it is, in fact, a large source of air

Page 1201 28

County of San Bernardino
Final EIR
July 2026

2-197



Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

Final EIR Comment County Bl Rebuttal

and students at Zimmerman Elementary would not be expesed to substantial

pollutant
Comment A3.12; This comment states that diesel exhaust is an air Response A3.12: This comment is incorrect that a construction-source HRA | At the time of the comment, a construction-source HRA had not been
pollutant which may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or | was not prepared. As detailed in Master Response 2, a construction-source performed
an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential | HRA was prepared in response to the provided by the .
hazard to human health, The comment states that the Draft EIR is which shows that cancer impacts at all receptors would be well below the 10 | As noted in Rebuttals to Responses A3,15, A3.20, and A3.21,
deficient by not completing a construction emissions HRA. The in one million significance threshold. The results of the operational-source BlueScape remodeled construction and aperational sources and found
comment also requests that the County adept a 1 In ane millien cancer | HRA Indicate that cancer risk at all receptors would also be well balow the 10 | that maximum impacts were much higher than listed at receptors
risk significance review threshold for Project construction-related in one million significance thresheld. The analysis utilized the OEHHA madeled by Urban Crossroads, and even higher at receptors that
emission impacts as appropriate and health-protective for school recommended exposure duration of 9 years for schoolchildren and the were not modeled.
children and sensitive receptors. SCAQMD's significance threshold of 10 in one million. However, it should be

noted that impacts at Zimmerrnan Elementary would also be below the After correcting the modeling and calculation errors, the remodeled

comment’s recommended threshold of 1 In one million. Thus, either way, maximum 30-year residential cancer risk was 40.6 In one million
impacts would be determined Lo be less than significant. from the construction HRA. For MRID aperations, the remodeled
maximum 30-year residential cancer risk is 12.3 in one million for
RMP breathing rates, and 14.3 in one million for 95 percentile
breathing rates.

The remodeled 30-year residential cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary is 2.12 in one million, and 3.54 in one million at
Crestmore Elementary. The MRID operational risk at Zimmerman is
3,65 in one million far RMP breathing rates, and 4.24 in one millian
for 95% percentile breathing rates. At Crestmore Elementary, MRID la2.59
operations risk is 1.42 in one million and 1.65 in one million for RMP
and 95 percentlle breathing rates, respectively. These risks are even
higher in playground areas at the 2 schools, where higher breathing
rates occur,

The maximum impacts at schools and residences in the area are
above the one In one million threshold recommended by Rule 1401.1
and the proposed CEQA cumulative threshold, Thus, impacts from
construction and operational emissions would be significant,
and students attending Zimmerman Elementary and Crestmore
Elementary and living nearby would be exposed to substantial
pollutant em|ssions.

In addition, as noted in Rebuttal to A3.20, OEHHA states “it is
fnappropriate from a public health perspective to allow a lifetime
acceptable risk to accrue in a short period of time (e.g., a very high
exposure to @ carcinogen over a short period of time resulting in a 1
x10°% cancer risk). Thus, consideration should be given for very
short-lerm projects to using a lower cancer risk trigger for permitting

decisions.”

Comment A3.13: This comment states that there are increased healh | Response A3.13: As detailed in the Air Quality Memarandum | As noted in Rebuttal A3.21, Urban Crossroads did not analyze annual
effects from exposure to PM emissions and that the Draft EIR should | (included as Appendix A to this Final EIR), pursuant to receipt of thasa PM2s or annual NOz impacts and did not usa the USEPAs updated
include threshelds for shart-term or 24-hour average, and long-term ar modeling was using AERMOD that also NAAQS annual standard of 9.0 pg/m? or its SIL of 0.13 pg/méto analyze
annual average PM impacts, that are health-protective for schoal indicate that the peak daily construction and operational-source emissions annual PM,.s impacts
children and other sensitive Individuals. The comment states that the | would not result In pallutant concentrations of NOz, CO, PMy, or PMa,s that (h2.60
EIR should be updated to use the federal significance thresholds stated | would exceed significance thresholds, Furthermore, the County has used In addition, the Urban Crossroads modeling suffered from many of
in this letter, exposure durations recommended by SCAQMD and OEHHA. As such, the same technical flaws as the HRA: too few receptors, too few

«construction and op urce would result in a less than trucks, and incorrect use of variable emissions factors, causing

sighificant localized impact cansistent with the Draft ETR. inaccurate results.
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In addition, to analyze cancer risk for a child that Is born and
lives/gaes to school near the Project site, it is more appropriate to
amalyze 30-year cancer risk (nat 9-year cancer risk), A 30-year
analysis wauld capture the higher construction impacts when the
child is a baby/toddler and has higher breathing rates than an older
person.

Thus, the HRA was not prepared in accordance with SCAQMD
recommendations, and as seen in the Rebuttal to Response 43,15,
impacts would be significant.

Comment A3.17: This comment states that the Traffic Study trip
generation rates are incorrectly estimated. The comment provides a re-
calculated trip generation rates for the Project that asserts daily trip
wolumes are 182% greater than identified in the Draft EIR (13,698 /
4,861 vehicles, or a factor of about 2.82 times higher). The comment
states that due to the higher trip rate DPM emissions was
underreported, and that are actually over the 10 in one million cancer
risk significance threshold. The comment includes details of the

HRA p and ogy.

Response A3.17: As detailed in Response A3. 15, the trip rates used for
madeling emissions are consistent with those used in the Project's traffic
study. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), included as Appendix K1 to the Draft
EIR, Trip Generation used the trip rates and truck splits provided in the TUMF
High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study (WSP, January 29, 2019) for
Building 1 and Building 3; the trip rates provided by Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation, 10th Cditfion, 2017 and land truck
splits provided in the Fontana Trwck Trip Generation Study (City of Fontana,
August 2003) for Bullding 2, Site 4, and Planning Area B. The County of San
Bernardino Traffic Impact Study Guideiines (July 9, 2019} states that trip
generation for high Liuck generating uses should be handled on a project-by-
project basis, dependent on the intended praject use. The City of Fontana
(the closest jurisdiction) Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines for Vehicie
Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service Assessment (October 21, 2020)
states that vehicle splits from the Jruck Trip Generation Study prepared by
the City of Fontana shall be used for industrial uses. In certain cases, for
industrial projects in the vicinity of Fontana, the County recommends using
truck splits from the Truck Trip Generation Study prepared by the City of
Fantana. The County of San Bernardino Public Waorks Department also
reviewed and approved the trip generation and vehicle splits. In addition,
studles In the Bloomington area have previously used the vehicle splits that
are used in the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan TIA, as further
discussed in the TIA (Appendix K1 to the Draft EIR). Thus, the TIA analysis is
consistent with previously used truck rate methodology. Therefore, the Draft
ETR appropriately analyzed the wolume of truck and vehicle trip air quality
emissions that would be generated by the Project. As the vehicle trips are
correct|y estimated, the air quality and DPM emissions generated from those
trips have also been accurately modeled. As described in other responses
herein, impacts related to DPM from operation of the Project were determined
to be less than significant.

Additionally, the fraction of time at home and dally breathing rates u(lllzeﬂ in
the comment are overly conservative and are nol based on SCAQMI
OEHHA guidance. The FAH value of 0.85 was utilized based on OEHHA’S 2015
Risk OEHHA r a value of 1.0 to be utilized
when a school is within the 1E-6 cancer risk isopleth {i.e., one in one million);
however, there are no schools In the vicinity with this level of risk for the
oposed Project, The fraction of time at home and daily breathing rate
assumptions utilized in the HRA analyses for the Project are based on
SCAQMD, CARB, and DFHHA guidance, and provide an accurate and realistic

analysis of potential DPM emissions.

As noted in Rebuttal to Respanse A3.15, the trip rates and mixes

provided were pre-pandemic. Due lo changmg consumer spending
habits and are now out of
date, and underestimate smlssmna Ymn\ truck traffic,

The fraction of time at home (FAH) is not averly conservative, as
witha gric shows both
Elementary and Crestmore Elementary are in a one in one million
isopleth for both construction and operation; thus, the FAH Is
required to be set to 1, according to SCAQMD and OEHHA guidelines.
The daily breathing rates are not overly conservative, as children
would be exposed to emissions at the same time they are engaged in
activities with higher breathing rates, but BlueScape has presented
risk results with both breathing rates.

Comment A3.18: This comment states that a /0-year risk cancer risk
isopleth for Project Option 2 is provided to represent persons that both

live and attend school within the community, which show that the 10 in

Response A3.18: As detailed in Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality and the
Air Quality M (included as Appendix A to this Final
EIR), the HRA was prepared based on SCAQMD and OEHHA guidance, which

Page 1801 28

As mentioned in Rebuttal to Response A3, 15, a revised traffic
analysis was provided to BlueScape in November 2025. Correcting
the traffic from the DEIR sources shows that 30-year cancer risk to

A2.63
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Final EIR Comment County Bl Rebuttal

which would be appropriate for an acute hourly modeling analysis, to
turn those hours "on and off”, but would not be appropriate for an
annual run, such as for cancer risk concentrations, where annual
emissions need to concentrated into the assumed hours of
construetion {8 am - 4 pm) using scalers. Modeling only weekdays
and not Saturdays and Sundays is also a technical flaw, because it is
standard practice to model all days of the meteorological data in
order to “capture” all of the data in the files. We are not modeling
actual days, so we can’t omit any of the days.

Using an Hour-of-Day (keyword HROFDY) scenario is a more
appropriale selection for a construction scenario like this, with the
same “turned on” hours of 8 am - 4 pm (8 hours) for all days of the
week, with a scaler of 3 entered for each hour instead of 1, and a sum
of rate scalers for each day of 24 hours.

As with the operational remodeling, there is an elementary school
within a one In ene milllon isopleth, and the Fraction of time Away from
Home (FAH) must be set to 1 for residents under age 16 in risk
calculations (as per SCAQMD Guidelines and referenced in the CIUSD
12/15/21 letter, Section 3.2, and in BlueScape's 12/30/21 technical

analysis). isign

cont

‘With all of these changes Incorporated, the same receptor
from the stated 3.69 in one million o 13.0 in one mi 3
maximum concentration of DPM at a residential receptor is now on
Cedar, between 13" and 14* Street, (UTH 463388.00 m, 3767450.00
m) at 1.90E-01 pg/m?. For a construction duration of 1.75 years, the
30-year cancer risk for a receptar in the 0-2 age bin for construction
alone is 40.6 in one million. As a comparison, using no variable
‘emission factors results in a BPM eoncentration of 4.25 E-01 pg/m?,
for a 30-year cancer risk of 90.7 in one million. It would be erroneous
not to model variable emissions for construction, since construction
artivities are more likely to accur during the hours of & am — 4 pm,
where meteorological conditions are more likely ta cause emissions ta
disperse more quickly, but It does serve ta show howr the cholce of
variable emission factors greatly affects concentrations when all else
is equal.

as gone
n. The

The isopleths in the figures below (the first with concentrations, the
second with risks) also show that the extent of the construction
impacts to the community are also not fully modeled, as the
construction traffic exiting the Project site along Cedar stops at Santa
Ana Avenue to the north, and just south of 13* Street to the south.
Thus, impacts to residences along Cedar Avenue and at Slover
Mountain High School (at Cedar Avenue and Slover Avenue) have not
been analyzed,
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Final EIR Comment

County

Bl Rebuttal

Comment A3.21: This comment states that the Draft EIR did not
complete an analysis of PM 10, PH2.5, and NOX for pm_]ects greater
than 5 acres in size, where the Localized i {LsT)

Response A3.21: As detalled In previous responses, based on the comments
recelved, additional modeling was performed using AERMOD (see

guidance is not accepuable The comment provides a descnptlon of

Alr Quality Analysis Memorandum Appendix A to this Final
EIR}, which ind \cates that the peak daily Project construction and

analysis that was completed by BlueScape that shows that thresholds
would be exceeded. This comment also provides a figure that shows
the comment’s estimated PM2.5 annual average emissions from Project
operations, compared with the 0.3 pg/m?3 significance threshold

would not result in pollutant concentrations of
NOZ, CO, PM1D, m PM2.5 that would exceed significance thresholds. Per
SCAQMD guidance, a LST analysis for S02 is not required, As such,
construction and operational source emissions would result in a less than
significant localized impact.

protective for school children and sensitive receptors, consistent with
SCAQMD's 1401.1 thresholds and SCAQMD's proposed CEQA
cumnulative threshold.

A2 67
Thus, cancer risk impacts due to Project construction would exceed kant
the existing 10 in one million CEQA cancer risk threshold, and the
one in one million cancer risk threshold consistent with Rule 1401.1,
SCAQMD's proposed CEQA cumulative threshold and QEHHA'S
recommendation for lower cancer risk triggers, and impacts would
be significant.

During the time that has transpired between the previous DEIR, FEIR
and RDEIR, a more stringent National Ambient Air Quality Standard
{NAAQS) for the criteria pollutant PMy,s was promulgated by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). This action further
stresses the importance of protecting community health from the
subject criteria air pollutants, All areas of the state and the country are
now subject to USEPA's updated annual standard for PM:s of 9.0
micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m?), which was set in February 2024.
This change lowered the previous annual standard of 12,0 pg/m? and
requires SCAQMD to develop new plans for emission reductions,
particularly from mobile sources like heavy-duty trucks, USEPA
similarly reduced its significant impact level (SIL) for PMzs annual
concentrations used for permitting stationary facilities from 0.3 to 0.13
pg/mé. SCAQMD does not list an annual average CEQA significance
threshold for PM. s; therefore, one must be adopted by the County

A2 B8

The additional modeling performed in the FEIR only analyzed 24-hour
average impacts for PMic and PMz.s, and 1-hour average impacts for
NO:, and did not review annual P| and NO: Impacts.

The review should select review thresholds for short-lerm or 24-hour
average, and long-term or annual average PMas impacts, that are
health-protective for schoal children and other sensitive individuals
(see table below).
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Response to Comment Letter A2: Colton Joint Unified School District (209 pages)

Comment A2.1: This comment states that the Colton Joint Unified School District (CJUSD) is an active
stakeholder due to the Project’s proximity to several CJUSD schools and that the Project, as proposed, will
create severe and direct environmental impacts to schools, as well as serious health and safety impacts for
District students and staff.

Response to Comment A2.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with
the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A2.2: This comment states that the comment letters submitted by CJUSD following circulation of
the 2021 Draft EIR (included as Attachment A to the letter) document significant impacts the Project would
have on CJUSD schools, which could not be mitigated with respect to Zimmerman Elementary School. The
comment states that CJUSD entered into a CEQA Mitigation Agreement with the previous project applicant
to resolve CJUSD’s concerns. The comment states that the CEQA Mitigation Agreement included a clause for
the previous project applicant to receive the Zimmerman property in exchange for CJUSD receiving a parcel
near the CJUSD maintenance and operations office plus $39.5 million in cash to fund relocation. In addition,
the CEQA Mitigation Agreement included a clause for CJUSD to receive $5 million to fund mitigation
measures for other schools. The comment states that, based on these commitments, CJUSD withdrew its
opposition to the Project prior to consideration by the County Board of Supervisors in 2022.

The comment states that the new Project Applicant has not assumed responsibility for the CEQA Mitigation
Agreement and that CJUSD requests that the County include a condition of approval requiring the Applicant
to satisfy obligations under the CEQA Mitigation Agreement. The comment states that the Applicant’s legal
counsel stated that the Applicant has assumed all obligations related to the Project.

Response to Comment A2.2: As discussed in Response A3 within the Original Final EIR (Volume 3 to the
Recirculated Draft EIR), there is no nexus under CEQA for requiring additional mitigation measures related
to Zimmerman Elementary School, or any other CJUSD schools/facilities, as impacts to sensitive receptors
were determined to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation previously included. As
discussed below, CJUSD presents no evidence, and therefore no substantial evidence that impacts to school
facilities would be significant, which would have triggered additional mitigation. Moreover, CJUSD did not
enter into a CEQA Mitigation Agreement with the Project Applicant or the former Project Applicant. The
former Project Applicant entered into a “Real Property Exchange Agreement” with CJUSD.

As discussed under Impact AQ-3 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-49 through 5.3-66, the Project
would not result in significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations or health risks exceeding SCAQMD thresholds.

Due to the Project’s proximity to Zimmerman Elementary school, student exposure was analyzed under Impact
AQ-3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, including Construction Diesel Mobile Source Health Risk on page 5.3-57
and Operational Diesel Mobile Source Health Risk on pages 5.3-65 through 5.3-66 for Opening Year -
Opening Option 1, Opening Year - Opening Option 2, and the Future Development Area - Specific Plan
Buildout scenarios. The analyses concluded that the maximum incremental cancer risk under Project
construction and all operating scenarios would be below the significance threshold of 10 in one million and
that non-cancer risks attributable to the Project, and all scenarios were calculated to be <0.01, which would
not exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0 (Urban Crossroads, 2021). As such, Project
construction and operation under all scenarios would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to
nearby school children and impacts would be less than significant.
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Impacts related to noise are discussed in Section 5.12, Noise, on pages 5.12-27 through 5.12-59 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Due to the Project’s proximity to sensitive receptors, including Zimmerman Elementary
School, identified as sensitive receptor location OYD2-R6, and Bloomington High School, identified as
sensitive receptor location SP-R3, construction and operational noise impacts were analyzed under Impact
NOI-1. As shown in Table 5.12-13, Unmitigated Peak Hour Construction Noise Level Increases, on Page
5.12-41, unmitigated construction noise could result in potentially significant impacts at OYD2-R6, while
impacts at SP-R3 would be less than significant. As such, the Project would implement Mitigation Measures
NOI-1 through NOI-7, including installation of temporary sound walls, use of mufflers, placement and staging
of stationary equipment away from sensitive receptors, restrictions on equipment and material delivery times
pursuant to County Development Code Section 83.01.080(g)(3), use of electrically powered tools where
feasible, and prohibition of music or speakers during construction. As shown on Table 5.12-14, Mitigated
Peak Hour Construction Noise Level Increases, on Page 5.12-42, with implementation of Mitigation Measures
NOI-1 through NOI-7, temporary construction-related noise increases at all sensitive receptors would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, construction noise impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation incorporated. Furthermore, operational noise impacts were evaluated for Opening Year -
Option 2 and the Future Development Area Specific Plan buildout scenarios, as Opening Year - Option 1
would not include development adjacent to the OYD2-R6 and SP-R3 sensitive receptors. As shown in Table
5.12-20, Opening Year — Option 2 Operational Noise Level Compliance, on page 5.12-51, and Table
5.12-23, Future Development Area - Specific Plan Buildout Operational Noise Level Compliance, on page
5.12-52, operational noise levels at all sensitive receptors, including OYD2-R6 and SP-R3, would not exceed
the County’s exterior noise standards, as adjusted for existing ambient noise levels. Therefore, construction
and operation of the Project under the applicable analyzed scenarios would result in less-than-significant
noise impacts. Therefore, no additional mitigation related to school facilities is warranted.

Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas
that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling,
specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore, to the
extent this comment raises concerns outside those areas, those comments are not further addressed in this
document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration
by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project. The comment does not
otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and does not raise any
specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.3: This comment states that CJUSD withdrew its previous letters and opposition based on the
CEQA Mitigation Agreement and commitments to facilitate the relocation of Zimmerman Elementary School.
The comment states that CJUSD lost its legal opportunity to litigate the adequacy of the Final EIR, particularly
as it relates to the Project’s significant health and safety risks to schoolchildren and adverse effects on CJUSD
properties. The comment states that the Applicant’s decision to reject the Agreement has retroactively nullified
the basis for the District's withdrawal of opposition and this is a CEQA-related matter because the Agreement
was designed to mitigate the Project’s significant environmental impacts on sensitive receptors. The comment
states that the County’s failure to require the new applicant to honor previously adopted mitigation,
combined with its reliance on outdated data, assumptions, and public comments that were premised on now
invalidated conditions, results in serious procedural and substantive deficiencies in the Recirculated Draft EIR
as it deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to review and comment on the Project’s true
environmental consequences. The comment states that the County must require the new Applicant to assume
responsibility for the CEQA Mitigation Agreement or recirculate the Draft EIR in full.

Response to Comment A2.3: As discussed above in Response A2.2 and in Response A3 in the Original Final
EIR (Volume 3 to the Recirculated Draft EIR), there is no nexus under CEQA for requiring additional mitigation
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measures related to Zimmerman Elementary School, or any other CJUSD schools/facilities, as impacts to
sensitive receptors were determined to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation
previously included. As discussed throughout this response to comments, CJUSD presents no substantial
evidence that impacts to school facilities would be significant and thus does not trigger the need for
additional mitigation. The comment also does not present any evidence of new or more substantial significant
impacts from what has been evaluated by the Original Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR that would
require recirculation of those documents. The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence
of new significant environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of
the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Further, contrary to CJUSD’s assertion, the Real Property Exchange Agreement does not constitute mitigation
under CEQA. The Agreement was a private contractual arrangement between the prior project applicant
and CJUSD and was not adopted as part of the Project’'s CEQA mitigation framework. Moreover, the prior
project approvals were not contingent upon execution or implementation of the Agreement. There is no
evidence in the administrative record demonstrating that a prerequisite for Project approval included
CJUSD’s withdrawal of comments or opposition or entry into the Real Property Exchange Agreement.

Comment A2.4: This comment states that the transition to a new applicant occurred after the NOP for the
Recirculated Draft EIR was released and, for that reason, CJUSD did not submit a comment letter on the
NOP. The comment states that CJUSD was deprived of its right to participate in the NOP process and could
not identify critical issues for the analysis at the outset of the recirculated CEQA review. The comment states
that the County is obligated to meaningfully consult with CJUSD during the scoping process and the County
did not reissue the NOP after the applicant transition.

The comment states that while the writ identified specific areas requiring revision, CEQA does not restrict
agencies to precise words or subheadings amended by the County and courts have held that revised portions
of EIRs include environmental effects related to, affected by, or dependent on those revisions. The comment
states that the Court ordered revisions relating to air quality, health risk, construction noise, environmental
justice, and alternatives, all impact student health, exposure pathways, traffic activity, and on-campus
environmental conditions at CJUSD schools. The comment states that CJUSD comments address the revised
text itself and environmental consequences connected to the revised analysis including localized air
dispersion, truck traffic patterns, cumulative exposure, school-siting considerations, and the feasibility of
health-protective mitigation.

Response to Comment A2.4: The commenter incorrectly asserts that CJUSD was deprived of its statutory
right to participate in the scoping process, as a Notice of Preparation and Notice of Availability was sent to
CJUSD via certified mail requesting comments on the Project and Recirculated Draft EIR, consistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15086. In addition, the change of Project ownership does not materially alter the
proposed Project or the CEQA considerations related to the proposed Project. As discussed in Response
A2.3, the Real Property Exchange Agreement was a private contractual agreement between CJUSD and
the former Project Applicant and not a part of any mitigation considered or adopted by the County to
address impacts from the project under CEQA.

In regard to the commenter’s assertion that the County must respond to comments that discuss environmental
effects related to, affected by, or dependent on those revisions, the commenter incorrectly cites both CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of UC (1993) 6 Cal.4th
1112, 1132-1133, which relate to recirculation of an EIR prior to initial certification but not in response to
a court ruling. As discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas
that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling,
specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore,
concerns outside those areas (including localized air dispersion, truck traffic patterns, cumulative exposure,
school-siting considerations, and the feasibility of health-protective mitigation) are not further addressed in
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this document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration
by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project. In addition, these topics are
not related to, affected by, or dependent on the additional and/or updated analysis contained in the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.5: This comment states that, based on the applicant change and the new Applicant’s refusal
to honor the Real Property Exchange Agreement, Zimmerman Elementary School will remain in its current
location, with students and staff exposed to significant health and safety risks, including degraded air quality
and increased pedestrian and bicyclist hazards along routes to school. The comment states that these impacts
are supported by expert evidence provided in the comment letter and have not been adequately addressed
or mitigated. The comment states that CJUSD opposes the Project until sufficient mitigation measures are
adopted or made conditions of approval.

The comment states that operational impact analyses for the Project, including those related to traffic,
pedestrian and bicyclist safety, air quality, health risks, and noise, are directly dependent on accurate
projections of the Project’s traffic volumes. The comment states that the 2021 Draft EIR underestimated both
the Project’s own traffic generation and that of related developments, resulting in understated environmental
impacts and risks.

Response to Comment A2.5: Please refer to Response to Comment A2.2 with regard to air quality and
noise impacts to Zimmerman Elementary School. As discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft
EIR analysis focused on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior
Court September 2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise,
and alternatives. Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including traffic-related impacts, trip generation,
and pedestrian and bicyclist safety) are not further addressed in this document although they were fully
analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration by the County decision makers in
evaluating what action to take on this Project. Specific to the trip generation and traffic analysis, the court
denied the writ petition as it related to Petitioner’s traffic impacts arguments and discussed that substantial
evidence does not demonstrate that the County relied on “scientifically outdated information”.” The comment
does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and does not
raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.6: This comment states that the District retained Garland Associates to reevaluate the Project’s
trip generation estimates. The comment states that the EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR overlook several
permitted land uses which typically result in higher traffic volumes than warehouse or general industrial uses.
The comment states that the 2021 Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR only account for the following land
use types: High Cube Transload Warehouse, Fulfillment Center Warehouse, and Industrial Park, which do
not account for manufacturing land uses as permitted under the Specific Plan. The comment states that
manufacturing land uses typically generate higher vehicle trip volumes and therefore the air quality and
health risk impact analysis included in the Recirculated Draft EIR understates potential impacts. The comment
states that there is a more updated TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study Update from 2023.

Response to Comment A2.6: Regarding the trip generation, the commenter is referred to Response to
Comment A2.5. As discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas
that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling,
specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore,
concerns outside those areas (including traffic-related impacts and trip generation analysis) are not further
addressed in this document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken

! People's Collective for Environmental Justice v. County of San Bernardino, No. CIVSB2228456, slip op. (San Bernardino
Super. Ct. Sept. 17, 2024). Page 33.
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into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project. The
comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and
does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.7: This comment states that Garland Associates prepared a separate memorandum estimating
traffic volumes from the West Valley Logistics Center project utilizing the latest available trip generation
rates. The comment states that truck traffic from West Valley Logistics Center is expected to travel along
Jurupa Avenue to reach Cedar Avenue, which would contribute to cumulative traffic and air quality impacts.
The comment states that the memoranda concludes that the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan would
generate 6,988 daily vehicle trips, with 1,916 truck trips, and the West Valley Logistics Center project would
generate 5,988 new trips, including 1,362 truck trips.

Response to Comment A2.7: Regarding trip generation analysis and traffic impacts, please see Response
to Comment A2.5. The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant
environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated
Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.8: This comment states that, while the Court’s 2024 Ruling did not cite specific shortcomings in
the transportation section of the Original EIR and that transportation was not addressed in the Recirculated
Draft EIR, CJUSD maintains that the transportation analysis in the EIR is inadequate as it fails to evaluate
how the Project aligns with County transportation plans, policies, and programs regarding the safety of
pedestrians and bicyclists. The comment states that the Original Final EIR does not sufficiently assess hazards
posed by increase in truck traffic along Jurupa Avenue, including risks resulting from incompatible industrial
land use within an existing rural residential community. The comment states that the Project is inconsistent with
San Bernardino Countywide Plan Policies TM-4.8 and TM-4.9. The comment states that CJUSD serves 1,883
K-12 students who live south of Jurupa Avenue in Crestmore Heights, including 632 students residing west of
Cedar Avenue and 1,251 students east of Cedar Avenue; these students are assigned to Zimmerman and
Crestmore Elementary Schools, Ruth O’ Harris Middle School, and Bloomington High School. The comment
states that the increase in truck traffic would effectively create a physical barrier, making it more difficult
and hazardous for students to access their designated schools.

Response to Comment A2.8: As discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused
on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September
2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives.
Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including pedestrian and bicyclist safety) are not further addressed
in this document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into
consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project.

Further, as discussed in Response A3.80 within the Original Final EIR, the Original Draft EIR (in Section 5.15,
Transportation, under Impact TR-1) discusses any potential conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The Project
does not propose to have truck access on Linden Avenue, and the Project would direct truck trips away from
Santa Ana Avenue, therefore minimizing traffic impacts to schools. In addition, Mitigation Measure AQ-17
requires the installation of signs at every truck exit driveway providing directional information to the truck
route. Therefore, no trucks would be traveling adjacent to schools in the Bloomington area. The Project does
not propose the removal of any sidewalk or bike lanes and proposes to develop sidewalks along all streets
within and adjacent to the Specific Plan. Finally, the intersection of Cedar Avenue and Jurupa Avenue is
currently a signalized intersection with crosswalks. Therefore, roadway safety measures are in place at the
intersection to enhance safety for students walking to or from school. In addition, the intersection of Linden
Avenue/Jurupa Avenue is currently a four way stop with striped crosswalks; therefore, roadway safety
measures are in place to facilitate pedestrian circulation. Utilizing the Transportation Injury Mapping System,
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there have been three accidents at or within 150 feet of the intersection of Linden Avenue/Jurupa Avenue,
two of which did not involve pedestrians. None of the accidents resulted in serious injury or fatalities.

Comment A2.9: This comment states that the north side of Jurupa Avenue between Cedar Avenue and Linen
Avenue is developed with a substation and warehouse and contains two lanes, a curb, and a sidewalk. The
comment states that the south side is developed with single-family residences and has only one eastbound
lane with no curb or sidewalk. The comment states that portions of usable yards extend into the right-of-way
and the Specific Plan would reclassify Jurupa Avenue as a Major Highway through Policy Plan Amendment.
The comment states that the timeline for installing a sidewalk on the south side of Jurupa Avenue is uncertain,
which heightens safety concerns for pedestrians and bicyclists. The comment states that the EIR has not
addressed how the Project is consistent with County Policy TM-4.8 and TM-4.9.

Response to Comment A2.9: Please see Response to Comment A2.8 related to pedestrian and bicyclist
safety. As discussed on page 5.11-16 of the Original Draft EIR, the Project would be consistent with County
Policy TM-4.8 and TM-4.9 as sidewalks would be installed along the Project frontage along Jurupa Avenue
and Linden Avenue. Further, no truck access would be allowed on Linden Avenue, which would limit potential
pedestrian safety issues along Linden Avenue. Regarding improvements to Jurupa Avenue being uncertain,
street improvement plans were approved by the County of San Bernardino for improvements to Jurupa
Avenue in relation to the West Valley Logistics Center project. As part of these street improvements, the
roadway would be widened to 32 feet wide in each direction to Cedar Avenue and sidewalks would be
installed on both sides of Jurupa Avenue. As part of the roadway widening for West Valley Logistics Center,
structures, fences, mailboxes, driveways, and landscaping would be removed where it encroaches into the
proposed right-of-way.

Comment A2.10: This comment states that students residing in Crestmore Heights would use Linden Avenue,
Maple Avenue, and Locust Avenue to reach Zimmerman Elementary School, Bloomington High School, and
Ruth O’Harris Middle School. The comment states that students and bicyclists would have to navigate truck
driveways in Planning Area A and undeveloped roadways in Planning Area B, which would result in increased
safety risks for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Response to Comment A2.10: Please see Response to Comment A2.8 related to pedestrian and bicyclist
safety. As discussed in Response A2.9, sidewalks would be installed along the Project frontage on Linden
Avenue. Further, there would be no truck access or truck driveways on Linden Avenue or Santa Ana Avenue
and the Project would not introduce any new potential safety hazard on pedestrian pathways to Zimmerman
Elementary, Bloomington High School, and Ruth O. Harris Middle School.

Comment A2.11: This comment states that students would be required to cross Jurupa Avenue at Locust
Avenue, Linden Avenue, and Cedar Avenue, all of which are expected to experience substantial truck traffic.
The comment states that the Project’s roadway improvements focus primarily on maintaining vehicular traffic
flow and preserving roadway level of service, which does not provide meaningful enhancements for
pedestrian and bicycle safety. The comment provides crash data related to vehicular crashes in Bloomington
from the Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS). The comment states that the County must evaluate
the high rate of accidents in Bloomington and take steps to mitigate the increased risks posed by heavy truck
traffic along Jurupa Avenue, Locust Avenue, Linden Avenue, and Cedar Avenue. The comment states that
truck drivers have multiple blind zones and trucks have wide turning radii with an increased stopping distance.

Response to Comment A2.11: Please see Response to Comment A2.8 related to pedestrian and bicyclist
safety. As discussed in Response A2.9, sidewalks would be installed along the Project frontage on Linden
Avenue. Further, there would be no truck access or truck driveways on Linden Avenue or Santa Ana Avenue
and the Project would not introduce any new potential safety hazard on pedestrian pathways to Zimmerman
Elementary, Bloomington High School, and Ruth O. Harris Middle School. While the commenter states that
from 2021 through 2023, 660 traffic collisions occurred in Bloomington, only five of those crashes involved
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either a pedestrian or bicyclist and a heavy-duty truck (two of which occurred on Interstate 10), as shown
below. Further, none of these incidents occurred along Cedar Avenue, Locust Avenue, Santa Ana Avenue,
Maple Avenue, or Linden Avenue. Additionally, according to TIMS data, none of the accidents were at the
fault of a truck driver. As such, it is unclear from this data that an increase in truck traffic would result in a
corresponding safety risk for pedestrians.

Source: Transportation Injury Mapping System. Accessed January 2026.

Comment A2.12: This comment states that the County must prioritize the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists
by implementing effective mitigation measures to address the substantial increase in truck traffic through
school zones. The comment states that the County must ensure that the Project complies with its own Policies
TM-4.8 and TM-4.9. The comment states that CJUSD urges the County to make Project approval contingent
upon requiring the Project Applicant to assume all responsibilities outlined in the CEQA Mitigation Agreement.
The comment requests that the County condition the Project to implement a permanent, staffed crossing guard
program at the intersection of Jurupa Avenue and Linden Avenue and design/fund a pedestrian bridge over
Jurupa Avenue at the intersection with Cedar Avenue.

Response to Comment A2.12: Please see Response to Comment A2.8 related to pedestrian and bicyclist
safety. As discussed above in Response A2.11, it is unclear from existing data that an increase in truck traffic
would result in a corresponding safety risk for pedestrians. Cedar Avenue is already a designated truck
route with significant existing truck traffic. While the Project would result in an increase in truck trips, there is
no substantial evidence in the record that the increase in truck trips would result in increased pedestrian and
bicyclist safety risks. Further, the Project would be installing sidewalks along all Project frontages to improve
pedestrian safety. Therefore, the additional mitigation measures suggested by the commentor are not
necessary to address any impacts under CEQA

Comment A2.13: This comment states that children are especially vulnerable to the harmful effects of air
pollutants based on several factors. The comment states that exposure to air toxics during childhood can
lead to asthma, impairment of neurodevelopmental processes, and elevated lifetime risk of developing
cancer.

Response to Comment A2.13: Impacts related to air quality and pollution are discussed in Section 5.3, Air
Quality, pages 5.3-35 through 5.3-73 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, which determined that impacts related
to regional air quality emissions would be significant and unavoidable and impacts related to health risk
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would be less than significant. As discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 in the Recirculated Draft EIR,
the school-site receptor with the greatest potential exposure to Project-construction-source DPM emissions is
Walter Zimmerman Elementary School, located north of Project site. The analysis for school impacts utilized
appropriate conservative assumptions, including conservative breathing rates, age specific factors, and
fraction of time at home, based on the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guidance
in order to reflect potential impacts to school-age minors. At this maximally exposed school child (MEISC),
the maximum incremental cancer risk impact attributable to the Project is calculated to be an estimated 0.06
in one million, which is less than the significance threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-
cancer risks attributable to the Project were calculated to be <0.01, which would not exceed the applicable
significance threshold of 1.0 (Urban Crossroads, 2021). Any other schools near the Project site would be
exposed to less emissions and consequently less impact than what is disclosed for this MEISC. As such, the
Project will not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to nearby students. For operations, the school
site with the greatest potential exposure to DPM source emissions is at Bloomington High School located
northwest of the Project site. At this location, the maximum incremental cancer risk is estimated to be 0.17 in
one million, which is less than the significance threshold of 10 in one million. At this same location, non-cancer
risks attributable to the Future Development Area — Specific Plan Buildout were calculated to be <0.01,
which would not exceed the applicable significance threshold of 1.0 (Urban Crossroads, 2021). As such,
operation of the Future Development Area — Specific Plan Buildout would not cause a significant human
health or cancer risk to nearby school children and impacts would be less than significant.

Comment A2.14: This comment states that, given the heightened risks to children from air toxics, the United
States EPA and SCAQMD have implemented rigorous standards and SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 mandates that
new or relocated facilities in proximity to schools address health impacts. The comment states that Rule
1401.1 sets a stringent health-protective cancer risk threshold of 1 in one million for schools, which CJUSD
recommends applying to all sensitive receptors in Bloomington. The comment provides “health-protective”
thresholds that CJUSD recommends the County utilize.

Response to Comment A2.14: The thresholds utilized within the Recirculated Draft EIR, as specified under
Section 5.3.4 Thresholds of Significance, are based off of SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.2 As of
January 2026, SCAQMD has not adopted any new guidance on cumulative air quality or health risk impact
analysis. As discussed in SCAQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts
from Air Pollution, the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative
impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in a CEQA document. As such, project emissions that exceed
the project-specific significance thresholds are also considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively
considerable. This is the document and methodology that is currently published for use and reference on the
SCAQMD’s website (https:/ /www.aqgmd.gov/docs /default-source /agendas/environmental-
justice /cumulative-impacts-working-group /cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdfesfvrsn=69761d61 2). For
project-specific and cumulative health risk impacts, the SCAQMD utilizes a cancer risk significance threshold
of 10 in 1 million, which is also specified in SCAQMD Rule 1401.1. SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies only to
"New Facilities" or "Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The rule
defines "New Facility" as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an application
for a Permit to Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements or
modifications at existing facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project
(warehouses/industrial), not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD
permits; thus, Rule 1401.1 does not apply, and SCAQMD has not imposed it, nor have they provided

2https:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source /ceqa /handbook /south-coast-agmd-air-quality -significance-
thresholds.pdf2sfvrsn=f7601d61_25
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comment related to Rule 1401.1. Therefore, the one in one million threshold would not be applicable to the
proposed Project.

Regarding the health-protective thresholds provided for NO2, PMio, and PMa2s, the analysis of potential
localized pollution impacts on sensitive receptors within the Recirculated Draft EIR is based on adopted
SCAQMD methodology. As discussed on pages 5.3-31 to 5.3-32 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, SCAQMD
has also developed localized significance thresholds (LSTs) that represent the maximum emissions from a
project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable
federal or State ambient air quality standards, and thus would not cause or contribute to localized air quality
impacts. As discussed on pages 5.3-50 to 5.3-56 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, impacts related to localized
air pollutants from construction would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-
2 requiring use of Tier 4 Final equipment and impacts related to localized air pollutants from operation
would be less than significant.

Comment A2.15: This comment states that CJUSD engaged BlueScape Environmental to conduct a third-
party review of the technical assessments in the Recirculated Draft EIR, 2021 Draft EIR, and Final EIR and
BlueScape identified major deficiencies in the air quality analysis and health risk assessment. The comment
states that BlueScape remodeled air quality impacts and health risks and found that significant impacts
would occur from construction and operation. The comment states that BlueScape found that the Friant Ranch
analysis included in the Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B does not satisfy the requirements for a thorough,
site-specific review. The comment states that CJUSD submits BlueScape’s technical comments in Attachment D
and E to the comment letter.

Response to Comment A2.15: This comment is intfroductory in nature. The air quality analysis in the Original
Draft EIR, Original Final EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR discloses its methods, explains key assumptions, and
provides a reasoned basis for its approach, which adheres to the requirements for substantial evidence set
forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384. Specific responses to BlueScape’s technical comments are provided
below in Responses A2.27 through A2.69.

Comment A2.16: This comment states that following BlueScape’s review which found that the Recirculated
Draft EIR and related air quality analyses for the Project are flawed and underestimates health risks, CJUSD
is opposed to the Project. The comment requests that the County require a new, independently reviewed Air
Quality Impact Assessment and Health Risk Assessment with updated trip generation numbers, protective
significance thresholds, accurate placement of receptors and appropriate breathing rates for children, and
comprehensive modeling of cumulative impacts. The comment requests full mitigation of any cancer risk or
air pollutant exposure that exceeds the one in one million threshold and that unless the corrections are made,
the Recirculated Draft EIR does not adequately disclose, analyze, or mitigate the Project’s severe and
disproportionate air quality and health risks.

Response to Comment A2.16: Regarding a new Air Quality Impact Assessment and Health Risk Assessment,
a new analysis is not warranted as no substantial evidence has been provided that emissions or health risks
were incorrectly calculated and disclosed. In regard to trip generation numbers, please see Response to
Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis.. Regarding SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 and the health-
protective thresholds provided for criteria pollutants, please see Response to Comments A2.14 and O3.10.
In regard to accurate placement of receptors and breathing rates for children, please see Response to
Comment A2.35. Regarding cumulative air quality and health risk impacts, please see Response to Comment
A2.14’s explanation that the SCAQMD thresholds analyze both project-specific and cumulatively
considerable impacts, which would include impacts related to the West Valley Logistics Center.

As discussed under Impact AQ-2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-7 through 5.3-48, emissions from
operation of the Project would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOC and NOx after implementation of
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source NOx emissions (by
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weight) would be generated by Project vehicles, and the VOC emissions would be generated by consumer
products that are outside the control of both the Project applicant and the County. Therefore, the Recirculated
Draft EIR properly discloses that operational source VOC and NOx emissions would be significant on a
Project-level and a cumulative basis. In regard to air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, as discussed
under Impact AQ-3 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-49 through 5.3-66, the Project would not
result in significant impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
(including school children; see Response to Comment A2.2).

Furthermore, as discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas
that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling,
specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore,
concerns outside those areas (including cumulative air quality and health risk impacts) are not further
addressed in this document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken
into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project.

Comment A2.17: This comment provides a summary of Assembly Bill (AB) 98 and states that the Specific
Plan is located within a designated warehouse concentration area adjacent to numerous sensitive receptors.
The comment states that the Project would add approximately 3.2 million square feet of industrial space
and fails to comply with AB 98. The comment states that the Project must adhere to both the explicit
requirements and underlying purpose of AB 98. The comment summarizes both Opening Year options and
states that the design and siting standards from AB 98 are applicable to the Project.

Response to Comment A2.17: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. AB 98 introduced
Government Code section 65098, including Section 65098.1.5(c), which states, “this chapter shall not apply
to any logistics projects that were subject to a commenced local entitlement process prior to September 30,
2024.” Furthermore, Senate Bill 415 (SB 415) amended Government Code section 65098.1.5(a)(3), to read
as “notwithstanding any other law, except as provided in Section 65098.1.6, if by September 30, 2024, a
property is currently in a local entitlement process to become a logistics use development, then the proposed
logistics use development shall not be subject to the requirements described in paragraph (3) of subdivision
(a) of, paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of, or paragraph (3) of subdivision (c) of Section 65098.1, as
applicable, if a sensitive receptor is constructed, established, or permitted after the effective date of this
chapter,” and added Section 65098.1.6(a) which specifies, “notwithstanding any other law, this chapter shall
not apply to any logistics use development that was subject to a local entitlement process that began before
September 30, 2024.”

The proposed Project entered the local entitlement process with the County of San Bernardino prior to
September 30, 2024. Accordingly, pursuant to Government Code Section 65098.1.6(a), the statutory
requirements established by AB 98 and SB 415 are explicitly inapplicable to the proposed Project. As a
result, the Project is not required to comply with the provisions of these statutes, and the comment does not
otherwise identify any new regulatory obligation applicable to the Project or environmental impact requiring
additional CEQA analysis.

Comment A2.18: This comment states that, in compliance with AB 98, the Project must implement Tier 1 21+
century warehouse design elements; orient truck loading bays on the opposite side of the logistics use away
from sensitive receptors; locate truck loading bays a minimum of 500 feet from sensitive receptors property
lines; separate truck entrances via a truck route; locate truck driveways and internal circulation away from
sensitive receptors; and include buffering and screening. The comment also states that Government Code
section 65098.2 requires a 100-foot buffer from the boundary of the proposed Specific Plan area.

Response to Comment A2.18: Please see Response to Comment A2.17 regarding the applicability of AB
98 and SB 415.
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Comment A2.19: This comment states the County cannot approve the Project because the Specific Plan and
proposed Development Options do not satisfy the standards set forth in AB 98. The comment requests that
the County include a mandatory 100-foot setback from sensitive receptor property lines for the Specific
Plan and all development applications. The comment requests that the Recirculated Draft EIR be revised to
feature a Project Alternative that fully implements the requirements set forth by AB 98 and that the
alternative is evaluated for its potential to reduce impacts and health risks to nearby receptors.

Response to Comment A2.19: Please see Response to Comment A2.17 regarding the applicability of AB
98 and SB 415. In addition, as discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and discussed above in Response to
Comment A2.2, the Project would not result in any significant air quality or noise impacts to sensitive
receptors. Therefore, a 100-foot setback from sensitive receptors within the Project is not necessary to
address potentially significant impacts under CEQA.

Regarding an alternative that fully implements all design and siting criteria under AB 98, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed
project or to a project’s location that would feasibly avoid or lessen its significant environmental impacts
while attaining most of the proposed project’s objectives. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) emphasizes
that the selection of project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to reduce impacts relative to the
proposed project. Further, an EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to the Project. The
Project Alternatives are discussed in Section 7.0, Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As shown in Table
7-3, Impact Comparison of the Proposed Project and Alternatives, on page 7-25 of the Recirculated Draft EIR,
all three alternatives would reduce impacts to environmental topics analyzed in the EIR when compared to
the proposed Project. As the Reduced Project Alternative would avoid the Project’s significant air quality
impact, the Recirculated EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives.

Comment A2.20: The comment states that due to the Applicant’s breach in the CEQA Mitigation Agreement,
CJUSD’s original CEQA concerns remain unsolved and the updated 2025 trip generation and truck traffic
data continue to demonstrate the EIR is flawed. The comment states that the County’s responses and
conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR rely on outdated and inaccurate data, resulting in analysis that
underestimates the Project’s impacts on sensitive receptors, particularly at Zimmerman Elementary School.
The comment states that CJUSD requests the County revise and recirculate the Recirculated Draft EIR to
address air quality impacts, health risk concerns, and County policies regarding pedestrian and bicyclist
safety or requests a condition of approval requiring the Project Applicant to fully implement the CEQA
Mitigation Agreement.

Response to Comment A2.20: As substantiated in Responses A2.1 through A2.19, above, and A2.21
through A2.69, below, recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 is not required. Commentor has not raised any new significant environmental impact would result
from the Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, there is no substantial
increase in the severity of an environmental impact, no feasible project alternative or mitigation measure
considerably different from others previously analyzed would lessen the environmental impacts of the
proposed Project, and the Draft EIR is not fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature. Specific to
the Real Property Exchange Agreement, the County’s previous approvals related to the Project were not
contingent upon the Real Property Exchange Agreement which was a private contractual agreement between
the previous project applicant and CJUSD and was not adopted by the County as a mitigation measure
under CEQA. The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant
environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated
Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.21: This comment includes previous letters submitted by CJUSD to the County including
comments on the Original Draft EIR submitted on January 12, 2022 and December 15, 2021 and the NOP
comment from February 8, 2021.
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Response to Comment A2.21: These comments were responded to as Response A3 within the Original Final
EIR. The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental
impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.22: This memorandum from Garland Associates compares the trip generation utilized in the
Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan traffic analysis to updated TUMF High-Cube Warehouse trip
generation rates and new ITE trip generation rates. The comment states that manufacturing rates should have
also been used in the trip generation because the project description in the Specific Plan states that 50
percent of the industrial park could be occupied by manufacturing uses, which has a slightly higher trip rate
than the industrial park category that was utilized. The comment states that the volumes documented in the
traffic analysis for the EIR are slightly lower than the recalculated trips and that truck trips, when recalculated
using truck splits in the new Fehr & Peers report, would be substantially higher than analyzed.

Response to Comment A2.22: Please see Response to Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis
and traffic impacts. As discussed in Master Response 2, the Court denied the CEQA writ petition on all other
grounds raised, including grounds relating to the trip generation and traffic volumes. Furthermore, the trip
generation rate of industrial park, which was utilized within the Original Draft EIR’s traffic analysis, assumes
a mix of industrial uses, including manufacturing.

Comment A2.23: This comment includes the agenda from the Western Riverside Council of Governments on
December 14, 2023, which includes a memorandum on the TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation
Study Update. The comment includes information on the TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study
Update, but provides no comment on the proposed Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project or
Recirculated EIR.

Response to Comment A2.23: Please see Response to Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis
and traffic impacts. Further, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.22, the Court denied the CEQA writ
petition on grounds relating to the trip generation and traffic volumes. Please also see Master Response 2.

Comment A2.24: This comment includes a memorandum from Fehr & Peers on the TUMF High-Cube
Warehouse Trip Generation Study Rate. This comment provides information on trip rates, but provides no
comment on the proposed Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project or Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment A2.24: Please see Response to Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis
and traffic impacts. Further, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.22, the Court denied the CEQA writ
petition on grounds relating to the trip generation and traffic volumes. Please also see Master Response 2.

Comment A2.25: This comment includes a technical memorandum from WSP on the TUMF High-Cube
Warehouse Trip Generation Study. This comment provides information on trip rates, but provides no comment
on the proposed Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project or Recirculated EIR.

Response to Comment A2.25: Please see Response to Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis
and traffic impacts. Further, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.22, the Court denied the CEQA writ
petition on grounds relating to the trip generation and traffic volumes. Please also see Master Response 2.

Comment A2.26: This memorandum from Garland Associates compares the trip generation utilized in the
West Valley Logistics Center traffic analysis to updated TUMF High-Cube Warehouse trip generation rates
and new ITE trip generation rates. The comment states that while the overall Project trips would decrease
using the updated TUMF rates, the number of truck trips would increase. The comment states that the updated
trip generation shows that the West Valley Logistics Center project would generate 568 additional truck
trips per day.

Response to Comment A2.26: Please see Response to Comment A2.6 related to trip generation analysis
and traffic impacts. Further, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.22, the Court denied the CEQA writ
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petition on grounds relating to the trip generation and traffic volumes. Furthermore, the memorandum by
Garland Associates provides comment on the trip generation for the West Valley Logistics Center project
but not the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project or the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.27: This comment states that BlueScape Environmental has prepared comments as detailed
technical verification review and follow-up to a letter submitted by CJUSD to the County on December 15,
2021 concerning the Draft EIR and its air quality analysis and health risk assessment. The comment states
that the focus of the review is on the analyses contained in the Recirculated Draft EIR, while referencing the
Original Draft EIR, Original Final EIR, and the Court’s writ, as well as estimating the highest expected health
impacts at residential locations and school sites for the Project. The comment states that the studies continue
to fail to sufficiently analyze the Project’s air quality impacts on the community and fail to provide a
sufficiently detailed response to comments as specified in the Writ. The comment states that the operational
emissions in the Recirculated Draft EIR remain unchanged from the Original Draft EIR, and the technical flaws
persist in the Original Final EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states that there is a need for
additional publicly vetted EIR review work and enforcing appropriate mitigation.

The comment states that the Project will be a large source of pollutants that will expose sensitive residents,
school children, and others to high levels of toxic DPM and other emissions. The comment states that this letter
recommends that CJUSD request that the County adopt appropriate and stringent air quality review
thresholds that address the higher potential health impacts from large projects on nearby sensitive residential
and school sites. The comment states that the letter presents results of verification modeling completed using
Project emissions and modeling files, including an updated Health Risk Assessment for Project construction
and operation and a discussion of other health effects models. The comment states that it provides an air
quality analysis for PM10, PM2.5, and NO2 emissions impacts. The comment states that the Recirculated
Draft EIR leads to underreporting of health impacts in the community and that effects exceed applicable
thresholds. The comment also states that the letter discusses the work done by Urban Crossroads in attempting
to fulfill the requirement of a health effects analysis as specified in the Writ and shows that this analysis fails
to complete the requirements of a Friant Ranch analysis.

Response to Comment A2.27: This comment is introductory in nature and summarizes more detailed
comments that are discussed in more detail below. The Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality analysis relies on
widely used, agency-accepted models (e.g., CalEEMod, AERMOD, or equivalent), standard methodologies,
and input assumptions consistent with SCAQMD and CARB guidance; this constitutes substantial evidence
supporting the Recirculated Draft EIR’s conclusions. The commenter’s alternative modeling represents a
professional difference of opinion regarding model selection and assumptions. The air quality analysis in the
Original Draft EIR, Original Final EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR discloses its methods, explains key
assumptions, and provides a reasoned basis for its approach, which adheres to the requirements for
substantial evidence set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384,

Where the commenter employs more conservative or speculative assumptions (e.g., worst-case operating
scenarios, emission factors, or receptor placements) that are not required by SCAQMD guidance or other
regulatory programs, the lead agency may reasonably conclude that those assumptions overstate
reasonably foreseeable impacts and thus are not appropriate as the primary basis for CEQA significance
determinations. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 directs that an EIR must be prepared with a “good faith
effort at full disclosure,” not perfection, and courts have held that when qualified experts present competing
analyses, the lead agency may rely on its own experts so long as the record demonstrates a reasoned
response to comments and substantial evidence for the chosen methodology.

Accordingly, while the County appreciates the additional information provided by the commenter, and has
carefully reviewed it, the County finds that the EIR’s air quality modeling as finalized in the Recirculated
Draft EIR remains appropriate, conservative, and consistent with accepted practice, and therefore provides
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an adequate basis for determining the Project’s air quality and health-risk impacts under CEQA. The
commenter’s various assertions are addressed in detail in subsequent Reponses to Comments provided below.
Many of the comments provided have been previously addressed in either or both the Original Final EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR in total, including all supporting air quality and health
analyses, demonstrate compliance with the Court’s writ by (1) expressly identifying the limited CEQA issues
on which the Court granted relief (alternatives, air quality /Friant Ranch and ZE truck feasibility, greenhouse
gases, energy, and construction noise), (2) preparing a recirculated environmental document that provides
additional, focused analysis of those issue areas while leaving unchanged the previously reviewed project
description and footprint, and (3) proceeding under Public Resources Code section 21168.9 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15234 to confine the scope of remand to the deficiencies identified by the Court and
recirculating the revised analysis for a full 45 day public comment period in accordance with CEQA’s
procedural requirements.

Moreover, the Friant Ranch—style analysis provided within Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B is accurate,
conservative, and adequate under CEQA for describing how the Project’s air emissions relate to potential
human health consequences. Appendix B uses methods consistent with Friant Ranch by: (1) quantifying project
related criteria and toxic emissions using agency accepted modeling; (2) applying a regional scale screening
tool (COBRA) in the manner intended by EPA to translate those emissions into changes in ambient pollutant
levels and health outcomes over the South Coast Air Basin; and (3) comparing the Project’s incremental
regional health effects to existing background conditions and to other large projects that have undergone
detailed health impact review. Appendix B clearly discloses model assumptions and limitations, explains that
the results represent conservative screening level estimates rather than site specific epidemiological
predictions, and shows that the Project’s incremental contribution to regional health outcomes is small relative
to existing basin wide burdens. This level of analysis reasonably “bridges the gap” between quantified
emissions and health effects required by Friant Ranch and provides substantial evidence that additional,
more complex quantitative health consequence modeling would not materially change the EIR’s conclusions.

Comment A2.28: This comment recommends that CJUSD request that the County adopt appropriate and
stringent air quality review thresholds that address the higher potential health impacts from large projects
on nearby sensitive residential and school sites. The comment states that more stringent thresholds than
general SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds should be used to provide an added measure of protection
for children and families living and attending school within 1,000 feet of Project construction and operations.
The comment states that SCAQMD CEQA thresholds are not sufficiently health-protective for sensitive children
and other at-risk persons. The comment states that SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 requires that cancer risk at a school
be less than one in one million for any new stationary source facility within 1,000 feet of a school that needs
a permit to construct. The comment states that while the Project is not a stationary source facility subject to a
permit to construct requirement from SCAQMD, it is a large source of air emissions within a community next
to houses and a school and the same health-protective threshold should be applied by the County.

Response to Comment A2.28: Regarding SCAQMD Rule 1401.1, SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies only to
"New Facilities" or "Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The rule
defines "New Facility" as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an application
for a Permit to Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements or
modifications at existing facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project
(warehouses/industrial), not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD
permits; thus, Rule 1401.1 does not apply.

Under CEQA, a lead agency may select a significance threshold so long as it is supported by substantial
evidence. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(c)). As discussed in Recirculated Draft EIR Section 5.3.4,
Thresholds of Significance, the County uses SCAQMD's recommended threshold of 10 in 1 million incremental
cancer risk (MICR) for TACs/DPM from projects like this. SCAQMD’s 10 in a million incremental cancer risk
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threshold is intended to be health protective while still allowing reasonably foreseeable development to
proceed under feasible controls. The SCAQMD risk metric is derived from OEHHA'’s cancer-potency
methodology under the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” program, which estimates the probability that continuous
exposure over a lifetime (using age-sensitive factors, breathing rates, and exposure durations) will cause
cancer in an exposed population.

The SCAQMD 10 in a million threshold is intentionally much more conservative than federal air-toxics
benchmarks (often one in 10,000), which reflects California’s public-health protective stance and the desire
to reduce cumulative cancer risk in already burdened communities. At the same time, SCAQMD’s
risk-assessment procedures explicitly tie this threshold to feasible emission controls (e.g., T-BACT) and
screening levels that most typical equipment and projects can meet, so essential industrial, commercial, and
infrastructure development is not categorically precluded.

With specific regard to potential impacts at area schools, as discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 of
the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Health Risk Assessments show a max school cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary of 0.06 in T million for construction and 0.13 to 0.60 in 1 million for operations, well below the
10 in one million threshold; non-cancer hazard index (HI) is 0.01 (<1.0). Even if the County did adopt the
commenter’s requested 1 in one million cancer-risk threshold for this Project, Project impacts would remain
well-below significance thresholds.

The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts
and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.29: This comment states that SCAQMD is in the process of developing revised cumulative
cancer risk thresholds and summarizes the discussions from the CEQA Policy Development Working Group
Meetings. The comment summarizes the methodology for setting cumulative health risk thresholds that has
been discussed in these Working Group Meetings. The comment states that utilizing this criteria, the revised
cumulative significance threshold for health risk would be one in one million, making the Project’s cancer risk
cumulatively considerable.

Response to Comment A2.29: As of the date of the Recirculated Draft EIR, SCAQMD has not adopted new
CEQA cancer risk significance thresholds or cumulative “screening” levels through rulemaking or formal Board
action. SCAQMD’s currently applicable CEQA significance thresholds remain those in its Air Quality
Significance Thresholds guidance and risk assessment procedures, which identify an incremental maximum
individual cancer risk of 10 in 1,000,000 and a cancer burden of 0.5, together with non-cancer hazard
indices of 1.0, as the criteria for determining significant project level and cumulative toxic air contaminant
impacts. Under SCAQMD’s methodology, the same 10 in T million MICR and 0.5 cancer burden levels are
used for both project and cumulative impact determinations.

Draft concepts discussed in staff working-group meetings do not change the adopted significance thresholds
unless and until the SCAQMD Governing Board formally adopts new thresholds or rules following required
public notice and environmental review. Further, a lead agency has discretion to select significance thresholds,
so long as they are supported by substantial evidence and explained in the record. (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.7(c).

As discussed within Original Final EIR Responses A3.9, A3.12, and A3.19, the County relied on SCAQMD’s
existing, resource-agency-endorsed thresholds, Countywide Plan Policy HZ-3.1, and Countywide Plan EIR
MM AQ-3 to establish a significance threshold of 10 in one million and hazard index of 1.0 for both
project-level and cumulative health-risk impacts. The Recirculated Draft EIR’'s Mobile Source HRA and
construction-source HRA show that maximum individual cancer risks from construction and operation combined
are 4.91 in one million at the maximally exposed residence and 0.60 in one million at Zimmerman Elementary
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School, with non-cancer hazard indices of 0.01, which are below SCAQMD’s project-level and cumulative
thresholds. As discussed above in Response A2.29, even if a one in one million threshold were applied
Zimmerman Elementary, all modeled risks remain would remain below that level.

In light of this evidence, and because SCAQMD’s potential new cumulative thresholds remain under
development and are not yet in effect, CEQA does not compel the County to substitute non-adopted, draft
working-group values for SCAQMD’s formally promulgated CEQA thresholds. Requiring applicants to meet
thresholds that have not been vetted through SCAQMD’s rulemaking process would create significant
regulatory uncertainty, could conflict with SCAQMD’s own implementation of its Air Toxics program, and

would be inconsistent with CEQA’s direction that thresholds be “adopted for general use” or supported by
substantial evidence in the record. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.7, subds. (a)—(b).)

The commenter’s proposal to require a one in one million cumulative cancer-risk threshold and very low
annual PM2.5/NO2 thresholds derived from draft SCAQMD staff concepts and federal permitting SiLs would
effectively create project-specific standards that differ from SCAQMD’s regionally applicable CEQA
thresholds. Imposing such non-adopted thresholds raises several concerns:

e Regulatory consistency and due process. SCAQMD’s CEQA thresholds are intended to provide uniform
expectations for projects across the South Coast Air Basin. Applying substantially more stringent,
non-adopted thresholds to a single project would create uneven treatment of similarly situated projects
and could be challenged as arbitrary or inconsistent with SCAQMD’s own implementation of its Air Toxics
rules.

e Threshold-selection discretion. Courts have upheld agency choices to use established regional thresholds
where the agency explains its reasoning and responds to contrary evidence—as the County has done in
Original Final EIR Responses A3.9, A3.10, A3.12, A3.19, et al.

e Until SCAQMD completes any formal update to its CEQA thresholds or MATES-based cumulative
framework, requiring projects to satisfy those draft values would be speculative and lack the necessary
substantial evidence foundation.

For these reasons, the County has reasonably declined to replace SCAQMD’s adopted CEQA thresholds with
the commenter’s proposed ad hoc cumulative thresholds. Instead, the County applied SCAQMD and
OEHHA-recommended methods, demonstrated that both project-specific and cumulative cancer risks and PM
concentrations are below the applicable thresholds (as discussed in Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-56
through 5.3-66), and thereby satisfied CEQA’s requirement to make a good-faith, reasoned analysis of
health-risk impact.

The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts
and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.30: This comment states that the United States EPA promulgated a more stringent National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for the criteria pollutant PM2.s during the time since the Original
Draft EIR & Original Final EIR. This comment states that the new, lower standard requires SCAQMD to
develop new plans for emission reductions, particularly from mobile sources like heavy-duty trucks. The
comment states that SCAQMD does not list an annual average CEQA significance threshold for PM2.5, so
one must be adopted by the County. The comment states that CJUSD should request that the County use the
health protective thresholds discussed in the letter. This comment states that children are generally more
susceptible to adverse health impacts from exposure to toxins. The comment states that these concerns, and
others, have been expressed by CARB in a letter to the County dated December 15, 2021. The comment
states that, in accordance with the Children’s Protection Act and the OEHHA Guidelines, the County’s analysis
of health impacts should properly account for the vulnerability of CJUSD children and impacts should be
mitigated to the fullest extent feasible.
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Response to Comment A2.30: The County acknowledges USEPA’s recent NAAQS and significant impact
level (SIL) revisions and that SCAQMD will be required to update its Air Quality Management Plan and
permitting programs to demonstrate future attainment. However, CEQA significance thresholds are not
automatically reset by federal NAAQS changes; instead, SCAQMD reviews and updates its CEQA guidance,
including Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs), through its public process. As explained in Original Final
EIR Responses A3.3, A3.13, and A3.21, the County used SCAQMD’s current LST methodology and then
performed additional AERMOD dispersion modeling in response to commenters, which showed that peak
daily construction and operational emissions of PMio, PM2.s, NO2, and CO would not exceed SCAQMD’s
localized thresholds at nearby sensitive receptors.

SCAQMD has not adopted an annual CEQA significance threshold equal to USEPA’s PM2s SIL, nor has it
recommended using federal SlLs as project-specific CEQA thresholds for mobile-source dominated projects.
As noted in the Original Final EIR and these Responses, a lead agency may rely on thresholds and
methodologies recommended by expert agencies, so long as the EIR explains their use and addresses
substantial contrary evidence—which the Original Final EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR do, as discussion
in Section 5.3.4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Accordingly, while the County will consider future SCAQMD guidance and federal standards in subsequent
planning and rulemaking, for this Project the County reasonably relied on SCAQMD’s existing LSTs and
CEQA thresholds. The Original Final EIR’s AERMOD analysis demonstrates that PM2.s, PM1o, and NO2 impacts
are less than significant under those thresholds, and the comment does not present substantial evidence that
use of federal SlLs is required or that doing so would change the impact conclusions.

Regarding children’s vulnerability to air toxics, the comment correctly notes that children are more susceptible
to air toxics and cites the federal Integrated Science Assessment for PM, the Children’s Environmental Health
Protection Act (SB 25), and OEHHA’s 2015 Air Toxics Hot Spots Risk Assessment Guidelines. The Project’s
Health Risk Assessment already incorporates these updated methodologies. As Original Final EIR Responses
A3.4, A3.9, A3.10, A3.15, and A3.19 explain, the EIR (Original and Recirculated) Health Risk Assessments
appropriately utilizes OEHHA’s age-sensitivity factors, age-specific breathing rates, and exposure durations
(?-year exposure for schoolchildren, 30-year for residents) and applies dose algorithms that account for
children’s lower body weight and higher inhalation rates.

Under these child-focused parameters, the EIR’s construction- and operational-source Health Risk Assessments
substantiate that maximum incremental cancer risks and non-cancer hazard indices at Zimmerman Elementary
School and other receptors remain well below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million and HI=1.0 thresholds, and
below 1 in one million at Zimmerman Elementary. Thus, the County’s analysis already “properly accounts for
the vulnerability of children” as contemplated by SB 25 and OEHHA guidance, even though the County did
not adopt the commenter’s suggested CEQA significance criterion. Please refer also to Response to Comment
A.29, above.

Comment A2.31: This comment states that construction would occur during daytime hours that overlap with
hours when classes at Zimmerman Elementary School and in the afternoon hours when students use outdoor
recreational facilities. The comment states that prevailing winds blow from the southwest to the northeast
nearly all of the time students are located at Zimmerman Elementary School, so toxic emissions would likely
be blown onto the school site. The comment states that any health impact risk greater than zero by the Project
on community residents, children, and other persons should be unacceptable to CJUSD. The comment states
that the County must mitigate and minimize any real impacts from the Project to the fullest extent possible.

Response to Comment A2.31: The County acknowledges that some construction would occur during school
hours and that winds can blow from the southwest toward Zimmerman Elementary. However, the Original
Final EIR’s detailed construction Health Risk Assessment and refined AERMOD dispersion modeling
demonstrate that both construction and operational diesel particulate matter, PM, and NO2 concentrations
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at Zimmerman Elementary and nearby residences remain well below SCAQMD localized significance
thresholds and cancer-risk thresholds, including a modeled construction-source cancer risk of 0.06 in one
million and operational cancer risk of 0.60 in one million at Zimmerman Elementary, which are far lower than
the applicable 10 in one million threshold and even below CJUSD’s suggested one in one million benchmark.

Prevailing wind patterns and the school’s downwind location were explicitly considered in the Health Risk
Assessments and dispersion modeling, as included as Appendix C2 to the Original Draft EIR and Appendix
A to the Original Final EIR, which place receptors at Zimmerman Elementary (OYD2-R6) and other nearest
sensitive uses, and apply OEHHA-recommended, health-protective exposure assumptions for school-age
children. Because diesel particulate matter dissipates rapidly with distance, receptors farther from the site
would necessarily experience equal or lower concentrations, so the analysis captures the maximum risk
without understating impacts.

CEQA does not require a finding of significant impact whenever any non-zero health risk exists; instead,
lead agencies have discretion to adopt scientifically supported significance thresholds, and the County
reasonably relies on SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer-risk threshold and established localized significance
thresholds, which are incorporated into Countywide Plan Policy HZ-3.1 and Countywide Plan EIR Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 and are supported by SCAQMD, CARB, and OEHHA guidance.

While inherent uncertainties exist in any air quality model, the County addressed this by using conservative
inputs (e.g., Tier 4 Final equipment only after mitigation, 15-minute truck-idling assumptions, 9-year
school-child exposure, 30-year high-end residential exposure, and 5-acre LST screening for up to 20 acres
of disturbed area), by preparing both construction- and operational-source Health Risk Assessments, and by
supplementing the original screening analysis with refined AERMOD modeling. These conservative
methodologies and multiple lines of evidence show that localized pollutant concentrations and health risks at
schools and residences do not reach the “substantial pollutant concentrations” threshold under CEQA and
therefore do not constitute a significant impact requiring additional mitigation. The comment does not
otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and does not raise any
specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis..

Comment A2.32: This comment states that diesel exhaust is a state-regulated TAC, based on the
determination that exhaust is a human carcinogen. This comment summarizes the health risks associated with
DPM. This comment states that the Original EIR did not include a construction emissions Health Risk Assessment,
but one was completed for the Original Final EIR using the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. The
comment states that a one in one million threshold would be more appropriate and health protective and
the County has the discretion to adopt more stringent thresholds than those set by SCAQMD.

Response to Comment A2.32: discussed on Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-56 through 5.3-66, a
construction-source HRA was prepared in accordance with SCAQMD and OEHHA guidance, and at the
maximally exposed residence the combined construction-plus-operations DPM cancer risk is 4.91 in one
million with a chronic hazard index of 0.01, both below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer and 1.0
non-cancer significance thresholds; therefore, construction and operational health-risk impacts are less than
significant.

For school children, the construction Health Risk Assessment shows that cancer risk at Walter Zimmerman
Elementary School would be 0.06 in one million, with a hazard index of 0.01, well below both the 10 in one
million threshold and the commenter’s suggested 1 in one million level, so construction emissions would not
create a significant cancer risk to students.

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7, a lead agency has discretion to select significance thresholds
supported by substantial evidence. The County has reasonably exercised this discretion by using SCAQMD’s
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10 in one million cancer-risk threshold, which is incorporated into Countywide Plan Policy HZ-3.1 and
Countywide Plan EIR MM AQ-3 and is expressly recommended in SCAQMD’s mobile-source Health Risk
Assessment guidance, rather than adopting ad-hoc project-specific thresholds such as the 1 in one million
threshold proposed by the commenter.

OEHHA’s Air Toxics Hot Spots Guidance Manual does not mandate a 1 in one million significance threshold.
Instead, it recommends that short-term projects use appropriate exposure durations and child-sensitive
parameters, which have been applied here through modeling a 9-year school exposure, child-specific
breathing rates and body weights, and conservative time-at-home assumptions.

The construction and operational health risk assessments already demonstrate that, even if a 1 in one million
threshold were hypothetically applied, the modeled cancer risks at Zimmerman Elementary School would
remain below that level; thus, the commenter’s proposed lower threshold would not change the conclusion
that construction- and operation-related DPM health-risk impacts are less than significant and that additional
recirculation or revisions are not required under CEQA. Please refer also to Response to Comment A.29.

Further, as discussed in Response to Comment O2.6, DPM emissions from heavy-duty trucks (HDTs or "trucks")
and TRUs have reduced significantly over the last 15 years with the implementation of federal and state
regulations. The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant
environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated
Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.33: This comment summarizes the health risks related to PM emissions and states that the Draft
EIR was deficient by not completing a proper air quality analysis for PMio and PM2.5 emissions impacts. The
comment states that the analysis was included in the Original Final EIR, but only analyzed 24-hour averages
for PMio and PMa2.s when annual concentrations should also have been reviewed. The comment states that
health protective thresholds for short-term and long-term PMa2.s impacts should be used. The comment states
that CJUSD should request that the County update the Recirculated Draft EIR air quality analysis using the
federal significance thresholds in the letter.

Response to Comment A2.33: As discussed in Response to Comment A2.32 above, lead agencies may
select significance thresholds based on substantial evidence, and the County has exercised this discretion by
using SCAQMD’s regional and localized thresholds, which are designed to ensure that project emissions do
not cause or contribute to exceedances of the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards.

In response to comments received on the Original Draft EIR, the County prepared additional refined
AERMOD dispersion modeling as part of the Original Final EIR (Supplemental Air Quality Analysis
Memorandum) showing that peak daily construction and operational emissions of NO2, CO, PM10, and
PM2.5 do not exceed SCAQMD’s localized thresholds at nearby residences and schools, so localized
PM10/PM2.5 impacts are less than significant and do not require adoption of the commenter’s alternative
federal screening values (Original Final EIR Responses A3.3, A3.5, A3.13).

Recirculated Draft EIR Tables 5.3-19 through 5.3-25 demonstrate that, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 requiring Tier 4 Final off-road equipment, localized construction and operational PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions for all Specific Plan scenarios are below SCAQMD LSTs at the nearest sensitive receptors,
including Zimmerman Elementary School and Bloomington High School. Therefore, the Project would not
expose children or other sensitive individuals to substantial localized particulate concentrations.

While the commenter proposes using federal 24-hour and annual “significance thresholds” (5.0/1.2 g /m3
and 1.0/0.13 Pgg/m3), those values have not been adopted by SCAQMD or the County as CEQA thresholds
of significance but conservative screening levels. Further, SCAQMD’s LSTs already incorporate background
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concentrations and NAAQS/CAAQS and are the regionally accepted method for determining whether
localized PM increments are significant.

However, to respond to this comment, additional modeling runs using AERMOD were performed by Urban
Crossroads, and are included as Appendix A to this Final EIR, to analyze the annual average PMio and PM2s
concentrations that would result from construction and operation of the proposed Project. This modeling
indicates estimated maximum construction PMio and PM2s annual average concentrations of 0.73 [g/m3
and 0.28 ug/m3, respectively. During operational activity, modeling indicates estimated maximum PMio and
PM2s annual average concentrations of 0.11 Pg/m3 and 0.04 [g/m3, respectively. These concentrations
remain well below the SCAQMD significance thresholds and NAAQS annual standards referenced in the
comment.

The Health Risk Assessment and air quality impact analysis supporting the Recirculated Draft EIR also
incorporate OEHHA-recommended exposure durations and child-specific parameters (including a 9-year
exposure duration at schools) to evaluate children’s vulnerability. The resulting cancer-risk results for diesel
PM at schools (0.06—0.17 in one million during construction and 0.13-0.17 in one million during operation)
are far below the 10 in one million threshold and even below the commenter’s proposed 1 in one million
level, confirming that the County’s selected thresholds are protective of schoolchildren. Because the refined
dispersion and health-risk analyses show that both short-term and long-term PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations
at nearby residences and schools remain below SCAQMD’s localized thresholds and DPM risks remain well
below the applicable cancer-risk and hazard-index criteria, CEQA does not require the County to replace
these agency-endorsed thresholds with the commenter’s ad-hoc federal values or to recirculate the
Recirculated Draft EIR. As such, the existing air quality analysis provides a conservative, health-protective,
and legally adequate evaluation of PM10 and PM2.5 impacts.

Comment A2.34: This comment summarizes health effects of NOx emissions and states that the Draft EIR
was deficient by not completing a proper air quality analysis for NO2 emissions impacts. The comment states
that the analysis was included in the Original Final EIR, but only analyzed 1-hour averages for NO2 when
annual concentrations should also have been reviewed. The comment states that health protective thresholds
for short-term and long-term NO2 impacts should be used. The comment states that CJUSD should request
that the County update Recirculated Draft EIR air quality analysis using the federal significance thresholds
in the letter.

Response to Comment A2.34: In response to comments received on the Original Draft EIR, the County
prepared refined AERMOD dispersion modeling as part of the Original Final EIR (Supplemental Air Quality
Analysis Memorandum) for construction and operations. This analysis demonstrates that peak daily NO,
concentrations, when added to recent three-year background levels, remain below SCAQMD’s localized
thresholds and the federal/state 1 hour and annual NO; standards, so localized NO, impacts are less than
significant.

Rule 1303 Table A2 values cited by the commenter are best available control technology/permitting
thresholds for individual stationary sources, not CEQA thresholds of significance for areawide or mobile
source projects. SCAQMD’s CEQA guidance instead uses the localized significance thresholds applied in the
majority of CEQA analysis throughout the South Coast Air Basin. Further, SCAQMD has not directed lead
agencies to substitute Rule 1303 limits for LSTs in CEQA analyses.

The Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality and Health Risk Assessments incorporate OEHHA recommended child
specific exposure parameters, including a 9-year exposure duration for schoolchildren. The analysis shows
that both construction and operational DPM cancer risks at schools (e.g., 0.06—0.17 in one million) and
residences are far below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer risk threshold and below the 1 in one million

County of San Bernardino 2-225
Final EIR
July 2026



Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

level advocated by the commenter, confirming that the County’s selected thresholds and modeling approach
are health protective for sensitive receptors.

Because refined AERMOD results provided as part of the Original Final EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR
demonstrate that Project related NO, concentrations (1 hour and long term) at nearby residences and
schools, when combined with background, remain below SCAQMD’s localized thresholds and applicable
ambient standards, and DPM health risk levels are well within SCAQMD/OEHHA criteria, CEQA does not
require adoption of more stringent, stationary source permit limits from Rule 1303 or recirculation of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Overall, the existing NO, analysis included on Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-31
through 5.3-69 provides a conservative and legally adequate evaluation of short- and long-term impacts
on schoolchildren and other sensitive individuals.

CEQA allows a lead agency to select significance thresholds based on substantial evidence, and the County
has exercised this discretion by relying on SCAQMD’s regional and localized significance thresholds, which
are explicitly developed to ensure that localized NO,, CO, PMo, and PM,.5 emissions will not cause or
contribute to exceedances of the most stringent applicable ambient standards.

Further, in response to this comment, additional modeling in AERMOD (included as Appendix A to this Final
EIR) was performed in order to estimate the annual average NO2 concentrations that would result from the
Project’s construction and operational emissions. The results of this analysis indicate a maximum estimated
annual average concentration of 0.21 g/m3 during construction, and 0.48 [lg/m3 during operations. As
such, even if the annual NO:2 threshold of 1 g/m3 were to be applied, the Project’s construction and
operational emissions would not result in a significant impact.

The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts
and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.35: This comment states that the operational and construction Health Risk Assessments have
technical errors, including using too few receptor locations, underestimating truck traffic for the Project, using
incorrect modeling parameters, and using child exposure assumptions that are not considered health-
protective. The comment states that the cancer risk impacts at school sites and the community are
underestimated and that, when corrected, the cancer risk impacts exceed the one in one million cancer risk
significance threshold. The comment states the Recirculated Draft EIR does not include an evaluation of the
maximum impacted receptor location on the receptor grid as no grid was used. The comment states that
BlueScape remodeled sources and receptors, and the concentration of DPM at the receptor identified in
Appendix C2 decreased. The comment states that BlueScape added additional receptor grids with finer
grids near schools and discusses the resulting cancer rates at Zimmerman Elementary School and Crestmore
Elementary School. The comment states that cancer risks at Zimmerman Elementary School would be above
one in one million and that some residential receptors would have a cancer risk higher than the 10 in one
million threshold.

Response to Comment A2.35: The health risk assessments included as part of the EIR were prepared in
accordance with SCAQMD and OEHHA methodology, evaluate the closest and maximally exposed
receptors, use agency-recommended exposure assumptions for children and adults, and demonstrate that
both construction and operational cancer risks remain below the applicable 10 in one million significance
thresholds. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and would not require mitigation.

While SCAQMD does require a receptor grid for permitting purposes, the comment incorrectly assumes that
CEQA and SCAQMD require a fine Cartesian receptor grid extending throughout the surrounding community
for CEQA documents. Further, as discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused
on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September
2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives.

County of San Bernardino 2-226
Final EIR
July 2026



Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including health risk impacts) are not further addressed in this
document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration
by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project. Nevertheless, the Health Risk
Assessments and Recirculated Draft EIR focus on receptors at the closest actual sensitive uses, which is the
appropriate way to identify the maximum exposed individual receptors. The operational and construction
health risk assessments place receptors at the nearest residences, Zimmerman Elementary School, Bloomington
High School, and other sensitive locations, with Zimmerman Elementary represented by receptor OYD2-R6
at approximately 103 feet from the Project boundary, ensuring that the maximum school exposure is
captured without the need for interpolated grid points. Because DPM and other pollutants dissipate with
distance, receptors located farther away than those already modeled would, by definition, experience lower
concentrations and risks. Evaluating a denser grid of points across the community would only identify lower
impacts and is not required under CEQA where the nearest receptors show less than significant risk.
Accordingly, the County reasonably rejects BlueScape’s supplemental receptor grid as using inappropriately
placed receptors and confirmed that the Health Risk Assessment receptor placement is consistent with
SCAQMD and OEHHA guidance.

The comment’s assertion that truck traffic was underestimated is inconsistent with the traffic study and with
County-approved methodology. The Traffic Impact Analysis relied on trip rates and truck splits from the
TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study and the City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study,
consistent with the County’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines and with the guidelines of the closest jurisdiction,
the City of Fontana. These rates were reviewed and approved by the County Public Works Department and
have been used in other Bloomington industrial projects. BlueScape’s use of generalized ITE high-cube
fulfillment center rates would substantially overstate trips for the proposed warehouse uses and does not
reflect the expected tenants. As a result, BlueScape’s re-calculated trip volumes (and resulting Health Risk
Assessment inputs) are not substantial evidence of higher project emissions. Because the Project’s trip
generation is correctly estimated, the associated DPM and criteria-pollutant emissions modeled in the
Original Draft EIR and Original Final EIR’s health risk assessments and AERMOD analyses appropriately
represent Project conditions and demonstrate that localized concentrations and health risks remain below
SCAQMD significance thresholds. Further, as discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR
analysis focused on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court
September 2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and
alternatives. Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including trip generation and traffic impact analysis)
are not further addressed in this document although were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and they
will be taken into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this
Project.

The Health Risk Assessments referenced in the Original and Recirculated Draft EIRs(Appendix C2 to the
Original Draft EIR and Appendix A to the Original Final EIR) apply OEHHA’s 2015 Risk Assessment
Guidelines and SCAQMD guidance for child exposure, including age-specific body weights, breathing rates,
and exposure durations, and thus already incorporate health-protective assumptions for school-age children.
For residential receptors, the health risk assessments use a 30-year exposure duration, representing the
OEHHA-recommended 95th percentile residency period, while schoolchildren are evaluated over a 9-year
duration. BlueScape’s use of a 70-year exposure period and uniformly 95th-percentile breathing rates for
all ages is intentionally overly conservative to result in impacts and is not supported by OEHHA or SCAQMD.
Similarly, the health risk assessments use FAH values of 0.85 (third trimester/0—2 years) and 0.72 (2-16
years), as specified in OEHHA'’s guidelines. A FAH of 1.0 is only required where a school is within the 1E-6
cancer-risk isopleth. As the modeled project does not place any school within that isopleth, a FAH of 1.0 is
not required and BlueScape’s FAH of 1.0 for all child receptors is inconsistent with governing guidance. With
these guideline-consistent assumptions, the health risk assessments conclude that cancer risk at Zimmerman
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Elementary and other schools is <0.60 in one million for operations and 0.06 in one million for construction,
both below even the more stringent 1-in-one-million level suggested by the commenter.

Even if the analysis were to be updated to utilize an FAH of 1.0 for age bins under 16 years and OEHHA
95th percentile breathing rates, the maximum health risk would remain below the applicable SCAQMD
significance threshold of 10 in one million. With these updates applied to the construction Health Risk
Assessment, the maximum risk would increase by less than 1.0 in one million, from 3.69 in one million to 4.35
in one million. Similarly, under the most impactful OYD2 operational health risk scenario, the maximum
residential risk would increase to 8.45 in one million, remaining below the applicable SCAQMD significance
threshold of 10 in one million. Additionally, utilizing 95th percentile OEHHA breathing rates, the maximum
risk for Zimmerman Elementary and other schools would remain <0.60 in one million for operations and 0.09
in one million for construction. As demonstrated in Appendix A to this Final EIR, even if these factors were
utilized in the analysis, the results would not change significantly, and the resulting health risk would remain
less than significant.

Contrary to the comment’s claim that “corrected” modeling would show cancer risks above one in one million
at schools and well above CEQA thresholds at residences, the analysis prepared in support of this Final EIR
(Appendix A) demonstrates that risks remain below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million significance threshold at all
receptors, and below 1 in one million at schools, even when construction and operational DPM are combined.
For Zimmerman Elementary, the construction-source Health Risk Assessment estimates a maximum cancer risk
of 0.06 in one million and a chronic hazard index of 0.01, while the operational-source Health Risk
Assessment estimates a cancer risk of approximately 0.60 in one million and a hazard index of 0.01, both
far below applicable thresholds. For the maximally exposed residence under Opening Year Option 2
(receptor OYD2-R7 at 18507 Jurupa Avenue), the operational Health Risk Assessment a cancer risk of 5.78
in one million, with non-cancer hazards of 0.01, and for the future buildout at the maximally exposed
residence, the combined construction-plus-operation risk is 4.91 in one million. These values are well below
the 10 in one million threshold and are, therefore, less than significant. By contrast, BlueScape’s higher risk
estimates (e.g., 7—10.3 in one million) rely on the trip generation rates that do not accurately reflect the
Project, an incorrect fraction of time at home, and incorrect breathing-rate assumptions addressed above
and do not undermine the substantial evidence supporting the County’s Health Risk Assessment results. The
trip generation rates utilized by BlueScape do not reflect the Project’s trip generation as discussed in
Response to Comment A2.5 as they greatly overestimate potential trips occurring from the Project. Further,
BlueScape utilized an incorrect fraction of time at home of 1 for receptors at the school, which would mean
that the receptor spent 100 percent of their time at the school property. In addition, the modeling improperly
utilized a 95% percentile daily breathing rate for all receptors under 16, when CARB only recommends
utilization of the 95t percentile daily breathing rate for receptors under 2 years of age.3

The commenter misapplies SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 by asserting that the Project exceeds the Rule’s one in one
million risk limit at schools within 1,000 feet. Rule 1401.1 establishes a one in one million cancer-risk standard
for permitting certain new facilities near schools and is not applicable to the proposed Project as a land use
project. Further, the Recirculated Draft EIR’s health risk assessments show that cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary and other schools is well below 1 in one million for construction and below 1 in one million for
operations, even using the commenter’s preferred one in one million benchmark rather than SCAQMD’s 10 in
one million CEQA significance level. CEQA allows lead agencies to adopt significance thresholds based on
substantial evidence, and the County appropriately used the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold, as
reflected in the Countywide Plan and SCAQMD’s own health risk assessment guidance. Further, the analysis

3 California Air Resources Board (2015). Risk Management Guidance for Stationary Sources of Air Toxics.
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov /sites/default/files /classic /toxics /rma/rma_guidancedraft052715.pdf
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also demonstrates that risks at schools would remain below the commenter’s more stringent threshold.
Therefore, neither Rule 1401.1 nor SCAQMD’s CEQA thresholds would result in a finding of significant cancer
risk at Zimmerman Elementary or other nearby schools, and the comment does not provide substantial
evidence to the contrary. Please refer also to Response to Comment A.28 and A.29.

The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts
and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment A2.36: This comment states that BlueScape’s previous analysis discusses that the Original Draft
EIR’s trip generation rates are incorrectly estimated and refers to the new TUMF rates. The comment states
that BlueScape received updated trip generation rates from Garland Associates, which shows increased
traffic volumes and truck trips. The comment states that, with the increased truck trips, DPM emissions and
cancer risks are underreported in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states that the Specific Plan
buildout modeling run has too few receptors and does not show emission between idling locations and on-
and off-site travel. The comment states that the modeling was redone, which shows increased cancer risks at
12.3 in one million using RMP breathing rates and 14.3 in one million using 95" percentile breathing rates
from operational traffic alone.

Response to Comment A2.36:. As discussed in Response to Comment A2.35, BlueScape’s higher risk
estimates rely on the trip generation rates that do not accurately reflect the Project, an incorrect FAH, and
incorrect breathing-rate assumptions addressed above and do not undermine the substantial evidence
supporting the County’s health risk assessment results. Further, as discussed in Master Response 2, the
Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San
Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy,
greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including trip generation
and traffic impact analysis) are not further addressed in this document although they were fully analyzed in
the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what
action to take on this Project.

Comment A2.37: This comment states that a construction Health Risk Assessment was prepared in the
Original Final EIR, which has similar issues to the operational Health Risk Assessment. The comment states that
there was no explanation for how emissions were apportioned to sources in the modeling. The comment states
BlueScape remodeled the construction Health Risk Assessment with an expanded receptor grid and the
maximum impact residential receptor was not captured in the original construction Health Risk Assessment.
The comment states that the Health Risk Assessment also set variable emissions factors incorrectly. The
comment states that the updated modeling shows a residential receptor on Cedar Avenue with a cancer risk
of 40.6 in one million or 90.7 in one million dependent on whether or not variable emission factors were
modeled. The comment states that cancer risk impacts from construction would exceed the one in one million
threshold as shown in Table 3 of the letter.

Response to Comment A2.37: The Original Final EIR’s construction Health Risk Assessment, as discussed in
Original Final EIR Responses A3.2, A3.3, A3.5, A3.8, A3.11, A3.12, was prepared in response to CJUSD’s
comments using SCAQMD and OEHHA recommended methods, including 15 minute truck idling assumptions,
appropriate receptor placement at the nearest sensitive uses, and conservative exposure parameters for
residents, workers, and school children.

Receptor locations and grid density utilized in the construction Health Risk Assessment are consistent with
OEHHA and SCAQMD guidance, which focus on the closest actual sensitive receptors rather than a
generalized community-wide grid. As discussed on pages 5.3-21 through 5.3-29 of the Recirculated Draft
EIR, receptors were placed at the closest residences, Zimmerman Elementary School (approximately 103
feet from the boundary), Bloomington High School, and other sensitive locations, capturing maximum
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exposures while recognizing that DPM dissipates rapidly with distance, so receptors farther away would
necessarily experience lower concentrations and risks.

Contrary to the commenter’s suggestion that emissions apportionment and modeling options were opaque or
erroneous, the Recirculated Draft EIR sets out the construction and operational methodologies in Section 5.3.5,
including use of CalEEMod for emissions estimation, application of SCAQMD 5-acre LST screening for up to
20 acres of active grading, and use of AERMOD dispersion modeling as documented in the Supplemental
Air Quality Analysis. These methods, including weekday-only construction schedules, reflect standard
SCAQMD practice and provide conservative yet realistic estimates of short-term concentrations rather than
the commenter’s re-runs, which rely on alternative AERMOD settings and extended exposure assumptions not
required by governing guidance.

Further, BlueScape’s much higher risk estimates stem from methodological choices that are not supported by
SCAQMD or OEHHA, including using receptor grids beyond the nearest-receptor focus, altering
variable-emission factors in a way that concentrates emissions unrealistically, and applying a FAH of 1.0 for
all residents under 16. By contrast, the Project’s Health Risk Assessment uses OEHHA-recommended FAH
values of 0.85 for ages 0—2 and 0.72 for ages 2—16, and 30-year residential plus 9-year school-child
exposure durations, which are the standard health-protective defaults rather than the more extreme
assumptions embedded in the commenter’s verification modeling.

With the agency-recommended assumptions and the refined construction Health Risk Assessment, the
Recirculated Draft EIR appropriately concludes that construction-source diesel particulate matter impacts
remain well below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer-risk significance threshold as the maximally exposed
residence has an incremental construction cancer risk of 3.69 in one million. In addition, Zimmerman
Elementary School’s construction-source cancer risk would be 0.06 in one million, with non-cancer hazard
indices of 0.01 at all receptors—values that are also below the commenter’s proposed ad hoc 1 in one
million construction threshold at schools and well within OEHHA and SCAQMD risk benchmarks.

Finally, as discussed on page 5.3-66 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Recirculated Draft EIR addresses
cumulative exposure from overlapping construction and operations, finding that the combined maximum
incremental cancer risk at the most exposed residence (18665 Jurupa Avenue) is 4.91 in one million and that
cumulative risks from nearby industrial projects, including the Bloomington Industrial Warehouse and other
logistics facilities within 1,000 feet, remain below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer-risk and 1.0 non-cancer
hazard thresholds. Therefore, neither construction-only nor combined construction-plus-operations DPM
exposures along Cedar Avenue or at nearby schools, including Slover Mountain High School, constitute
“substantial pollutant concentrations” or a significant impact under CEQA, and additional Health Risk
Assessment remodeling or mitigation beyond the requirement for adopted Tier 4 construction equipment and
other air quality mitigation measures is not required.

Comment A2.38: This comment states that following a child receptor in one location from commencement of
construction at birth and the remaining years of operation for a total exposure of 30 years would result in
30-year cancer risk for various scenarios shown in Table 4 of the letter. The comment states that, regardless
of the analysis, the 30-year residential cancer risks are above the one in one million threshold for nearby
schools and residences. The comment states that the updated cancer risk calculations do not include full
buildout operations, unknown construction emissions, or any cumulative impacts. The comment states that
combining the health risk from West Valley Logistics Center with the Project would result in a cumulative
health risk of over 10 in one million.

Response to Comment A2.38: Recirculated Draft EIR Health Risk Assessments use OEHHA recommended
30-year residential and 9-year school child exposure durations, OEHHA RMP breathing rates, and FAH
values of 0.85 (ages 0-2) and 0.72 (ages 2-16), which are the appropriate, health protective defaults.
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Under CEQA, there is no requirement to provide an analysis of a worst-case scenario that is not reasonably
foreseeable as set forth under the commenter’s 30 year “birth to age 30” child scenario, FAH of 1.0, or 95th
percentile breathing rates for all ages.

As explained in the Original Final EIR, the County’s trip generation and truck percentages are based on the
TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study, the City of Fontana Truck Trip Generation Study, and
County Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, and were reviewed and approved by County Public Works.
BlueScape’s much higher truck volumes and resulting cancer-risk estimates therefore do not constitute
substantial evidence that Project emissions are underestimated. Please refer also to discussions of Project trip
generation at Response to Comment A2.35.

Employing agency-supported inputs, the Original Final EIR’s construction Health Risk Assessment shows that
construction-source cancer risk at the maximally exposed residence (18665 Jurupa Avenue) is 3.69 in one
million and at Zimmerman Elementary School is 0.06 in one million, with non-cancer hazard indices of 0.01,
all well below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million and 1.0 thresholds and even below the District’s suggested 1 in
one million benchmark for schools.

For combined construction-plus-operations, the Recirculated Draft EIR identifies the maximally exposed
individual receptor at 18665 Jurupa Avenue with a total incremental cancer risk of 4.91 in one million and
hazard index of 0.01, which remain below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer-risk and 1.0 hazard thresholds
(Recirculated Draft EIR page 5.3-66). As all other modeled receptors, including schools, are exposed to
lower concentrations, their combined risks are also below these thresholds, contrary to the commenter’s
assertion that all “corrected” 30-year risks exceed 10 in one million.

Accordingly, when applying the SCAQMD- and OEHHA-endorsed methodologies and thresholds the County
is entitled to use under CEQA, the Project’s construction, operational, and cumulative DPM-related cancer
risks at residences and schools—including any reasonable 30-year exposure scenarios—remain below
significance thresholds, and the commenter’s alternative modeling, which relies on non-standard exposure
assumptions and off-site Health Risk Assessments for other projects, does not demonstrate a significant CEQA
health-risk impact requiring additional mitigation or recirculation.

With respect to cumulative impacts, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.14, the SCAQMD uses the same
significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in a
CEQA document. As such, project emissions that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are also
considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, since construction and operational
health risk impacts would be below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million threshold, impacts would be less than
significant on a project and cumulative level.

Comment A2.39: This comment states that CJUSD should request that the County require an update to the
Project construction and operational Health Risk Assessments to include worst-case Project emissions and risk
impacts; updated trip generation rates; corrected technical assumptions; exposure assumptions that are more
health-protective for children; and provide enough information for the public to translate bare numbers into
adverse health impacts. The comment states that the updated Health Risk Assessment should include maximum
cancer risk impacts; noncancer chronic and acute risk impacts; cumulative health risk impacts from nearby
projects; and comprehensive mitigation for any cancer risk impacts that exceed one in one million cancer risk
threshold.

Response to Comment A2.39: This comment summarizes prior comments The commenter is referred to
Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above. The comment does not otherwise provide any
substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and does not raise any specific concerns about
the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.
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Comment A2.40: This comment states that the Project did not complete a proper air quality impact analysis
for PMio, PM25, NOx and other emissions from construction and operations. The comment states that the
dispersion modeling conducted as part of the Original Final EIR did not include enough receptors or trucks
and incorrectly utilized variable emissions factors. The comment states that annual averages were not
modeled or compared to thresholds. The comment states that the BlueScape presented modeling results in
the December 2021 letter that are still applicable, which shows that the Project would exceed health
protective thresholds. The comment states that the revised analysis shows that SCAQMD thresholds are also
exceeded for the remodeled PM10 24-hour and annual operations.

Response to Comment A2.40: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.15, A2.26, A2.27, A2.30, and
A2.33, above, the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from
the Project’s pollutant emissions utilizing SCAQMD’s adopted thresholds and the commenter has not provided
substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on alternative and inappropriate
modeling assumptions.

Comment A2.41: This comment states that Appendix B of the Recirculated Draft EIR provides little more than
a comparative analysis of health effects due to pollutants showing that the health effects analysis was not
performed correctly and does not fulfill the requirements of a Friant Ranch analysis. The comment states that
the use of the COBRA screening tool does not clear the hurdle of technical adequacy required to complete
a site-specific health impact analysis. The comment states that comparing the Project to projects in different
areas is not adequate.

Response to Comment A2.41: commenter mischaracterizes both the purpose and content of Recirculated
Draft EIR Appendix B. Appendix B does not purport to replace the Project’s dispersion modeling or TAC
health-risk assessment. Those analyses were provided as part of the Original Draft EIR and Original Final
EIR using CalEEMod, AERMOD, and OEHHA /SCAQMD-recommended Health Risk Assessment methods to

evaluate site-specific emissions, concentrations, and cancer/non-cancer risk at local receptors.

As discussed on Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-44 through 5.3-49 and further clarified in Response to
Comment A5 within this Final EIR, Appendix B instead responds to the California Supreme Court’s Friant
Ranch decision by providing a regional-scale discussion that relates significant criteria-pollutant emissions
(NOx, VOC, PM2:;) to potential health outcomes, using accepted tools such as USEPA’s COBRA model and
comparisons to large, modeled projects (Friant Ranch and CSU Dominguez Hills) whose peak daily emissions
exceed or are comparable to the Project’s. This approach is consistent with expert guidance from SCAQMD,
SIVAPCD, SMAQMD, and the City of Los Angeles, which explains that Friant Ranch does not require a
project-specific, fine-scale quantitative model of health outcomes where no reliable, non-speculative
methodology exists, but instead allows an explanation, supported by substantial evidence, of why only
regional or comparative analyses are feasible.4

The City of Los Angeles guidance, prepared with a technical advisory panel and appending the very
SCAQMD and SJIVAPCD amicus briefs cited by the Supreme Court, concludes that for typical development
projects, there is “no quantitative method to reliably and meaningfully translate mass emission estimates of
criteria air pollutants to specific health effects for the scale of projects typically analyzed” and that regional
models such as CAMx/CMAQ and BenMAP are not accurate at project scale because the incremental change
in concentrations is within the models’ margins of error (City of Los Angeles Air Quality & Health Effects
pp-10-12, 31-36). The City of Los Angeles guidance explains that, in response to Friant Ranch, lead

4 City of Los Angeles. Air Quality and Health Effects: Sierra Club v. County of Fresno. October 2019. Accessed from:
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument /e 1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eeeb631effb /City_of LA_-
_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf
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agencies may satisfy CEQA by (1) relating emissions to health qualitatively and with regional comparisons,
and (2) explaining why more refined project-level quantification is infeasible. Recirculated Draft EIR
Appendix B follows this framework.

Contrary to the commenter’s claim that comparative analysis “is not what the court ordered,” both the City
of Los Angeles guidance, which incorporates the SCAQMD and SJVAPCD Friant Ranch amicus briefs,
emphasizes that (a) criteria-pollutant health impacts are evaluated on a regional basis, (b) existing tools
cannot reliably tie an individual project’s NOx/VOC/PM emissions to localized health outcomes, and (c)
requiring such an analysis would be speculative and inconsistent with CEQA (City of Los Angeles Air Quality
& Health Effects Attachments: SCAQMD Brief pp.3—4, 9—10; SIVAPCD Brief pp.4—10). These documents
specifically caution against exactly the kind of fine-scale, site-specific criteria-pollutant health-risk modeling
the commenter demands and support the use of regional models and comparative projects to demonstrate
that incremental health effects are negligible at the basin scale.

The commenter also suggests that the COBRA screening tool is technically inadequate because it does not
resolve local topography, meteorology, and background chemistry. However, Appendix B uses COBRA
precisely for its intended purpose: to estimate incremental regional health indicators from changes in
emissions across multiple counties, not to resolve micro-scale concentrations at particular receptors. As the
City of Los Angeles paper explains, tools like COBRA, CAMx, and BenMAP are designed and validated for
regional policy analyses and to place project emissions in a regional health-effects context; they are not
intended to produce receptor-specific risk estimates, and CEQA does not require such use. As discussed in
the City of Los Angeles Guidance on page 11, BenMAP “is used for assessing impacts over large areas and
populations and is not intended to be used for individual projects, as it would not provide meaningful or
reliable results at the smaller scale.” Response to Comment A5 provides further detail on appropriateness
of different models in conducting the analysis.

Furthermore, Appendix B does not rely solely on mass-emission comparison without context. It compares the
Project’s peak daily NOx, VOC, PMio, and PM25 emissions to those of Friant Ranch and CSU Dominguez
Hills, projects for which full CAMx/BenMAP health impact modeling was performed, and explains that (1)
the Project’s emissions are generally lower than or comparable to those projects, and (2) those projects’
modeled mortality and morbidity increments were negligible relative to background incidences (Recirculated
Draft EIR p.5.3-46—-5.3-49). The City of Los Angeles guidance explicitly recognizes this type of benchmarking
as an appropriate way to relate the magnitude of project emissions to projects for which health impacts
have been quantified while also acknowledging the limitations of extrapolating precise numeric risk to a
new site.

The commenter’s focus on local meteorology, topography, and background chemistry is more appropriately
addressed in the Project’s localized air-quality and TAC analyses, which already use localized dispersion
modeling, SCAQMD LST methods, and OEHHA Health Risk Assessment guidance to evaluate concentrations
and health risk at sensitive receptors. Those analyses show that localized NO2, PM1o, and PM2.5 concentrations
remain below applicable standards, DPM-related cancer risks are below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million

threshold, and non-cancer hazard indices are below 1.0 at all receptors, including schools (Recirculated Draft
EIR Impact AQ-3).

In sum, Appendix B satisfies Friant Ranch by (1) clearly identifying that regional NOx, VOC, and PM
emissions from Project operations would be significant and unavoidable, (2) explaining, consistent with expert
agency guidance, why quantitatively correlating those emissions to precise, localized health outcomes is not
scientifically feasible at the project scale, and (3) using COBRA and comparisons to large, modeled projects
to demonstrate that the Project’s incremental regional health risk contribution is expected to be negligible.
Accordingly, the commenter’s assertion that Appendix B “fails to meet the burden of an adequate Friant
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Ranch analysis” is not supported by substantial evidence and does not show that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s
health effects discussion is inadequate under CEQA.

Comment A2.42: The comment states that background pollutant levels and meteorology for the two projects
referred to are significantly different than that in the Bloomington area and provides detail on the conditions
near California State University Dominguez Hills. The comment states that due to conditions in the Bloomington
areaq, Project emissions could have a more concentrated health impact on the community.

Response to Comment A2.42: Regarding the use of CSUDH and Friant Ranch as projects to benchmark the
proposed Project’s air emissions and health effects, these two projects are appropriate for comparison to
the Project as regional air quality emissions from these projects are generally similar to those resulting from
buildout of the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan, as shown on Table 5.3-14 of the Recirculated Draft
EIR. Impact AQ-2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR compares the Project site to CSUDH and Friant Ranch. As
further discussed in Appendix B to the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Friant Ranch project is located within the
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin which is a nonattainment area for ozone and particulate matter; and the
CSUDH project is located within the SCAB, similar to the proposed Project. The background conditions for
each respective project are taken into account in the analysis because the estimated mortality incidence
levels account for regional background pollutant levels applicable to each project. As such, relative
incremental increase in mortality can be compared between projects. As discussed in Response to Comment
A2.41, the commenter’s assertion that the Friant Ranch discussion included in the Recirculated Draft EIR is not
supported by substantial evidence and does not show that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s health effects
discussion is inadequate under CEQA.

Comment A2.43: This comment states that the COBRA screening tool does not have enough resolution and
is not able to provide health effects for anything less than the county level. The comment states that the
County of San Bernardino is large and that there is no way to tie Project emission to community impacts using
COBRA. The comment states that location-specific modeling tools such as CMAQ, CAMx and the BenMAP
health impacts tool should have been utilized. The comment states that the Urban Crossroads memorandum
provides little explanation of COBRA inputs and there is no way for the public to replicate the work and
verify it. The comment states that four counties were included in the model run so emissions were dispersed
across all four counties and health effects are underestimated.

Response to Comment A2.43: As discussed in Response to Comment A2.41, Appendix B uses COBRA
precisely for its intended purpose: to estimate incremental regional health indicators from changes in
emissions across multiple counties, not to resolve micro-scale concentrations at particular receptors, as
discussed in Response to Comment A2.41. As further elaborated in Appendix B to the Recirculated Draft EIR
and Response to Comment A5 within this Final EIR, as the City of Los Angeles paper explains, tools like
COBRA, CAMXx, and BenMAP are designed and validated for regional policy analyses and to place project
emissions in a regional health-effects context. As discussed on pages 31 to 32 of the City of Los Angeles
Guidance, these regional models are not intended to produce receptor-specific risk estimates, and CEQA
does not require such use. Regarding COBRA inputs, modeling data from COBRA that was utilized for
preparation of the analysis contained in Appendix B to the Recirculated Draft EIR has been provided to
SCAQMD and is available for review upon request to County staff.

Comment A2.44: This comment states that the local community will continue to be uninformed about the
health effects resulting from the Project and the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to provide a site-specific analysis
that connects air quality effects to human health consequences as required by the Friant Ranch court decision
and the Writ. The comment states that the County should require a proper health impact analysis to be
completed that includes local and regional ambient air quality data; local and regional populations; air
quality concentrations from location-specific modeling and analysis tools; audit trails from BenMap showing
selection of health impact functions; and a discussion of health effects.
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Response to Comment A2.44: As discussed in Response to Comment A2.41, the commenter’s assertion that
the Friant Ranch discussion included in the Recirculated Draft EIR is not supported by substantial evidence
and does not show that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s health effects discussion is inadequate under CEQA. As
further discussed in Response to Comment A5 within this Final EIR, the Friant Ranch—style analysis provided
within Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B is accurate, conservative, and adequate under CEQA for describing
how the Project’s air emissions relate to potential human health consequences. Appendix B uses methods
consistent with Friant Ranch by: (1) quantifying project related criteria and toxic emissions using agency
accepted modeling; (2) applying a regional scale screening tool (COBRA) in the manner intended by EPA to
translate those emissions into changes in ambient pollutant levels and health outcomes over the South Coast
Air Basin; and (3) comparing the Project’s incremental regional health effects to existing background
conditions and to other large projects that have undergone detailed health impact review. Appendix B
clearly discloses model assumptions and limitations, explains that the results represent conservative screening
level estimates rather than site specific epidemiological predictions, and shows that the Project’s incremental
contribution to regional health outcomes is small relative to existing basin wide burdens. As further discussed
in Response to Comment A5 within this Final EIR, this level of analysis reasonably “bridges the gap” between
quantified emissions and health effects required by Friant Ranch and provides substantial evidence that
additional, more complex quantitative health consequence modeling (such as BenMap) would not materially
change the EIR’s conclusions. Further, as discussed on page 32 of the City of Los Angeles Guidance, tools like
BenMap and CAMx would not yield more reliable results, as emissions from a development project would
be small in comparison to regional projects that these tools are meant for.

Comment A2.45: This comment states that this letter includes a rebuttal to the County’s comments on the air
quality and GHG analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR from BlueScape.

Response to Comment A2.45: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts and is introductory in nature. No further response is warranted.

Comment A2.46: This comment provides a rebuttal to the Original Final EIR’'s Master Response 2 and states
that the construction health risk assessment should utilize health-protective thresholds consistent with
SCAQMD’s current and proposed thresholds. The comment states that thresholds should be more stringent
than SCAQMD’s current CEQA thresholds. The comment states that there are flaws in the construction and
operational Health Risk Assessments and health risks are underestimated. The comment states that the air
quality impact analysis was not accurate as it did not perform annual modeling for PM2;s and NOa2. The
comment states that the Friant Ranch analysis performed as part of the Recirculated Draft EIR does not meet
the requirements for a Friant Ranch analysis.

Response to Comment A2.46: As discussed in the Response to Comments A2.29 above, the County, as
permitted under CEQA, properly utilized SCAQMD’s 10 in one million cancer risk threshold and other
applicable thresholds for analyzing impacts to sensitive receptors. As discussed in Responses to Comments
A2.27 through A2.38, above, the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts
resulting from the Project’s pollutant emissions. The commenter’s analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions and therefore does not provided substantial evidence of significant impacts. As discussed in
Response to Comment A2.41, the commenter’s assertion that the Friant Ranch discussion included in the
Recirculated Draft EIR is not supported by substantial evidence and does not show that the Recirculated Draft
EIR’s health effects discussion is inadequate under CEQA. This comment does not otherwise provide any
substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.47: This comment states that the modeling conducted for the Original Final EIR does not include
enough receptors as no grid was used. The comment states that the dispersion modeling conducted as part
of the Original Final EIR did not include enough receptors or trucks and incorrectly utilized variable emissions
factors. The comment states that annual averages were not modeled or compared to thresholds. The comment
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states that the BlueScape presented modeling results in the December 2021 letter that are still applicable,
which shoes that the Project would exceed health protective thresholds. The comment states that the revised
analysis shows that SCAQMD thresholds are also exceeded for the remodeled PM1o 24-hour and annual
operations.

Response to Comment A2.47: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions and the commenter has not provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis
is based on inappropriate modeling assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial
evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft
EIR.

Comment A2.48: This comment provides a rebuttal to the County’s Master Response 4 and states that there
should be outside the box thinking to limit the types and quantities of consumer products used by future
tenants to control VOC pollutants and the Project should incorporate zero vehicles and trucks to limit NOx
emissions. The comment states that the inclusion of Tier 4 equipment should not be considered a mitigation
unless the applicant guarantees that it will adhere to this measure throughout construction and the measure
is monitored. The comment states that BlueScape’s 2021 letter makes multiple points that demonstrate health
risk impacts would be less than significant. The comment states noise-related aspects should be addressed
by a noise study specialist.

Response to Comment A2.48: Regarding significant and unavoidable VOC and NOx emissions, as
discussed on pages 5.3-40 through 5.3-41 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-10 would
be implemented to install signs at loading dock facilities that restrict idling to no more than 5 minutes pursuant
to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485. Mitigation Measures AQ-11 and AQ-15
would incorporate energy efficient vendor trucks. Mitigation Measure AQ-12 requires electric vehicle
charging stations and a minimum of 5 carpool parking spaces at each building. Mitigation Measure AQ-13
requires all buildings to be designed to provide infrastructure to support use of electric-powered forklifts
and/or other interior vehicles. Mitigation Measure AQ-14 requires that a Transportation Management
Association (TMA) or similar mechanism shall be established by the Project to encourage and coordinate
carpooling. Mitigation Measure AQ-16 requires record keeping for trucks accessing the site. Mitigation
Measure AQ-17 would include installation of onsite signage at truck exits providing directional information
to the truck route and Mitigation Measure AQ-18 requires meal options onsite or shuttles to nearby meal
destinations. However, with compliance with existing rules, and implementation of the mitigation measures,
emissions would continue to exceed regional thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD for
emissions of VOC and NOx. Additionally, it should be noted that the majority of the Project’s NOx emissions
are derived from vehicle usage. Since neither the Project applicant nor the County have regulatory authority
to control tailpipe emissions and these emissions are dependent on state and federal regulations, as well as
private sector technological advancements, as further discussed under Feasibility of Zero Emission Trucks on
pages 5.3-41 through 5.3-43 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no additional feasible mitigation measures exist
that would reduce these emissions to levels that are less-than-significant. Nevertheless, the Project would
include Mitigation Measures AQ-19 and AQ-20, which would require the use of light-duty, medium-duty,
and heavy-duty electric trucks when such trucks become widely commercially available. Therefore, despite
implementation of all feasible mitigation, operation of the Specific Plan would result in VOC and NOx
emissions that would be significant and unavoidable

In regard to mitigation requiring Tier 4 equipment, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 sets forth requirements for the
Applicant to utilize Tier 4 equipment during construction for equipment rated at 50 horsepower or higher.
This mitigation measure would be enforced and monitored through the Mitigation Monitoring and Report
Program, included as Section 4.0 of this Final EIR.

County of San Bernardino 2-236
Final EIR
July 2026



Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

Regarding health risk impacts, the commenter is referred to Responses A2.35 through A2.39, above. As
discussed, Project health risk impacts would be less than significant. To the extent the comment reference
noise impacts, those are discussed within Section 5.12, Noise, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, which relies on a
Noise Study prepared by Urban Crossroads, a noise specialist. This comment does not otherwise provide
any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the
Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.49: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.2 of the Original Final EIR and states
that neither a thorough Health Risk Assessment nor a thorough air quality analysis were performed at the
time of the comment as too few receptors and incorrect health risk parameters were used in the Health Risk
Assessment. The comment states that as a reasonable receptor grid was not used, concentrations given by
the modeling were not accurate. The rebuttal shows the remodeled Health Risk Assessment by BlueScape
and states that a one in one million threshold should be utilized. The comment states that since the Project
construction area exceeds 5 acres in size, the LST guidance would not apply and modeling using AERMOD
must be performed.

Response to Comment A2.49: As discussed in Responses to Comment A2.35, above, the Recirculated Draft
EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant emissions and the
commenter has not provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on
inappropriate modeling assumptions.

While inherent uncertainties exist in any air quality model, the County addressed this by using conservative
inputs (e.g., Tier 4 Final equipment only after mitigation, 15-minute truck-idling assumptions, 9-year
school-child exposure, 30-year high-end residential exposure, and 5-acre LST screening for up to 20 acres
of disturbed area), by preparing both construction- and operational-source Health Risk Assessments, and
by supplementing the original screening analysis with refined AERMOD modeling, as outlined in Section 5.3
of the Recirculated Draft EIR. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.50: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.3 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that the Project did not complete a proper air quality impact analysis for PMio, PM2.s, NOx and other
emissions from construction and operations. The comment states that the dispersion modeling conducted as
part of the Original Final EIR did not include enough receptors or trucks and incorrectly utilized variable
emissions factors. The comment states that annual averages were not modeled or compared to thresholds.
The comment states that construction and operational-source emissions would result in a significant localized
impact.

Response to Comment A2.50: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions and the commenter has not provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis
is based on inappropriate modeling assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial
evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft
EIR.

Comment A2.51: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.4 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that the Draft EIR does not include an evaluation of the maximum impacted receptor location on the
receptor grid as no grid is used. The comment states that the grid was remodeled and is shown in Comment
A2.50. This comment states that the Draft EIR relies on incorrect trip generation rates and states that new
TUMF rates should have been used in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states that the trip generation
utilized under reports overall and truck trips, resulting in underreported DPM emissions and cancer risk
impacts. The comment states that a health protective threshold of one in one million should be used for cancer
risk and a 30-year exposure duration should be used for children instead of a nine-year exposure duration.
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Response to Comment A2.51: This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed in
Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate
analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant emissions and the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions.

Comment A2.52: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.5 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that the Project did not complete a proper air quality impact analysis for PMio, PM2.5, NOx and other
emissions from construction and operations. The comment states that the dispersion modeling conducted as
part of the Original Final EIR did not include enough receptors or trucks and incorrectly utilized variable
emissions factors. The comment states that annual averages were not modeled or compared to thresholds
and that more health protective thresholds should be used.

The comment states that the construction Health Risk Assessment included in the Original Final EIR did not
include a reasonable receptor grid and other incorrect modeling assumptions. The comment states that
BlueScape’s remodeling shows cancer risks that are much higher at residential receptors and cancer risks at
Zimmerman and Crestmore Elementary schools that would exceed the health protective one in one million
threshold.

Response to Comment A2.52: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.53: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.6 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that because the Health Risk Assessment and air quality analysis were flawed, they need to be redone
and appropriate mitigation measures need to be discussed to address the significant impacts at the two
elementary schools and nearby residential receptors.

Response to Comment A2.53: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.54: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.7 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that BlueScape has determined that impacts from construction and operations would be significant,
even with construction related mitigation. The comment states that the study by Urban Crossroads was flawed,
as discussed in these comments.

Response to Comment A2.54: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.55: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.8 of the Original Final EIR. The comment
states that BlueScape remodeled construction and operational sources and found that maximum impacts
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were much higher than listed at receptors modeled by Urban Crossroads and even higher at receptors that
were not modeled. The comment states that impacts are above the one in one million threshold recommended
by Rule 1401.1, the proposed SCAQMD cumulative threshold, and even the existing 10 in one million
threshold. The comment concludes that impacts from construction and operational emissions would be
significant.

Response to Comment A2.55: As discussed in Response to Comment A2.28, SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies
only to "New Facilities" or "Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The
rule defines "New Facility" as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an
application for a Permit to Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements
or modifications at existing facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project
(warehouses/industrial), not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD
permits; thus, Rule 1401.1 does not apply, and SCAQMD has not imposed it. Further, as demonstrated in
Response to Comment A2.28 and A2.35, with specific regard to potential impacts at area schools, as
discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the health risk assessments show a
max school cancer risk at Zimmerman Elementary of 0.06 in 1 million for construction and 0.13 to 0.60 in 1
million for operations, well below the 10 in one million threshold; non-cancer Hl is 0.01 (<1.0). Even assuming
the commenter’s requested 1 in one million cancer-risk threshold, Project impacts would remain well-below
significance thresholds. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant
environmental impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.56: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.9 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that BlueScape determined that the modeling conducted by Urban Crossroads used assumptions and
modeling parameters that were incorrect, leading to cancer risk impacts that are much lower than they should
be. The comment states that the current cancer risk threshold of 10 in one million is not health protective and
that a one in one million threshold should be used in line with SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 and the proposed
SCAQMD cumulative threshold. The comment states that Countywide Plan MM AQ-3 third bullet was not
considered. The comment states that the health risk assessment was flawed, resulting in underreporting of
health impacts in an environmental justice focus area.

Response to Comment A2.56: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions.

As discussed in Response to Comment A2.28, SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies only to "New Facilities" or
"Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The rule defines "New Facility"
as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an application for a Permit to
Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements or modifications at existing
facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project (warehouses/industrial),
not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD permits; thus, Rule 1401.1
does not apply, and SCAQMD has not imposed it. Further, as demonstrated in Response to Comment A2.28,
with specific regard to potential impacts at area schools, as discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 of
the Recirculated Draft EIR, the health risk assessments show a max school cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary of 0.06 in 1 million for construction and 0.13 to 0.60 in 1 million for operations, well below the
10 in one million threshold; non-cancer Hl is 0.01 (<1.0). Even assuming the commenter’s requested 1 in one
million cancer-risk threshold, Project impacts would remain well-below significance thresholds.

In regard to Countywide Plan Mitigation Measure AQ-3, the Project would not result in cancer risks that
exceed the 10 in one million threshold. Therefore, individual measures of Countywide Plan Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 would not be applicable to the Project. Nevertheless, the Project would incorporate
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Mitigation Measure AQ-13 requiring the use of electric forklifts and other operational equipment, Mitigation
Measure AQ-19 requiring ZE heavy-duty trucks when commercially available, and Mitigation Measure AQ-
20 requiring ZE light- and medium-duty trucks when commercially available.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.57: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.10 of the Original Final EIR. The comment
states that health-protective cancer risk thresholds should be used, such as the SCAQMD Rule 1401.1
threshold of one in one million. The comment states that SCAQMD is also in the process of developing revised
cumulative health risk thresholds, which would be one in one million for the Project and would make the
Project’s cancer risk cumulatively considerable. The comment states that following OEHHA guidance for body
weight and breathing for lesser age groups is the norm for the Health Risk Assessment industry and should
not be looked at as health protective.

Response to Comment A2.57: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. As discussed in Response to
Comment A2.29, the Recirculated Draft EIR relies on the currently adopted SCAQMD threshold and the draft
threshold that the commenter refers to is not applicable to the Project. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions.

As discussed in Response to Comment A2.28, SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies only to "New Facilities" or
"Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The rule defines "New Facility"
as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an application for a Permit to
Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements or modifications at existing
facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project (warehouses/industrial),
not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD permits; thus, Rule 1401.1
does not apply, and SCAQMD has not imposed it. Further, as demonstrated in Response to Comment A2.28,
with specific regard to potential impacts at area schools, as discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 of
the Recirculated Draft EIR, the health risk assessments show a max school cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary of 0.06 in 1 million for construction and 0.13 to 0.60 in 1 million for operations, well below the
10 in one million threshold; non-cancer Hl is 0.01 (<1.0). Even assuming the commenter’s requested 1 in one
million cancer-risk threshold, Project impacts would remain well-below significance thresholds.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.58: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.11 of the Original Final EIR. The comment
states that BlueScape remodeled construction and operational sources and found that maximum impacts
were much higher than listed at receptors modeled by Urban Crossroads and even higher at receptors that
were not modeled. The comment states that impacts are above the one in one million threshold recommended
by Rule 1401.1, the proposed SCAQMD cumulative threshold, and even the existing 10 in one million
threshold. The comment concludes that impacts from construction and operational emissions would be
significant. The comment states that inclusion of Tier 4 equipment as mitigation can only be done if the
Applicant guarantees that they will adhere to the measure and if construction equipment usage is monitored.

Response to Comment A2.58: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
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provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions.

As discussed in Response to Comment A2.28, SCAQMD Rule 1401.1 applies only to "New Facilities" or
"Relocated Facilities" seeking a Permit to Construct/Operate from SCAQMD. The rule defines "New Facility"
as "any Facility which emits Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) and for which an application for a Permit to
Construct/Operate is submitted to the Executive Officer," excluding replacements or modifications at existing
facilities. The Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project is a land use project (warehouses/industrial),
not a stationary emissions source like a factory or refinery requiring SCAQMD permits; thus, Rule 1401.1
does not apply, and SCAQMD has not imposed it. Further, as demonstrated in Response to Comment A2.28,
with specific regard to potential impacts at area schools, as discussed on pages 5.3-57 through 5.3-66 of
the Recirculated Draft EIR, the health risk assessments show a max school cancer risk at Zimmerman
Elementary of 0.06 in 1 million for construction and 0.13 to 0.60 in 1 million for operations, well below the
10 in one million threshold; non-cancer Hl is 0.01 (<1.0). Even assuming the commenter’s requested 1 in one
million cancer-risk threshold, Project impacts would remain well-below significance thresholds.

In regard to inclusion of Tier 4 equipment as mitigation, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 is included in the Project’s
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and implementation of the measure would be verified by the
County of San Bernardino during Project construction.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.59: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.12 of the Original Final EIR. The comment
states that BlueScape remodeled construction and operational sources and found that maximum impacts
were much higher than listed at receptors modeled by Urban Crossroads and even higher at receptors that
were not modeled. The comment states that the remodeled maximum 30-year residential cancer risk was
40.6 in one million for the construction Health Risk Assessment and 12.3 in one million with RMP breathing
rates for the operational Health Risk Assessment or 14.3 in one million for 95" percentile breathing rates.
The comment states that the remodeled risk at Zimmerman Elementary is 2.12 in one million and 3.54 at
Crestmore Elementary. The comment states that the operational risk at Zimmerman is 3.65 in one million for
RMP breathing rates, and 4.24 in one million for 95th percentile breathing rates and at Crestmore
Elementary, operations risk is 1.42 in one million and 1.65 in one million for RMP and 95th percentile
breathing rates, respectively. The comment states that impacts at schools and residents is above the one in
one million threshold and impacts would be significant. The comment discusses that OEHHA states that it is
inappropriate from a public health perspective to allow a lifetime acceptable risk to accrue over a short
period of time so consideration should be given for very short-term projects to utilize a lower cancer risk
trigger.

Response to Comment A2.59: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.60: This comment provides a rebuttal to Response A3.13 of the Original Final EIR. This comment
states that Urban Crossroads did not analyze annual PM2s or NO2 impacts or US EPA’s updated NAAQS
annual standards. The comment states that air quality modeling had too few receptors, too few trucks, and
incorrect variable emissions factors, causing inaccurate results.
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Response to Comment A2.60: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions and the commenter has not provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis
is based on inappropriate modeling assumptions. Further, as discussed in Response to Comment A2.30, CEQA
significance thresholds are not automatically reset by federal NAAQS changes; instead, SCAQMD reviews
and updates its CEQA guidance, including Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs), through its public process.
As explained in Original Final EIR Responses A3.3, A3.13, and A3.21, the County used SCAQMD’s current
LST methodology and then performed additional AERMOD dispersion modeling in response to commenters,
which showed that peak daily construction and operational emissions of PMio, PM25, NO2, and CO would
not exceed SCAQMD’s localized thresholds at nearby sensitive receptors.

SCAQMD has not adopted an annual CEQA significance threshold equal to USEPA’s PM2s SIL, nor has it
recommended using federal SlLs as project-specific CEQA thresholds for mobile-source dominated projects.
As noted in the Original Final EIR and these Responses, a lead agency may rely on thresholds and
methodologies recommended by expert agencies, so long as the EIR explains their use and addresses
substantial contrary evidence—which the Original Final EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR do.

Accordingly, while the County will consider future SCAQMD guidance and federal standards in subsequent
planning and rulemaking, for this Project the County reasonably relied on SCAQMD’s existing LSTs and
CEQA thresholds. The Original Final EIR’s AERMOD analysis demonstrates that PM2.s, PM1o, and NO2 impacts
are less than significant under those thresholds, and the comment does not present substantial evidence that
use of federal SlLs is required or that doing so would change the impact conclusions.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.61: The comment states that Original Final EIR Response A3.14 does not address Comment
A3.14 which is about NO and NO2 impacts. The comment states that Urban Crossroads failed to analyze
annual NO2 impacts and the modeling is flawed.

Response to Comment A2.61: As discussed in Response to Comment A2.34, above, in response to comments
received on the Original Draft EIR, the County prepared refined AERMOD dispersion modeling as part of
the Original Final EIR (Supplemental Air Quality Analysis Memorandum) for construction and operations. This
analysis demonstrates that peak daily NO2 concentrations, when added to recent three year background
levels, remain below SCAQMD’s localized thresholds and the federal/state 1 hour and annual NO:
standards, so localized NOz impacts are less than significant.

Because refined AERMOD results provided as part of the Original Final EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR
demonstrate that project related NO, concentrations (1 hour and long term) at nearby residences and
schools, when combined with background, remain below SCAQMD’s localized thresholds and applicable
ambient standards, and DPM health risk levels are well within SCAQMD/OEHHA criteria, CEQA does not
require adoption of more stringent, stationary source permit limits from Rule 1303 or recirculation of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. Overall, the existing NO2 analysis included on Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-31
through 5.3-69 provides a conservative and legally adequate evaluation of short- and long-term impacts
on schoolchildren and other sensitive individuals.

CEQA allows a lead agency to select significance thresholds based on substantial evidence, and the County
has exercised this discretion by relying on SCAQMD’s regional and localized significance thresholds, which
are explicitly developed to ensure that localized NO2, CO, PMio, and PM2.s emissions will not cause or
contribute to exceedances of the most stringent applicable ambient standards.

Further, in response to this comment, additional modeling in AERMOD was performed in order to estimate
the annual average NO2 concentrations that would result from the Project’s construction and operational
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emissions (Appendix A to this Final EIR). The results of this analysis indicate a maximum estimated annual
average concentration of 0.21 Pg/m3 during construction, and 0.48 g/m3 during operations. As such, even
if the annual NO2 threshold of 1 g/m3 were to be applied, the Project’s construction and operational
emissions would not result in a significant impact.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.62: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.15 and states that the
receptor placement in the operational Health Risk Assessment is inaccurate as it does not use a grid. The
comment states that remodeling shows impacts further into the community and Zimmerman Elementary would
be exposed to cancer risk above the one in one million threshold. The comment states that, after fixing errors,
the cancer risk at a residential receptor is now at 8.86 in one million using RMP breathing rates, and 10.3 in
one million (above the 10 in one million CEQA threshold) using 95th percentile breathing rates. The comment
states that the trip generation is undercounted and modeling an updated trip generation would generate
even higher impacts to the community with the cancer risk at a residential receptor is now at 8.86 in one
million using RMP breathing rates, and 10.3 in one million (above the 10 in one million CEQA threshold) using
95th percentile breathing rates. The comment concludes that the Draft EIR did not appropriately analyze the
volume of truck trips or the emissions and health risks that would result from the Project.

Response to Comment A2.62: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.63: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.16 and states that the
receptor placement used by BlueScape is consistent with SCAQMD’s modeling guidance. The comment states
that if AERMOD does not calculate the concentrations at multiple locations, it can’t determine where the
maximum concentration is, which defeats the purpose of the analysis. The comment states that a 30-year
analysis would capture the higher construction impacts when the child is younger and has higher breathing
rates than an older person. The comment concludes that the Health Risk Assessment was not prepared in
accordance with SCAQMD recommendations and impacts would be significant.

Response to Comment A2.63: Comments A2.46 to A2.69 repeat assertions made in Comments A.27 to
A.38. As discussed in Responses to Comment A2.37, above, the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate
analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-
recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not provided substantial evidence of significant
impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling assumptions. This comment does not
otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not already been
disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.64: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.17 and states that the
trip generation used underestimates emissions from truck traffic. The comment states that the fraction of time
at home utilized by BlueScape is not overly conservative as a reasonable grid shows both Zimmerman
Elementary and Crestmore Elementary are in a one in one million isopleth for both construction and operation,
requiring the fraction of time at home to be set to 1 per SCAQMD and OEHHA guidelines. The comment
states that the daily breathing rates utilized are not overly conservative as children would be exposed to
emissions at the same time they are engaged with activities with higher breathing rates.
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Response to Comment A2.64 As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.65: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.18 and states that the
trip generation used underestimates emissions from truck traffic. This comment states that the updated
modeling with a corrected trip generation shows that the cancer risk to residents on Jurupa between Linden
and Oak are expected to be 12.3 in one million using standard breathing rates, and 14.3 in one million
using 95th percentile breathing rates, which is above thresholds. The comment states that several local schools
are in the one in one million isopleth, with part of the outdoor area at Zimmerman Elementary School in the
5 in one million isopleth. The comment states that 70-year cancer impacts would be higher than 30-year
cancer impacts, but since most risk occurs in younger children, it is important to ensure that children are
protected from these sources of pollution.

Response to Comment A2.65: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.66: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.19 and states that too
few receptors were used in the modeling, so no cancer risk isopleth reaches Zimmerman Elementary or
Crestmore Elementary. This comment states that this does not mean that no schools are daycares are within
the 30-year one in one million cancer risk isopleth. The comment states that, with remodeling, Zimmerman
Elementary, Crestmore Elementary, Slover Mountain High, and Bloomington High Schools are now in the one
in one million isopleth. The comment states that remodeling shows impacts above thresholds and that, when
the risk is cumulatively combined with those from West Valley Logistics Center, a cumulative health risk would
occur.

Response to Comment A2.66: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.67: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.20 and states that
there were issues with the construction Health Risk Assessment. The comment states that the construction Health
Risk Assessment was remodeled and now shows a cancer risk of 40.6 in one million. The comment provides
other comments on modeling inputs and states that the County has discretion to set more stringent and health-
protective thresholds than those provided by SCAQMD. The comment states that cancer risk impacts due to
Project construction would exceed the existing 10 in one million CEQA cancer risk threshold, and the one in
one million cancer risk threshold consistent with Rule 1401.1, SCAQMD’s proposed CEQA cumulative
threshold and OEHHA'’s recommendation for lower cancer risk triggers, and impacts would be significant.

Response to Comment A2.67: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
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provided substantial evidence of significant impacts given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.68: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.21 and states that a
more stringent NAAQS for PM2.s has been promulgated by the US EPA, which requires SCAQMD to develop
new plans for emissions reductions. The comment states that SCAQMD does not list an annual CEQA
significance threshold for PM2.5, so one must be adopted by the County. The comment states that modeling
performed in the Original Final EIR only analyzed 24-hour average impacts for PMio and PM2.s, and 1-hour
average impacts for NO2, and did not review annual PM2s and NO2 impacts. The comment states that
thresholds should be selected for short-term or 24-hour average, and long-term or annual average PM2.5
impacts, that are health-protective for school children and other sensitive individuals. The comment states that
there were modeling errors in the air quality analysis and that remodeling by BlueScape shows that impacts
from Project construction and operational PMio, PM2.5, and NO2 emissions at the maximum exposed resident
or school locations are above the recommended review significance thresholds. The comment states that the
most notable remodeling conclusion is that the annual average PMa2.simpact exceeds the 0.13 pig/m3 federal
significance threshold by almost seven times, and all health-protective significance levels are exceeded from
construction, operations, or both, without any trip rate adjustments; SCAQMD significance thresholds are also
exceeded for PMio 24-hour and annual operations. The comment states that the County should require a
new mitigation analysis to show how impacts for these pollutants will be mitigated below significance
thresholds.

Response to Comment A2.68: As discussed in Response A2.32 above, lead agencies may select significance
thresholds based on substantial evidence, and the County has exercised this discretion by using SCAQMD’s
regional and localized thresholds, which are designed to ensure that project emissions do not cause or
contribute to exceedances of the most stringent applicable ambient air quality standards.

In response to comments received on the Original Draft EIR, the County prepared additional refined
AERMOD dispersion modeling as part of the Original Final EIR (Supplemental Air Quality Analysis
Memorandum) showing that peak daily construction and operational emissions of NO2, CO, PMio, and PM2.s
do not exceed SCAQMD’s localized thresholds at nearby residences and schools, so localized NO2, PMio,
and PMzs impacts are less than significant and do not require adoption of the commenter’s alternative
federal screening values (Original Final EIR Responses A3.3, A3.5, A3.13).

Recirculated Draft EIR Tables 5.3-19 through 5.3-25 demonstrate that, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 requiring Tier 4 Final off-road equipment, localized construction and operational NO2, PM1o
and PMa2.s emissions for all Specific Plan scenarios are below SCAQMD LSTs at the nearest sensitive receptors,
including Zimmerman Elementary School and Bloomington High School. Therefore, the Project would not
expose children or other sensitive individuals to substantial localized particulate concentrations.

While the commenter proposes using federal 24-hour and annual “significance thresholds” (5.0/1.2 PUg/m3
and 1.0/0.13 g /m3), those values are not CEQA thresholds of significance but conservative screening levels.
Further, SCAQMD’s LSTs already incorporate background concentrations and NAAQS/CAAQS and are the
regionally accepted method for determining whether localized PM increments are significant.

However, additional modeling runs using AERMOD were performed by Urban Crossroads (Appendix A to
the Final EIR) to analyze the annual average PMio and PMa2s concentrations that would result from
construction and operation of the proposed Project (Appendix A to this Final EIR). This modeling indicates
estimated maximum construction PMio and PM2s annual average concentrations of 0.73 Jg/m3 and 0.28
Hg/m3, respectively. During operational activity, modeling indicates estimated maximum PMio and PMas
annual average concentrations of 0.11 pg/m3 and 0.04 Pg/m3, respectively. These concentrations remain
well below the SCAQMD significance thresholds and NAAQS annual standards, should they be applied.

County of San Bernardino 2-245
Final EIR
July 2026



Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project 2. Response to Comments

Further, additional modeling in AERMOD was performed in order to estimate the annual average NO:2
concentrations that would result from the Project’s construction and operational emissions (Appendix A to this
Final EIR). The results of this analysis indicate a maximum estimated annual average concentration of 0.21
Hg/m3 during construction, and 0.48 lig/m?3 during operations. As such, even if the annual NO2 threshold of
1 Ug/m3 were to be applied, the Project’s construction and operational emissions would not result in a
significant impact.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A2.69: This comment provides a rebuttal to Original Final EIR Response A3.22 and states that
BlueScape has determined that impacts due to construction and operations of the Project would be significant.
The comment states that the Urban Crossroads study is flawed as detailed in the comment letter, and the
study needs to be revised.

Response to Comment A2.69: As discussed in Responses to Comments A2.27 through A2.38, above, the
Recirculated Draft EIR provides an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Project’s pollutant
emissions utilizing OEHHA and SCAQMD-recommended modeling inputs. Further, the commenter has not
provided substantial evidence of significant impacts, given their analysis is based on inappropriate modeling
assumptions. This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental
impacts that have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter A3: California Air Resources Board (CARB), December 11, 2025
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Response to Comment Letter A3: California Air Resources Board (CARB) (17 pages)

Comment A3.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) is appreciative of their opportunity to comment. This comment summarizes the
proposed Project description and provides the trips that would result from development of the Project.

Response A3.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with the adequacy
of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A3.2: This comment states that if the Project is approved it will expose nearby communities to
elevated levels of air pollution beyond baseline and that the Project site is surrounded by homes and in
proximity to schools. The comment states that CARB previously commented on the Project in a 2021 letter
which expressed concerns related to the proximity to sensitive receptors, cumulative health impacts, restricting
transport refrigeration units, and mitigation measures. The comment summarizes the September 2024 Ruling
from the San Bernardino County Superior Court and states that CARB has concerns regarding the Recirculated
Draft EIR’s analysis of cumulative air quality impacts, health risks to sensitive receptors, and the lack of
enforceable zero emission (ZE) mitigation measures. The comment states that the County and Applicant have
an obligation to construct and operate the Project using all feasible ZE technologies described in the comment
letter.

Response A3.2: Regarding the Project exposing nearby communities to elevated levels of pollution, as
discussed under Impact AQ-2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-7 through 5.3-48, emissions from
operation of the Project would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOC and NOx after implementation of
regulatory requirements and mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source NOx emissions (by
weight) would be generated by Project-related vehicles, while VOC emissions would primarily result from
consumer products which are outside the regulatory control of both the Project applicant and the County.
Therefore, the Recirculated Draft EIR properly discloses that operational source VOC and NOx emissions
would be significant on a Project-level and a cumulative basis.

In regard to air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, as discussed under Impact AQ-3 in the Recirculated
Draft EIR on pages 5.3-49 through 5.3-66, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Furthermore, as discussed in Master
Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the areas that were determined to be inadequate
by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality,
energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore, concerns outside those areas (including
cumulative air quality and health risk impacts) are not further addressed in this document although they were
fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken into consideration by the County decision makers
in evaluating what action to take on this Project.

Regarding additional mitigation measures, such as requiring the use of ZE technologies during construction
and operation, the commenter is referred to Responses A3.6 and A3.8 for a detailed response.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality
analysis is lacking, or that any additional mitigation measures are feasible.

Comment A3.3: This comment states that CARB is concerned with the Project location given its proximity to
residences and schools given additional existing and planned industrial projects in the area. The comment
summarizes the findings of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s regional air quality analysis and cumulative projects
list. The comment provides an aerial of the Project site, schools in the vicinity, and surrounding industrial
projects.
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Response A3.3: The Original Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR include a cumulative air quality analysis
following South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) guidance. As discussed in the South
Coast AQMD’s White Paper on Potential Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution,
SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts for all
environmental topics analyzed in a CEQA document. As such, project emissions that exceed the project-
specific significance thresholds are also considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is
the document and methodology that is currently published for use and reference on the SCAQMD’s website
(https:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source /agendas/environmental-justice /cumulative-impacts-working-
group/cumulative-impacts-white-paper.pdf2sfvrsn=69761d61_2).

For project-specific and cumulative regional air quality impacts, the SCAQMD utilizes the significance
thresholds set forth in Table 5.3-6 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As described in Impact AQ-2 in the
Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-7 through 5.3-48, emissions from operation of the Project would exceed
SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOC and NOx after implementation of regulatory requirements and mitigation
measures. A majority of operational-source NOx emissions (by weight) would be generated by Project
vehicles, and the VOC emissions would be generated by consumer products that neither the Project applicant
nor the County have the ability to reduce emissions of. Therefore, operational-source emissions from
implementation of the proposed Project would be cumulatively considerable and cumulative air quality
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Due to the Project’s proximity to Zimmerman Elementary school, student exposure was analyzed under Impact
AQ-3, including Construction Diesel Mobile Source Health Risk on page 5.3-57 and Operational Diesel
Mobile Source Health Risk on pages 5.3-65 through 5.3-66 for Opening Year - Opening Option 1, Opening
Year - Opening Option 2, and the Future Development Area - Specific Plan Buildout scenarios. The analyses
concluded that the maximum incremental cancer risk under Project construction and all operating scenarios
would be below the significance threshold of 10 in one million and that non-cancer risks attributable to the
Project, and all scenarios were calculated to be <0.01, which would not exceed the applicable significance
threshold of 1.0 (Urban Crossroads, 2021). As such, Project construction and operation under all scenarios
would not cause a significant human health or cancer risk to nearby school children and impacts would be
less than significant.

Furthermore, as further discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused on the
areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September 2024
Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. Therefore,
concerns outside those areas (including cumulative air quality and health risk impacts) are not further
addressed in this document although they were fully analyzed in the Original Draft EIR and will be taken
into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project. This
comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have
not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR or that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s regional or
cumulative air quality analysis is lacking..

Comment A3.4: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project site is
located within Environmental Justice Focus Area and in an area with a high pollution burden. The comment
states that the Project’s contribution to local air pollution must be evaluated in the context of the State’s
environmental justice goals. The comment summarizes Assembly Bill 617 and states that diesel emissions
generated during construction and operation of the Project would negatively impact communities that are
already impacted. The comment states that the County must ensure that the Project does not adversely impact
neighboring disadvantaged communities.

Response A3.4: While the Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project site is located within an
Environmental Justice Focus Area, as further discussed in Master Response 1, CEQA is an environmental
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protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of
historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). Moreover, CEQA also requires a project
to evaluate its impacts in relation to changes in an area’s population, housing needs and coverage under
adequate public services. The Recirculated Draft EIR is focused on analyzing potentially significant impacts
under the CEQA. Concerns outside those areas are not further addressed in this document although they will
be taken into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to take on this Project.
The Project’s potential environmental justice effects are social issues that are not considered effects on the
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131(a)). Thus, consistent with CEQA, the
Recirculated Draft EIRs includes an analysis of the Project’s potentially significant physical impacts on the
environment and does not include substantial discussion of environmental justice.

CalEnviroScreen is a general policy tool. It is generally inappropriate for CEQA review as it looks at general
environmental and socioeconomic conditions, but not physical impacts associated with projects. However, the
Original and Recirculated Draft EIRs provides a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative air quality
related impacts of the proposed Project upon the surrounding community (localized impacts) pursuant to
SCAQMD methodology and thresholds, which is the appropriate scope due to the Project’s location within
the South Coast Air Basin. The Original Draft EIR also provides a detailed evaluation of the potential
cumulative water supply, water quality, hazardous waste, and solid waste impacts of the proposed Project.

Regarding the existing pollution burden, the existing air quality in the Project area is described in
Recirculated Draft EIR Section 5.3, Air Quality. Table 5.3-2 provides data from the closest air quality
monitoring stations to the Project site. Data from the air quality monitoring stations indicates that the PMa2.s
federal standard had one exceedance in 2020, two exceedances in 2021, one exceedance in 2022, and
no exceedance in 2023. While the Project vicinity has experienced exceedances of State and federal
standards, the thresholds set forth by the SCAQMD are intended to be health protective and are based on
Clean Air Act standards and recommendations by the EPA. Although there has been an increase in
development in the South Coast Air Basin, emissions concentrations have declined, and air quality has
generally improved at the basin-wide level over the last 30 years largely due to cleaner air vehicles and
fuel requirements (with the recognition of localized exceedances as discussed earlier in this
paragraph)(Original Draft EIR Appendix C1).

Impacts related to toxic air contaminants and health risks are discussed under Impact AQ-3 of Section 5.3,
Air Quality in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-56 through 5.3-66. Based on existing SCAQMD
recommendations for Mobile Source Health Risk Assessments, with implementation of mitigation, the combined
construction and operational impacts of the proposed Project at the maximally impacted residential receptor
is estimated to be 4.91 in one million, which is less than the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one
million. At this same location, non-cancer risks were estimated to be less than 0.01, which would not exceed
the applicable SCAQMD significance threshold of 1.0. As such, the proposed Project would result in emissions
that are far below existing SCAQMD significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project’s potential
impacts on human health risks would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR or that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality
analysis is lacking.

Comment A3.5: This comment states that the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) prepared for the Project concludes
that the operational impact is less than significant as the estimated risks are below SCAQMD thresholds. The
comment states that CARB is concerned that the operational cancer risk may be underestimated due to the
heavy-duty truck 15-minute idling duration assumed in the model. The comment states that CARB’s Airborne
Toxic Control Measure restricts idling to 5 minutes but includes an exemption for “clean-idle certified” trucks
(model year 2008+), which account for the majority of trucks in the fleet. The comment states that the HRA
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should account for this exemption and provide data to justify why a 15-minute average is appropriate for
a facility where trucks may queue for longer durations.

Response A3.5: The Recirculated Draft EIR’s Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment already applies the
conservative 15 minute onsite idling duration recommended by SCAQMD for CEQA health risk analyses,
specifically to capture truck queuing, bay staging, and check in/check out activities associated with a high
cube logistics facility. This assumption exceeds the five minute regulatory limit and thus inherently
encompasses the idling that could occur under the “clean idle certified” exemption; it is not constrained by
the legal limit but instead reflects a worst case operational scenario. As discussed on pages 5.3-59 through
5.3-70 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, using this conservative assumption, the HRA determined maximum
incremental cancer risks of 4.58 in one million (Opening Year Option 1) and 5.78 in one million (Opening
Year Option 2), both below SCAQMD’s 10 in one million significance threshold, with non-cancer hazard
indices of 0.01, also below the threshold of 1.0. Because these risks were modeled assuming 15 minutes of
idling for all heavy-duty trucks, regardless of CARB’s ATCM exemptions, they already represent a health
protective upper bound for onsite operational emissions. In addition, the Project incorporates idling control
mitigation within Mitigation Measure AQ-10, which requires onsite signage to enforce the five minute CARB
limit and provide contact information to report violations, further reducing actual idling below the
conservative modeling assumption. Consequently, the HRA does not underestimate operational health risk,
and the Recirculated Draft EIR appropriately concludes that operational diesel particulate matter emissions
from onsite truck activity would result in less than significant cancer and non-cancer health risks to nearby
residents, workers, and schoolchildren.

Notwithstanding the previous discussion, the County and Applicant have agreed to limit on-site idling to a
maximum of 3 minutes. Therefore, Mitigation Measure AQ-10 has been amended accordingly as presented
below:

MM AQ-10: Idling Regulations. The Project plans and specifications shall include signs at
loading dock facilities that include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines when
not in use; 2) instructions for truck drivers to restrict idling to no more than 3 5 minutes once
the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park”, and the parking brake
is engaged pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485; and
3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and California Air Resources Board
(CARB) to report violations. Signs shall be installed prior to receipt of an occupancy permit.
The Project facility operators shall train managers and employees on efficient scheduling
and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuving and idling of trucks.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR or that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s health risk
analysis is lacking.

Comment A3.6: This comment states that CARB disagrees with the conclusion that the use of zero-emission
heavy-duty trucks is infeasible due to limited commercial availability and infrastructure. The comment states
that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s technical memorandum argues infeasibility by stating that there are not
enough public charging stations for heavy duty trucks in the United States, but the primary charging model
for logistics operations is “behind-the-fence” depot charging. The comment states that the Applicant must
proactively install the necessary charging infrastructure for the site to support fleet electrification and that
California’s Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project maintains a catalog of
commercially available medium- and heavy-duty zero-emission trucks that are eligible for funding. The
comment states that multiple manufacturers are delivering Class 8 electric trucks to fleets in California. The
comment states that CARB is concerned that Mitigation Measures AQ-19 and AQ-20 rely on a feasibility
definition that is financially arbitrary and ignores the operational realities of the zero-emission market. The
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comment states that the definition of “widely commercially available” as “less than 125% the cost” of a
comparable diesel truck is arbitrary and ignores the lower total cost of ownership (TCO) of electric vehicles.

Response A3.6: The Recirculated Draft EIR’s feasibility discussion is not limited to the scarcity of public DC
fast chargers; it evaluates the broader state of medium and heavy duty zero-emission (ZE) truck
infrastructure, including truck accessible public charging, hydrogen refueling, and grid capacity, all of which
bear directly on whether tenants can realistically operate ZE fleets The analysis explains that, as of 2025,
only 12 publicly accessible DC fast charging stations with 129 heavy duty capable ports exist across the
United States and Canada, that California’s first truck capable public DC fast charger opened in 2023, and
that planned depots are limited and corridor oriented (RDEIR p. 5.3-42, 5.3-43; Appendix B pp. 13-15).

Crucially, the Recirculated Draft EIR explains that even depot based ZE operations are currently constrained
by local grid capacity and the very high power demand of truck scale charging (e.g., megawatt class
chargers), with transformer and substation upgrades facing multiyear lead times. This grid capacity discussion
applies directly to “behind the fence” depots and demonstrates that, at present, large scale depot charging
sufficient to serve all heavy-duty trucks accessing the Project is not yet feasible, particularly in a community
already heavily burdened by electrical grid constraints. Accordingly, the Recirculated Draft EIR’s conclusion
that mandatory near term ZE truck operation is infeasible is supported by substantial evidence and is not
based solely on public charger availability (RDEIR p. 5.3-41, 5.3-42; Appendix B pp. 12-15).

The Recirculated Draft EIR and Appendix B fully acknowledge the existence of ZE truck models and incentive
programs, including CARB’s HVIP, but reasonably conclude that these programs do not yet render full ZE
truck use feasible for all trucks serving the Project. Appendix B documents that, as of 2024, battery electric
trucks constitute only 0.01 percent of California’s medium duty fleet and 0.21 percent of the heavy-duty
fleet, and that within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction there are only 226 medium duty and 197 heavy duty ZE
trucks, with very limited annual additions (RDEIR Appendix B p. 13). These data show that ZE trucks are being
deployed, including with HVIP support, but still represent a de minimis share of the regional fleet, spread
across many operators, such that requiring all trucks serving a single project to be ZE would be infeasible
and potentially preclusive of lawful operations. Further, in February 2026, the EPA repealed all federal
GHG emission standards for light-duty, medium-duty, and heavy-duty vehicles and engines, which may
hinder market growth of ZE vehicles.>

The CARB comment letter cited by the commenter was responded to in the Original Final EIR, which explains
that requiring universal ZE truck use or model year 2014+ trucks across all tenants and third party carriers
would exceed CARB’s own regulatory requirements, would not be widely achievable in the marketplace,
and would not be enforceable for unknown future tenants and independent carriers (Original Final EIR
Response A2.5). Instead, the County adopted mitigation in the Recirculated Draft EIR that: (1) requires ZE
yard equipment and interior equipment; (2) provides charging infrastructure; and (3) commits tenants to
transition to ZE trucks once they become commercially available under objective criteria, discussed below.

This approach is consistent with CEQA’s feasibility standard set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15364,
which requires adoption of mitigation measures that are capable of reasonable implementation in light of
economic, legal, technological, and logistical constraints, but does not require measures that would effectively
assume a fully converted regional fleet that does not yet exist.

The commenter’s characterization of the “125 percent of diesel cost” test as arbitrary and as ignoring total
cost of ownership is incorrect. Mitigation Measures AQ-19 and AQ-20 clearly define “widely commercially

> Holland & Knight. (February 2026) EPA Repeals Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards and the Underlying Endangerment
Finding.  Accessed  from:  https://www.hklaw.com/en/insights/publications /2026 /02 /epa-repeals-vehicle-all-
greenhouse-gas-standards-for-vehicles
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available” ZE trucks to determine when tenants must transition their fleets under binding lease requirements.
Those measures explicitly base commercial availability on total five year ownership cost, including capital
cost, incentives, fuel, and electricity, and require like for like comparisons between ZE trucks and comparable
new production combustion engine trucks of the same class and trim level.

Thus, rather than relying solely on up front purchase price or a simplistic cost test, the mitigation uses a
structured total cost of ownership framework over a five year period, expressly incorporating HVIP and
other incentives into the cost comparison. The 125 percent threshold functions as a reasoned economic “safety
factor” to ensure that ZE trucks are not merely technically available but are sufficiently cost competitive to
make mandatory fleet conversion feasible across diverse tenants and carriers. CEQA allows lead agencies
to adopt such performance based, objective triggers to define when future technology forcing mitigation will
become feasible. Contrary to the comment’s assertion that the mitigation is unenforceable, as part of the
Recirculated Draft EIR, the County converted the relevant project design features into formal mitigation
measures incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). Mitigation Measures
AQ-19 and AQ-20 require that, prior to issuance of final Certificates of Occupancy, tenants’ lease
agreements must obligate use of ZE light, medium, and heavy-duty trucks once ZE trucks meet the “widely
commercially available” criterion, with the County Planning Division responsible for determining when that
criterion is satisfied. Additional mitigation (MMs AQ-10, AQ-11, AQ-12, AQ-13, AQ-16—AQ-18, AQ-21,
AQ-23) requires provision of EV charging stations, interior non-diesel /ZE equipment, truck route signage,
idling restrictions, recordkeeping, and 100 percent renewable electricity, all implemented through lease
conditions and monitored through the MMRP.

This response to comments further clarifies that these measures are legally enforceable through conditions of
approval, building permits, and business licenses, and that CEQA does not require adoption of more stringent
ZE truck mandates where existing measures reduce DPM and localized criteria pollutants to levels below
significance thresholds.

Therefore, CEQA does not require the County to impose infeasible ZE truck mandates simply to accelerate
adoption beyond what is technologically and economically practicable today. Instead, the County has
adopted a suite of enforceable, technology forcing measures that: (1) substantially reduce emissions in a
heavily burdened community now; and (2) commit the Project to transition to ZE trucks once they are verifiably
and cost effectively available, as defined by a total cost of ownership standard. Accordingly, the
Recirculated Draft EIR’s treatment of ZE truck feasibility, incentives, and the “125 percent of diesel cost”
trigger provides substantial evidence and a rational, enforceable framework consistent with CEQA, and no
further revisions are required in response to this comment.

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not
already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A3.7: This comment states that, while the Project would restrict the operation of cold
storage/refrigerated uses, CARB is concerned that the Project may receive visits from trucks and trailers
equipped with transport refrigeration units (TRUs). The comment states that CARB urges the County to
incorporate a Project design measure requiring contractual language in lease agreements that prohibits
tenants from operating diesel-powered TRUs within the Project site or a condition that prohibits the
Applicant’s use of TRUs. The comment states that if the County and Applicant later choose to allow TRUs to
operate within the Project site, the County must remodel the Project’s air quality analysis and HRA. The
comment states that CARB suggests the County include measures requiring all loading /unloading docks and
trailer spaces to be equipped with electrical hookups for trailers operating with TRUs or auxiliary power
units and ensuring that all TRUs entering the Project site be plug-in capable.

Response A3.7: As shown in Table 3-2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Specific Plan prohibits cold
storage/refrigerated uses. Therefore, there would be no reasonably foreseeable situation where TRUs
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would access the Project site, as TRUs are intended to transport frozen and/or refrigerated goods to or from
refrigerated warehouses. As such, there is no nexus for conditioning or mitigating the Project to prohibit TRUs
from accessing the Project site or for requiring electrical hookups at loading docks and trailer parking spaces.
Should the County or Applicant desire refrigerated uses and TRU usage in the future, an amendment to the
Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan would be required to permit or conditionally permit cold
storage/refrigerated uses, which would trigger the need for additional CEQA analysis. Furthermore, as
required by 13 California Code of Regulations 2477.5(b), 100 percent of TRU fleets must be zero-emission
by December 31, 2029. As such, TRUs will progressively become less polluting as fleets transition to zero-
emission technology in compliance with the TRU Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) regulations. This
comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have
not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A3.8: This comment states that NOx and VOC during the Project’s construction and operation
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and the Recirculated Draft EIR includes twenty-four mitigation measures
related to air quality. The comment summarizes the mitigation requirements and states that the Recirculated
Draft EIR indicates that operational NOx and VOC impacts will remain significant and unavoidable. The
comment provides mitigation measures suggested by CARB including:

e Ensure the cleanest possible construction practices and equipment are used. This includes eliminating the
idling of diesel-powered equipment and providing the necessary infrastructure (e.g., electrical hookups)
to support zero and near-zero equipment and tools.

e Implement, and plan accordingly for, the necessary construction infrastructure to support the zero and
near-ZE technology vehicles and equipment that will be operating on-site. Necessary infrastructure may
include the physical (e.g., needed footprint), energy, and fueling infrastructure for construction
equipment, on-site vehicles and equipment, and medium-heavy and heavy-heavy duty trucks.

¢ Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements requiring future tenants to exclusively use zero-
emission light and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans.

e Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements requiring all service equipment (e.g., yard
hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet jacks) used within the project site to be zero-emission as
this equipment is widely available and can be purchased using incentive funding from CARB’s Clean
Off-Road Equipment Voucher Incentive Project (CORE).

¢ Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements requiring a phased transition of heavy-duty
trucks entering or on the project site, culminating in a requirement for 100% zero-emission trucks
beginning in 2030. Incentive funds can be obtained from the Carl Moyer Program and Voucher Incentive
Project.

e Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that restrict trucks and support equipment from
idling longer than two minutes while on site.

® Include rooftop solar panels for each proposed warehouse to the extent feasible, with a capacity that
matches the maximum allowed for distributed solar connections to the grid, to support the 100%
renewable energy requirement described in Mitigation Measure AQ-23.

® Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements, requiring the installing of vegetative walls or
other effective barriers that separate loading docks and people living or working nearby.

Response A3.8: The commenter correctly describes that operational NOx and YVOC impacts would be
significant and unavoidable. As discussed on page 5.3-41 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the majority of the
Project’s NOx emissions are derived from vehicle usage. Since neither the Project Applicant nor the County
have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions and these emissions are dependent on State and
federal regulations, as well as private sector technological advancements, as further discussed in Response
A3.6, no additional feasible mitigation measures exist beyond Mitigation Measures AQ-10 through AQ-24
to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Regarding recommended mitigation measures:
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e Additional mitigation measures related to regional construction air quality emissions are not necessary.
As demonstrated in Table 5.3-10, implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-9 would
reduce emissions of VOC and NOx to below SCAQMD’s significance threshold. Therefore, as impacts
would be mitigated to a less than significant level through implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-
1 through AQ-9, additional mitigation requirements regarding zero-emission or near zero-emission
construction equipment is unnecessary. Furthermore, zero-emission construction equipment is not available
technologically or commercially.

e Mitigation Measure AQ-20 sets forth requirements for the use of zero-emission light-duty and medium-
duty trucks and vans, once such vehicles are widely commercially available. Therefore, should zero-
emission light-duty and medium-duty trucks and vans become widely commercially available prior to
operation of any proposed buildings, lease agreements shall require that future tenants utilize such
vehicles in daily operations.

e Mitigation Measure AQ-13 requires that all onsite yard hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet
jacks be zero-emission equipment. Therefore, the request that all service equipment be zero-emission
has already been incorporated into the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Plan.

e Regarding the feasibility of zero-emission heavy-duty trucks, the commenter is referred to Response
A3.6. As discussed, Mitigation Measure AQ-19 sets forth requirements for the use of zero-emission
heavy-duty trucks, once such vehicles are widely commercially available. Therefore, should zero-emission
heavy-duty trucks become widely commercially available prior to or during operation of any proposed
buildings, lease agreements shall require that future tenants utilize such vehicles in daily operations.

e In response to CARB’s request that the Project restrict trucks and support equipment from idling longer
than 2 minutes, Mitigation Measure AQ-10 has been revised as follows, and as disclosed in Section 3.0
of this Final EIR. As disclosed in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-10 has been revised
to limit idling to three minutes instead of two minutes as three minutes of idling is more feasible for trucks
and a further decrease would not result in a meaningful reduction in emissions.

MM AQ-10: Idling Regulations. The Project plans and specifications shall include signs at
loading dock facilities that include: 1) instructions for truck drivers to shut off engines when
not in use; 2) instructions for truck drivers to restrict idling to no more than 3 5 minutes once
the vehicle is stopped, the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park”, and the parking brake
is engaged pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485; and
3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and California Air Resources Board
(CARB) to report violations. Signs shall be installed prior to receipt of an occupancy permit.
The Project facility operators shall train managers and employees on efficient scheduling
and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks.

® In regard to including rooftop solar panels for each proposed warehouse to the extent feasible,
Mitigation Measure AQ-23 requires the applicant to either install rooftop solar panels to offset 100
percent of the building’s energy demands or purchase 100 percent renewable energy. As part of
Building 1 and Building 2 construction design plans, both buildings would include enough solar to offset
100 percent of the buildings’ energy consumption.

e Inregard to installing vegetative walls or other barriers separating loading docks and people living or
working nearby, the proposed buildings would be designed with screening walls, as set forth in PDF
NOI-1. Furthermore, Section 3.5 of the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan requires that, where
industrial uses adjoin a residential use or where truck courts abut a public right-of-way, a 12-foot-high
screen wall shall be constructed. Therefore, truck courts and loading docks would be adequately
screened from nearby uses.

Comment A3.9: This comment states that CARB is concerned about potential cumulative air quality and
public health impacts resulting from the Project given its proximity to residences and other air pollution
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sources. The comment states that the County must include legally enforceable design features and mitigation
measures that promote the use of zero-emission trucks and onsite equipment. The comment states that CARB
must prioritize its substantive comments based on staff time, resources, and its assessment of impacts and that
the decision to comment on some issues does not constitute an admission that it substantively agrees with the
lead agency’s conclusions on other issues. The comment states that CARB appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Recirculated Draft EIR for the Project and asks to be included on the list of agencies that will
receive the Final Recirculated EIR.

Response A3.9: The comment is conclusionary in nature and does not identify concerns with the adequacy
of the Recirculated Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue. CARB shall be included on the list of State
agencies that will receive the Final Recirculated EIR and other CEQA noticing for the proposed Project.

Comment A3.10: This comment includes the comment letter provided by CARB on the Original EIR on
December 21, 2021.

Response A3.10: This comment letter was responded to in its entirety as Response A2 in the Final EIR,
included as Volume 3 to the Recirculated Draft EIR, and has been supplemented by the responses contained
above. No further response is warranted.
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Comment Letter A4: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), December 11, 2025
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Response to Comment Letter A4: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) (27 pages)

Comment A4.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is appreciative of their opportunity to comment.

Response to Comment A4.1: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with
the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A4.2: This comment provides a summary of the Project description and the planning process for
the Project, including the September 2024 Ruling to recirculate the EIR. The comment states that the County
prepared a Recirculated Draft EIR, which retains the Project description and development footprint from the
Original Draft EIR.

Response to Comment A4.2: This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a specific issue with
the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Because the comment does not express any specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided.

Comment A4.3: This comment states that SCAQMD previously wrote two comment letters regarding the
Original Draft EIR, one on the NOP dated January 19,2021 and the other on the Draft EIR dated December
15,2021. The comment states that the SCAQMD also submitted a comment letter dated December 12, 2024
on the NOP for the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states that the letters are attached, but SCAQMD
staff found that the 2021 NOP comment letter and Original Draft EIR comment letter were not incorporated
into the Final EIR. The comment states that SCAQMD is resubmitting both letters and is awaiting the Lead
Agency’s responses to these previous comments.

Response to Comment A4.3: The County appreciates SCAQMD’s review of the Bloomington Business Park
Specific Plan Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the January 2021 NOP comment letter, this letter is
summarized in Table 2-2, Summary of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-3 of the Original Draft EIR. The
Original Draft EIR is included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the 2021 Draft EIR
comment letter, this letter and the comments contained within, were thoroughly responded to as Response Al
within the Original Final EIR. The Original Final EIR was included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR.
Therefore, all comments provided by SCAQMD have been adequately responded to, in compliance with
CEQA.

Comment A4.4: The comment states that SCAQMD staff also submitted a request to obtain the unlocked
modeling and emission calculation files used to quantify the air quality impacts contained in the Recirculated
Draft EIR, but has yet to receive these files. The comment states that SCAQMD staff was unable to verify the
calculations upon which the Recirculated Draft EIR is based and that the following comments reflect the lack
of complete information necessary to conduct a more thorough review.

Response to Comment A4.4: In response to this comment, County staff provided SCAQMD with all pertinent
modeling data on January 21, 2026 so that SCAQMD staff could verify the new analysis contained within
the Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, none of the
analysis for regional or localized emissions or health risk impacts changed from the analysis contained in the
Original Final EIR, which was provided to SCAQMD for review prior to the 2022 EIR certification. Given that
the only additional modeling included was the Friant Ranch Analysis, SCAQMD has already reviewed and
verified the majority of the Project’s modeling data.

Comment A4.5: This comment states that SCAQMD recommends conducting a quantitative analysis of human
health consequences. The comment states that a qualitative analysis was prepared for a comparative health
impact analysis in response to the court’s direction to conduct a human health consequences analysis. The
comment states that the February 2023 Friant Ranch Community Plan Update and Friant Ranch Specific Plan
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contained a detailed quantitative analysis of human health consequences, which is evidence that this type of
calculation can be performed. The comment states that the County is recommended to review this analysis,
perform a quantitative analysis specific to the Project, and revise the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response to Comment A4.5: The comment does not show that CEQA requires a new quantitative “Friant
style” health impact model for this particular Project, nor that the absence of such a calculation renders the
Recirculated Draft EIR’s human health discussion inadequate. Under Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (Friant
Ranch), an EIR must make a reasonable effort to relate significant air pollutant emissions to likely health
consequences or explain, with substantial evidence, why a more detailed quantitative correlation is not
feasible or would be misleading. The decision does not mandate any specific model or require that every
project adopt the same level of quantification used in other planning level documents. Here, the Recirculated
Draft EIR already satisfies Friant Ranch by (1) quantifying project emissions using agency accepted methods,
(2) conducting dispersion and health risk assessments consistent with OEHHA and air district guidance, and
(3) summarizing peer reviewed literature and regional health effects evidence to explain how the identified
air quality impacts relate to potential human health outcomes.

Moreover, the Friant Ranch—style analysis provided within Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B is accurate,
conservative, and adequate under CEQA for describing how the Project’s air emissions relate to potential
human health consequences. Appendix B uses methods consistent with Friant Ranch by: (1) quantifying project
related criteria and toxic emissions using agency accepted modeling; (2) applying a regional scale screening
tool (COBRA) in the manner intended by EPA to translate those emissions into changes in ambient pollutant
levels and health outcomes over the South Coast Air Basin; and (3) comparing the Project’s incremental
regional health effects to existing background conditions and to other large projects that have undergone
detailed health impact review. Appendix B clearly discloses model assumptions and limitations, explains that
the results represent conservative screening level estimates rather than site specific epidemiological
predictions, and shows that the Project’s incremental contribution to regional health outcomes is small relative
to existing basin wide burdens. This level of analysis reasonably “bridges the gap” between quantified
emissions and health effects required by Friant Ranch and provides substantial evidence that additional,
more complex quantitative health consequence modeling would not materially change the EIR’s conclusions.

This approach is consistent with expert guidance from SCAQMD, SJIVAPCD, SMAQMD, and the City of Los
Angeles, which explains that Friant Ranch does not require a project-specific, fine-scale quantitative model
of health outcomes where no reliable, non-speculative methodology exists, but instead allows an explanation,
supported by substantial evidence, of why only regional or comparative analyses are feasible.¢

The City of Los Angeles guidance, prepared with a technical advisory panel and appending the very
SCAQMD and SJIVAPCD amicus briefs cited by the Supreme Court, concludes that for typical development
projects, there is “no quantitative method to reliably and meaningfully translate mass emission estimates of
criteria air pollutants to specific health effects for the scale of projects typically analyzed” and that regional
models such as CAMx/CMAQ and BenMAP are not accurate at project scale because the incremental change
in concentrations is within the models’ margins of error (City of Los Angeles Air Quality & Health Effects
pp.10-12, 31-36). The City of Los Angeles Guidance explains that, in response to Friant Ranch, lead
agencies may satisfy CEQA by (1) relating emissions to health qualitatively and with regional comparisons,
and (2) explaining why more refined project-level quantification is infeasible. Recirculated Draft EIR
Appendix B follows this framework.

¢ City of Los Angeles. Air Quality and Health Effects: Sierra Club v. County of Fresno. October 2019. Accessed from:
https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument /e 1a00fbf-6134-4fa9-b6fd-54eeeb631effb /City_of LA_-
_Air_Quality_and_Health_Effects_and_Attachments.pdf
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The City of Los Angeles Guidance, including both the SCAQMD and SJVAPCD Friant Ranch amicus briefs,
emphasizes that (a) criteria-pollutant health impacts are evaluated on a regional basis, (b) existing tools
cannot reliably tie an individual project’s NOx/VOC/PM emissions to localized health outcomes, and (c)
requiring such an analysis would be speculative and inconsistent with CEQA (City of Los Angeles Air Quality
& Health Effects Attachments: SCAQMD Brief pp.3—4, 9—10; SJVAPCD Brief pp.4—10). These documents
specifically caution against fine-scale, site-specific criteria-pollutant health-risk modeling and support the
use of regional models and comparative projects to demonstrate that incremental health effects are
negligible at the basin scale.

Accordingly, the Recirculated Draft EIR’s reliance on Appendix B’s Friant style analysis is technically sound
and CEQA compliant, and the commenter has not provided substantial evidence that the methods or results
in Appendix B are inaccurate, unreliable, or legally inadequate. Response to Comment A5 provides further
detail on appropriateness of different models in conducting the analysis.

This comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that
have not already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR or that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality
analysis is inadequate.

Comment A4.6: This comment states that the County is recommended to evaluate the applicability of the
statewide clean-fleet and clean-construction programs under development by CARB and that taking
advantage of these programs would provide opportunities to minimize the significant effects of the Project.
The comment provides a summary of CARB’s California Clean Construction Program, Clean Fleet Connect
program, and Advanced Clean Fleet program. The comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not
fully examine the feasibility of these emerging statewide programs as mitigation. The comment states that
these programs provide substantial evidence that cleaner-than-baseline technologies are commercially
emerging and will become increasingly feasible during the Project’s multi-year buildout. The comment states
that these programs could directly reduce the precursor emissions tied fo potentially adverse health outcomes.

The comment states that the County is recommended to revise the Recirculated Draft EIR to incorporate
measures such as:

e Requiring the use of cleaner than Tier 4 Final or zero-emission (ZE) off-road equipment when
commercially available;

e Implementing phased integration of ZE on-road trucks consistent with CARB’s Advanced Clean Fleet
implementation schedule or Clean Fleet Connect guidance;

e Establishing contract specifications that require subcontractors to utilize clean construction equipment
meeting CARB-recognized standards; and

e Requiring annual reporting or verification to ensure compliance.

The comment states that these commitments would reduce NOx, VOC, and DPM emissions as well as align
the Project with CARB’s long-term clean-fleet transition strategy and California’s climate mandates.

Response to Comment A4.6: No additional “clean fleet/clean construction” measures of the type suggested
are required for CEQA compliance. The Recirculated Draft EIR air quality analysis contained within Section
5.3, Air Quality, already incorporates stringent construction and operational source controls that go well
beyond applicable regulatory requirements, including mandatory Tier 4 off road equipment, restrictions on
daily equipment hours, model year and emissions standard requirements for on road construction trucks, and
a broad suite of transportation and energy related operational measures (MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-24).
The County appreciates SCAQMD’s determination that these commitments would reduce NOx, VOC, and
DPM emissions. The measures implemented directly address the same emission sources (construction
equipment, on road trucks, and facility fleets) targeted by CARB’s emerging clean construction and clean
fleet programs and are tailored to the Project’s phasing, tenant structure, and site constraints.
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CEQA requires mitigation that is feasible in light of technological, regulatory, and economic considerations;
it does not obligate the County to impose every policy level initiative still under development at CARB, nor
to mandate full ZE construction and truck fleets before those technologies are commercially available and
practically deployable for this type of warehouse project. As documented in the Recirculated Draft EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B, the current heavy duty ZE truck market remains extremely limited in
population, range capability, and supporting charging/hydrogen infrastructure, and grid capacity
constraints further limit the near-term feasibility of large-scale electrification of regional truck fleets
(Recirculated Draft EIR Appendix B p. 12-15). The Project’s mitigation therefore uses a phased,
performance-based approach. It requires provision of truck and light /medium duty electric vehicle (EV)
charging infrastructure, mandates transition to zero emission light, medium and heavy-duty trucks once such
vehicles are “widely commercially available” under specified cost and performance based criteria and
requires lease provisions and recordkeeping to ensure enforceability.

For construction, the Recirculated Draft EIR already requires Tier 4 off road fleets, hours of use limits, and
other best available measures that achieve substantial reductions in NOx and DPM and reduce peak
construction emissions below SCAQMD’s regional and localized thresholds after mitigation. Therefore, no
additional mitigation would be required under CEQA as emissions would be below SCAQMD thresholds with
incorporation of Tier 4 equipment. The commenter does not provide substantial evidence that requiring
“cleaner than Tier 4 Final” or ZE off road fleets on a fixed schedule is presently feasible for the regional
construction market serving Bloomington, or that such a mandate would be consistent with market availability,
contractor bidding practices, or CARB’s own implementation timelines. Likewise, for operations, the
Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges that long term NOx and VOC emissions from truck traffic and consumer
products remain significant and unavoidable even after aggressive emissions reductions measures,
principally because the County cannot directly regulate third party carrier tailpipe standards or consumer
product formulation, which are controlled at the state and federal levels.

The Recirculated Draft EIR also incorporates a Friant- compliant health effects analysis at Recirculated Draft
EIR Appendix B, which uses regional scale screening tools (including COBRA) and comparative modeling from
Friant Ranch and CSU Dominguez Hills to demonstrate that the Project’s incremental contribution to basin
wide health outcomes is expected to be negligible relative to background conditions. By substantially
reducing construction emissions below regional thresholds and imposing robust operational emissions
reductions measures—including on site solar sufficient to meet building loads and EV infrastructure for trucks
and passenger vehicles—the Project already captures the core health protective and climate co-benefits
highlighted in the comment, without committing to infeasible “across the board” ZE fleet mandates.

Accordingly, the County concludes that: (1) the Recirculated Draft EIR adequately considers and incorporates
clean construction and clean fleet concepts consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4; (2) additional
prescriptive requirements mirroring CARB’s developing voluntary or statewide programs (such as mandatory
cleaner than Tier 4 off road fleets and fixed ZE truck percentages) are not presently feasible or required
as CEQA mitigation for this Project; and (3) with the existing suite of mitigation and design features, the EIR
provides a legally adequate disclosure of significant and unavoidable regional criteria pollutant impacts,
implements all feasible mitigation, and meaningfully connects those emissions to human health outcomes in
compliance with Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (Friant Ranch). Therefore, no further revisions to the
Recirculated Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

This comment does not provide any substantial evidence of significant environmental impacts that have not
already been disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR or that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s air quality analysis
is inadequate.

Comment A4.7: This comment states that given Project buildout will extend to 2040, Tier 4 Final engines
may no longer be the cleanest available construction technology when later phases of the Project are built.
The comment states that implementation of the off-road Tier 5 standard is anticipated to begin as early as
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2027 or 2028 and CARB is required to develop and propose a full transition to ZE technology by 2035.
The comment states that mitigation measures that rely solely on Tier 4 Final engines may be outdated by the
time construction occurs. The comment states that limiting mitigation to a fixed technology level fails to account
for foreseeable improvements in equipment availability, contradicts CARB’s statewide transition strategy,
and does not represent the “maximum feasible” reduction required by CEQA and the County is
recommended to strengthen the mitigation by requiring the use of the cleanest commercially available
equipment. The comment states that mitigation should also include provisions that prohibit older diesel
engines, require the use of advanced exhaust after-treatment systems, and mandate verification.

The comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR should also evaluate construction phasing scenarios using
updated assumptions about equipment availability and, without such analysis, the Recirculated Draft EIR may
underestimate the feasibility and benefits of ZE construction technologies.

Response to Comment A4.7: Regarding use of cleanest available equipment, CEQA does not require
additional “tier up” or ZE construction mandates beyond the Tier 4 Final-based mitigation already
incorporated in the Recirculated Draft EIR. CEQA also does not require that the construction analysis must be
rerun every time CARB updates its long-term technology roadmaps. The Recirculated Draft EIR construction
analysis models peak emissions using current SCAQMD recommended methods and shows that, with
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (super compliant low VOC paints and Tier 4 Final off road equipment
>50 horsepower), NOx and PM emissions are reduced below SCAQMD’s regional and localized thresholds
for all construction scenarios, and the Construction HRA demonstrates that construction related DPM cancer
and non-cancer risks at nearby residences, workers, and schools remain well below OEHHA/SCAQMD
significance levels (RDEIR p. 5.3 38-5.3 39, p. 5.3 51-5.3 54, p. 5.3 56-5.3 57).

CEQA requires adoption of all feasible mitigation, but it does not obligate the County to speculate today
about the exact timing, cost, and availability of future “Tier 5” or fully zero emission construction fleets over
a multi-decade buildout, nor to bind future phases to technology that may not yet be commercially
deployable for the relevant equipment types. As explained in the Original Final EIR responses to SCAQMD,
there is currently no substantial evidence that broad fleets of zero emission or beyond Tier 4 off road
construction equipment are commercially available or can be reasonably required for all contractors serving
the Project, and CEQA does not require the County to impose speculative quotas or open ended “cleanest
available at the time” standards that lack clear enforceability and could render bidding and scheduling
impracticable. Instead, the Recirculated Draft EIR uses a conservative, worst case emission scenario based on
Tier 4 Final equipment and then layers additional enforceable measures—idling limits, fleet recordkeeping,
and haul truck model year requirements (MM AQ-3, AQ-5-AQ-8)—to ensure that localized NOx and PM
levels remain below SCAQMD LSTs for all phases.

The commenter’s request to “rerun” the construction modeling with evolving CARB schedules would not change
the significance conclusions and is not required for a good faith, reasoned CEQA analysis. The Recirculated
Draft EIR already evaluates full Specific Plan buildout using conservative equipment and activity assumptions
and demonstrates that, with adopted mitigation, construction emissions do not exceed SCAQMD regional or
localized thresholds, and construction related diesel health risks remain less than significant for all receptor
types. To the extent CARB subsequently tightens engine standards or accelerates the market for zero emission
construction equipment over the coming decades, those regulatory changes will further reduce actual future
construction emissions relative to the conservative scenario analyzed in the EIR; however, CEQA does not
require the County to continually update modeling to reflect each incremental regulatory improvement when
the existing, mitigated analysis already shows impacts below thresholds.

For these reasons, the County concludes that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s Tier 4 Final-based construction
mitigation, combined with existing CARB and SCAQMD regulations and health risk safeguards, already
achieves the maximum feasible reduction in construction NOx and PM emissions, and that no additional
“cleanest available equipment” mandates or remodeling are required under CEQA.
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Comment A4.8: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR concludes that operational air quality
impacts will be significant and unavoidable and includes a range of operational mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measures AQ-10 through AQ-24). The comment states that the measures rely heavily on
nonbinding language and lack the enforceable commitments necessary to reduce emissions to the maximum
extent feasible. The comment states that given the Project’s proximity to homes, the Recirculated Draft EIR
should incorporate more robust and enforceable mitigation measures to minimize long term exposure to
DPM, NOx, and associated health risks. The comment states that the County is recommended to:

® Require ZE or near-zero Emission (NZE) trucks rather than merely encouraging ZE/NZE trucks for heavy-
duty and medium-duty vehicles, when this equipment becomes commercially available. Measures such as
MM AQ-19 and MM AQ-20 could include enforceable compliance mechanisms, such as contractual fleet
requirements, annual reporting, tenant lease obligations, and enforcement provisions for noncompliance;

® Incorporate phased replacement schedules for older more emitting trucks to newer and cleaner
equipment which is tied to CARB’s ACF regulatory deadlines to ensure operational emissions decrease
as the Proposed Project builds out through 2040;

e Limit truck exposure to sensitive receptors by incorporating design measures to reduce health risks,
including clearly marked truck routes to avoid residential areas, locating truck entrances and exits away
from sensitive land uses, placing truck check-in and parking areas inside the Proposed Project’s site, and
restricting overnight truck parking near sensitive receptors;

® Require infrastructure for electric or alternative-fuel trucks, electric yard equipment, and solar energy
arrays. Charging infrastructure should be sized to support future ZE truck adoption consistent with ACF
requirements, rather than minimum near-term capacity. Yard hostlers, forklifts, and cargo-handling
equipment should transition to ZE where commercially available;

e Limit the daily number of actual trucks visiting the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the Recirculated
DEIR. The mitigation should include an enforceable monitoring mechanism to verify that truck activity
remains within analyzed limits; and

e Encourage participation in incentive programs, such as the Carl Moyer Program or WAIRE Points under
South Coast AQMD Rule 2305, to further reduce NOx and PM emissions.

The comment states that strengthening mitigation measures, ensuring enforceability, and incorporating
design-based protections will reduce long-term exposure to diesel emissions from the Project.

Response to Comment A4.8: The commenter correctly describes that operational NOx and VOC impacts
would be significant and unavoidable. As discussed on page 5.3-41 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the
majority of the Project’s NOx emissions are derived from vehicle usage. Since neither the Project Applicant
nor the County have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions and these emissions are dependent on
state and federal regulations, as well as private section technological advancements, as further discussed in
Response A3.6, no additional feasible mitigation measures exist beyond Mitigation Measures AQ-10 through
AQ-24 to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Regarding recommended mitigation measures
or suggested changes to mitigation measures:

e  Mitigation Measures AQ-19 and AQ-20 require (not merely encourage, as indicated in the comment)
the use of zero emission trucks once they are widely commercially available. Each measure requires that
“prior to the issuance of final Certificate of Occupancy for the first building tenant for each building
within the Project, documentation shall be provided to the County of San Bernardino that lease
agreements for such building require that all of the tenant’s” trucks are ZE when such vehicles are widely
commercially available. Therefore, the mitigation measures include binding language and enforceable
commitments.

e Regarding phased replacement schedules for older trucks, the commenter is referred to the discussion
within Recirculated Draft EIR pages 5.3-41 through 5.3-43. As the types of technological advancements
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and the associated timeframes for commercial availability for zero emission and near zero emission
trucks are not known with any certainty and are highly speculative, it would be infeasible to implement
a phase in schedule for cleaner operating trucks as the date for feasibility of using said trucks is also
unknown.

e Regarding design measures to reduce health risks, Mitigation Measure AQ-17 requires that signs are
posted at every truck exit providing directional information to the truck route. Furthermore, Project
loading docks would be oriented away from sensitive receptors where possible and truck check-
in/parking areas would be located inside of each Project site. Further, as discussed on page 35 of the
Specific Plan, where industrial and business park uses adjoin a residential use, a minimum twelve-foot-
high solid screen wall shall be located on the common property line, except in a required public right-
of-way street setback where the screen wall shall be located behind the landscaped setback area.
Additionally, where truck parking, loading areas, and/or truck maneuvering areas abut a public right-
of-way, a twelve-foot-high solid screen wall shall be located behind the landscaped setback area unless
a greater height is required per a site-specific noise study. These development standards would also
apply to developments adjacent to schools, such as the proposed Site 1 development.

e Regarding infrastructure for electric trucks, Mitigation Measure AQ-24 requires the construction of
conduit to support future installation of electric truck charging infrastructure at a ratio of one charging
station for every 10 truck parking stations for heavy-duty trucks and one charging station for every five
light-duty truck parking spaces. Regarding ZE yard hostlers, forklifts, and cargo-handling equipment,
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 3 requires that Project plans and specifications for all of the industrial buildings
include infrastructure to support use of electric-powered forklifts and/or other interior vehicles. Further,
the requirement for ZE equipment shall be incorporated into all facility lease agreements.

o Regarding limiting the daily number of actual trucks to levels analyzed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, a
condition of approval restricting the number of truck trips to those identified in the Draft EIR is not
practical or feasible. There are no mechanisms in place beyond that required for SCAQMD Rule 2305
for documenting, tracking and monitoring the number of truck trips that access any site. CEQA requires
that an EIR evaluate the Project based on reasonable assumptions and foreseeable actions. The trip
generation estimates for the proposed Project were based on trip generation rates from the Fontana
Truck Trip Generation Study the TUMF High-Cube Warehouse Trip Generation Study. The comment does
not present any evidence that truck trips associated with the Project would be greater than disclosed in
the Original Draft EIR. There is no substantial evidence presented by this comment or by any of the
information in the Project’s administrative record that contradicts the reasonable assumptions made in
the Original Draft EIR about the expected number of truck trips. Introducing a cap on the number of
trucks that can access the proposed buildings is not required under CEQA, nor would it be reasonable
or feasible for the County to monitor and enforce such a requirement. In addition, restricting truck trips
to the number analyzed within the Draft EIR is not required by CEQA. Overall, implementation of this
condition is not necessary or feasible and the condition itself is not enforceable.

e Regarding encouraging participation in programs such as the Carl Moyer Program or the WAIRE
program under SCAQMD Rule 2305, Mitigation Measure AQ-22 requires that lease agreements
encourage tenants to enroll in the USEPA’s SmartWay program. Further, owners and operators of
warehouses greater than or equal to 100,000 square feet are required by SCAQMD Rule 2305 to
enroll in the Warehouse Points Compliance Obligation. Future occupants would be processed through
SCAQMD’s permitting system. Thus, SCAQMD would ensure through their permitting process that future
tenants and owners would comply with this measure.

Comment A4.9: This comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR states that the proposed buildings are
not designed to accommodate any warehouse cold storage or refrigerated uses; however, this statement is
not supported by any enforceable commitments, Specific Plan requirements, or conditions of approval. The
comment states that without enforceable project-level restrictions, future approvals could be processed
through addenda, minor use permits, or mitigated negative declarations allowing TRUs to access the site.
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The comment states that TRU activity could be introduced incrementally without conducting the necessary EIR-
level analysis of diesel emissions, localized health risks, and carcinogenic impacts. The comment suggests that
the County is recommended to include an explicit prohibition on TRU use within the Specific Plan text and
conditions of approval, require all future tenant leases, site plans, and tenant improvement approvals to
include binding language prohibiting operation of TRUs, identify TRU-related infrastructure as prohibited,
and require full CEQA reevaluation before approving any future tenant or site plan that proposed TRU
operations.

Response to Comment A4.9: As shown in Table 3-2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Specific Plan prohibits
cold storage /refrigerated uses. Therefore, there would be no reasonably foreseeable situation where TRUs
would access the Project site, as TRUs are intended to transport frozen and/or refrigerated goods to or from
refrigerated warehouses. As such, there is no nexus for conditioning or mitigating the Project to prohibit TRUs
from accessing the Project site or for requiring electrical hookups at loading docks and trailer parking spaces.
Should the County or Applicant desire refrigerated uses and TRU usage in the future, an amendment to the
Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan would be required to permit or conditionally permit cold
storage/refrigerated uses, which would trigger the need for additional CEQA analysis. Furthermore, as
required by 13 California Code of Regulations 2477.5(b), 100 percent of TRU fleets must be ZE by
December 31, 2029. As such, TRUs will progressively become less polluting as fleets transition to ZE
technology in compliance with the TRU Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ACTM) regulations.

Comment A4.10: This comment discusses the applicability of SCAQMD Rule 2305 to the proposed Project
and summarizes the requirements of Rule 2305 Warehouse Indirect Source Rule WAIRE Program. The
comment states that the Recirculated Draft EIR acknowledges the applicability of Rule 2305 to the proposed
Project but does not evaluate whether early infrastructure commitments or WAIRE-compatible design
features could serve as feasible mitigation under CEQA. The comment states that Project requirements, design
features, and CEQA mitigation measures can be identified and implemented to help future warehouse
operators meet their compliance obligations.

Response to Comment A4.10: Under SCAQMD Rule 2305, warehouse operators are required to earn a
certain number of points for actions and investments in clean technologies annually depending on the number
of trucks visiting the facility. Regarding implementation of early infrastructure commitments and WAIRE-
compatible design features, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-13, which requires the use
of electric-powered yard hostlers and forklifts, which would garner WAIRE points for “use ZE Yard Truck”.
In addition, once widely commercially available, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-19,
requiring use of ZE heavy-duty trucks, and Mitigation Measure AQ-20, requiring use of ZE light- or medium-
duty trucks, which would garner WAIRE points under “acquire ZE/NZE trucks” and/or “visit from ZE/NZE
trucks”. In addition, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-23 requiring installation of solar
panels or purchase of energy generated by renewable resources to power 100 percent of the expected
building load for each building, which would garner WAIRE points under “install onsite solar panel system”
and “use onsite solar panel system”. Finally, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure AQ-12
requiring installation of employee charging stations and Mitigation Measure AQ-24 requiring installation of
truck charging station conduit, which would garner WAIRE points under menu item “ZE Charging or Fueling
Infrastructure”. Therefore, the Project would incorporate multiple mitigation measures that would assist future
warehouse owners and tenants in meeting the requirements under SCAQMD Rule 2305. Notably, compliance
with existing law or regulation would not result in any additional mitigation. Future occupants would be
processed through SCAQMD’s permitting system. Thus, SCAQMD would ensure through their permitting
process that future tenants and owners would comply with Rule 2305.

Comment A4.11: The comment states that if the proposed Project will require the use of stationary
equipment such as emergency generator(s) and fire pump(s), permit(s) from SCAQMD will be required. The
comment states that if permits are required, SCAQMD will be a Responsible Agency of the Project. The
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comment states that as a Responsible Agency, SCAQMD is obligated to ensure that the CEQA document
prepared for the Project contains a sufficient project description and analysis. The comment states that the
Final EIR should include a discussion about any new stationary and portable equipment requiring SCAQMD
air permits and identify SCAQMD as a Responsible Agency.

Response to Comment A4.11: Draft EIR Table 3-8, Project Approvals/Permits, lists the SCAQMD as a
Responsible Agency with potential subsequent approvals including air quality permits for installation and
operation of backup generators and fire pumps, if such equipment is required. However, as required by
Mitigation Measure AQ-21, all stand-by emergency generators shall be powered by non-diesel fuel, if
technologically feasible.

Comment A4.12: This comment requests that SCAQMD is provided with written responses to all comments
contained in the letter, including the referenced comment letters attached, at least 10 days prior to
certification of the Final EIR. In addition, issues raised in the comments should be addressed in detail giving
reasons why specific comments and suggestions are not accepted. There should be good faith, reasoned

analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088).

Response to Comment A4.12: The County will comply with the requirements imposed by Public Resources
Code Section 21092.5 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), which require a Lead Agency to provide a
written response to a public agency on comments made on environmental issues by that public agency at
least ten days prior to certifying an EIR. The comment does not otherwise express any specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Recirculated EIR.

Comment A4.13: This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD dated December 12, 2024 on the Notice
of Preparation of the Recirculated Draft EIR. This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD dated December
15,2021 on the Original Draft EIR. In addition, the comment includes the letter from SCAQMD dated January
19, 2021 on the Notice of Preparation for the Original Draft EIR.

Response to Comment A4.13: The letter dated December 12, 2024 was summarized in Table 2-1, Summary
of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-6 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. In addition, the letter is included in
Appendix A to the Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the January 2021 NOP comment letter, this letter is
summarized in Table 2-2, Summary of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-3 of the Original Draft EIR. The
Original Draft EIR is included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the 2021 Draft EIR
comment letter, this letter and the comments contained within, were thoroughly responded to as Response Al
within the Original Final EIR. The Original Final EIR was included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR.
Therefore, all comments provided by SCAQMD have been adequately responded to, in compliance with
CEQA Guidelines.
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Comment Letter A5: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), March 4, 2026
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Response to Comment Letter A5: South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)

Due to the technical nature of this comment letter and response, this introduction is provided to help decision
makers and the public understand the letter’s purpose and key findings, and to define modeling terms
repeated throughout the letter.

This comment letter is focused on the Friant Ranch analysis found in Impact AQ-2 in Section 5.3 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR, Air Quality. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate health impacts from criteria
pollutant emissions in accordance with the case of Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502
(“Friant Ranch”). As described under Health Impacts of Emissions in Section 5.3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR,
there is no reliable quantitative method to directly correlate emissions from an individual project with specific
health consequences. In addition, the SCAQMD has not adopted thresholds or a recommended methodology
for conducting a Friant Ranch analysis.

In the absence of an established methodology or adopted numeric thresholds, the Recirculated Draft EIR
follows interim recommendations by relying on regional analyses and comparing results to those of similar
large projects, such as the Friant Ranch project and California University, Dominguez Hills (CSUDH) project,
where no significant health impacts were identified at similar emission levels. That is, the analysis utilizes a
regional modeling tool to estimate changes in health indicators as a result of criteria pollutant emissions from
project operation. The results are then compared to the results of two other large projects, Friant Ranch and
CSUDH. Because these projects were determined to have less than significant health impacts in the region,
the Project would also have a less than significant impact if its modeled project-related health impacts are
similar or lower compared to those projects. It should be noted that because no numeric threshold has been
adopted to define a level of change in health incidences such as mortality rate that would constitute a
significant impact, this comparative approach provides context for evaluating significance. That is, if a
project’s modeled impacts are similar to or below those of the sample projects, the impact may also be
considered less than significant, consistent with the determination made for these sample projects. It should
also be noted that even if the Project’s modeled mortality estimate exceeds one of the sample projects, the
impact would not necessarily be considered to be significant given a numeric threshold has not been adopted
that would indicate at what level change in severity reaches the level of a significant health impact. Further,
both sample projects were determined to have less than significant health impacts in the region and Project
regional air quality emissions would be comparable to or less than those resulting from the sample projects.

This comment letter asserts that the regional modeling conducted for the proposed Project using the COBRA
model should be replaced by methodology using a screening level calculated by SCAQMD. However,
multiple methodologies are available to estimate regional changes in health outcomes, and for the reasons
outlined in detail in the responses below, the County respectfully disagrees that the SCAQMD-recommended
approach would provide a more reliable health outcome estimate, or that calculated health risks are
understated in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the results from SCAQMD’s analysis have been
added to the Final EIR in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR. The following paragraphs outline key terms
used in this comment letter and response, and summarize the main points of the comment letter.

Two models and an equation-based method are referenced throughout the letter and response:

CO-Benefits Risk Assessment (COBRA): This is the model utilized in the Recirculated Draft EIR. It is a United
States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) modeling tool that enables users (i.e., state, local, and tribal
government staff and others interested in the effects of air pollution) to estimate the air quality and health
benefits of different emissions scenarios. COBRA utilizes user-supplied emissions to estimate changes in total
ambient pollutant concentrations, and estimates how those changes in outdoor air quality affect the incidence
of a variety of health outcomes.
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Environmental Benefits Mapping and Analysis Program - Community Edition (BenMAP-CE): BenMAP-
CE is another US EPA modeling tool that calculates air pollution-related deaths and illnesses based on
modeled or monitored air quality changes; population data; baseline incidence rates; and an effect
estimate. The key difference between COBRA and BenMAP-CE is that COBRA includes an in-model tool to
convert changes in air pollution concentrations into changes in air quality. For example, as described in
5.3.3.2 of the Recirculated DEIR, ozone (the criteria pollutant) is not emitted directly into the air. Instead, it
is formed through a complex series of chemical reactions involving other compounds that are directly emitted.
These directly emitted pollutants (also known as ozone precursors) include reactive organic gases (ROGs) or
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). Because projects emit these precursor
pollutants rather than ozone itself, additional tools, such as Community Multiscale Air Quality (CAMx) or
Community Multi-scale Air Quality Model (CMAQ), are required to estimate where and how much ozone is
formed from precursor emissions for input into BenMAP-CE. These models simulate the changes of pollutant
concentrations in the atmosphere using a set of mathematical equations characterizing the chemical and
physical processes in the atmosphere. References to photochemical modeling in the comment letter and
responses refer to these types of tools that simulate changes in air quality as a result of calculated emissions,
for input into BenMAP-CE.

As described above, because BenMAP-CE relies on these external models, this photochemical modeling is a
required component that is needed in order to use the BenMAP-CE model. The COBRA model, by contrast,
has built-in capabilities to calculate air quality impacts from changes in pollutant concentrations. Therefore,
separate photochemical modeling was unnecessary in connection with the modeling provided in Appendix B
to the Draft EIR and discussed in Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Therefore, separate
photochemical modeling was not conducted for the proposed Project.

Incidence-Per-Ton (IPT) Equation: The IPT value is an equation developed by SCAQMD through BenMAP-
CE modeling results for the Final Socioeconomic Impact Report for the 2022 AQMP. Because the BenMAP-
CE model was used by SCAQMD, separate photochemical modeling was conducted as part of IPT
development. The IPT method is not an air quality model, and use of the method does not apply any site-
specific photochemical modeling or changes in pollutant concentrations. Rather, it is an equation developed
through health analysis conducted for the 2022 AQMP incorporating population, health incidence, and NOx
emissions data to estimate health incidences per ton of NOx emissions. The IPT method is based on basin-
wide data and does not take into account site-specific conditions.

This comment letter asserts that the IPT method would provide a more meaningful estimate of health
incidences compared to the COBRA method utilized in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The County disagrees, as
the comments do not demonstrate that the IPT method would provide a more reliable estimate of project-
related health outcomes. Further, as permitted by CEQA, the County has utilized its discretion to determine
what significance thresholds to use and how to evaluate those. (King & Gardiner Farms, LLC vs. County of
Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 884 (“A lead agency enjoys substantial discretion in its choice of
methodology” for evaluating the significance of an impact.”).

In summary, SCAQMD is not requesting that new photochemical modeling be prepared for the Project, rather,
SCAQMD implies that the IPT method applies more accurate photochemical modeling and would therefore
present a more accurate representation of Project health impacts. However, as discussed throughout this
response, the IPT method does not take into account Project site conditions. It is based on basin-wide modeling
using BenMAP-CE and the IPT values are calculated based on basin-wide conditions. It does not include
variables to reflect any site-specific conditions. Therefore, it would not provide more Project-specific analysis
compared to analysis contained with Section 5.3, Air Quality, of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Additionally, as described above, the COBRA model utilized for the Project analysis does not require
separate photochemical modeling because this tool is incorporated into the model, unlike BenMAP-CE. The
COBRA model and BenMAP-CE are both USEPA tools for estimating changes in health outcomes as a result
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of changes in air pollutant emissions. As such, the Recirculated Draft EIR provides an estimate of health
outcomes based on accepted methodology, consistent with the SCAQMD recommendation that the estimate
of health outcomes start with a regional model that considers how atmospheric conditions convert changes in
air pollutant concentrations into changes to air quality. Nevertheless, the results from SCAQMD’s analysis
have been added to the Final EIR in Section 3.0, Revisions to the Draft EIR, for informational purposes only.
This addition does not alter the Recirculated Draft EIR’s significance findings.

Comment A5.1: This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is appreciative of their opportunity to comment. This comment
states that SCAQMD previously wrote two comment letters regarding the Original Draft EIR, one on the NOP
dated January 19, 2021 and the other on the Draft EIR dated December 15, 2021. The comment states that
the SCAQMD also submitted a comment letter dated December 12, 2024 on the NOP for the Recirculated
Draft EIR and a comment letter on December 11, 2025 on the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states
that, prior to the letter submitted on the Recirculated Draft EIR, SCAQMD staff also submitted a request to
obtain the unlocked modeling and emission calculation files used to quantify the air quality impacts contained
in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The comment states that, on January 21, 2026, SCAQMD received modeling
files and that the County of San Bernardino provided SCAQMD with an additional 30 days to review the
technical files. The comment states that this comment letter provides SCAQMD’s additional comments on the
Recirculated Draft EIR in light of the technical files provided.

Response to Comment A5.1: The County appreciates SCAQMD’s review of the Bloomington Business Park
Specific Plan Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the January 2021 NOP comment letter, this letter is
summarized in Table 2-2, Summary of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-3 of the Original Draft EIR. The
Original Draft EIR is included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR. Regarding the 2021 Draft EIR
comment letter, that letter and the comments contained within were thoroughly responded to as Response Al
within the Original Final EIR. The Original Final EIR was included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR.
Further, the 2025 comment letter was responded to in this Final EIR as Response to Comment A4.

The County has reviewed SCAQMD’s supplemental letter (Comment Letter A5), including its incidence-per-
ton (IPT)-based screening comparison derived from the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) health-
benefits analysis, and the supporting modeling input and output files provided as Attachment 3 to that letter.
As discussed in the introductory response above and in responses below, the County does not agree that the
IPT exercise constitutes a Project-specific CAMx/CMAQ/BenMAP-CE analysis for the Bloomington Business
Park Specific Plan or that IPT screening is the best methodology. Based on longstanding practice, including
analyses supported by the SCAQMD, the County maintains that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s use of the EPA
COBRA screening tool was appropriate for the purpose for which it was employed. Nonetheless, as further
discussed below, the County has included SCAQMD’s IPT-based screening results in the Final EIR as
supplemental contextual disclosure, consistent with SCAQMD’s own recommendation that those results be
presented as potential worst-case health incident rates for additional context. That inclusion does not
establish a new CEQA significance threshold, does not alter the EIR’s operative significance findings, and
does not require recirculation pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Comment A5.2: This comment states that the health effects analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR relies on
USEPA’s COBRA model instead of BenMAP-CE. The comment states that BenMAP-CE can be used to analyze
health impacts at a finer geographic resolution than COBRA and includes preloaded population and baseline
health incidence data forecasts for all years out to 2050, while COBRA only analyzed health impacts at the
county-level with data for 2016, 2023, and 2028. The comment states that as the Project has a buildout
year of 2040, the results in the Recirculated Draft EIR may be limited in that COBRA does not consider the
health incidence rates to the fullest extent. The comment notes that the quantity of NOx emissions from the
Project would be equivalent to approximately seven industrial facilities that would qualify as major sources
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of air pollution subject to SCAQMD Regulation XXX — Title V Permits, although the Project would not be
subject to the regulation.

Response to Comment A5.2: The County acknowledges that COBRA and BenMAP-CE are distinct US EPA
tools with different capabilities. However, these differences do not establish that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s
use of COBRA was improper, or that a project-specific BenMAP-CE analysis driven by CAMx or CMAQ
photochemical modeling was required for CEQA compliance in the context of the September 2024 Ruling
on the Original EIR. As discussed in the introduction to this response to comments, above, the issue raised by
this comment is not whether the County did not complete project-specific photochemical model for
Bloomington; it is whether one screening approach (COBRA) should be supplemented or replaced by another
screening transfer method (AQMP-derived IPT scaling), as described in the introductory paragraphs above.
The County disagrees that the IPT screen criteria proposed by SCAQMD disqualifies the County’s use of
COBRA as multiple methodologies are available to estimate regional changes in health outcomes, no
adopted methodology exists within California or the South Coast Air Basin, and given the allowance under
CEQA for the County to utilize its chosen methodology based on expert findings.

In response to SCAQMD’s observation that COBRA’s default input files extend only to 2028 while the
Project’s buildout horizon is 2040, the County notes that EPA provides future-year input files for COBRA that
allow users to model health incidence conditions for years beyond 2028, including years consistent with the
Project’s  buildout horizon. See  USEPA, COBRA  Future Input Files, available at:
https://www.epa.gov/cobra/cobra-future-input-files. Following receipt of SCAQMD’s comment, the County
utilized these future-year inputs to run COBRA for the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan at a year
consistent with the Project’s 2040 buildout. The updated results are provided as Appendix B to this Final EIR.
The results confirm that the Project’s modeled health incidences remain within the same range of very small
background-relative effects for which no meaningful health impact distinguishable from zero that was
established in the Friant Ranch and CSUDH analyses. The updated analysis does not alter the Recirculated
Draft EIR’s significance findings.

The US EPA states that the key difference between COBRA and BenMAP-CE is that COBRA contains a built-
in reduced-form air-quality model, whereas BenMAP-CE does not model air quality changes itself and
instead requires users to supply externally modeled changes in pollutant concentrations as inputs. The EPA
further explains that BenMAP-CE can operate at finer spatial resolution only if finer-resolution, externally
modeled air-quality data are provided.”. 8 The technical memorandum included as Appendix B to the
Recirculated Draft EIR describes this same distinction on page 7 and notes that BenMAP-CE generally requires
photochemical modeling from a model such as CMAQ or CAMx to supply the necessary concentration-change
inputs.

This distinction is material here because SCAQMD did not conduct a project-specific CAMx or CMAQ
photochemical analysis for the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan and then run BenMAP-CE on project-
specific concentration deltas. Rather, as SCAQMD explains in the body of its supplemental letter, it derived
IPT values from the 2022 AQMP health-benefits analysis and applied those basin-wide factors to the
Project’s disclosed NOx emissions as a “screening-level” comparison. The conclusion that COBRA was
appropriate as a screening-level disclosure tool is reinforced by the County’s supplemental COBRA analysis
using EPA’s future-year input files for 2040 (see Appendix B and the discussion above), which demonstrates
that COBRA!s results are not a function of its 2028 default inputs and that updating to 2040 conditions does

7 United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). (November 19, 2025). COBRA Questions and Answers.
Accessed from: https://www.epa.gov/cobra/cobra-questions-and-answers

8 USEPA. (August 2025). BenMAP-CE User Manual. Accessed from:

https:/ /www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2025-08 /benmap_usermanual_2025_08_11_1.pdf
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not produce estimates of a materially different order of magnitude. The County therefore maintains that
COBRA was appropriate as a screening-level contextual disclosure tool and that SCAQMD’s IPT approach
does not provide a superior or more project-specific result.

The County also does not agree that comparing the Project’s anticipated NOx emissions to hypothetical Title
V stationary sources materially informs the CEQA analysis. SCAQMD expressly acknowledges that the
Project would not be subject to Regulation XXX, and the comment does not identify any CEQA health-effects
significance threshold under which a Title V stationary-source analogy governs the significance determination
for an indirect-source specific plan. The Recirculated Draft EIR evaluated the Project under the applicable
SCAQMD CEQA regional air-quality significance thresholds, and the Project’s regional operational VOC
and NOx impacts were already identified as significant and unavoidable. That determination is not altered
by this comment and the results provided by SCAQMD do not provide evidence of a significant impact not
already disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A5.3: This comment states that SCAQMD assessed whether the magnitude of health impacts
disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR’s COBRA analysis is reasonable and accurate. The comment states
that the 2022 AQMP contains health-based goals, policy direction, and long-term emission reduction
strategies and that a qualitative discussion grounded in the AQMP’s policy framework is necessary to
determine whether a project is advancing or impeding progress toward clean air objectives. The comment
further summarizes the 2022 AQMP goals and states that all emission sources must achieve their fair share
of emissions reductions to attain the NAAQS.

The comment states that a health impact quantification was prepared for the 2022 AQMP using BenMAP-
CE to conduct a health benefits analysis in terms of IPT of NOx emission reductions that could occur if all of
the control measures outlined in the 2022 AQMP were implemented. The comment states that the IPT method
provides a standard, robust, and reasonable estimate of the magnitude of projected health impacts and is
utilized by the US EPA and CARB.

Response to Comment A5.3: The County acknowledges the importance of the 2022 AQMP as the South
Coast Air Basin's primary regional attainment-planning document and agrees that it provides relevant policy
context regarding long-term emission reduction strategies, the Basin’s trajectory toward attainment, and
SCAQMD’s preference for zero-emission technology. The Recirculated Draft EIR addresses the Project’s
relationship to regional air quality planning and AQMP consistency and, as further described under
Recirculated Draft EIR threshold AQ-1, discloses that the Project could conflict with implementation of the
2022 AQMP. However, the AQMP does not transform the basin-wide regulatory health-benefits analysis
conducted for the 2022 AQMP into a project-specific CEQA health-effects significance threshold or a
mandatory project-level modeling protocol.

SCAQMD’s own supplemental letter explains that the AQMP control measures will be translated into some
combination of rules, regulations, voluntary agreements, and other commitments through subsequent public
processes. That description confirms the AQMP’s character as a regional regulatory planning framework, not
a self-executing CEQA standard. The Recirculated Draft EIR appropriately includes a qualitative discussion
of the AQMP policy context and acknowledges that the Project’s significant operational emissions do not
advance regional attainment goals; however, that policy discussion is analytically distinct from whether the
basin-wide AQMP health-benefits model—developed to evaluate the aggregate benefits of the AQMP’s
entire suite of control measures—can or should be treated as a project-specific CEQA significance threshold
or a substitute for project-specific photochemical modeling.

With respect to zero-emission technology, the AQMP’s policy direction does not itself establish that a
different quantitative health-incidence modeling result is required for this Project. The Recirculated Draft EIR
on pages 5.3-41 to 5.3-43 and Appendix B to the Recirculated Draft EIR address the feasibility of zero-
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emission heavy-duty trucks at the Project’s buildout horizon, including current fleet penetration rates,
infrastructure constraints, and regulatory schedules.

Comment A5.3 outlines modeling assumptions and other context relevant to the AQMP, but does not comment
directly on the analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR or establish a deficiency in the Recirculated Draft EIR’s
health-consequences discussion.

Comment A5.4: This comment states that to illustrate the potential differences between COBRA and
BenMAP-CE, SCAQMD relied on the projected NOx emission increases from the Project and conducted a
comparative analysis using the methodology and results from the health effects analysis previously conducted
for the 2022 AQMP. The comment states that SCAQMD applied the IPT values from the 2022 AQMP to
estimate the magnitude of health impacts associated with the Project by ratioing 60 tons per day of
reductions from the AQMP to the Project’s NOx emissions of 298 pounds per day. The comment states that
Table 1 in the comment letter summarizes the comparison between the health effects results presented in the
Recirculated Draft EIR with the SCAQMD results; and that Table 2 contains the 2020 to 2040 comparison
between the COBRA results and the IPT-based cumulative estimates.

Response to Comment A5.4: The County has reviewed the SCAQMD comparative analysis and Tables 1
and 2 in detail. The County respectfully disagrees that those tables establish the Project’s actual project-
level health incidences or demonstrate that the Recirculated Draft EIR materially understated the Project’s
health impacts. Several fundamental limitations apply to the comparison presented.

First, SCAQMD expressly characterizes its IPT exercise as a “screening-level analysis.” Applying basin-wide
AQMP-derived IPT factors to a single project’s NOx emissions by linear scaling is categorically different
from running a project-specific CAMx or CMAQ photochemical model for Bloomington and then applying
BenMAP-CE to the resulting project-specific ozone and PMa2.s concentration changes at affected receptors.
That is, SCAQMD used the results of the 2022 AQMP Final Socioeconomic Report to generate an equation
to estimate health incidences per ton of NOx emissions. SCAQMD applied this formula to the NOx emissions
reported for the Project in Tables 5.3-11 and 5.3-12 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. However, the COBRA
results listed in Table 1, obtained from Table 5.3-15 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, incorporate the Project’s
PM2;s and ozone precursor emissions (VOC and NOx). Ozone is not directly emitted — it forms in the
atmosphere through chemical reactions between VOC and NOx in the presence of sunlight. PM2.5, similarly,
includes both directly emitted fine particles and secondary PM2.5 formed from precursor gases including
NOx, VOC, and SOx. Because COBRA'’s built-in atmospheric chemistry model accounts for these formation
pathways, it requires VOC and NOx (ozone precursors) and PM2.5 precursor emissions as inputs to properly
estimate both ozone-related and PM2.5-related health effects. Using only NOx — as SCAQMD’s IPT
approach does — omits the VOC contribution to ozone formation and the multi-precursor pathways to
secondary PM2.5. COBRA’s use of the full precursor inventory therefore more accurately reflects how the
Project’s emissions affect regional air quality, while the IPT approach’s reliance on NOx alone is a
simplification that contributes to its characterization as a conservative screening proxy rather than a project-
specific analysis. Therefore, these results cannot be directly compared, as is done in Table 1. SCAQMD did
not conduct a project-specific photochemical model or analysis. The IPT screen is therefore a conservative
regional transfer method, not a project-specific health-incidence model.

To provide additional detail, a project-specific photochemical analysis for Bloomington would have required
running a regional atmospheric simulation model — such as CAMx or CMAQ — across the South Coast Air
Basin for a defined modeling period, both with and without the Project’s emissions. These models simulate
hour-by-hour changes in atmospheric chemistry: how VOC and NOx emissions from the Project react with
sunlight and other compounds to form ozone, and how precursor emissions contribute to secondary PM2.5
formation. The models track the resulting changes in ozone and PM2.5 concentrations at specific receptor
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locations across the Basin. Those receptor-level concentration changes would then be entered into BenMAP-
CE, which applies health concentration-response functions and population data to estimate health incidences
attributable to those specific concentration changes at those specific locations. This process requires months
of work, and substantial meteorological and air quality datasets calibrated to the Project area that are only
available at the air district level. SCAQMD did not conduct this analysis for the Project, nor is SCAQMD
suggesting that this level of analysis can or should be conducted. Additionally, as descried in Response to
Comment A2.41, although a project-specific photochemical analysis would incorporate Bloomington-specific
emissions, the estimate of how Project emissions affect local and regional air quality would not be meaningful
for CEQA analysis because the incremental change in concentrations is within the models’ margins of error
(City of Los Angeles Air Quality & Health Effects pp.10-12, 31-36).

With respect to SCAQMD’s Table 2 assumption that Project emissions increase gradually from 2020 through
2040 to reflect phased buildout: the COBRA analysis was conducted using the Project’s operational emissions
at buildout — representing the maximum sustained emission level — which is the standard CEQA approach
of evaluating the Project at its worst-case operational condition. As noted above in Response to Comment
A5.2, EPA provides COBRA future-year input files that allow the model to be run for years through 2040.
The County conducted supplemental COBRA modeling using EPA’s future-year input files for 2040 (Appendix
B to this Final EIR), directly addressing SCAQMD’s concern that the original analysis may not fully account
for health incidence conditions at the Project’s buildout horizon. The updated results confirm that the Project’s
modeled incidences remain within the same range of very small background-relative effects for which no
meaningful impact distinguishable from zero was established in the Friant Ranch and CSUDH analyses. The
different timeframes in SCAQMD’s Table 2 construction therefore does not establish that COBRA materially
understated health impacts over the Project’s operational lifetime.

Second, the two comparisons in Tables 1 and 2 are not methodologically symmetric. The cumulative COBRA
values in Table 2 were constructed by multiplying annual average COBRA rates by 20 years assuming
steady-state buildout emissions throughout, while the IPT analysis modeled emissions increasing gradually
from 2020 through 2040. These different timeframes limit the ability to make “apples to apples” comparison
or to demonstrate that COBRA “understated” actual health impacts. The County does not agree that
numerical differences produced under materially different timeframes constitute substantial evidence that
the Recirculated Draft EIR’s health context was inaccurate or inadequate, particularly when considering
SCAQMD’s acknowledgment that the IPT screening would result in the worst-case scenario).

Third, the IPT comparison is driven by a NOx-based transfer factor derived from a regional AQMP analysis
that modeled the aggregate effect of the full suite of AQMP control measures across the Basin. It is therefore
an averaged basin-wide screening proxy, not a direct estimate of the Project’s own modeled changes in
ozone and PMa2s concentrations at Bloomington-area receptors. For this reason, the County does not agree
that Tables 1 and 2 establish a more accurate project-level health-effects result than the EPA COBRA
screening analysis already disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

However, while the County may disagree that the IPT analysis is the best tool for which to analyze Project-
specific health effects, the County acknowledges that the SCAQMD IPT analysis does provide additional
context related to health impacts from the Project although at a worst-case scenario level. Therefore, as
described in Response to Comment A5.1 and in Response to Comment A5.8 below, the County has
nevertheless determined to include SCAQMD’s IPT-based screening results in Section 3.0, Revisions to the
Draft EIR, of the Final EIR as supplemental contextual disclosure, consistent with SCAQMD’s own
recommendation. As discussed further in response to comment A5.5 below, while the SCAQMD ITP analysis
provides additional information on potential health effects of the Project, it does not demonstrate new or
substantially greater health effects than those previously discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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Comment A5.5: The comment states that the results of its technical exercise indicate there may be
substantially greater adverse health effects from the Project than those disclosed in the Recirculated Draft
EIR, and expresses concern that the limitations of the COBRA tool may have contributed to underestimation
of potential adverse health effects associated with the Project’s NOx emissions over its operational lifetime.

Response to Comment A5.5: The County acknowledges SCAQMD’s concern but, for the reasons explained
in the introduction to this response to comments, above, and Responses to Comments A5.4 and A5.6, does
not agree that the IPT screen demonstrates actual project-level health effects that are substantially greater
than those disclosed in the Recirculated Draft EIR in a manner that would alter the Recirculated Draft EIR’s
significance findings.

By SCAQMD’s own account, the IPT values used here were not derived from project-specific modeled air-
quality changes for the Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan Project. Rather, they were derived from
AQMP-wide NOx emission reductions, AQMP-wide modeled basin-scale ozone and PM2s benefits from
implementing the 2022 AQMP’s entire control-measure portfolio, and AQMP-wide health benefits estimated
using BenMAP-CE. Those results were then reduced to annual average IPT factors, which were interpolated
and extrapolated across years, adjusted for projected population growth, and linearly multiplied by the
Project’s individual NOx emissions.

This methodology is inherently more conservative and more generalized than a project-specific analysis
because it applies a single basin-wide average factor — derived from modeling the aggregate effect of
all AQMP control measures across the entire South Coast Air Basin — to one project’s NOx emissions by
linear scaling, without simulating how the Project’s specific emissions disperse and react in the atmosphere
over Bloomington or estimating concentration changes at specific local receptor locations. The County also
conducted supplemental COBRA modeling using EPA’s future-year input files for 2040 (Appendix B to this
Final EIR). That updated analysis confirms that the Project’s health incidences remain within the same range
of very small background-relative effects for which no meaningful impact distinguishable from zero was
established with statistical certainty in the Friant Ranch and CSUDH analyses, further demonstrating that the
original COBRA analysis was not materially limited by its use of 2028 baseline inputs.

Additionally, EPA’s own guidance confirms that BenMAP-CE does not model air quality changes; it requires
users to supply externally modeled changes in pollutant concentrations, along with population data and
baseline health incidence rates. Because SCAQMD did not provide project-specificc, CAMx- or CMAQ-
derived ozone and PMas concentration changes for the Bloomington Project, the IPT results cannot be
characterized as a project-specific BenMAP-CE analysis. The County interprets the IPT screen as a
conservative worst-case screening reference, but not substantial evidence that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s
health impacts analysis is materially incorrect. The County does not view the data as evidence of a
substantially greater adverse health impact under CEQA.

Notably, the data shows that the Project’s health impacts are similar using various methodologies and
therefore confirms the Recirculated Draft EIR’s conclusion. In addition, nowhere in the comment letter nor
within SCAQMD’s guidance has SCAQMD established a threshold of significance for change in health
incidences or health effects. Specifically, when SCAQMD’s IPT annual average mortality estimate of
approximately two deaths per year is normalized against the Project’s baseline regional mortality
denominator reported in the technical memorandum (approximately 145,092), it equates to roughly
0.0014% of regional background mortality. This result, while higher than the COBRA high-end mortality
estimate (approximately 0.00030% of background), falls between the mortality percentages documented
in the project-specific CAMx,/BenMAP-CE analyses for Friant Ranch (approximately 0.00054%) and CSUDH
(approximately 0.0032%). Far from demonstrating that health effects would be of a categorically different
order of magnitude, the IPT screen falls within the same general range of very small background-relative
effects documented by project-specific photochemical modeling in comparable project analyses. Therefore,
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the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis appropriately characterizes the magnitude of potential adverse health
effects associated with the Project’'s NOx emissions.

Comment A5.6: This comment states that the IPT values applied to the Project were derived from the health
effects analysis conducted for the 2022 AQMP and that, as the Project includes phased development and
operation extending through 2040, SCAQMD evaluated the health impacts for the Project over a 2020-
2040 analysis period. The comment states that for the evaluation, IPT values were linearly interpolated for
years between 2032 and 2037, and IPT values were extrapolated and adjusted for forecasted population
growth for periods between 2020 to 2031 and 2038 to 2040. The comment states that the health effects
were calculated by multiplying the IPT values for each year by the respective NOx emission increase.

Response to Comment A5.6: Comment A5.6 describes SCAQMD’s approach of evaluating Project health
impacts over a 2020-2040 analysis period using interpolated and extrapolated IPT values. The County
acknowledges the Project includes phased development through 2040 and that SCAQMD’s timeframe
reflects that phasing. However, the COBRA analysis was conducted using the Project’s operational emissions
at buildout — the maximum sustained emission level — consistent with the standard CEQA practice of
analyzing a project at its worst-case operational condition rather than modeling a trajectory of gradually
increasing emissions over two decades using regional average factors.

Following receipt of SCAQMD’s comment, the County conducted supplemental COBRA modeling using EPA’s
future-year input files for a year consistent with the Project’s 2040 buildout horizon (Appendix B to this Final
EIR). This directly addresses SCAQMD’s concern that the original analysis did not fully reflect health incidence
conditions at Project buildout. The updated results remain within the same range of very small background-
relative effects for which no meaningful impact distinguishable from zero was established in the Friant Ranch
and CSUDH analyses, confirming that COBRA’s original use of 2028 inputs did not materially understate the
Project’s health incidences.

Additionally, SCAQMD’s phased IPT analysis involves significant extrapolation beyond the 2022 AQMP’s
modeled period: IPT values were linearly interpolated for 2032—2037 and extrapolated with population-
growth adjustments for 2020-2031 and 2038-2040. Each extrapolation step moves the analysis further
from the conditions of the underlying AQMP modeling and closer to a theoretical upper bound. These
methodological choices confirm that SCAQMD’s own characterization of the IPT results as a ‘potential worst-
case’ screening estimate is accurate, and that the cumulative IPT figures in Table 2 should be understood
accordingly.

The County agrees that COBRA is a screening-level tool and employed it as such in the Recirculated Draft
EIR—not as a substitute for project-specific photochemical modeling, but as contextual disclosure of potential
regional health consequences associated with the Project’s precursor emissions in a health-consequence
analysis required under the Friant Ranch framework.

The fact that COBRA is a screening tool does not mean it was categorically inappropriate for this purpose.
EPA describes COBRA as suitable for exploring how changes in precursor emissions affecting PMa2.5, SO2,
NOx, NH3, and VOCs may affect human health at the county, state, regional, or national level. Nothing in
the COBRA User Manual establishes that COBRA results are legally invalid for EIR disclosure. The COBRA
User Manual cautions against using COBRA as a substitute for project-level nonlinear photochemical
modeling — which is precisely how the County did not use it. The County used COBRA as a screening-level
contextual disclosure tool, consistent with its intended purpose. Further, as discussed above in the introduction
to this response letter, while there are multiple photochemical modeling methodologies to analyze health
effects, there is no prescribed methodology or threshold of significance utilized throughout California or
within the South Coast Air Basin that is required to be applied to the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Furthermore, SCAQMD’s comment implies that photochemical modeling (CAMx or CMAQ) plus BenMAP-CE
would provide a more appropriate and accurate methodology than COBRA. However, SCAQMD did not
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conduct project-specific photochemical modeling for Bloomington. As described in Response to Comment A5.4
above, the IPT approach SCAQMD employed does not apply any project-specific atmospheric simulation; it
applies a pre-calculated basin-wide average factor derived from the 2022 AQMP. The choice for this
Project is therefore not between COBRA and project-specific photochemical modeling — it is between two
regional screening methods (COBRA and IPT scaling), each with acknowledged limitations. The County’s
supplemental COBRA analysis using EPA’s future-year input files for 2040 (Appendix B) further demonstrates
that COBRA’s results, even when updated to reflect the Project’s buildout year, remain consistent with the
range of effects documented for the comparable project analyses. SCAQMD’s IPT approach does not
provide a more accurate or project-specific result.

SCAQMD’s own alternative approach is also expressly screening-level. SCAQMD characterizes its IPT
exercise as a “screening-level analysis” and recommends the IPT results be included only as “potential worst-
case health incident rates” to provide “additional context.” The SCAQMD-recommended methodology does
not provide project-specific, detailed photochemical modeling as implied.

The practical comparison here is therefore not between a flawed screening approach and a rigorous,
project-specific photochemical health-impact model for Bloomington. It is between two screening
approaches—each with acknowledged limitations, different assumptions, and different scope—that produce
different point estimates. That different screening methods produce different estimates does not, standing
alone, establish that the Recirculated Draft EIR's COBRA-based disclosure was inaccurate or inadequate, or
that the EIR requires revision or recirculation. It does, however, support the County’s decision—described in
the Response to Comment A5.8—to include SCAQMD’s IPT results in the Final EIR as additional context
related to potential worst-case scenario health impacts from the Project. Notably, as described above in
the introduction to this response letter, the use of either data set is not evidence of a significant impact under
CEQA as there is no adopted threshold of significance for health incidence changes within the South Coast
Air Basin or California as a whole.

Comment A5.7: This comment explains the differences between COBRA and the SCAQMD approach using
BenMAP-CE and states that the discrepancies are consistent with methodological differences noted in the
COBRA User Manual. The comment states that COBRA is a screening-level model that relies on pre-calculated
source-receptor relationships, simplified atmospheric chemistry, and national or regional averages. The
comment states that COBRA evaluates air quality impacts at a county-level and that the COBRA User Manual
states that the tool is not intended for conducting a project-level or basin-specific impact evaluation. The
comment states that BenMAP-CE allows for analyses that reflect the results of detailed photochemical air
quality modeling. The comment states that the IPT method provides a way fo estimate the average change
in health incidence per ton of NOx emissions, consistent with methodologies used by US EPA, CARB, and
SCAQMD in regulatory analyses.

Response to Comment A5.7: The County acknowledges that the photochemical modeling underlying the
2022 AQMP is basin-specific and reflects regional atmospheric chemistry for the South Coast Air Basin.
However, the County does not agree that those basin-specific modeling attributes are fully preserved once
the AQMP health-benefits results are condensed into an average incidence-per-ton factor and then
transferred to a single project by linear scaling of the Project’s NOx emissions. Once that transfer is made,
the analysis becomes a generalized screening proxy, not a project-specific photochemical modeling exercise
for Bloomington.

The AQMP photochemical modeling was designed to evaluate the aggregate health benefits of the AQMP’s
full suite of control measures operating simultaneously across the Basin. It does not model the incremental
effect of one project’s emissions in isolation. Translating that portfolio-level, basin-wide incidence-per-ton
factor into a prediction of one project’s health effects through linear NOx scaling necessarily involves
simplifying assumptions about atmospheric nonlinearity, receptor proximity, and local emissions profiles that
differ from those that produced the original AQMP modeling results. As discussed in Response to Comment
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A5.6, SCAQMD characterizes its IPT exercise as a “screening-level analysis” and recommends the IPT results
be included only as “potential worst-case health incident rates” to provide “additional context.” The
SCAQMD-recommended methodology does not provide project-specific, detailed photochemical modeling
as implied.

The record contains project-specific CAMx/BenMAP-CE analyses for two comparable projects, as further
detailed below, that provide relevant context. For Friant Ranch (peak daily NOx approximately 438
Ibs/day), the project-specific analysis reported a PMa2.s mortality incidence of approximately 0.35 deaths
per year, representing roughly 0.00054% of regional background deaths, and concluded that no
meaningful health impact greater than zero could be established with certainty. For CSUDH (peak daily
NOx approximately 240 lbs/day), the project-specific analysis reported PM2.s mortality of approximately
10.31 deaths per year, representing approximately 0.0032% of background all-cause mortality, while
concluding that all modeled endpoints were less than 0.0058% of background incidence and therefore
negligible in context.

SCAQMD’s IPT annual mortality estimate for Bloomington is approximately two deaths per year (0.0014%
of background), placing it above Friant Ranch’s project-specific result but below CSUDH’s largest project-
specific result. The Bloomington Project’s peak daily NOx of approximately 298 Ibs/day falls between
Friant Ranch (438 lbs/day) and CSUDH (240 lbs/day). Notably, CSUDH’s peak NOx is lower than
Bloomington’s, yet its project-specific PM2s mortality result is considerably higher than SCAQMD’s IPT
estimate for Bloomington. This contrast illustrates why a linear NOx-based IPT transfer is a coarse screening
proxy: actual project-specific photochemical modeling can produce results that diverge substantially from
what a simple NOx-scaling approach would predict, depending on local atmospheric conditions, receptor
locations, and emissions profiles.

Significantly, CSUDH is located within the South Coast Air Basin and is subject to the same AQMP
photochemical modeling that underlies the IPT values SCAQMD applied here. If the IPT transfer method
provided a meaningfully more accurate project-specific result than COBRA, one would expect the IPT
estimate for a project within the Basin to track reasonably closely with that project’s actual CAMx/BenMAP-
CE result. The divergence between IPT and the project-specific CAMx/BenMAP-CE result for CSUDH — a
project within the same AQMP basin with lower NOx emissions than Bloomington but considerably higher
modeled PM2.s mortality — illustrates that linear NOx-based IPT scaling does not reliably predict project-
specific health outcomes even for projects within the Basin. It is also notable that SCAQMD did not submit
comments on the CSUDH EIR questioning the use of COBRA or recommending IPT substitution. The County’s
use of the Friant Ranch and CSUDH projects as comparators is discussed in Appendix B of the Recirculated
Draft EIR. The County’s supplemental COBRA modeling for 2040 (Appendix B to this Final EIR) further
reinforces this framework, with updated results falling within the same range of background-relative effects
as both comparable projects.

The record also does not support treating SCAQMD’s IPT point estimates as statistically more reliable than
the project-specific CAMx,/BenMAP-CE results. The Friant Ranch material expressly presents 95% confidence
intervals for modeled health endpoints and concludes that where the confidence interval includes zero, there
is very low confidence the result is statistically distinguishable from zero.

The Friant Ranch analysis expressly concludes that results below one incidence per year — where the 95%
confidence interval includes zero — lack statistical certainty and cannot be meaningfully distinguished from
zero effect. SCAQMD’s IPT tables, by contrast, present only point estimates without confidence intervals,
variance estimates, or statistical significance testing. The County therefore cannot characterize the IPT results
as statistically more reliable than the project-specific CAMx/BenMAP-CE results in the record, and the IPT
point estimates do not establish a meaningful health impact where the more rigorous project-specific analyses
for comparable projects could not. The County’s supplemental COBRA results for 2040 (Appendix B to this
Final EIR) similarly produce estimates within this same range of small background-relative effects.
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The County therefore cannot characterize the IPT point estimates as statistically more reliable than the
project-specific CAMx/BenMAP-CE analyses conducted for the Friant Ranch and CSUDH comparison projects
— analyses that are cited in Appendix B of the Recirculated Draft EIR and that provide the basis for the
comparative significance framework. No project-specific CAMx/BenMAP-CE analysis was conducted for
Bloomington, nor was one required. The supplemental COBRA future-year analysis (Appendix B to this Final
EIR), conducted using EPA’s 2040 input files, is provided as additional context confirming that the Project’s
updated results remain within that same range of very small, statistically non-meaningful background-
relative effects.

Taken together, these observations reinforce the County’s conclusion that the IPT screen is best understood as
a conservative, basin-wide screening transfer that produces estimates within the general range of very small
background-relative effects documented in project-specific analyses, rather than as a definitive project-
specific health-impact result that invalidates the prior COBRA disclosure.

Comment A5.8: This comment states that SCAQMD appreciates the County’s cooperation with providing the
technical files and allowing additional time to conduct a detailed review. The comment concludes the letter
by stating that SCAQMD conducted a screening-level comparison between the health incidence estimates
presented in the Recirculated Draft EIR using the COBRA model and estimates derived using IPT values from
the 2022 AQMP. The comment states that the comparison shows substantial differences in the health incidence
rates between the two approaches and summarizes the findings set forth in the comment letter’s Table 1 and
Table 2. The comment states that the technical exercise shed light on the limitation of the COBRA model to
conduct a project-level health effects analysis and raised concerns about the accuracy of the health effects
analysis of the Project. The comment states that SCAQMD recommends that the County consider including the
health effects analysis presented by SCAQMD in the Recirculated Draft EIR to provide additional context on
the full magnitude of potential adverse health effects.

The comment states that a comprehensive evaluation would help bolster the CEQA analysis and inform
consideration of feasible mitigation measures. The comment states that, as discussed in SCAQMD’s previous
letters, mitigation measures were previously recommended to reduce impacts and remain applicable in light
of the analysis prepared by SCAQMD.

Response to Comment A5.8: The County agrees with SCAQMD’s recommendation to include its IPT-based
screening results in the Final EIR, and has done so in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR. As reflected in the introduction
to these responses, above, the County has included SCAQMD’s IPT-based screening comparison in the Final
EIR as supplemental contextual disclosure. This determination is consistent with SCAQMD’s own
characterization of the IPT exercise as a screening-level method producing potential worst-case health
incident rates for additional context, and is made out of an abundance of caution to ensure all available
information is properly incorporated.

However, as the County has explained in the responses to Comments A5.2 through A5.7, it does not agree
with the implication that the Recirculated Draft EIR’s COBRA analysis was deficient or that the IPT screen
constitutes a project-specific CAMx/CMAQ/BenMAP-CE result for the Project. The County’s decision to
include SCAQMD’s IPT results in the Final EIR is therefore not an acknowledgment that the prior COBRA
analysis was incorrect. Rather, the County is including both analyses in the Final EIR record so that the public
and decision-makers have access to both screening estimates and can understand how they were derived
and how they differ.

The inclusion of SCAQMD’s IPT screening comparison in the Final EIR does not alter the Recirculated Draft
EIR’s operative significance findings. The Project’s operational VOC and NOx impacts were already
identified as significant and unavoidable in the Recirculated Draft EIR. Disclosure of the IPT screen serves
only to supplement the health-consequence context for that already-disclosed, already-significant regional
air quality impact. It does not create a new significant environmental impact, does not substantially increase
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the severity of any previously identified impact, does not introduce a new CEQA significance threshold, and
does not establish any additional feasible mitigation measure not otherwise analyzed in the EIR. Further, the
County does not adopt the IPT estimates as a project-specific CAMx/CMAQ/BenMAP-CE modeling result,
does not treat them as a new CEQA significance threshold, and does not interpret them as altering the
Recirculated Draft EIR’s significance findings. The Project’s operational VOC and NOx impacts were already
identified as significant and unavoidable in the Recirculated Draft EIR; the purpose of this additional
disclosure is solely to supplement the health-consequence context for an already-significant regional air
quality impact.

With respect to previously recommended mitigation measures, those issues are addressed in the Final EIR’s
responses to SCAQMD’s prior comment letter (Response to Comment A4). The County notes that the
Recirculated Draft EIR already includes operational mitigation measures, project design features, and
applicable regulatory requirements directed at reducing NOx, VOC, and diesel particulate matter emissions
from construction and operations. The existence of a more conservative IPT screening estimate does not, by
itself, establish the feasibility of additional specific mitigation measures not otherwise analyzed, or require
the County to reopen or revise findings on measures already addressed.

Comment A5.9: This comment requests that SCAQMD is provided with written responses to all comments
contained in the letter, including the referenced comment letters attached, at least 10 days prior to
certification of the Final EIR. The comment states that if the County’s position is at variance with
recommendations provided in the comment letter, detailed reasons supported by substantial evidence in the
record must be provided.

Response to Comment A5.9: The County appreciates SCAQMD’s participation in the preparation of the
Final EIR. This Response to Comment A5 satisfies the County’s obligation under CEQA Guidelines section
15088 to evaluate and respond in writing to comments from public agencies on environmental issues. To the
extent the County’s position is at variance with any specific recommendation in SCAQMD’s supplemental
letter, the detailed reasons are set forth in these responses and are supported by substantial evidence in the
record as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15088(c).

To the extent SCAQMD references CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 to request recirculation of the EIR,
none of the qualifiers for recirculation set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 are triggered., as
further discussed on page 1-1 of this Final EIR. The IPT screen falls within the same general range of very
small background-relative effects documented by project-specific photochemical modeling for the Friant
Ranch and CSUDH projects, as disclosed within the Recirculated Draft EIR (see Responses to Comments A5.5
and A5.7). As described above in Response to Comment A5.7, the health consequences rate calculated using
the IPT screening method (0.0014% of background) for Bloomington remains well below the increase in
mortality calculated for CSUDH (0.0032 percent). The increase in mortality rate is higher than that calculated
for Friant Ranch (0.00054 percent); however, both Friant Ranch and CSUSH were determined to have less
than significant impacts related to health impacts. As such, a project’s estimated impact does not need to be
below both sample projects to demonstrate a less than significant impact. As described in the introduction to
this letter, a numeric threshold has not been adopted that would indicate change in severity relative to an
accepted level of health impact. The IPT screen further demonstrates that estimated health incidences for the
Project fall within the sample project range for background-relative effects. Inclusion of SCAQMD’s IPT-
based screening comparison in the Final EIR, and the County’s responses to Comments A5.2 through A5.8, do
not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation of the Recirculated Draft EIR under CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5. Information that merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications
to an otherwise adequate EIR does not require recirculation.

The Recirculated Draft EIR also already discloses that operational VOC and NOx impacts are significant
and unavoidable. SCAQMD’s IPT screen does not identify a new significant impact; it offers an alternative
screening estimate for an already-disclosed, already-significant impact. The IPT screening does not
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substantially increase the severity finding for any previously less-than-significant impact. Operational VOC
and NOx were already the most significant air quality concerns identified in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and
the comments do not take issue with the pollutant concentrations calculated for Project operation. The IPT
screen supports the conclusion that the proposed Project’s impact is similar to the sample projects that were
determined to have less than significant impacts, as described above. The IPT screen does not identify a
feasible mitigation measure or alternative considerably different from those already analyzed. Lastly, the
use of the COBRA screening tool in the Recirculated Draft EIR did not render the document fundamentally
inadequate; the County employed COBRA as a contextual disclosure tool consistent with its intended EPA-
defined purpose, and SCAQMD itself recommends the IPT results only as supplemental worst-case context
rather than as a replacement analysis.

Accordingly, the County’s addition of a summary of SCAQMD’s IPT-based screening comparison to Section
3.0 of the Final EIR merely clarifies and amplifies the record for an already-disclosed and already-
significant regional air quality impact. It does not change the Recirculated Draft EIR’s findings or conclusions,
does not substantially increase the severity of a previously identified significant impact, does not introduce
a new significance threshold, and does not require recirculation. This determination is supported by
substantial evidence in the record, including SCAQMD’s own characterization of its IPT exercise as a
screening-level method for contextual supplementation.

Comment A5.10: This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD that was submitted to the County on
December 11, 2025.

Response to Comment A5.10: This comment was reviewed in detail by the County and is responded to
within this Final EIR as Response to Comment A4.

Comment A5.11: This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD that was submitted to the County on
December 12, 2024.

Response to Comment A5.11: The letter dated December 12, 2024 was summarized in Table 2-1, Summary
of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-6 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. In addition, the letter is included in
Appendix A to the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A5.12: This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD that was submitted to the County on
December 15, 2021.

Response to Comment A5.12: This letter, dated December 15, 2021, and the comments contained within,
were thoroughly responded to as Response A1 within the Original Final EIR. The Original Final EIR was
included as Volume lll to the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A5.13: This comment includes the letter from SCAQMD that was submitted to the County on
January 19, 2021.

Response to Comment A5.13: Regarding the January 2021 NOP comment letter, this letter is summarized
in Table 2-2, Summary of NOP Comment Letters, on page 2-3 of the Original Draft EIR. The Original Draft
EIR is included as Volume Il to the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A5.14: This comment includes an email conversation between San Bernardino County Staff and
SCAQMD Staff.

Response to Comment A5.14: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise any concerns or
information regarding the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Comment A5.15: This comment includes the inputs and outputs of SCAQMD’s IPT based health effects
analysis using BenMAP-CE.
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Response to Comment A5.15: This comment is informational in nature and does not raise any concerns or
provide any comments regarding the Recirculated Draft EIR. The County appreciates SCAQMD’s
supplemental modeling data and, per SCAQMD’s recommendation, has included a summary of SCAQMD’s
IPT-based screening comparison to Section 3.0 of this Final EIR for conservative disclosure purposes.
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Comment Letter O1: Concerned Neighbors of Bloomington and Peoples Collective for Environmental
Justice, November 13 2025
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Response to Comment Letter O1: Concerned Neighbors of Bloomington and Peoples Collective for
Environmental Justice (2 pages)

Comment O1.1: This comment states that the commenter requests an extension of the public review period
for the Recirculated Draft EIR for a minimum of 46 additional days due to extraordinary circumstances within
the community and lacking Spanish translation.

Response to Comment O1.1: As discussed in Master Response 2, the Recirculated Draft EIR analysis focused
on the areas that were determined to be inadequate by the San Bernardino Superior Court September
2024 Ruling, specifically impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas, noise, and alternatives. A
scoping meeting for the Recirculated Draft EIR was held on December 2, 2024, and a Notice of Preparation
was mailed in English and Spanish two weeks prior to the meeting to a 1,300-foot radius from the Specific
Plan Area and a 700-foot radius from the Upzone Site.

The Recirculated Draft EIR was circulated from October 28, 2025, through December 11, 2025 per CEQA
requirements. The Notice of Availability was also mailed to residents within the 1300-foot radius of the
Specific Plan Area and Upzone Site in both English and Spanish. Thus, no extension has been granted as
public circulation has occurred as required by CEQA Guidelines, and the County of San Bernardino has
properly exercised its discretion as lead agency to not further extend the comment period. The comment
does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts and does not
raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment O1.2: This comment states that the Project proposes an environmental justice concern for residents
of Bloomington who already experience severe air pollution from the large influx of industrial projects.

Response to Comment O1.2: As further discussed in Master Response 1, CEQA is an environmental
protection statute that is concerned with physical changes to the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15358(b)). The environment includes land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of
historic or aesthetic significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15360). The Project’s potential environmental
justice effects, including social or socioeconomic effects on certain communities, are social issues that are not
considered effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 1513 1(a)). The Recirculated
Draft EIR is focused on analyzing potentially significant impacts under the CEQA. Concerns outside those
areas (including environmental justice and socioeconomic concerns) are not further addressed in this document
although they will be taken into consideration by the County decision makers in evaluating what action to
take on this Project.

Regarding the Project exposing nearby communities to elevated levels of pollution, as discussed under Impact
AQ-2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-7 through 5.3-48, emissions from operation of the Project
would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOC and NOx after implementation of regulatory requirements
and mitigation measures. A majority of operational-source NOx emissions (by weight) would be generated
by Project vehicles, and the VOC emissions would be generated by consumer products that neither the Project
applicant nor the County have the ability to reduce emissions of. Therefore, the Recirculated Draft EIR
properly discloses that operational source VOC and NOx emissions would be significant on a Project-level
and a cumulative basis. In regard to air quality impacts to sensitive receptors, as discussed under Impact
AQ-3 in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 5.3-49 through 5.3-66, the Project would not result in significant
impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

The comment does not otherwise provide any substantial evidence of new significant environmental impacts
and does not raise any specific concerns about the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR’s analysis.

Comment O1.3: This comment states that due to the federal government shutdown, economic hardships and
urging from local leaders to stay home due to immigration enforcement activities has resulted in residents
refraining from participating in the public comment process. The comment further states that the public review
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period does not provide sufficient time for non-English speaking members of the community to read the
Recirculated Draft EIR document and a 46-day extension is required. The comment concludes the letter by
stating that a 46-day extension would allow for the public and organizations to have sufficient time to
provide informed comments to the County.

Response to Comment O1.3: Refer to Response to Comment O1.
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Comment Letter O2: Western Center on Law and Poverty, December 11, 2025
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