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3.1

3.0 Response to Comments

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City, as the Lead Agency for the

Project, evaluated comments received on the Draft SEIR and has prepared the following

responses to the comments received.

The Draft SEIR was distributed for a 45-day public review period by the City from December 22,

2008 to February 4, 2009. The City has used several methods to elicit comments on the Draft

SEIR. Copies of the Draft SEIR were distributed to state agencies through the State

Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research; a Notice of Availability of

Draft SEIR that indicated where copies of the Draft SEIR could be obtained or reviewed, as well

as a compact disc containing the Draft SEIR and technical appendices were distributed to

various federal and local agencies, individuals, and organizations. In addition, a Notice of

Availability was sent to residents within a 600 foot radius of the Project site. Copies of the Draft

SEIR were available for review in the City Library and Planning Department, and the City

published the Notice of Completion and Availability of the Draft SEIR in the Inland Valley Daily

Bulletin on December 22, 2008.

3.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The comment letters for the Draft SEIR and responses to comments are provided on the

following pages.
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Responses to Comments Received from County of San Bernardino Department of Public

Works

Response to Comment A-1

Comment has been noted.
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Response to Comments Received from California Water Quality Control Board, Santa

Ana Region

Response to Comment B-1a

Several master drainage plans were used in the preparation of the previously approved EIR

Hydrology and Water Quality section which address storm drain infrastructure (Previously

approved EIR, pp. 5.8-1 – 5.8-43). The addition of residential units and commercial space to

the previously approved plan does not change the results of the previously approved EIR

analysis. Mitigation Measure NMC WQ-1 (Draft SEIR, p. 2-20) is in place for the Project in

order to address specific drainage issues for the Project. This mitigation requires that project

hydrological studies will be prepared and submitted for review with the submission of Tentative

Tract Maps within The Avenue Specific Plan. These hydrological studies will include a

determination of the level of storm drain infrastructure that is needed to treat and convey the

additional runoff from the increased impervious surface area to the area storm drain network.

“Smart Growth” practices will be considered in the study.

Response to Comment B-1b

The previously certified FEIR included several statements regarding utilizing best management

practices to minimize hydromodification of downstream drainages (Previously approved EIR, pp.

5.8-17 – 5.8-21). These conclusions are incorporated by reference and still apply to the current

Project. In addition, the Project is not expected to result in discharge of fill to any waters of the

U.S. or state; however, the Project will obtain Section 404 and 401 permits if discharge of fill into

U.S. or state waters is necessary.

Response to Comment B-2

Comment is noted. The project will be subject to all applicable regulations and will comply with

the Water Quality Management Plan required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s

Water Discharge Requirements for San Bernardino County (NPDES Permit No. CAS618036).

The Project’s developers and builders will obtain an NPDES storm water permit for construction

activities and shall comply with the requirements of the permit (Previously approved EIR, p. 5.8-

32, first paragraph). Mitigation measures incorporated into the Project which require

compliance with the WQMP and MS4 permit include NMC WQ-5, NMC WQ-6, NMC WQ-7, and

HWQ-1 (Draft SEIR, pp. 2-20 – 2-21.) These mitigation measures require the project to obtain

and comply with all terms and conditions of the NPDES permit from the State Water Resources

Control Board, including implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a Storm

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
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Response to Comment B-3

Comment is noted. The Project will implement MS4 controls in order to achieve TMDL

compliance (Previously approved EIR, p. 5.8-38, last paragraph). In addition, Mitigation

Measure HWQ-1 (Previously approved EIR, p. 5.8-42 and Draft SEIR, p. 2-21) will be

implemented and will ensure the Project’s compliance with the City’s MS4 permit by requiring

the Project to comply with NPDES regulations and implement BMPs to control TMDLs.

Response to Comment B-4

Comment is noted and will be considered in future planning.
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Response to Comments Received from City of Chino

Response to Comment C-1

This comment states that mitigation imposed by the original the Avenue Specific Plan EIR for

impacts at the intersection of Euclid Avenue and Edison Avenue, within the City of Chino, is not

feasible because Chino's General Plan Circulation Element calls on the intersection's west leg

(Edison Avenue) being at most three through lanes in each direction, and thus four through

lanes are not possible. However, this comment is outside the scope of the analysis of this

SEIR.

As noted in State CEQA Guidelines section 15163, a supplemental EIR need only contain the

information and analysis necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as

revised. Therefore this supplemental environmental review of the Avenue Specific Plan needs

only address the changes in the Project that have been proposed. Thus, only that analysis that

is needed to determine whether the revised Project would result in new or substantially greater

significant impacts as compared to the original EIR need be conducted. The SEIR, as per the

traffic study for the project revisions, identified the intersections that could potentially be affected

by reductions of Levels of Service, as a result of the changes to the Project, such that these

impacts could be deemed to be significant. The Euclid Avenue and Edison Avenue intersection

is not one of these intersections, and thus the analysis and mitigation of the original EIR as to

that intersection remains undisturbed and is not subject to further review, as per CEQA's strong

policy in favor of the conclusiveness of environmental review that has been completed.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the information regarding Chino's General Plan was

available at the time of the original EIR but was not brought to the City's attention. Because this

information was available at the time, it does not constitute "new information of substantial

importance," as defined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15162(a)(3), that would

independently render this information the subject of supplemental environmental review.

Consequently, the feasibility of mitigation imposed in the original EIR, which does not bear on

the proposed Project revisions, is beyond the scope of this SEIR.

The City of Ontario is currently working on a city-wide General Plan update. The traffic

modeling and level of service analysis associated with the General Plan EIR is more

comprehensive and up to date as compared to the previous analysis for the Avenue Specific

Plan EIR. The General Plan analysis indicates that the Euclid and Edison intersection will

require less mitigation than previously anticipated because of proposed land use density and

redistribution changes. We understand that the City of Chino is also working on a General Plan

update. Therefore, it would seem appropriate for us to cooperatively work together on a plan for

this key intersection that will satisfy the future year traffic demands due to our respective

General Plans and area growth.
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Response to Comments Received from Southern California Edison

Response to Comment D-1

Comment has been noted.

Response to Comment D-2

Comment has been noted. Any plans for utilization of SCE rights-of-way will be submitted by

the developer to SCE for review with subsequent approval or denial. In the case of denial, trails

along and over Cucamonga Creek will be sufficient to serve the Project.

Response to Comment D-3

Comment has been noted. It is anticipated that the existing facilities over 50 kV will not be

relocated. In the event that it is determined existing facilities need to be relocated, CEQA

review will be completed at that time.
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Response to Comments Received from California Department of Toxic Substances

Control

Response to Comment E-1

Comment has been noted.


