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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Overview of the Project

The Montclair Place District Specific Plan (MPDSP; Proposed Project) would assign and create
appropriate Specific Plan (Plan) land use zones for parcels within the Plan area and provide
development standards and architectural guidelines to guide development in the MPDSP area
through 2040. The Project applicant is the City of Montclair. The Proposed Project encompasses
an area of approximately 104.35-acres (Plan area), the majority of which is currently occupied by
the existing Montclair Place Mall (approximately 75 acres) properties. A key feature of the Plan
would provide for the demolition of all or a portion of the existing Montclair Place Mall, some or
all appurtenant free-standing outbuildings, and portions of the surface parking lots, to construct a
pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use downtown district, with structured parking facilities through a
series of planned phases. Specifically, the maximum number of dwelling units envisioned by the
MPDSP is approximately 5 million square feet of residential uses (or 6,321 dwelling units) and
the total additional commercial square footage envisioned by the Plan is approximately 512,000
square feet. Additionally, the Proposed Project involves the construction of a hotel with
approximately 100-200 rooms. The Proposed Project would replace the existing C-3 zoning with
new mixed-use zones. As such, the MPDSP would enable the future development of commercial,
office, multi-family residential, hotel, and mixed-use projects within walking and biking distance
of the Montclair Transcenter.

The discretionary approval required for the Proposed Project is a General Plan Amendment and
zone change approval from the City of Montclair.t

1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Compliance

The City of Montclair (City), as the lead agency for the Proposed Project, is responsible for
preparing environmental documentation in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.: “CEQA”) to determine if approval of the discretionary actions
requested and subsequent development of the Proposed Plan area could have a potentially
significant impact on the environment.

An Initial Study has been prepared by the City as the lead agency in accordance with the State
CEQA Guidelines to evaluate potential environmental effects and to determine whether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), a Negative Declaration (ND), or a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) should be prepared for the Proposed Project. The Initial Study has also been

1 City of Montclair Municipal Code, Chapter 11.84.
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prepared to satisfy CEQA requirements of other agencies that may provide approvals and/or
permits for the Proposed Project.

Considering the Proposed Project has the possibility of creating a significant impact, the
preparation of an EIR is required by CEQA. Furthermore, as required by State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6, the City will include the consideration and discussion of Alternatives to the
Proposed Project in the EIR.

1.3 Purpose of the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

The intent of this document is to provide an overview and preliminary analysis of the
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Proposed Project. This document
is accessible to the public, in accordance with CEQA, to receive feedback and input on topics to
be discussed in the EIR.

14 Public Review Process

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(b), the Initial Study will be available for a
public comment period of no less than 30 days from May 20, 2019, to June 18, 2019. In reviewing
the Initial Study, affected public agencies and the interested public should focus on the sufficiency
of the document in identifying the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the environment.

Comments may be made on the Initial Study in writing before the end of the comment period.
Following the close of the public comment period, the City will consider this Initial Study and
comments thereto in preparing the EIR. Written comments on the Initial Study should be sent to
the following address by 5:00pm on June 18, 2019:

Mr. Michael Diaz, Planning Manager
City of Montclair

5111 Benito Street, PO Box 2308
Montclair, California 91763
mdiaz@cityofmontclair.org
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 Planning Background
1998 North Montclair Specific Plan

In 1998, the City of Montclair adopted the North Montclair Specific Plan in order to provide more
detailed planning for the part of the City adjacent to and north of the Interstate 10 (I-10) freeway. The
North Montclair Specific Plan addressed issues associated with economic vitality, design,
redevelopment, compatibility, transportation, and pedestrian access on approximately 640 acres south
of the northern city limit. Although the North Montclair Specific Plan provided new design concepts
for the area, including pedestrian-oriented design, the City had mixed success implementing the Plan.

North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan

The North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan (NMDSP) is a subset of the North Montclair Specific
Plan, adopted in 1998. The areas north of Moreno Street (across from the Plan area) are within the
NMDSP area. This plan was adopted in 2006 and sets forth transit-oriented development land use
regulations for the areas near the Montclair Transcenter, which is currently a stop on the Metrolink San
Bernardino Line and is a planned future stop for the Metro Gold Line light rail line. The Plan area is
approximately 0.5 mile south of the existing railroad tracks and is not within the NMDSP area. The
NMDSP was amended in 2017 to expand the boundaries of the North Montclair Specific Plan area and
introduce certain land use concepts and clarify certain standards.

Downtown Infrastructure and Streetscape Plan

The Downtown Infrastructure and Streetscape Plan recommends changes to the design of streets
in the area bounded by Central Avenue, Interstate 10, Monte Vista Avenue, and Richton Street. It
also recommends cross-sections for streets adjacent to Montclair Place, as well as Fremont Avenue
north of Montclair Place. The Downtown Infrastructure and Streetscape Plan has not yet been
formally adopted.

2.1.2 Proposed Montclair Place District Specific Plan

Based on this Initial Study (IS) Checklist/Environmental Evaluation prepared for the Proposed
Project on behalf of the City, the City has determined it is appropriate to prepare an EIR for the
Proposed Project. The purpose of the IS Checklist is to identify any potentially significant impacts
associated with the Proposed Project, to establish the scope of the EIR that will be prepared, and
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to document the forthcoming intended analysis in the EIR. This IS was prepared in conformance
with Sections 15063 and 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.).

2.2 Project Location

The MPDSP area is located in the City of Montclair, within the western end of San Bernardino
County (Figure 1, Regional Map), and approximately 36 miles east of downtown Los Angeles.
The topographical area encompassing Montclair is known as the Chino Basin. The City lies in the
northwest corner of the Basin. Montclair is bordered by the cities of Pomona and Claremont to
the west (in Los Angeles County), Upland to the north, Upland and Ontario to the east, and Chino
to the south. The San Gabriel Mountains are located to the north, the Jurupa Mountains are located
to the southeast, the Chino Hills and Santa Ana Mountains are located to the southwest, and the
San José Hills are located to the west. Direct regional access to Montclair is provided by the
Interstate 10 (1-10) freeway. The City extends both north and south of the 1-10 Freeway. The City
limits are shown in Figure 2, City of Montclair. The MPDSP area is located within 10 minutes of
the Claremont Colleges and Cable Airport (see Figure 2, City of Montclair).

The Plan area totals approximately 104.35 acres in size and is composed of numerous assessor parcels.
The Plan area is bounded by and includes the right-of-ways of Monte Vista Avenue on the west, the I-
10 Freeway on the south, and Central Avenue on the east The northern boundary of the Plan area is the
southern boundaries of the North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan (NMDSP), which occurs generally
along the existing center line of Moreno Street (Figure 3, Specific Plan Areas).

Local access to the Plan area is provided via Central Avenue, Moreno Street, and Monte Vista
Avenue. The area surrounding the Plan area is characterized as urban and is largely built out with
a mix of commercial, retail, and residential uses. The Plan area is currently located within the
City’s North Montclair Specific Plan (NMSP) area.

2.3 Surrounding Land Uses

The Plan area is surrounded by mostly developed properties on all sides. Figure 4 (Plan Area and
Surrounding Land Uses), depicts the land uses and businesses that surround the Plan area. To the
east, across Central Avenue, are a Chase Bank, McDonald’s restaurant, and the Montclair East
Shopping Center, that includes retail stores such as Petco, Harbor Freight Tools, Chipotle Mexican
Grill, and Ross Dress for Less. To the north across Moreno Street, land uses include retail (Target
and Gold’s Gym), single-family, and multi-family residential properties. To the west, across
Monte Vista Avenue, land uses include single-family and multi-family residential properties,
assisted living, a dialysis center, an adult development center, and Moreno Elementary School. To
the south, the Plan area is bordered by the 1-10 Freeway and its right-of-way.
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24 Existing Setting

The Plan area and surrounding area is characterized as an urban, developed commercial and
residential area. The Plan area and all surrounding properties have undergone disturbance
previously resulting from development of the existing Mall and the commercial and residential
uses that surround it. Vegetation within the Plan area is limited to ornamental landscaping
associated with the existing development and several ornamental trees that currently buffer the
Plan area from adjacent residential uses to the west.

Typical residential development in the area ranges from one to three stories in height. Most of the
surrounding commercial structures are one story in height. Existing buildings within the Plan area
range in height between approximately 30 and 75 feet. Because of the relatively low height of most
development within the Plan area, long-range viewsheds are relatively unobstructed; however, the
proximity of the surrounding development generally obstructs long-range views from within the
Plan area. Existing light sources come from both development within the Plan area and from
surrounding commercial and residential uses.

The characteristics of the Plan area, its surroundings, and its existing conditions are summarized
in Table 1 (Site Information).

Table 1
Site Information

General Plan Designation Regional Commercial
Zoning C-3 General Commercial — North Montclair Specific Plan (NMSP)
Site Size 104.35 acres
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) | 31 parcels:
1008-171-01; 1008-171-02; 1008-171-03; 1008-171-04; 1008-171-05; 1008-171-06; 1008-
171-07; 1008-171-11; 1008-171-13; 1008-181-04; 1008-181-05; 1008-181-06; 1008-181-
07; 1008-191-01; 1008-191-02; 1008-191-03; 1008-191-04; 1008-321-04; 1008-321-07;
1008-341-08; 1008-351-07; 1008-321-10I 1008-331-06; 1008-331-07; 1008-331-08; 1008-
331-09; 1008-331-15; 1008-331-16; 1008-341-04; 1008-341-08; 1008-351-07
Present Use Regional Mall, strip commercial development, freestanding restaurants, major furniture
store, and surface parking uses
Surrounding Land Uses & | North: Commercial and Residential Uses
Zoning e  Corridor Residential and Town Center zones of the North Montclair Downtown
Specific Plan (NMDSP)

e R-1-North Montclair Specific Plan (NMSP)
South: I-10 Freeway
East: Commercial Uses (C-3 General Commercial - NMSP)
West: Commercial, Institutional and Residential Uses — NMSP

e R-1Single-Family Residential

e  R-3 Multiple Family Residential
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Table 1
Site Information

e (-2 Restricted Commercial
Access Monte Vista Avenue and Central Avenue (north-south) and Moreno Street (east-west)

Ingress/Egress Primary Access: Signalized entrance/exit at Central Avenue

Secondary Access: Three signalized entrance/exits along Moreno Street; one signalized
and two unsignalized entrance/exits along Monte Vista Avenue

Public Services Water Supply: Monte Vista Water District

Sewer Service: City of Montclair

Solid Waste: Burrtec Waste Industries

Fire Protection: Montclair Fire Department

Police Protection: Montclair Police Department

School District: Ontario-Montclair School District (K-8) and Chaffey Joint Union High
School District (9-12)

Utilities Gas Supply: The Gas Company

Electric Supply: Southern California Edison

Telephone: Verizon

Cable TV: Time Warner

Source: City of Montclair, 2018.
2.5 Need for the Project

The primary goal of the MPDSP is to create a pedestrian-oriented, multi-modal, mixed-use downtown
district within walking and biking distance of the Montclair Transcenter and the anticipated extension of
the Foothill Gold Line that would extend light rail line service to the City of Montclair. This downtown
environment will be built on an interconnected network of tree-lined streets that connect inviting parks,
greens, and plazas. Its buildings will be built close to, and directly accessible from, the sidewalk. Parking
will be located behind buildings or will be subterranean.

The existing General Commercial (C-3) and North Montclair Specific Plan (NMSP) zoning
prohibit the development of such an environment. Residential uses and park/playground uses are
not permitted. In addition, the existing C-3 and NMSP permit uses, by-right, that are inconsistent
with the pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use vision for the MPDSP area. Examples of some of these
incompatible uses include: auto parts sales (with installation); automobile body and fender repair
shops; refrigerated lockers; and used car sales areas. Buildings accommodating these land uses are
not currently present in the Plan area, and therefore, removal of these uses from the land use
requirements does not result in the presence of non-conforming buildings or uses.

In addition, the C-3 development standards are not conducive to generating a pedestrian-oriented,
mixed-use setting. For example, required front setbacks are 35 to 75 feet; parking is permitted
between buildings and the sidewalk/street; and the maximum lot coverage is 50 percent.
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As such, the MPDSP will enable the future development of commercial, multi-family residential,
hotel, and mixed-use projects within walking and biking distance of the Montclair Transcenter.
The MPDSP will assign and create appropriate land use zones for parcels within the Plan area and
provide development standards and architectural guidelines to guide development within the
MPDSP area through 2040. These standards are intended to complement the development of
standards and architectural guidelines contained in those of the North Montclair Downtown
Specific Plan (NMDSP), adopted in 2006 and amended in 2016.

2.6

Objectives

The primary objectives of the proposed MPDSP include the following:

Enable phased redevelopment of the existing Montclair Place Mall and the area south of
the Mall including the Ashley’s Furniture site and the Entertainment Plaza area. The time
frame for build-out in the Plan area is anticipated to take up to 30 years.

Create a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use downtown district within walking and biking distance
of the Montclair Transcenter and anticipated extension of the Foothill Gold Line railway.

Replace the existing C-3 zoning with new mixed-use zones that permit residential use in
standalone and mixed-use configurations and office.

Introduce appropriate land use zones and uses, intensity levels, and future street patterns for
properties in the Plan area.

Provide zoning that is flexible and responsive to changing market demands.

Account for an increase in the maximum number of dwelling units and additional
commercial/office square footage allowable by the Plan. The maximum amounts envisioned
by the Plan are approximately 6,321 dwelling units (5 million square feet of residential uses)
and a total of 512,000 additional square feet of commercial/office uses.

Introduce form-based development, massing, and architectural standards to successfully
implement the Plan.

Reduce automobile trips by creating a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented, multi-modal, park-
once environment with access to alternative modes of transportation, including walking,
biking, Metrolink, the proposed Foothill Gold Line railway extension, and curb space for
transit network companies such as Uber and Lyft.
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2.7 Baseline
General Description

The Plan area and surrounding area is characterized as an urban, developed commercial and
residential area. The Plan area and all surrounding properties have undergone disturbance
previously resulting from development of the existing Mall and the commercial and residential
uses that surround it. Vegetation within the Plan area is limited to ornamental landscaping
associated with the existing development and several ornamental trees that currently buffer the
Plan area from adjacent residential uses to the west. Planters with ornamental trees, shrubs, and
grasses are scattered sparsely throughout the numerous surface parking lots. Vacant lots are highly
disturbed, graded to varying degrees, and support only minimal amounts of low-growing
vegetation (mostly annual weeds).

The Plan area is served by all basic infrastructure. One groundwater recharge basin associated with
the San Antonio Wash is located approximately ¥s-mile west of the Plan area. There is another basin
located to the north of this basin across Moreno Street, and two just south of this basin on either side
of the 1-10 freeway. All four basins are mapped as freshwater ponds by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service National Wetland Inventory. They are also mapped as being diked/impounded or excavated,
indicating that the ponds are substantially modified and/or created by artificial means (USFWS
2018). These basins are surrounded by urban development.

Typical residential development in the Plan area ranges in height from one to three stories. Most
of the surrounding commercial structures are one story in height. Most existing buildings or
structures in the Plan area range in height between approximately 30 and 75 feet. Because of the
relatively low height of most development within the Plan area, long-range viewsheds are
relatively unobstructed; however, the proximity of the surrounding development generally
obstructs long-range views.

Population and Housing Trends

The estimated population for the City as of September 2017, according to the Department of
Finance, was 37,799 residents (City of Montclair 2018). According to the U.S. Census, the City
experienced a 10.9 percent population increase between 2000 and 2010; and a 1.8 percent increase
between 2010 and 2013. Forecasts show a gradual population growth rate over the next 20 years
with an estimated population of 43,900 in 2035 (City of Montclair 2018).

The current residential population in the Plan area is zero.
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Commercial Development

Commercial land uses continue to dominate the Plan area. The existing, freestanding mix of
commercial uses in the southern portion of the Plan area include various restaurant uses, an LA
Fitness Center, an Ashely Furniture store, and an optometrist’s office. Montclair Place (formerly
known as Montclair Plaza), a major regional mall, largely dominates the remaining planning area.
There is a Unitarian Universalist Church and small commercial strip center in the northwest
portion of the Plan area. Based on reviews of aerial photographs, the current pattern of commercial
development in the NMDSP area (located just north of the MPDSP area) consists predominately
of standalone large structures surrounded wholly or in part by paved surface parking.

Transportation and Transit

Major streets surrounding the Plan area include Central Avenue, Moreno Street, and Monte Vista
Avenue. The MPDSP area is within ten miles of various regional destinations and transportation
links, such as Ontario Airport, Cable Airport, and the Interstate 15 (1-15) and Interstate 210 (1-210)
freeways. The 1-10 Freeway and Metrolink’s San Bernardino commuter rail line provide direct
regional access to the City. The 1-10 Freeway is an eight-lane grade-separated facility that is the
most significant regional transportation facility serving the City.

The City is planned as the eastern terminus of the Foothill Gold Line railway extension to the
Montclair Transcenter (although there has been some discussion of extending further east to Ontario
International Airport), which will link Montclair with the foothill communities of the San Gabriel
Valley and the City of Los Angeles. The construction of the Foothill Gold Line railway extension is
subject to the jurisdiction of the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority. Upon
completion, the lines will be operated by, and will be under the jurisdiction of, the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transportation Authority.

Phase 2B of the Foothill Gold Line rail service is proposed for construction from Azusa to the
Montclair Transcenter (located approximately 0.5 mile north of the Plan area). Pursuant to Assembly
Bill 2574, the Montclair Transcenter is the designated terminus for the Foothill Gold Line extension
from Pasadena to Montclair. Planning for the Foothill Gold Line Phase 2B (Azusa to Montclair)
began in 2003, and significant work has been completed for the segment. The Final EIR for the
project was certified by the Construction Authority board in March 2013, and advanced engineering
and environmental consulting work began in 2014. In March 2016, Addendum No. 3 to the Final
EIR was approved, allowing for phased construction of the project if deemed necessary — Glendora
to Montclair and then Claremont to Montclair. Starting in 2014, the project began advanced
conceptual engineering. The draft advanced conceptual engineering documents were completed in
September 2016 and distributed to cities and other partner agencies for review and comment. Once
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complete, the advanced conceptual engineering will be made part of the design-build procurement
(Foothill Gold Line 2018).

Completion of the Glendora to Montclair segment broke ground in December 2017. The first few
years of the project is being used to relocate and protect strategic utilities, conduct other pre-
construction activities, hire the design-build team, and finalize design. Major construction is
anticipated to begin in early 2020, with substantial completion anticipated in early 2026 (Foothill
Gold Line 2018).

The Montclair Transcenter is an intermodal transit center located between Central and Monte
Vista Avenues on Richton Street. Omnitrans, Foothill Transit, and the Riverside Transit Agency
(RTA) all provide bus service from the Transcenter, with Foothill Transit and RTA providing
express service and Foothill Transit and Omnitrans providing local service. Commuters also use
the Montclair Transcenter as a park and ride facility.

The Montclair Transcenter is also a station on the Metrolink San Bernardino Line. The station serves
as the dividing line between Foothill Transit's service area and Omnitrans' service area. Omnitrans
buses run to the east, while Foothill Transit buses run to the west. The Montclair Transcenter is the
largest such facility between Union Station in the City of Los Angeles and San Bernardino Station in
the City of San Bernardino.

Parking
The Plan Area provides a total of 6,595 parking spaces as follows:

e The Mall property currently provides for approximately 5,788 parking spaces. Of these spaces,
4,802 are provided in the surface parking lots surrounding the Mall. Additionally, there is a
two-level parking structure fronting Moreno Street that provides 986 parking spaces.

e The group of properties to the south of the Mall property provide approximately 695
parking spaces.

e The Monte Vista Unitarian Universalist Congregation Church property provides
approximately 44 parking spaces.

e The mini-mall property at the southeast corner of Monte Vista Avenue and Moreno Street
provides approximately 38 parking spaces.
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Utilities

The Plan area is currently served with all necessary utilities. Utilities may not be extended to each
parcel, but utilities are available in developed roadway right-of-ways. The following provides
specific information about each type of utility:

Stormwater Conveyance and Detention. Stormwater in the Plan area is conveyed
through city-owned infrastructure connected to the Chino Basin Water Conservation
District and San Bernardino County Flood Control District storm drains. Stormwater in the
Plan area is conveyed to a groundwater recharge basin associated with the San Antonio
Wash located approximately ¥2-mile west Plan area.

Electrical Power. Power is provided by Southern California Edison.
Water Supply. Water is supplied by the Monte Vista Water District.

Sanitary Sewer Service. The City’s domestic wastewater is conveyed via City-owned and
maintained infrastructure to treatment facilities owned and maintained by the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA). The wastewater is disposed of at one of two locations.
Most of the sewage flows to the Carbon Canyon Wastewater Reclamation Facility in
Chino, while a small amount flows to the Regional Plant No. 1 in south Ontario.

Government Services

The Plan area is currently served with all the standard government services such as fire, police,
school, and the public library operated by the San Bernardino County Library System, located at
9955 Fremont Avenue.

Fire Services. Fire Station No. 1 is currently situated just north of the Plan area at the
southeast corner of Monte Vista Avenue and Arrow Highway. A second fire station (Fire
Station No. 2) is located in the southern portion of the City, near the intersection of Monte
Vista Avenue and Mission Boulevard. Fire Station No. 1 is currently outfitted with a three-
person paramedic engine, Type 1 engine pumper, and one quint (engine) with a 100-foot
ladder. On a 24-hour basis, the Plan area is served by 21 firefighters, one chief officer, and
one fire investigator.

Police Services. Police protection services in the City are provided by the Montclair Police
Department, located at 4870 Arrow Highway, on the northwest corner of Arrow Highway and
Monte Vista Avenue. The Montclair Police Department employs approximately 53 sworn
officers. Typically, the station is staffed with at least four patrol officers per shift.
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e Schools. Currently no schools are located in the Plan area. However, the Plan area is served
by Moreno Elementary School and Serrano Middle School. Moreno Elementary School is
located on Moreno Street, and Serrano Middle School is located on San José Street, both
of which are located west of the Plan area. Montclair High School serves the entire City
and is located on Benito Street, approximately one mile south of the Plan area.

e Library. The Montclair Branch of the San Bernardino County Library system is located at
9955 Fremont Avenue in the Montclair Civic Center, approximately 1.1 miles south of the
Plan area. The Montclair Library is one of the largest facilities in the regional library
system, encompassing 20,200 square feet and 59,100 volumes. The library serves
approximately 14,000 patrons per month.

Airports

The City is located within the Airport Influence Area (AlA) of the Ontario International Airport
(ONT) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The ONT ALUCP establishes a set of
procedural and compatibility policies that set limits on future land uses and development within
the Ontario International Airport AIA in order to address noise, safety, airspace protection, and
overflight impacts of current and future airport activity within the AlA (City of Ontario 2011).

The City is also located within the AlA of the Cable ALUCP. The Cable ALUCP establishes a set
of procedural and compatibility policies that set limits on future land uses and development within
the Cable Airport AIA in order to address noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight impacts
of current and future airport activity within the AIA (ALUC 1981).

General Plan and Zoning

The City’s General Plan (General Plan) was adopted in 1999, though the General Plan Housing
Element has been subsequently updated. The General Plan is currently being updated. The Plan
area is located within the Regional Commercial land use designation and is within Sub-area 1 of
the General Plan study area. The total area classified as Regional Commercial within the City,
including the Mall property, totals approximately 125 acres. The General Plan characterizes the
Montclair Plaza (Place) Mall as a major regional shopping center that provides for the sale of
general merchandise, apparel, furniture, and home furnishings, along with support services. The
Montclair Plaza (Place) Mall and surrounding commercial areas are intended to draw shoppers
from a relatively large regional market area. As a regional shopping center located in close
proximity to a variety of urban areas, the mall attracts shoppers from Los Angeles, San Bernardino,
Orange, and Riverside counties. The General Plan notes that the major expansion to the mall in
1985 and the subsequent addition of other promotional centers around the mall since that time have
helped maintain the strength of the retail sector of the local economy (City of Montclair 1999).
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The 1998 North Montclair Specific Plan (the NMSP) is the guiding zoning document for the Plan
area and surrounding areas south of Moreno Street. According to the NMSP, the Plan area is
designated in the Montclair Zoning and Development Code (the Zoning Code) as General
Commercial and is zoned C-3 (City of Montclair 1998). The C-3 General Commercial Zone is the
designation intended for general business uses in the City of Montclair. The uses that would be
located within the Plan area (such as retail stores, restaurants/cafes, and theaters) are all permitted
or conditionally permitted uses within the C-3 zone. These uses would be consistent with those
allowed in the C-3 zone and would also be consistent with the Regional Commercial General Plan
designation. However, the proposed residential uses under the Plan would not be consistent with
the current designation. Thus, a General Plan Amendment would be required.

The NMSP sets forth applicable development criteria and standards for the Plan area, including a
maximum building height of 75 feet. The Plan area is also subject to the provisions of the Zoning
Code that are not replaced or modified by the NMSP (City of Montclair 1998). .

The areas north of Moreno Street (across from the Plan area) are located within the North Montclair
Downtown Specific Plan (NMDSP) area. This plan was adopted in 2006 and sets forth transit-
oriented development land use regulations for the areas near the Montclair Transcenter, which is
currently a stop on the Metrolink San Bernardino Line and is a planned future stop for the Foothill
Gold Line rail line. The Plan area is approximately 0.5 mile south of the existing railroad tracks
and is not within the NMDSP area.

2.8 Proposed Project

The MDPSP would guide land uses for the approximately 104.35-acre Plan area and allow
development within this Plan area as defined in the MPDSP. The key project components of the
MPDSP include the following:

New Form-Based Zoning

The MPDSP creates a policy framework for transforming the Plan area into a pedestrian-oriented,
multi-modal, mixed-use downtown district within walking and biking distance of the Montclair
Transcenter and the anticipated extension of the Foothill Gold Line railway (Figure 5, Proposed
Project). Key components of the proposed Plan includes:

e The Plan. This chapter describes the vision for the overall plan, as well as for each of the
Plan area’s subareas. The document is illustrated with plans, perspective renderings, and
precedent images.
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e Infrastructure. This chapter describes recommended transportation improvements to the Plan
area and its vicinity. It includes a street network plan and associated cross sections; a bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity plan to nearby transit (the Transcenter and adjacent bus lines), nearby
schools and parks; the parking approach — including on-street and in park-once structures — and
parking management strategies; and descriptions of various multi-modal components and
strategies, including bicycle and scooter amenities and parking and transportation network
company (TNC) curb pace for Uber and Lyft. The MPDSP introduces new street standards
derived from the North Montclair Specific Plan (NMSP). This chapter also describes the
proposed distribution, location, and extent of the utilities infrastructure (water, sewer, storm
water, power, telephone, and cable), solid waste disposal, and other essential facilities needed to
the proposed development within the Plan area.

e Open Space and Landscape. This chapter describes the various components of the public
realm, including streetscape improvements and proposed open spaces. It also includes
standards for streetscape, landscape, hardscape, and public art that occurs within public
streets and public parks, plazas, and greens.

e Development Code. This chapter is a form-based code that enables a varied mix of uses,
including residential, office, service, retail, civic, institutional, and appropriate light
industrial and research and development (R&D) uses, and provides development standards
(building height, setbacks, frontage requirements, on-site open space, parking placement
and standards) and building design standards (massing, articulation, materials, openings,
landscape, screening, signage, etc.). This chapter also provides subdivision and block size
requirements and standards for streetscape, landscape, hardscape, and public art that occurs
within public streets and publicly accessible parks, plazas, and greens. The Development
Code will replace the underlying zoning with four new zones. These zones are depicted in
Figure 6, MPDSP Zones).

o Urban Core (T6). The Urban Core zone introduces urban, mixed-use buildings
between 55 and 240 feet in height in the area primarily occupied by the existing
Montclair Place Mall building. Buildings are located at the back of sidewalks and
are accessed from the sidewalk. Parking is either behind buildings or subterranean.

o Urban Center (T5). The Urban Center zone introduces urban, mixed-use buildings
up to 90 feet in height and located at or near the sidewalk. Primary building access is
from the sidewalk and parking is either behind buildings or subterranean. Buildings
with retail ground floors are located at the back of sidewalks, while buildings with
residential ground floors are set back with small front yards.
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o Neighborhood West (T4A). The Neighborhood West zone applies to parcels
along the western portion of the Plan area adjacent to Monte Vista Avenue.
Buildings up to 55 feet in height accommodate a mix of residential and commercial
uses. Buildings with retail ground floor uses are located at or near the sidewalk,
while buildings with residential ground floors are located behind small front yards.
To encourage pedestrian activity, all buildings are accessed directly from the
sidewalk through appropriate frontage types or through lobbies.

o Southwest District (T4B). The Southwest District zone applies to the southern
portion of the Plan area. Buildings up to 55 feet in height accommodate office,
research and development (R & D), and other commercial uses. While residential
uses are allowed in this district, they are generally discouraged due to the proximity
of the freeway, which can have negative effects on residents in terms of air quality
and noise. Buildings with retail ground floor uses are located at or near the
sidewalk, while buildings with residential ground floors are set back behind small
front yards. To encourage pedestrian activity, all buildings are accessed directly
from the sidewalk through appropriate frontage types or through lobbies.

e Implementation. This chapter discusses the key economic goals, policies, and actions for
implementation of the MPDSP, the subdivision of property, any necessary on-site street, park,
and infrastructure improvements, and a description of strategies for funding these
improvements. It also discusses strategies for funding public art and provides a framework for
transferring development rights from one zone to another in response to market conditions.

Development Potential

Implementation of the MPDSP would alter the development potential for the planning area when
compared to the existing condition. The development potential refers to the ultimate development
scenario, including dwelling units and commercial space, proposed at the culmination of the MPDSP
timeframe. This scenario is expressed in the text, illustrations, and phasing diagrams of the MPDSP.

Table 2 (MPDSP Residential Buildout) and Table 3 (MPDSP Non-Residential Buildout) compares
the development potential of the MPDSP with the existing condition. Table 2 shows the anticipated
base development potential, as well as the maximum development potential, inclusive of a 15%
affordable and senior housing density bonus.
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Table 2
MPDSP Residential Buildout

Total Buildout
Land Use jsti 9 Proposed Change
o | PovoseaBaset | IO e | Mo | J

Dwelling Units
Single-Family (du) 0 0 0 0 0
Multi-Family (du) 0 5,496 825 6,321 6,321
Condominium 0 1,099 165 1,264 1,264
Apartment 0 4,397 660 5,057 5,057
Total Dwelling Units (du) 0 5,496 825 6,321 6,321

' Base residential buildout derived by multiplying the total net area within each zone by 130.4 du/acre for the Urban Core Zone, 87.0 du/acre
for the Urban Center Zone, 52.2 du/acre for the Neighborhood West Zone, and 55.6 du/acre for the Southwest District Zone.. Residential
buildout calculations do not include private right-of-ways or pubic open spaces.

As shown in Table 2, the development potential allowed under the MPDSP would provide for an
additional 6,321 dwelling units in the MPDSP area (assuming the full 15% affordable/senior
housing density bonus is applied).

Table 3
MPDSP Non-Residential Buildout!

Total Non-
oy Zone Residential
Land Use E’.:.'::;Tg Buildout | Change
Neighborhood | Southwest | Urban Urban Proposed
West District Center Core Total
Montclair Place 1,289,845 156,212 0 | 858,909 | 862,960 1,878,081 | 588,236
Out Parcels 256,428 0 180,827 0 0 180,827 | -75,601
Non-Residential (sf) | 1,546,273 156,212 180,827 | 858,909 | 862,960 2,058,908 | 512,635

1 Nonresidential Build-out includes, office, retail, and service uses. Non-residential buildout derived by multiplying the total net area within
each applicable zone by a floor area ratio (FAR) of 1.25 for the Urban Core Zone, 0.66 for the Urban Center Zone, 0.50 for the Neighborhood
West Zone, and 0.49 for the Southwest District Zone. Non-residential buildout calculations do not include private rights-of-way or pubic

open spaces.

As shown in Table 3, the development potential allowed under the MPDSP would provide for an
additional 512,635 square feet of non-residential space in the MPDSP area.

DUDEK

16

10665

May 2019




Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

2.9 Required Permits and Approvals

The City of Montclair is expected to use the EIR in its decision-making relative to the MPDSP.
The required discretionary approvals that sought by the City of Montclair include the following:

1. A General Plan Amendment (GPA) to reflect the new land uses permitted within the
MPDSP area. This area would be re-designated in the General Plan from Regional
Commercial to Planned Development.

2. A zone change in the official City of Montclair Zoning Map and other exhibits to reflect the
new zoning for the MPDSP.

Other regulatory agencies that may also require permits or other approvals for the Proposed
Project include:

e Airport Land Use Commission review for Cable Airport and Ontario International Airport;

e Native American Heritage Commission and affiliated Tribes for the Assembly Bill 52
consultation process;

e California Native American tribes for the Senate Bill 18 consultation process; and

e Monte Vista Water District approval for the Water Supply Assessment (WSA).

DUDEK 17 May 2055



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

References

Airport Land Use Commission. Cable Airport Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan. Adopted
December 9, 1981.

City of Montclair. 1998. North Montclair Specific Plan. Prepared by Urban Design Studio and
LSA Associates, Inc. Adopted January 5, 1998.

City of Montclair. 2006. North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan. Prepared by Moule &
Polyzoides Architects and Urbanists, Adopted May 5, 2006.

City of Montclair. 1999. City of Montclair General Plan. Prepared with assistance by L.D. King,
Inc. Accessed November 3, 2014. http://www.cityofmontclair.org/
depts/cd/planning/general _plan.asp.

City of Montclair. 2018. “City of Montclair- City Demographic Profile.” Accessed June 25,
2018.

City of Ontario. 2011. Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Prepared by
Mead and Hunt, Inc. Adopted April 19, 2011. Accessed February 11, 2015.
http://www.ontarioplan.org/index.cfm/33710.

Foothill Gold Line. 2018. “Construction Phases, Glendora to Montclair, Overview.” Accessed
June 25, 2018. https://foothillgoldline.org/construction_phases/glendora_to_montclair/.

Stantec. 2015. Montclair Plaza Expansion/Enhancement Project Traffic Study. Prepared for
Dudek. February 4, 2015.

USFWS (United States Fish and Wildlife Service). 2018. National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands
Mapper, Search by Address. Accessed June 25, 2018. http://www.fws.gov/
wetlands/Data/Mapper.html.

10665

D U D E I( 18 May 2019



Z i ’ i VAR * Henderson —
e
13 BoulderTity S | m
Tulare County -
sandy Valley 3 P
; — 7
nville — ;Z Nevada . =z \
Wofford HEghts S o s Dolanprings
ake |sabella _ _ %
i =
M f
) >
JP . =
£ X2 =
4 J p £t <
e i
' >
5 s % Z
Kern County N P f“‘ h}»v e 7
ool - ‘ 0“ 2
Q * Alige & 2 ef ‘,‘T Ppw = o)
= ,California City 1 1 z =
il 2
K ' L Mohave
it Mojave | \ . : V;lley ki
~ Boron
.l'\'o:-amond Arizona
Y I Igw_pf - ,_)
£
1/4
<
o B ((‘
Lancaster b ot os
auartzHill JAngeles
palmdale Lake Havasu City
(® {RRAGE VALLEY B
Acton
S &
A N 655 o
Los Angeles R
% M0, /
in Fernando County I A
g == /
5 . n
CanadaFlintridge 3 A Y . .
LacanadaFlintridg PrOJect Site : A : et " Jo
Glentalks =510 Arcadia .Glendo hlan 47 r v =
Al NS Pasadena Baldwin Park— L T s P i 'L‘ '
. P, Ao { .ﬁ L iaPa a3
Aflgel Alhambra = . = g g & 7 =
5 7‘96 €S-, i ELMoOnte pomor ( l . s ;i R o N S 4
Hintington Paybhittier ® 2 . s ERNARDINO MO u Y B 2
g\ oo 4 Pedley i DesertHot p
* Southe b Eowlan ediey e b = Banning shot
» prne~—Gates Downey ® Helghts | Moreno Beaumont springs =
Gompton ® o ¥ Nopufalk » Yo B Valley . Rivierside - 2 ) i
B { . *Fullerton” Gorona S e N, c ¢ = <
e %] akewdol “ry i pPalmSprings o9 ounty > 3 z
GranceCarsolh C.' | . O‘xangf: f:ms ® o 4 = ool trite -\
ypipss, e : .Hemet v o A Cathedral City  T5xisindio / S - : —
3 emmngg,an,g,'e_.ncp,qm‘ty .f‘un city (2] PalmDesert . \ . e lythe
®fountain \ Rancho Santa =N\ | ake Elsi $2E D . 10— 5 b Blythe | ‘
Valley-airyine Margarita L y 4. ‘LaqQuinta o x: i - \
! P f 'l ~ |
2 fpstaMesal o By .07, Wwildomar o (A MpHN |
2 2o o S cgonVieio £ . 2 Macca I

FIGURE 1
Regional Map

DUDEK & == =z
Montclair Place District Specific Plan Initial Study

SOURCE: ESRI 2018




Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10665

DUDEK 20 May 2019



/ Cable
/ Airport

FOOUTILL
BLYD

Claremont

Colleges

ARROWIHIWIYS S ST

E%
2

=
SAN BT ST
% BERNARDING ST %
%
04
=
7=
uIJ
&

HOLY BLYD

MISSION ELYD City of Montclair

SOURCE: ESRI 2018 FIGURE 2

DUDEK & o= »», City of Montclair

Montclair Place District Specific Plan Initial Study




Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10665

DUDEK 22 May 2019



U-PLAND
HUNTINGTON DR

CENTRALTAVE

RS M,
ol
North Montclair
Downtown

Specific Plan Area } 5%

ARROW/HWY,

~ MONTE VISTAVAVE

L\ 158 g

-
b
-

-

3
8
13-
> >

-
> »
- i
2 A
;_
O -

- s Montclair Place
(S : : a .- District

Specific Plan Area r

FIGURE 3
Specific Plan Areas

D U D E K Q . - =2 Montclair Place District Specific Plan Initial Study




Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

8530

DUDEK 24 May 2019






Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10665

DUDEK 26 May 2019






Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10665

DUDEK 28 May 2019






Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

10665

DUDEK 30 May 2019



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

3

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

The following discussion of potential environmental effects was completed in accordance with
Section 15063(d)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines (2019) to determine if the Proposed Project
may have a significant effect on the environment.

1.

Project title:
Montclair Place District Specific Plan
Lead agency name and address:

City of Montclair
5111 Benito Street
Montclair, CA 91763

Contact person and phone number:
Michael Diaz, Planning Manager; 909.625.9432
Project location:

An approximately 104.3-acre area bounded by Moreno Street to the north, Central Avenue
to the east, Monte Vista Avenue to the west, the Interstate 10 (I-10) freeway to the south.
The Plan area includes the entire land area of the existing Montclair Place regional mall.

Project sponsor’s name and address:

City of Montclair
5111 Benito Street
Montclair, CA 91763

General plan designation:
Regional Commercial
Zoning (Current):

C-3 General Commercial — North Montclair Specific Plan
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8. Description of project:
See Section 2.0 above.
9. Surrounding land uses and setting:
See Section 2.0 above.
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:

e Airport Land Use Commission
e Native American Heritage Commission

e Monte Vista Water District

10665
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.

X

X X X X X X

Aesthetics
Biological Resources

Geology and Soils

Hydrology and
Water Quality

Noise
Recreation

Utilities and Service
Systems

DUDEK

O X X X X X O

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse

Gas Emissions
Land Use and
Planning

Population and
Housing

Transportation

Wildfire

33

X X X O X X K

Air Quality

Energy
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Mineral Resources

Public Services

Tribal Cultural
Resources
Mandatory Findings
of Significance
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[

[

| find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the Proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2)
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the Proposed Project, nothing
further is required.

Signature Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g.,
the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below,
may be cross-referenced).

5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
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refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8. Thisisonly a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however,
lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to
a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance

3.1 Aesthetics
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Significant | with Mitigation | Significant
Section 21099, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic

vista? > u L] u
b) Substantially damage scenic resources including,

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and L] ] ] X

historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the

existing visual character or quality of public views of

the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those

that are experienced from publicly accessible X U] Il O]

vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area,

would the project conflict with applicable zoning and

other regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare

which would adversely affect day or nighttime views ] X Il O]

in the area?

1
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b)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Potentially Significant Impact. The viewshed experienced from public areas in the vicinity
of the Plan area is dominated by views of commercial and residential development. However,
key visual resources that can be seen looking north from the Plan area include portions of the
San Bernardino Mountains. Construction of the Proposed Project would introduce the use of
heavy machinery such as large trucks, cranes, bulldozers, and other equipment needed for
construction activities. Large construction equipment could be visible from surrounding areas
and by motorists traveling along the 1-10 Freeway looking toward the Plan area. Construction
activities would also require the presence of construction workers and vehicles on the Plan
area; however, activities would not be permanent.

Development of the Proposed Project could substantially change the existing visual
character of the site. Thus, the Proposed Project could impact the distant views of the San
Bernardino Mountains as experienced by off-site viewers. Therefore, impacts under the
Proposed Project are potentially significant and will be examined further in the EIR.

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. There are no officially designated state scenic highways, as identified by the
California Scenic Highway Program (Caltrans 2011). Additionally, the City contains no
scenic highway corridors (City of Montclair 1999). Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. Additionally, the Plan area is
already fully developed with the existing mall and other commercial uses, as well as
parking lots. Thus, there are no rock outcroppings or other scenic resources on the Plan
area. Although the Proposed Project would remove some of the existing trees from the Plan
area, those trees are ornamental in nature and would be replaced as part of the landscaping
improvement proposed by the project.

The Montclair Plaza was originally constructed in 1968. While small portions of the
original shopping center are still intact, the addition of numerous retail stores inside the
mall (including the addition of a second story), and new adjoining department stores have
greatly changed the look and feel of the Montclair Plaza from its original 1968 design. For
this reason, the mall no longer retains requisite integrity and does not appear eligible under
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) Criterion 3 for architectural
associations (see Section 3.5 Cultural Resources).
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d)

Further, there is no evidence to warrant consideration under CRHR Criterion 4.
Consequently, the Montclair Plaza does not appear eligible under any of the City of
Montclair’s landmark designation criteria and is not considered a historical resource under
CEQA. Accordingly, no impact would occur under the Proposed Project, and this issue will
not be further analyzed in the EIR.

In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Plan area and surrounding area is characterized as an
urban, developed commercial and residential area. Because the Proposed Project
introduces new uses to the Plan area, implementation could conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic quality. New construction would be visible from
the 1-10 Freeway and to viewers from local roads and nearby residential and commercial
uses. In addition, the Proposed Project could possibly degrade the view for residents near
the Plan area. Impacts are potentially significant and will be examined further in the EIR.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Currently there are
numerous sources of nighttime lighting on the Plan area and in the surrounding areas,
including nighttime lighting from the existing Montclair East Shopping Center, located
east of the Plan area; nighttime lighting from retail, single-family and multi-family
residential properties north of the Plan area; nighttime lighting from single-family and
multi-family residential properties, retail uses, the Unitarian Universalist Congregation and
International Montessori School, and Moreno Elementary School west of the Plan area;
and the 1-10 Freeway and commercial uses south of the Plan area.

Project construction could introduce light and glare during short-term construction
activities. However, Proposed Project construction would occur eight hours a day, five
days a week, in compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, and any lighting from
construction activities would cease upon construction completion.

The Proposed Project would have light sources associated with urban areas, such as indoor
lighting emanating from building interiors through windows. The proposed lighting would be
directed, oriented, and shielded to prevent light from shining onto the adjacent church, and
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school and nearby residences. While the lighting proposed by the Proposed Project would
increase lighting on the Plan area compared to current conditions, with the implementation of
mitigation measure MM-AES-1, the City would review the project lighting and signage plan
to ensure that lights are located, directed, and shielded in a manner that complies with City
Codes and does not create a substantial new source of light to adjacent properties and would
not adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. Since project details are still being
reviewed by the City, a lighting plan is yet to be finalized.

However, the lighting provided on the Plan area would be required to comply with lighting
standards established in the City’s Municipal Code, as well as lighting levels established for
safety purposes in the City’s Building Security Requirements, which were developed pursuant
to Section 10.16.030, Building Security Rules and Regulations, in the City’s Municipal Code.
The Building Security Requirements state that all exterior doors of commercial structures must
be equipped with a lighting device providing a minimum maintained one-foot candle of light at
ground level during hours of darkness. All parking lots for use by the general public that provide
more than 10 spaces must have a minimum maintained one-foot candle of light on the parking
surface from dusk until the termination of business on every operating day. At all other hours of
darkness, a minimum maintained 0.25-foot candle of light must be provided at the ground level.
The Building Security Requirements also state that exterior lighting must not shine away from
the subject property (City of Montclair 2015). Section 11.66.030, Parking Improvements, in the
Municipal Code requires light to be directed onto the parking area and away from adjacent
properties. Where light spillage on adjacent properties is a concern (i.e., residences to the north
and west), the Proposed Project would be required to include light controlling devices, such as
light guards. The light-controlling devices would reduce glare on adjacent sensitive receptors.

The proposed windows and windows from the proposed retail buildings would be made of
non-reflective material and would not add a new source of substantial glare. Given these
factors, the contribution of light and glare emitted from the Proposed Project would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.

MM-AES-1 The project applicant shall prepare lighting and signage plans for the Proposed
Project depicting the proposed locations and heights of light poles and signs.
Concurrent with the building permit submittal, the project applicant shall
incorporate lighting design specifications to meet the City’s minimum safety
and security standards as outlined in the City’s Building Security
Requirements. The following measures shall be included in all lighting plans:

e Luminaires shall be designed with cutoff-type fixtures or features that
cast low-angle illumination to minimize incidental spillover of light
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onto adjacent private properties. Fixtures that shine light upward or
horizontally shall not spill any light onto adjacent properties.

Luminaires shall provide accurate color rendering and natural light
qualities. Low-pressure sodium and high-pressure sodium fixtures
that are not color-corrected shall not be used, except as part of an
approved sign or landscape plan.

Luminaire mountings shall be downcast and pole heights minimized
to reduce potential for back scatter into the nighttime sky and
incidental spillover light onto adjacent properties. The height of light
poles shall be reviewed and approved by the City to ensure
consistency with the City’s Municipal Code requirements. Luminaire
mountings shall be treated with non-glare finishes.

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2011. Caltrans Officially Designated Scenic
Highways. Accessed October 7, 2014: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/
scenic_highways/langeles.htm.

City of Montclair. 2015. Building Security Requirements. Accessed February 12, 2015.
http://www.cityofmontclair.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=2638.

3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the [ O [ X

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

use?
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or

a Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ &
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources

Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by

Public Resources Code Section 4526), or O u O X

timberland zoned Timberland Production (as

defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use? [ O O X
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use [ [ [ &
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

b)

DUDEK a1

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

No Impact. The Proposed Project will be constructed within the existing Montclair Place
site. The Plan area is designed as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the California
Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC
2016a). The DOC (2016) defines “Urban and Built-Up Land” as occupied structures with
a building density of at least one unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a
10-acre parcel. Since the Plan area is already developed and is not located on any
Farmland designations, no conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use would occur with
implementation of the Proposed Project. As such, no impact would result under the
Proposed Project. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

No impact. The Plan area is currently zoned C-3 — General Commercial (City of Montclair
2013). According to the DOC’s Williamson Act Map, there are no Williamson Act
contracts on the Plan area (DOC 2016b). Since the Plan area is not an agricultural land use
and is not under a Williamson Act contract, no impact to an agricultural use or Williamson
Act contract would occur under the Proposed Project. This issue will not be analyzed
further in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
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Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact. The Plan area is zoned C-3 - General Commercial (City of Montclair 2013).
No forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production areas (as defined in California Public
Resources Code Sections 12220 (g), 4526, or 51104 (g)) are located within or adjacent to
the Plan area. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for
forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production areas, or result in the loss or conversion
of forest lands to non-forest uses, as none exist. The Proposed Project would be constructed
within an existing commercial site. Therefore, no impact to forest land or timberland
would occur, and this issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

No Impact. See response to item 3.2(c) above. The Proposed Project is located on an
existing commercial site. Therefore, no loss or conversion of forest land would result from
implementation of the Proposed Project. No impact would occur under the Proposed
Project. No further analysis is required in the EIR.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact. See responses 3.2(a), 3.2(c), and 3.2(d) above. Construction and
implementation of the Proposed Project would be within the existing Montclair Place site.
The Plan area is designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the DOC Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program (DOC 2016a). No forest land areas, as defined in PRC 12220(qg),
are located within, or adjacent to, the Plan area. Therefore, changes to the existing
environment that could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use would not occur. No impact would occur under
the Proposed Project, and this issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

References

DOC (California Department of Conservation). 2016a. San Bernardino County Important

Farmland 2016. Mapped 2016. Accessed June 25, 2018.
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2010/sbd10_so.pdf.
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DOC. 2016b. “San Bernardino County Williamson Act FY 2015/2016 Sheet 2 of 2” [map].

February 26, 2016. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/wa/SanBernardino_so_

15_16_WA.pdf.

City of Montclair. 2013. “Zoning Map Montclair, California.” December 2013. Accessed June
25, 2018. https://cityofmontclair.org/home/showdocument?id=4714.

3.3 Air Quality
Where available, the significance criteria Less Than
established by the applicable air quality Significant
management district or air pollution control Potentially with Less Than
district may be relied upon to make the following Significant Mitigation Significant
determinations. Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? X [ [ O
b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an X Ol ] ]
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? X [ [ O
d) Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? X [ [ O
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air

quality plan?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project is located within the South Coast
Air Basin (SCAB), which includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of
Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties, and is within the jurisdictional
boundaries of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The
Proposed Project would generate air pollutants during short-term construction and long-
term operation. The Proposed Project would include demolition and construction activities
that would generate air pollutants that could result in significant, temporary, and short-term
impacts to air quality. An increase in construction vehicles, worker vehicle trips, and other
emissions associated with the site could potentially conflict with SCAQMD’s Air Quality
Management Plan. Therefore, there could be a potentially significant impact and will be
further analyzed in the EIR.
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b)

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

Potentially Significant Impact. . Construction emissions associated with development of
the proposed multi-family residential and hotel would temporarily emit pollutants to the
local airshed from dust and combustion from on-site equipment, construction worker
vehicles, delivery trucks, and off-site haul trucks. Nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide
(CO), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 micros
(PMao), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns
(PMz2s), and sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions would primarily result from the use of
construction equipment and motor vehicles. Construction emissions can vary substantially
from day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and, for
dust, prevailing weather conditions. Long-term air pollution could result from vehicular
emissions and Proposed Project operations.

The Proposed Project could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria
pollutants under nonattainment according to a federal or state standard. Criteria pollutants
under nonattainment in the SCAB include ozone and particulate matter (PMio and PM2.5s)
(SCAQMD 2017). Ozone formation resulting from vehicle emissions could contribute to
long-term air quality impacts. Particulate matter emissions resulting from construction
activities could contribute to temporary impacts. Further investigation is required to
determine the Proposed Project’s potential to result in a considerable net increase of these
criteria pollutants. This is considered a potentially significant impact, and this issue will
be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. The SCAQMD recommends the evaluation of localized
NO2z, CO, PMio, and PMzs construction-related impacts to sensitive receptors in the
immediate vicinity of the Plan area. Such an evaluation is referred to as a localized
significance threshold (LST) analysis. Sensitive receptors to air quality are population
groups that are susceptible to the effects of air pollutants, which include the elderly,
children, and those with serious medical conditions, and also nursing homes, schools,
hospitals, and residences. Further analysis is required regarding the amount of criteria air
pollutant emissions that would result from the Proposed Project, and whether it would be
substantial. This is considered a potentially significant impact, and this issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.
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d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. Potential sources that
may emit odors during construction activities of the Proposed Project include diesel
equipment and gasoline fumes. While in operation, odors associated with waste and
chemicals used during cleaning and facility maintenance may be released from the Plan
area. This is considered a potentially significant impact, and this issue will be further
analyzed in the EIR.

References

SCAQMD (South Coast Air Quality Management District). 2017. Final 2016 Air Quality
Management Plan. March 2017. Accessed November 20, 2017. http://www.agmd.gov/
home/library/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan/final-2016-agmp.

3.4 Biological Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species in local or regional plans, U] ] X U]
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California [ [ o i
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) ] ] ] X
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife ] X Ol Ol
species or with established native resident or
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree U] ] X U]
preservation policy or ordinance?

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, [ O [ X
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less Than Significant Impact. Under existing conditions, the Proposed Plan area is
developed with commercial structures and surface parking lots. Planters with ornamental
trees, shrubs, and grasses are scattered sparsely throughout the surface parking lots. The
Plan area is entirely covered with impervious surfaces with the exception of the planters
and two vacant dirt lots, one of which is located at the northeastern corner of the site and
the other of which is located at the southwestern corner of the site. These vacant areas are
small in size, are highly disturbed, and support minimal amounts of low-growing
vegetation. Therefore, while the site contains some vegetation and small amounts of
unpaved areas, the vegetation is ornamental in nature, and the Plan area is entirely
surrounded with urban development. The site has been developed for approximately 45
years. As such, the minimal amounts of vegetation on the site and the two vacant, dirt areas
would not likely serve as suitable habitat for wildlife. Therefore, the Plan area and the
project vicinity are highly urbanized with few natural areas that could support wildlife.

According to an electronic database review of the Ontario quadrangle? and nine surrounding
guandrangles in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), several sensitive species
have historically been sighted in areas throughout the Ontario quadrangle (for a list and
description of these species see Appendix A). While sensitive species are known to occur

2 Quadrangles are areas established by the U.S. Geological Survey as a way of categorizing and dividing
topographical maps. Quadrangles cover an area measuring 7.5 minutes of latitude and 7.5 minutes of longitude.
The Proposed Project is approximately located in the center third of the Ontario quadrangle.
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within the general vicinity of the Plan area, based on the disturbed and developed condition of
the site and the relative lack of suitable habitat, the potential for any known sensitive species
to occur on the site is low. Furthermore, according to the CNDDB, no candidate, sensitive, or
special-status wildlife or plant species have been historically sighted on the Plan area or within
a one-mile radius of the Plan area. Additionally, the City’s General Plan states that “significant
wildlife population no longer exists in the study area® due to the elimination of wildlife habitat”
(City of Montclair 1999).

For the above reasons, implementation of the Proposed Project is not expected to result in
the removal of sensitive species and is not expected to directly impact sensitive species,
since none are expected to be present on-site. As such, the Proposed Project would have a
less-than-significant impact on sensitive or special-status species. This issue will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

No Impact. As described under item 3.4(a) above, the Proposed Project is currently
developed with commercial uses and is surrounded by commercial and residential uses.
The site supports limited ornamental vegetation consisting of ornamental trees, grasses,
and shrubs. Because the vegetation is ornamental in nature and is situated in an urban
environment, it does not constitute a sensitive natural community in itself. Thus, riparian
habitats and sensitive natural communities do not exist on the Plan area, and the Proposed
Project would result in no impact on riparian habitats and other sensitive natural
communities. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No Impact. The Plan area has been developed for approximately 50 years and does not
contain any water courses or riparian areas. Furthermore, the Plan area does not contain
any federally protected wetlands (USFWS 2018). The San Antonio Wash and several
associated water storage basins are located west of the Plan area, with the nearest water
storage basin located approximately % mile to the west of the western Plan area boundary.
These basins are mapped as freshwater ponds by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

3

The “study area” refers to the City of Montclair plus its Sphere of Influence. Because the Plan area is located
within the City of Montclair, it is included in the General Plan study area.
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National Wetlands Inventory. They are also mapped as being diked/impounded or
excavated, indicating that the ponds are substantially modified and/or created by artificial
means (USFWS 2018). These basins are surrounded by urban development, and the Plan
area is separated from these basins and from the San Antonio Wash by residential and
commercial development and by a six-land roadway (Monte Vista Avenue). Due to the
modified nature of the nearby water course and water storage basins, the urbanized nature
of the Plan area and its surroundings, and the absence of any federally protected wetlands
on the Plan area, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in no impact to
federally protected wetlands. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As described under item
3.4(c), there are no wetlands or running waters within the Plan area, and therefore, the
Proposed Project would have no potential to affect the movement of migratory fish. The
Plan area has been developed for approximately 50 years and is located within a developed,
urbanized area. The nearby San Antonio Wash is channelized and would not be expected
to support substantial fish populations. Additionally, as stated in the City’s General Plan,
wildlife populations are no longer existing in the City due to the elimination of habitat. As
the City is not expected to support wildlife populations and does not contain wildlife
habitat, the Plan area is not part of a wildlife corridor.

Although the Proposed Project would be limited to developed and disturbed land, direct
impacts to migratory nesting birds must be avoided to comply with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. Migratory or nesting birds that would have
the potential to utilize the on-site trees would be protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. Thus, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 would be required to minimize any potential
impacts to nesting birds and raptors.

MM-BIO-1 Prior to the issuance of a demolition, grading, and/or building permit for
activities during the avian nesting season (generally February through August),
a qualified biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey within 7 days of
vegetation clearing, cutting, or removal activities. The survey would consist of
full coverage of the proposed project footprint and an appropriate buffer, as
determined by the biologist. If no active nests are discovered or identified, no
further mitigation is required. In the event that active nests are discovered on
site, a suitable buffer determined by the biologist (e.g., 30 to 50 feet for
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passerines) shall be established around any active nest. No ground-disturbing
activities shall occur within this buffer until the biologist has confirmed that
breeding/nesting is completed and the young have fledged the nest. Limits of
construction to avoid a nest shall be established in the field by the biologist
with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. Construction personnel shall
be instructed regarding the ecological sensitivity of the fenced area. The results
of the survey shall be documented and filed with the City of Montclair within
5 days after the survey.

Upon implementation of mitigation measure MM-BI10O-1, the Proposed Project would have
a less-than-significant impact on the movement of native or resident species and on the
use of native wildlife nursery sites. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City contains a variety of policies regarding the
preservation and planting of trees. The provisions of these policies that are applicable to
the Proposed Project are described below:

Tree Policy

The City has an adopted Tree Policy that provides guidelines for the protection and
preservation of trees planted within the City’s rights-of-way and at City facilities
(Montclair Municipal Code Section 9.28). The Tree Policy contains a provision that
prohibits private property owners from performing any planting, pruning, removing, and
spraying of a City tree. The Tree Policy also contains the Oak Tree Preservation
Guidelines, which prohibits the removal of oak trees within the City on public or private
property without obtaining written approval from the City. The Plan area does not contain
Oak trees; therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the
Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines. However, the Plan area has boundaries along several
City streets (Moreno Street, Central Avenue, and Monte Vista Avenue). There are several
street trees located along these streets. The project applicant would be required to comply
with the City’s Tree Policy relative to the treatment of any street trees within City rights-
of-way. Under the Tree Policy, the City’s street trees may be considered for removal under
the following conditions: if a tree is diseased or infested, if a tree is causing a liability, if a
tree is damaging hardscape such as sidewalks or driveways, if a tree is causing serious
damage to the structural integrity of a building, if the tree must be removed to allow for
construction, and/or if a tree is causing damage to a sewer. At full build-out approximately
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427 tress would be removed. Approximately 30 of these are located on the Unitarian
Universalist church property, and the remaining are located in the existing parking lot. In
the event that trees within the City’s right-of-way are removed for the purposes of
developing the Proposed Project, the applicant would be required to obtain an
encroachment and construction permit from the City’s Public Works Department.
Additionally, the Proposed Project would result in approximately 675 new trees being
planted as street trees and trees in parks. Any trees proposed within the City’s right-of-
way would be required to conform with the guidelines provided in the City’s Tree Policy,
which include specifications for tree species, sizes, spacing, quantity, and tree guards (City
of Montclair 2018).

General Plan Community Design Implementing Policies

The City’s General Plan also contains several policies in its Community Design
Implementing Policies relative to trees:

CE-1.1.15. Existing specimens and stands of trees and other plant materials of
outstanding scenic value should be protected.

CD-1.1.16. Older mature trees provide a sense of age and permanence. Every effort
should be made to retain these trees, even in new development and in
instances where the tree can be saved in the event of a disorder. As a policy,
the City should adopt and maintain a Master Plan of Street Trees that
includes a minimum maintenance and replacement program.

North Montclair Specific Plans Goals, Policies, and Programs

One of the goals set forth in the North Montclair Specific Plan is to maintain a high quality
of environment. One of the implementing policies/actions for this goal is to “Recognize
that existing mature trees are an important element in the North Montclair environment and
preserve them, to the greatest extent feasible, whenever new public or private development
occurs” (City of Montclair 1998).

Montclair Municipal Code Section 11.28.100

This section of the Montclair Municipal Code provides landscaping requirements for
projects located in the General Commercial zone. As the Plan area is located within this
zone, it would be required to comply with the requirements contained in Section 11.28.100,
including those that pertain to the quantity and size of trees that must be planted on-site.
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Provisions in Section 11.28.100 that address number and size of trees required on a Plan
area are as follows:

e 11.28.100(A): Area. A minimum of 12% of the development site shall be developed
as a landscaped area. Actual landscape percentage required may exceed this figure
depending on project design.

e 11.28.100(A)(2): Trees. A minimum of one 15-gallon minimum sized tree shall be
planted for every 300 square feet of landscaped area. Required street trees shall be
credited to this requirement. One tree or 20 percent of the required number of trees
(whichever is greatest) shall be 24-inch box minimum size.

e 11.28.100(A)(3): Street Trees. A minimum of one 15-gallon sized street tree shall
be planted per street frontage, with tree spacing no greater than 35 feet on center.
Location, species, and planting procedures shall be in accordance with the Street
Tree Master Plan and City development standards.

e 11.28.100(B)(6): Parking Lot. A minimum of 4% of the parking lot area shall
consist of planting areas. Actual landscape percentage may exceed this figure
depending upon size of lot and amount of parking.

o d. Each planting island shall be planted with a minimum of one 15-gallon tree,
two shrubs, and ground cover.

The landscaping design and implementation of the Proposed Project would comply with
the Tree Policy, the City’s General Plan, and the Montclair Municipal Code. Due to the
requirement to comply with the City’s policies that protect street trees and require trees to
be incorporated into commercial project design, implementation of the Proposed Project
would not conflict with the City’s policies protecting biological resources, and impacts
would be less than significant. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. The City’s General Plan does not designate any areas of the City as being
within a habitat conservation plan (City of Montclair 1999). Furthermore, the City is not
within any of the regional conservation plans designated by the state (CDFW 2017). As
such, implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved
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local, regional, or state habitat plan. No impact would occur, and this issue will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.

References

City of Montclair. 1999. City of Montclair General Plan. Prepared with assistance by L.D. King, Inc.
Accessed November 3, 2014. http://www.cityofmontclair.org/depts/cd/
planning/general_plan.asp.

City of Montclair. 2018. Montclair Municipal Code Title 9 Public Services and Public Places.
Current through March 29, 2018. Accessed June 25, 2018. https://library.municode.com/
ca/montclair/codes/code_of ordinances?nodeld=TIT11ZODE. .

CDFW (California Department of Fish and Wildlife). 2017. California Regional Conservation
Plans [map]. October 2017. Accessed June 25, 2018. https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/
Conservation/Planning/NCCP/Plans.

Montclair Municipal Code. Section 11.28.100 — Landscaping requirements.

USFWS (United States Fish and Wildlife Service). 2018. National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands
Mapper, Search by Address. Accessed June 25, 2018. http://www.fws.gov/
wetlands/Data/Mapper.html.

3.5 Cultural Resources
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to ] ] X ]
in §15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource ] X ] ]
pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? [ [ X [
10665
D U D E I( 52 May 2019



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

Historic Context

The first township established in the area of present-day Montclair was known as Marquette, and
was founded by a man named Edward Fraser in the 1880s. Fraser began advertising weekend train
excursions for $2 roundtrip with the hope of enticing buyers from Los Angeles. But land sales in
the region wouldn’t pick up until 1907 when land speculator Emil Firth purchased 1,000 acres and
subdivided the land into 10-acre lots. He called the tract Monte Vista and offered the land for
purchase. Firth also began the process of constructing reservoirs for irrigation and prepared the
land for the cultivation of citrus orchards. (The Reeder Heritage Foundation 2010). Historic aerial
photographs of the project area from 1938 to 1948 show that the region was almost entirely
agricultural, with a perfect grid pattern of roads already structured between the fields (NETR 1938;
NETR 1948). As advertised by Firth in a local newspaper: “Holt Avenue, lined with beautiful
homes, and the main thoroughfare between Ontario and Pomona, is one block to the north. The
land adjoins some of the best citrus orchards in the valley, such as the famed groves of the
Crawford Brothers, with their large packing house and other well-known properties” (The Reeder
Heritage Foundation 2010).

The first settlement within the tract became known as Narod, and soon Narod had its own dry
goods store, hotel, citrus packing house, and church. George H. Reeder was the son of one of the
first naval orange growers and lived his entire life at the Reeder grove on Holt Boulevard. The
Reeders provided the local citrus packing houses with some of the best navel oranges. The entire
region remained dedicated to citrus production until the industry was hit hard following World
War 1l. As the story goes throughout much of southern California, the need for family housing
following World War Il resulted in a residential development boom that replaced most of the citrus
orchards with single-family housing tracts (City of Montclair 2005). Historic aerial photographs
of the project area from 1959 show newly paved roads running throughout the area, with the San
Bernardino Freeway (present day Interstate 10) in place, along with numerous residential
developments to the south and west (NETR 1959).

Incorporation of the City of Monte Vista was approved on April 25, 1956. The federal government
refused to grant the new city its own post office because a town by the name of Monte Vista already
existed in northern California. On April 8, 1958 residents fixed this issue by voting to change the
town’s name to Montclair, and just a few months later a post office was opened (City of Montclair
2005). Throughout the 1960s residential development became even more dense in all directions,
but the project area remained an entirely agricultural pocket amongst a sea of new development
(NETR 1966).

In the City’s early years of inception, Montclair struggled to find a tax base to pay for services offered
to its residents. An answer to these revenue concerns came in 1964 when land developers approached
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the City with a possible solution: a shopping center. The City ran with the idea, and building permits
were issued in 1967. On August 3, 1968, approximately 15,000 people attended the Preview Ball for
the opening of the new Montclair Plaza shopping mall, the first indoor shopping mall in San Bernardino
County, boasting three major department stores (JC Penney, The Broadway, and May Company), 64
shops, and 5,000 parking spaces. In its first year of operation, the Mall increased the City’s sales tax
revenue by over 30 percent (City of Montclair 2005). The $40 million building effort was led by
developer Ernest Hahn and featured designs by prominent architectural firms such as Welton Becket
and Associates (May Company), Charles Luckman and Associates (The Broadway), and Burke,
Kober, Nicolais, and Archuleta ([J.C. Penney] Turpin 1968).

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project proposes substantial alteration/partial
demolition of the existing Montclair Plaza Mall, built in 1968.

In consideration of whether or not the Proposed Project would adversely impact a historical
resource under CEQA, the property’s historical significance and integrity was considered
within the appropriate historic context, and in consideration of both the California Register
of Historical Resources (CRHR) and City of Montclair’s local landmark designation
criteria (Municipal Code 11.56.060).

Montclair Plaza was built in 1968 and has served as an important economic resource to the
City, particularly during the community’s early stages of development in the 1960s and
1970s. However, the mall does not appear to be associated with any persons or events
significant to the history of the region (CRHR Criteria 1 and 2).

In addition to a lack of significant historical associations, Montclair Plaza also
demonstrates an overall lack of integrity, as it has been substantially altered from its
original form. In the mid 1980s, Montclair Plaza underwent a major renovation by Homart
Development Company, which included the addition of 80 new retailers, a food court, a
new 186,000 square foot Sears department store, and a new 125,000 square foot
Nordstrom’s department store (Los Angeles Times 1985).

In regards to the department stores, prominent architectural firm Welton Becket and
Associates designed the original May Company building (now Macy’s), however,
alterations have affected the architectural integrity of the original design. A comparison of
current and historic aerial photographs of the building indicate that a large addition was
built at the west elevation between the years 1994 and 2002 (NETR 1994; NETR 2002).
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This likely occurred during the building’s ownership transitions from May Company to
Robinsons- May to Macy’s. Additional observed alterations include reconfiguration of the
doors and windows at the storefront entrances, removal of original linear design features
over the front entrances, removal of original exterior cladding, and modification of the
original horizontal banding at the roofline. Welton Becket and Associates designed eight
other May Company stores in the 1960s and 1970s throughout southern California,
including one in Cleveland Ohio (OAC 2011). A very similar, and likely more intact,
Welton Becket May Company design can be found at the Westfield Plaza Camino Real
shopping center in Carlsbad.

The Broadway store, located on the east side of the Plaza, was designed by the architectural
firm Charles Luckman and Associates of Beverly Hills. While the building does appear to
retain integrity of design, it does not appear to be a particularly notable work of the famous
firm. In the southland region alone, Charles Luckman and Associates designed Broadway
stores in Northridge (c. 1971), Cerritos (c. 1971), Carson (c. 1974), West Covina (c. 1962),
and Puente Hills (c. 1974). In fact, numerous Broadway department stores constructed in
the 1960s (designed by various architects) bear a similar resemblance to the Montclair
Plaza store. Buena Ventura Plaza in Ventura (c. 1963), Century City (c. 1964), Stonewood
Center in Downey (c. 1965), the Huntington Center in Huntington Beach (c. 1965), Inland
Center in San Bernardino (c. 1966), West Covina Plaza (c. 1962), and the Mall at Orange
in the City of Orange (c. 1971) all exhibited examples of a Contemporary-style cube mass
Broadway store. As noted by The Department Store Museum (2018): “The Broadway
developed a signature look for its suburban stores, which numbered in the thirties by 1979.
Earlier stores (including those in Arizona) were composed of a large mass of patterned
block which used the Southern California sun to great advantage.”

In 2018, the Broadway building was demolished to make way for a new AMC theater and
restaurant building that was envisioned and approved with the Montclair Plaza Expansion
and Remodel project approved for the CIM Group (new owners of the property) under Case
2017-5B. As currently proposed, the AMC Theater and restaurant building would be
constructed in the same footprint as the existing Broadway building and tire store site.

The JC Penney store, located in the center of the Plaza, was designed by the architectural
firm Burke, Kober, Nicolais, and Archuleta. A comparison of current and historic aerial
photographs of the building indicate that a large addition was built at the south elevation
between the years 1980 and 1994 (NETR 1980). This alteration is significant because it
effectively covers the original storefront
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b)

While small portions of the original shopping center are still intact, the addition of
numerous retail stores inside the mall (including the addition of a second story), and
new adjoining department stores have greatly changed the look and feel of the
Montclair Plaza from its original 1968 design. For this reason, the mall no longer retains
requisite integrity and does not appear eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 for
architectural associations.

Further, there is no evidence to warrant consideration under CRHR Criterion 4. Finally, for
all of the reasons stated above, the Montclair Plaza does not appear eligible under any of
the City Montclair’s landmark designation criteria and is not considered a historical
resource under CEQA. Impacts would be less than significant under the Proposed Project.
This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The following analysis is
based in part on a California Historical Resources Information System records search of
the Proposed Project area and a one-mile radius conducted by staff at the San Bernardino
Archaeological Information Center on August 2, 2018. The records search conducted in
August 2018 indicates that no previously recorded archaeological resources are located
within the Proposed Project area. The records search identified 19 previous cultural
resources studies and three cultural resources within one-mile of the project area, however
most of these consist of built environment resources and none are located within close
enough proximity to be impacted by the Proposed Project.

Because the project area was developed over 50 years ago and contains no exposed
sediment, an archaeological survey was not warranted. The lack of previously recorded
resources within and around the Proposed Project area indicate that the project area has a
low sensitivity for encountering below ground resources. While no archaeological
resources were identified as a result of the records search, there is a possibility of
encountering previously undiscovered archaeological resources at subsurface levels during
ground-disturbing activities associated with the Proposed Project. In the event that
archaeological resources are encountered during construction activities of the Proposed
Project, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented to ensure that impacts to
archaeological resources are less-than-significant with mitigation.

MM-CR-1 In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are
exposed during construction activities for the Proposed Project, all

10665

D U D E I( 56 May 2019



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately
stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards, shall evaluate the significance of the
find and determine whether or not additional study is warranted. Depending
upon the significance of the find as determined by the archaeologist, the
archaeologist may decide to record the find and allow work to continue. If
the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work such as
preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data recovery
may be warranted. Preservation in place shall be the preferred means of
mitigation, if determined to be feasible by the archaeologist and the City.

Upon the implementation of mitigation measure MM-CR-1, the Proposed Project would
result in less-than-significant impacts to archeological resources. As such, this topic will
not be further analyzed in the EIR.

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. There is no indication that human remains are present
within the boundaries of the Proposed Project area. In the unlikely event that excavation
activities during the Proposed Project inadvertently discover buried human remains,
compliance with Section 7050.6 states, if human remains are found, the County Coroner
shall be notified within 24 hours of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur
until the County Coroner has determined, within two working days of notification of the
discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human remains. If the County
Coroner determines that the remains are or are believed to be Native American, s/he shall
notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 48 hours. In accordance with California Public
Resources Code, Section 5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it
believes to be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The most
likely descendant shall complete their inspection within 48 hours of being granted access
to the site. The designated Native American representative would then determine, in
consultation with the property owner, the disposition of the human remains. Therefore,
based on compliance with existing state law, impacts associated with the discovery of human
remains would be less than significant.
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3.6 Energy
Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Resultin potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, X [ [ [
during project construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency? X [ [ [

b)

DUDEK 59

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the Proposed Project would require the
use of energy for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment (such as computers inside
temporary construction trailers and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems). At
full build-out, the Proposed Project’s operational phase would require energy for building
operation (appliances, lighting, etc.). Further analysis is required to determine the potential
environmental impacts resulting from the consumption of energy resources. Impacts are
potentially significant, and therefore, this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project is subject to various regional and
local plans guiding energy use. The Proposed Project must be consistent with existing
regulations. The Proposed Project is not anticipated to conflict with an applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation. However, further investigation is required to determine the
Proposed Project’s energy consumption and its relationship to applicable state or local
plans. This could be a potentially significant impact, and therefore, this issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.
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3.7

Geology and Soils

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)

Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

O

[l

X

O

i)~ Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

(| <

|

X X O X

OO d Qo

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

X

[

O

O

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect
risks to life or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
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a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i)

DUDEK

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Less Than Significant Impact. The Plan area is not located within an “Earthquake
Fault Zone” as indicated by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps (DOC
2000). This is confirmed by geologic hazard overlays in the City of Montclair’s
General Plan Safety Element and the County of San Bernardino’s Land Use Plan
General Plan, which also indicates that the Plan area is not within a County-
designated fault zone (City of Montclair 1999 and County of San Bernardino 2010).

Review of the Fault Activity Map of California indicates that besides “active” faults
(generally defined as those that have evidence of rupture in the last 10,000 years),
there are also no Quaternary-active faults crossing or adjacent to the Plan area
(California Geological Survey 2010). As such, the Proposed Project would not
expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects from rupture of
a known earthquake fault. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant under
the Proposed Project, and no further analysis is required in the EIR.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Plan area would likely be subjected to strong
ground motion from seismic activity similar to that of the rest of the seismically
active Southern California and proximity to the San Andreas Fault, the Cucamonga
Fault, San Jose Fault, and the Red Hill Fault. These faults, as well as numerous
other regional faults are capable of producing moderate to large earthquakes that
could significantly affect the City, including the Plan area.

However, the project site is not within any Earthquake Hazard Zone or found on
an Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map (DOC 2000). As such, the project
site would not be affected by ground shaking any more than any other area in
seismically active Southern California. The Proposed Project would be developed
in accordance with the provisions of the current California Building Code (CBC)
(or most applicable building code) and requirements of the local building official.
The local building official implements and enforces local amendments to the CBC
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and any more stringent geologic hazard regulations and guidelines than provided
for under state law through building/grading permit requirements and associated
plan checks.

Any new structures on the project site, and any seismic upgrades (if required by the
CBC or local building official), would be designed in accordance with current
building code provisions, which will minimize to an acceptable level the potential
effects of strong ground shaking. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant
under the Proposed Project. No further analysis is required in the EIR.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Potentially Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when partially saturated soil
loses its effective stress and enters a liquid state, which can result in the soil’s
inability to support structures above. Liquefaction can be induced by ground-
shaking events and is dependent on soil saturation conditions. According to the
County of San Bernardino’s Land Use Plan General Plan Geologic Hazard
Overlays Map, the Plan area is not located in an area designated as susceptible to
liquefaction (County of San Bernardino 2010).

Although there is little indication that the Plan area is susceptible to seismic-related
ground failure, subsurface exploration further laboratory testing and engineering
analysis is required to confirm site-specific conditions and inform engineering
specifications for soils and building foundations. Therefore, impacts are
considered potentially significant under the Proposed Project, and this issue will
be further analyzed in the EIR.

iv) Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the County of San Bernardino’s Land
Use Plan General Plan Geologic Hazard Overlays Map, the Plan area is not located
in an area designated as susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides (County of
San Bernardino 2010). The Plan area is currently developed and gently slopes
towards the south and west. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant
under the Proposed Project. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project construction would expose soils and likely
increase potential for erosion. However, as indicated in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
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d)

Quality, the Proposed Project would employ water quality Best Management Practices
(BMPs) during construction in accordance with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and the Statewide Construction General Permit. Furthermore, the applicant
would be required to incorporate Low Impact Development (LID) standards into project
design to minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, long-term effects resulting from
changes in post-storm runoff patterns. Examples of LID designs include installation and
maintenance of landscaped areas and paving or landscaping all disturbed areas in order to
minimize erosion. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant under the Proposed
Project. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Potentially Significant Impact. As indicated previously, the Plan area is not located on soils
that are considered unstable or would become unstable as a result of developing the Proposed
Project. As indicated earlier, the local building official implements and enforces the CBC, local
amendments to the CBC, and any more stringent geologic hazard regulations and guidelines
through issuance of building/grading permits and associated plan checks. Subsurface
exploration, laboratory testing of soils, and engineering analysis will be completed prior to
final project designs to confirm site-specific conditions and inform engineering specifications
for site preparation, fill specifications, and building foundations. Although unstable soils are
not anticipated, further laboratory testing and engineering analysis is required to confirm site-
specific conditions and inform engineering specifications for soils and building foundations.
Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant under the Proposed Project, and this
issue will be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Potentially Significant Impact. Subsurface soils encountered within the vicinity of the Plan
area generally consist of medium dense to dense alluvial sands and silty sands, which are not
considered to have substantial expansion potential.

However, although expansive soils are not anticipated, further laboratory testing and engineering
analysis is required to confirm site-specific conditions and inform engineering specifications for
soils and building foundations. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant under
the Proposed Project, and this issue will be analyzed further in the EIR.

10665

D U D E I( 63 May 2019



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

No Impact. The Proposed Project does not include the use of septic tanks. Therefore, no
impact would occur, and this issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Plan area is not known
to be associated with any paleontological resources or unigque geologic features. A soils and
geology report was prepared by Geotechnologies, Inc. for the Plan area. The soils and
geology report indicates that the project area is underlain by Quaternary aged young alluvial
fan deposits and is therefore unlikely to result in the loss of any unique geologic feature or
paleontological resource.

Additionally, a paleontological records search was performed by the Natural History
Museum of Los Angeles County on June 20, 2016 for the Plan area. The records search
determined surface grading or very shallow excavations in the younger Quaternary Alluvium
exposed in the Plan area probably will not uncover significant vertebrate fossil remains.
Deeper excavations that extend down into older Quaternary deposits, however, may well
encounter significant fossil vertebrate specimens. Therefore, in the event that paleontological
resources are inadvertently encountered during construction activities of the Proposed
Project, the following mitigation measure shall be implemented to ensure that impacts to
paleontological resources or unique geological features are not significant.

MM-GEO-1 In the event that paleontological resources (fossil materials) are exposed
during construction activities for the Proposed Project, all construction
work occurring within 50 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a
qualified paleontologist, as defined by the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology, can assess the nature and importance of the find. Depending
upon the significance of the find, the paleontologist may record the find and
allow work to continue, or may recommend salvage and recovery of the
resource. All recommendations will be made in accordance with the Society
of Vertebrate Paleontology’s 1995 guidelines and shall be subject to review
and approval by the City. Work in the area of the find may only resume
upon approval of a qualified paleontologist.
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Upon the implementation of mitigation measure MM-GEO-1, the Proposed Project would
result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation to paleontological resources. As
such, this issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Potentially | Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant X ] ] ]
impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing X ] ] ]
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. Global climate change is a cumulative impact; a project has a
potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of
all other sources of greenhouse gases (GHGs). Thus, GHG impacts are recognized as exclusively
cumulative impacts; there are no noncumulative GHG emissions impacts from a climate change
perspective (CAPCOA 2008). This approach is consistent with that recommended by the
California Natural Resources Agency, which noted in its public notice for the proposed CEQA
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amendments that the evidence indicates that, in most cases, the impact of GHG emissions should
be considered in the context of a cumulative impact, rather than a project-level impact (CNRA
2009a). Similarly, the Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action for amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines confirms that an EIR or other environmental document must analyze the
incremental contribution of a project to GHG levels and determine whether those emissions are
cumulatively considerable (CNRA 2009b).

The Proposed Project would result in the emission of GHGs. Temporary GHG impacts
would result from the operation of construction vehicles and equipment. Operation of the
Proposed Project would result in GHG emissions associated with mobile sources, natural
gas usage, electrical generation, water supply, wastewater, and solid waste disposal.
Further analysis is required to determine the estimated project-generated GHG emissions
and their impact on global climate. This would be a potentially significant impact, and
therefore, this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are several federal and state regulatory measures aimed
at identifying and reducing GHG emissions, most of which focus on area-source emissions (e.g.,
energy use) and changes to the vehicle fleet (hybrid, electric, and more fuel-efficient vehicles).
The Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill [AB] 32) prepared a scoping plan and its
first update, which established regulations to reduce California GHG emission levels to 431
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year. In addition, SB 32 establishes for a
statewide GHG emissions reduction target whereby CARB, in adopting rules and regulations to
achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions,
shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least 40% below 1990 levels by
December 31, 2030 (CARB 2014). At the local level, the City of Montclair has not adopted a
comprehensive climate action plan; however, in March 2014, the San Bernardino County
Transportation Authority (SBCTA) prepared a Regional GHG Reduction Plan, which outlines
reduction strategies for San Bernardino County and the 21 incorporated cities that participated in
the Regional GHG Reduction Plan study. Although the City authorized SBCTA to prepare the
Regional GHG Reduction Plan, no formal action has been taken by the City's governing body to
adopt the Regional GHG Reduction Plan or the GHG reduction measures that the plan presents.
Instead, the City continues to rely on thresholds recommended by SCAQMD. The Proposed
Project would comply with regulations established by AB 32 and SB 32. However, further
investigation is required to determine the estimated project-generated GHG emissions and their
relationship to AB 32, SB 32, and other applicable plans and policies. This could be a potentially
significant impact, and therefore, this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

10665

D U D E I( 66 May 2019



Initial Study
Montclair Place District Specific Plan

References

CAPCOA (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association). 2008. CEQA & Climate
Change: Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to
the California Environmental Quality Act. January 2008.

CARB (California Air Resources Board). 2014. First Update to the Climate Change Scoping
Plan: Building on the Framework Pursuant to AB 32, the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. May 2014. Accessed November 20, 2017. http://www.arb.ca.gov/
cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.pdf.

CNRA (California Natural Resources Agency). 2009a. “Notice of Public Hearings and Notice of
Proposed Amendment of Regulations Implementing the California Environmental
Quality Act.” Sacramento, California: CNRA. http://www.ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/
Notice_of Proposed_Action.pdf.

CNRA. 2009b. Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action: Amendments to the State
CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Pursuant to SB97. December 2009.

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, X U] U] ]
or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the X ] ] ]
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or X [ [ O
proposed school?
d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a X ] ] ]
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been [ [ > [
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people
residing or working in the project area?

f)  Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or ] ] X ]
emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or ] ] X ]
death involving wildland fires?

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Potentially Significant Impact. Relatively small amounts of commonly used hazardous
substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, and solvents would be
used during demolition and construction of the Proposed Project. These materials would
be transported and handled in accordance with all federal, state, and local laws regulating
the management and use of hazardous materials. Consequently, use of these materials for
their intended purpose would not pose a significant risk to the public or environment.
However, the Proposed Project involves the demolition of existing buildings, which could create
asignificant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials. Furthermore, other hazardous materials could be released during
excavation and grading activities. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant, and
as such, this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction activities on the Plan area would involve the use
and storage of commonly used hazardous materials such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating
oil, grease, solvents, and other vehicle and equipment maintenance fluids. These substances
would be used and stored in designated construction staging areas within the Plan area
boundaries. These materials would be transported and handled in accordance with all federal,
state, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials. However, the
Proposed Project involves the demolition of existing buildings, which could create a significant
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hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous material. Furthermore, other hazardous materials could be released during
excavation and grading activities. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant,
and as such, this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are five schools located within 0.25 mile of the Plan
area. International Montessori School is located on the west side of the Plan area on the
Unitarian Universalist church property; Moreno Elementary School is located approximately
0.08 mile west of the Plan area; Serrano Middle School is located approximately 0.16 mile
west of the Plan area; US Colleges of San Bernardino is located approximately 0.05 mile south
of the Plan area; and OPARC (center for adults with disabilities) is located approximately 0.22
mile northeast of the Plan area. As stated previously, the Proposed Project could potentially
result in the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment. Therefore, impacts
are considered potentially significant for the Proposed Project, and as such, this issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. Government Code, Section 65962.5, combines several
regulatory lists of sites that may pose a hazard related to hazardous materials or substances.
According to Government Code, Section 65962.5(a), there are no hazardous materials or
waste sites located on the Plan area (DTSC 2007). However, a site-specific hazardous
materials site search would be required to determine whether the Proposed Project would
create a significance hazard to the public or the environment. Impacts are considered
potentially significant for the Proposed Project, and as such, this issue will be further
analyzed in the EIR.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
In a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest public airport to the Plan area is the Cable
Airport, located approximately 1.44 miles northeast of the Plan area. According to Map
3A of the Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the Plan area is located
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within Zone E, which allows normal land compatibility related to noise, safety, and
airspace protection criteria (City of Upland 2015).

In addition, the Ontario International Airport (ONT) is located approximately 4 miles
southeast of the Plan area. The ONT ALUCP establishes compatibility policies for airport
land use impacts related to safety, noise, airspace protection, and overflight. As shown in
Figure 2-1 of the ONT ALUCP, the Plan area is located within the Airport Influence Area
(AIlA) of ONT, and thus, is subject to the ONT ALUCP (City of Ontario 2011). According
to Policy Map 2-2, Compatibility Policy Map: Safety Zones (City of Ontario 2011), the
Plan area is not located within any safety zones. According to Policy Map 2-4,
Compatibility Policy Map: Airspace Protection Zones, in the ONT ALUCP (City of
Ontario 2011), the proposed building heights will be within the allowable height in the
ONT ALUCP and is not subject to the Federal Aviation Administration height notification
area. Based on the ONT Land Use Compatibility GIS Analysis Tool and Policy Map 2-5,
Compatibility Policy Map: Overflight Notification Zones, in the ONT ALUCP (City of
Ontario 2011), the Plan area is subject to the real estate transaction disclosure policy. The
applicant will comply with the real estate transaction disclosure policy of the ONT ALUCP
which requires avigational easement dedication and recorded overflight notification.

Further, as indicated in Table 2-1 of the ALUCP, the Proposed Project is subject to the
ONT Inter-Agency Notification Process. The ONT Inter-Agency Notification Process
involves submitting a Project Comment Worksheet to the City of Ontario, which contains
project details to enable Affected Agencies to comment upon. Commenting Agencies have
15 calendar days to review and comment on the Worksheet. Agencies that do not respond
within 15 days are considered to have no comments and subsequently to be in agreement
with the project’s consistency. If the Submitting Agency disagrees with comments received
on the Worksheet by the Affected Agency, staff of both agencies are encouraged to
collaborate to seek solutions. If disagreements regarding consistency remain, the
Submitting Agency or any Commenting Agency may request a Mediation Board hearing
to mediate the dispute.

Prior to project approval, the Proposed Project, must be deemed consistent with the ONT
ALUCP. This consistency would be determined through the Inter-Agency Notification Process.
Specifically, either no comments on a Project Comments Worksheet are received or comments
are resolved based on staff coordination or a Mediation Board hearing. Therefore, based on the
Proposed Project’s compliance with the ONT ALUCP, the potential safety hazards impacts to
people working or residing at the Plan area near a public airport is considered less than
significant, and this issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City adopted an emergency operations plan that
follows the California Office of Emergency Services’ multi-hazard functional planning
guidelines. The City’s Emergency Operations Plan was approved by the California
Emergency Management Agency on September 26, 2009 (City of Montclair 2002). The
City’s existing emergency operations plan includes a basis for conducting and coordinating
operations in the management of critical resources during emergencies; a mutual
understanding of authority, responsibilities, functions, and operations of civil government
emergencies; and a basis for incorporating into the city emergency organization,
nongovernmental agencies and organizations having resources necessary to meet foreseeable
emergency requirements (City of Montclair 1999). Additionally, mutual aid/automatic aid
and cooperation with surrounding jurisdictions will occur in accordance with the California
master Mutual Aid Agreement. The City’s Fire Department has mutual aid and automatic
aid agreements with all surrounding communities, has enhanced emergency services
response protocols with the City of Upland, and is a member of the San Bernardino County
Fire Department CONFIRE Joint Powers Authority (JPA) for emergency dispatch services
(City of Montclair Agenda Report 2013). CONFIRE is a multi-agency emergency fire- and
medical service-only dispatch center that provides direct fire/EMS dispatch services 24
hours, 7 days a week. CONFIRE JPA also functions as the Operational Area’s dispatch for
the County (City of Montclair 2014). The Proposed Project shall comply with the City’s
Emergency Operations Plan. Emergency vehicle access to the Plan area during construction
and operation of the Proposed Project will be provided along Monte Vista Avenue, Moreno
Street, and Central Avenue. The proposed site plan, including the access driveways, will be
reviewed and approved by the City during plan check review and prior to approval by the
City’s Planning Commission and City Council. Adherence to these requirements would
reduce potential impacts related to emergency plans to a less-than-significant level for the
Proposed Project. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Plan area is located within an urban setting,
surrounded by retail, single-family and multi-family residential properties to the north, the
I-10 Freeway to the south, the Montclair East Shopping Center and other commercial uses
to the east, and single-family and multi-family residential properties, Moreno Elementary
School, and Serrano Middle School to the west. Because of the urbanized nature of the
City, wildland fires do not pose a serious threat; however, the only areas subject to such
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fires are the vacant lands within the City (City of Montclair 1999). During preparation of
the City’s General Plan, the General Plan noted that there were no vacant lots identified as
potential fire hazards (City of Montclair 1999). Currently, open areas within close
proximity of the Plan area are located to the north. As such, implementation of the
Proposed Project is not likely to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires. Impacts are less than significant. No mitigation
is required. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water & [ [ [
quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede X ] ] ]
sustainable groundwater management of the
basin??
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:
i) resultin substantial erosion or siltation on or off
site; I O O
i) substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in X ] ]
flooding on or off site;
i) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide X ] ] ]
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
or
iv) impede or redirect flood flows? U] U] U] X
d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation? [ O > O
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable U] U] X
groundwater management plan?
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
Potentially Significant Impact. Because construction of the Proposed Project would require
land disturbance of greater than one acre, the Proposed Project will be required to prepare and
implement a SWPPP in accordance with the Statewide Construction General Permit (State
Water Resources Control Board Order 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended). This requires the
construction contractor to implement water quality BMPs to ensure that water quality standards
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are met, and that stormwater runoff from the construction work areas do not cause degradation
of water quality in receiving water bodies (in this case the regional storm drain system). Some
of these BMPs include appropriate handling and disposal of contaminants, fertilizer and
pesticide application restrictions, litter control and pick up, and vehicle and equipment repair
and maintenance in designated areas. The project applicant would also implement a spill
contingency plan. In addition, a draft Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) would be
prepared for the Proposed Project (and would be finalized concurrently with the preparation of
final project design) that demonstrates how the project will comply with all applicable water
quality standards and discharge requirements of the City of Montclair and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Region 8 Order Number R8-2010-0036, National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Number CAS618036. The RWQCB Order Number
R8-2010-0036 implements the waste discharge requirements for all of the jurisdictions within
San Bernardino County, including the City of Montclair. The WQMP is designed to show how
a project would minimize impervious surfaces, retain or treat stormwater runoff from the site,
and implement L1D designs in a manner that collectively matches the rate and volume of runoff
to existing conditions. The WQMP addresses long-term effects on water quality within the
basin and ensure BMPs and LID designs minimize potential water quality concerns to the
maximum extent practicable. However, further analysis is required to determine whether water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements could be violated by operation of the
Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant under the
Proposed Project, and this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project receives water from the Monte
Vista Water District. The Monte Vista Water District sources the majority of its water from
groundwater from the Chino Groundwater Basin. Therefore, the Proposed Project could
substantially deplete these supplies. Although the Plan area is entirely covered with
impervious surfaces with the exception of the planters and two vacant dirt lots, water
demand produced by the Proposed Project could substantially decrease water supplies.
Further investigation is required to determine estimated water demands associated with
the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts to groundwater supplies are considered
potentially significant, and this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.
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C) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

)} result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could substantially alter the
drainage pattern of the campus and may result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off- site. A SWPPP would be prepared that would include measures to prevent
substantial erosion or siltation during construction activities. However, further
analysis is required to determine the impacts associated with operation of the
Proposed Project. Impacts are considered potentially significant and this issue will
be analyzed further in the EIR.

i) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on or off site;

Potentially Significant Impact. There are no natural surface water features present
on-site that could be altered as a result of the Proposed Project. Although the
Proposed Project would not increase impervious areas on the Plan area, further
analysis is required to determine the impacts associated with operation of the
Proposed Project. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and this issue
will be analyzed further in the EIR.

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff; or

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in criteria 3.9(d), although the
Proposed Project would not increase impervious areas on the Plan area, further
analysis is required to determine the impacts associated with operation of the
Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant under
the Proposed Project, and this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood
Hazard Map (Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 06071C8605H%), the Plan area is

4 The flood map for the area 060701C8605H has a status of “not printed”. This means the entire area of the panel
is in a single flood zone, so FEMA chose not to create a printable image for this location.
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located in Zone X, which are areas determined to be outside of the 0.2% annual
chance floodplain (FEMA 2018). Additionally, the City of Montclair’s General Plan
Public Health and Safety Element classifies the entire city as “Zone C,” which is a
zone protected from 100-year flood hazards; as such, FEMA rescinded the Flood
Insurance Rate Map for the City (City of Montclair 1999). Further, as indicated on
the County of San Bernardino’s Land Use Plan General Plan Hazard Overlays map,
the Plan area is not within a 100-year flood zone (County of San Bernardino 2007).
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not impede or redirect flood flow. No
impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows would occur. This
issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

Less Than Significant Impact. Due to its distance from the Pacific Ocean, the Plan area
would not be exposed to inundation by a tsunami. A seiche, or standing wave, typically
occurs in partially or fully enclosed bodies of water such as lakes, reservoirs, or bays, often
resulting from seismic disturbance. The Plan area is not located within close proximity of
a body of water that would likely produce a seiche hazard. Mudflow is a response to heavy
rainfall in steep terrain (made more likely in recent burn areas). Because the Plan area is
currently developed and flat-lying, it is not subject to mudslides. For these reasons, impacts
resulting from inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would be less than significant
under the Proposed Project. No further analysis is required in the EIR.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with
regional and local regulations requiring preparation of a water quality control plan, and
would not obstruct existing plans. In addition, the Proposed Project is not considered a
suitable site for groundwater recharge and would not introduce impervious areas over a
significant groundwater recharge zone. Therefore, impacts associated with conflict with a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would be less than
significant. No further analysis is required in the EIR.
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DUDEK 77

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not physically
divide an established community. The Plan area is located in a developed urban area and is
currently developed with an existing mall and associated surface parking lots and appurtenant
out-buildings. The Plan area is bordered to the north, east, and west by roadways with four to six
lanes each. (Moreno Street is to the north, Central Avenue is to the east, and Monte Vista Avenue
is to the west.) North of the Plan area, across Moreno Street, land uses consist of commercial
developments and single- and multi-family residential uses. East of the Plan area, across Central
Avenue, land uses consist of the Montclair East Shopping Center and other commercial uses.
West of the Plan area, across Monte Vista Avenue, land uses consist of single- and multi-family
residential developments, institutional uses, and Moreno Elementary School. The Plan area is
bordered in part to the south by the 1-10 Freeway. Implementation of the Proposed Project
includes the redevelopment of the existing mall with residential and mixed uses.

While there are residential neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Plan area, the site does not
contain any neighborhoods that would be removed or divided as a result of the Proposed
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Project. Thus, the Proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to
established communities. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any

land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would require a General Plan
Amendment, Specific Plan approval, and zone change as discretionary approvals.
Although it is unlikely that the Proposed Project would result in a conflict with applicable
land use plans, policies, or regulations, further analysis is required. Impacts are considered
potentially significant, and this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

3.12 Mineral Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the ] ] ] X

region and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, [ [ [ &
or other land use plan?

DUDEK 78

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

No Impact. As indicated on California Geological Survey maps, the City lies within the
Claremont-Upland Production-Consumption region for Portland Cement Concrete—grade
aggregate. The Plan area is primarily located within a Mineral Resource Zone 2, as mapped
by the California Geological Survey. A designation of Mineral Resource Zone 2 is assigned
to areas where geologic data indicates that significant mineral resources are present. In this
case, the mineral resources that may be present are Portland Cement Concrete—grade
aggregate. As such, the City as a whole, including the Plan area, may contain mineral
resources that have been identified by the state (California Geological Survey 2007).

As described in the City’s General Plan, Montclair is located on an alluvial fan created by
deposits brought down by water movement from the mountain ranges to the north of the
City. The material composition of the alluvium is generally gravelly cobbled, or stony,
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coarse granite that can be extracted and used for sand and gravel resources. Several areas
adjacent to the San Antonio Wash have supported surface mining operations in the past.
The San Antonio Wash is located approximately 0.3 mile west of the western boundary of
the Plan area. All mining operations have subsequently become inactive due to poor
economic return. As extraction operations cut deeper into the earth, the quality of the
material declined, and the cost of processing the material increased. Mining operations
within the City have attained these depths, causing a negative cost/benefit relationship
(City of Montclair 1999). As such, while mining operations once occurred within the City,
they no longer occur there today. Furthermore, while the Plan area is located in the vicinity
of the San Antonio Wash, it is not directly adjacent to the wash. Additionally, the Plan area
has been occupied by the mall since 1968 and is surrounded on all sides by roadways,
residential development, and commercial development. As such, in the unlikely event that
mineral extraction activities were to resume within the City, the Plan area under existing
conditions would not be expected to support such activities. Therefore, the Proposed
Project would not lead to the loss of availability of regionally important mineral resources
in the City, and no impact would result. This issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

No Impact. As described under item 3.11(a), the City’s General Plan states that several
areas adjacent to the San Antonio Wash have supported surface mining operations in
the past. However, as described above, the City no longer contains mineral extraction
land uses, as the areas used for these purposes no longer support economically viable
mining operations (City of Montclair 1999). In addition, the Plan area is currently
designated by the City’s General Plan as Regional Commercial and is zoned C-3
General Commercial-North Montclair Specific Plan. Thus, the current General Plan and
zoning designation do not identify the Plan area as an important mineral resource
recovery site. Furthermore, the Plan area is not located in the areas that supported
mining activities and has been occupied by the Mall since 1968. For these reasons,
implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource and no impact would occur. This issue will not be
analyzed further in the EIR.
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3.13 Noise
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in

the vicinity of the project in excess of standards

established in the local general plan or noise & [ [ [

ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration

or groundborne noise levels? & [ [ [
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a

private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,

where such a plan has not been adopted, within

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, ] ] X ]

would the project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive noise

levels?

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in
two primary types of potential noise impacts: short-term (i.e., temporary) noise during
construction and long-term noise during proposed future on-site land uses. Commercial
land uses are located to the north and east, residential uses are located to the north and west.
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These land uses could be impacted by noise from project construction and operation, as
well as existing and project-related traffic.

Noise-generating sources in the City are regulated in Chapter 6.12 of the City’s
Municipal Code (City of Montclair 2009). The noise limits apply to noise generation
from one property to an adjacent property. The noise level limits depend on time of
day, duration of the noise, and land use. The base ambient exterior noise levels are
depicted in Table 4 (Operational Base Ambient Exterior Noise Levels).

Table 4
Operational Base Ambient Exterior Noise Levels

Noise Level (dBA)
Land Use Category Nighttime 10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m. Daytime 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m.
Residential 45 55
Commercial 55 65
Industrial 60 70

Source: City of Montclair, 2009

b)

According to Chapter 6.12 of the City’s Noise Ordinance (City of Montclair 2009), noise
associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property are
exempt, provided said activities do not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. on any given day and provided that the City Building Official determines that
the public health and safety will not be impaired. It is possible that construction and
operational activities could exceed the noise levels of relevant City of Montclair thresholds,
and state and federal guidance thresholds; therefore, there could be a potentially
significant impact. This issue will be analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction activities could generate or expose persons
to excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels that exceed the ground-
borne vibration and noise thresholds established by the City of Montclair. Vibration is very
subjective, and some people may be annoyed at continuous vibration levels near the level of
perception (or approximately a peak particle velocity of 0.01 inch/second). Given the
presence of the Montessori School within the Plan area and the close proximity of Moreno
Elementary School and Serrano Middle School, as well as nearby residential uses, to the
project construction area, students, teachers, and residents could be temporarily annoyed with
the use of some construction equipment. The Proposed Project may generate excessive
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groundborne vibration or noise levels, and as such, this issue is considered potentially
significant. This issue will be analyzed in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are no private airstrips in the project vicinity;
therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels. The nearest public airport to the Plan area is the Cable
Airport, located approximately 1.44 miles northeast of the Plan area. According to Map
3A of the Cable Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the Plan area is located
within Zone E, which allows normal land compatibility related to noise, safety, and
airspace protection criteria (City of Upland 2015).

In addition, the Ontario International Airport (ONT) is located approximately 4 miles
southeast of the Plan area. The ONT Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)
establishes compatibility policies for airport land use impacts related to safety, noise,
airspace protection, and overflight. As shown in Figure 2-1 in the Ontario International
Airport (ONT) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the Plan area is located
within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) of ONT, and thus, is subject to the ONT ALUCP.
According to Figure 2-3, Compatibility Policy Map: Noise Impact Zones of the ONT
ALUCP (City of Ontario 2011), the Plan area is not located within a noise impact zone.
According to Policy Map 2-4, Compatibility Policy Map: Airspace Protection Zones, in
the ONT ALUCP (City of Ontario 2011), the proposed building heights are within the
allowable height in the ONT ALUCP. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not subject to the
Federal Aviation Administration height notification area. Based on the ONT Land Use
Compatibility GIS Analysis Tool and Policy Map 2-5, Compatibility Policy Map:
Overflight Notification Zones, in the ONT ALUCP (City of Ontario 2011), the Plan area
is subject to the real estate transaction disclosure policy. The applicant will comply with
the real estate transaction disclosure policy of the ONT ALUCP which requires avigational
easement dedication and recorded overflight notification.

Further, as indicated in Table 2-1 of the ALUCP, the Proposed Project is subject to the
ONT Inter-Agency Notification Process. The ONT Inter-Agency Notification Process
involves submitting a Project Comment Worksheet to the City of Ontario, which contains
project details to enable Affected Agencies to comment upon. Commenting Agencies have
15 calendar days to review and comment on the Worksheet. Agencies that do not respond
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within 15 days are considered to have no comments, and subsequently agree with the
project’s consistency. If the Submitting Agency disagrees with comments received on the
Worksheet by the Affected Agency, staff of both agencies are encouraged to collaborate to
seek solutions. If disagreements regarding consistency remain, the Submitting Agency or
any Commenting Agency may request a Mediation Board hearing to mediate the dispute.

Prior to project approval, the Proposed Project, must be deemed consistent with the ONT
ALUCP. This consistency would be determined through the Inter-Agency Notification
Process. Specifically, either no comments on a Project Comments Worksheet are received
or comments are resolved based on staff coordination or a Mediation Board hearing.
Therefore, based on the Proposed Project’s compliance with the ONT ALUCP, the
Proposed Project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels. Impacts would be less than significant under the Proposed Project,
and this issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

References
City of Montclair. 2009. Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6.12 — Noise Control.

City of Ontario. 2011. Ontario International Airport Land use Compatibility Plan. Prepared by
Mead and Hunt, Inc. April 19, 2011. Accessed February 13, 2015.
http://www.ontarioplan.org/index.cfm/33710.

3.14 Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or X ] ] ]
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people
or housing, necessitating the construction of U] U] U] X
replacement housing elsewhere?
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a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would involve the construction of
a maximum of 6,321 residential units in the City. Additionally, the Proposed Project would
likely increase the number of jobs available at the Plan area relative to the number of jobs
that are currently available at the Plan area. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the
average household size in the City in 2017 within a 5-mile radius of Montclair Place is 3.4
persons per household in residential areas (City of Montclair 2018). Using this factor of
3.4 persons per household, the Proposed Project could support a residential population of
approximately 21,491 persons.® Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant,
and this issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No Impact. The Proposed Project would involve demolition of the existing mall, strip
commercial development, freestanding restaurants, major furniture store, and surface parking;
and construction of residential and mixed-use commercial development. As no housing exists
within the Plan area, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in the
displacement of existing housing (City of Montclair 2011; City of Montclair 2013).
Implementation of the Proposed Project would include redevelopment of the existing mall
to allow for residential and commercial uses. The Proposed Project would likely increase
the number of jobs available at the Plan area relative to the number of jobs that are currently
available at the Plan area. As such, additional employment on the Plan area would not
displace substantial numbers of people. Consequently, implementation of the Proposed
Project would not lead to the construction of housing elsewhere. As such, there would be
no impact. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

References

City of Montclair. 2011. Zoning Map. Accessed October 8, 2014.
http://www.cityofmontclair.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BloblD=6574.

5 The 21,491 persons represents a conservative estimate and assumes that all residents of the Proposed Project would be

new transplants to the City. Under a more realistic scenario, it is probable that a portion of the Proposed Project’s
residential population will have already been living within the City prior to moving onto the Plan area.
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City of Montclair. 2013. General Plan Land Use Map. July 24, 2013. Accessed October 30,
2014. http://www.cityofmontclair.org/depts/cd/planning/general_plan_map.asp.

City of Montclair. 2018. “City of Montclair- City Demographic Profile.” Accessed June 25,
2018. https://www.cityofmontclair.org/home/showdocument?id=5515.

3.15

Public Services
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered

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

objectives for any of the public services:

Fire protection? 2 L] L] L]
Police protection? X L] L] L]
Schools? X L] L] L]
Parks? D L] L] L]

X L] L] L]

Other public facilities?

DUDEK 85

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

Fire protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could have an adverse impact on
fire protection providers. Because the Proposed Project includes an increase in dwelling
units on-site from zero to 6,321 units, additional calls for service would result, which could
affect the service ratio, response time, or other performance objectives of fire protection
services. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and as such, this issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

Police protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project may have an adverse impact on
police protection providers. Because the Proposed Project includes an increase in dwelling
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units on-site from zero to 6,321 units, additional calls for service would result, which could
affect the service ratio, response time, or other performance objectives of police protection
services. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and as such, this issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

Schools?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would result in additional
residences, which would generate additional student enrolment. Because the Proposed
Project includes an increase in student enroliment, additional school children could attend
schools in the area if the increased student enrollment results in new school children
attending local schools. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and as such, this
issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Parks?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project, at buildout, would include 6,321
dwelling units that would result in approximately 21,491 residents (City of Montclair
2018). At least a portion of these residents are anticipated to patronize the various public
park and recreation facilities located in close proximity to the Plan area. As such, potential
impacts to existing parks in the area are considered potentially significant under the
Proposed Project. This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Other public facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. Other public facilities and services provided within the
City include library services and City administrative services. An increase in demand for
both library services and City administrative services is generally associated with
additional residential housing. As described in Section 3.13, the Proposed Project would
involve residential housing; and therefore, would be expected to generate substantial
population growth within the City. Thus, potential impacts to other public facilities in the
area are considered potentially significant under the Proposed Project. This issue will be
further analyzed in the EIR.

References

City of Montclair. 2018. “City of Montclair- City Demographic Profile.” Accessed June 25,
2018. https://www.cityofmontclair.org/home/showdocument?id=5515.
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3.16 Recreation
Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial X ] ] ]
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an X O [ O
adverse physical effect on the environment?

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The City has approximately 43.7 acres of parkland. The
City’s General Plan states that standards developed by state and City policies suggest that
an average of one acre of park land for each 3,000 residents is needed. At the time of
General Plan adoption in 1999, this equated to a deficiency of 35 acres of parkland (City
of Montclair 1999). Because no substantial amounts of park acreage have been added to
the City since General Plan adoption, this deficiency has increased as the population of
the City has grown from approximately 29,735 residents in 1997 to approximately 38,027
residents in 2013 (City of Montclair 2010; City of Montclair 1999).

The Proposed Project, at buildout, would include 6,321 dwelling units that would result in
approximately 21,491 residents (City of Montclair 2018). At least a portion of these
residents are anticipated to patronize the various public park and recreation facilities
located in close proximity to the Plan area. As such, potential impacts to existing parks in
the area are considered potentially significant under the Proposed Project. This issue will
be further analyzed in the EIR.
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b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would result in the construction of
open space and recreational facilities as part of implementing the MPDSP. The Proposed
Project would also include pedestrian-only walkways and pedestrian-oriented streets that
can be closed or open to vehicles. All recreational facilities associated with the Proposed
Project would be developed on-site and would be evaluated as part of the Proposed Project.
Further, the Proposed Project would result in increases in demand on the City’s recreational
resources and could result in the need for expanded facilities or new facilities. Therefore,
implementation of the Proposed Project could result in a potentially significant impact.
This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

References

City of Montclair. 1999. City of Montclair General Plan. Prepared with assistance by L.D. King, Inc.

Accessed November 3, 2014. http://www.cityofmontclair.org/depts/cd/planning/
general_plan.asp.

City of Montclair. 2010. City Parks Map — Montclair, CA. 2010. Accessed December 14, 2014.

http://www.cityofmontclair.org/about/parks.asp.

3.17 Transportation

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XVI. TRANSPORTATION - Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system, including X ] U] U]
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b)  Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
) section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? & O [ O
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
inter%ections) o(r ir?compa?ible uses (e.g.,?‘arm & [ [ [
equipment)?
d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? X ] U] U]
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Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. The maximum number of dwelling units envisioned by
the MPDSP is approximately 5 million square feet of residential (6,321 dwelling units) and
the total additional commercial square footage envisioned by the Plan is approximately
512,635 square feet.

Transit, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities

Foothill Transit provides local transit service and regional transit connections between
Montclair and destinations to the west in Pomona, the San Gabriel Valley, and Downtown Los
Angeles. These services include express routes, local routes, and school supplementary routes.
Omnitrans provides public transit to the West Valley area of San Bernardino County. Its
services include demand response for those who use ADA facilities. Riverside Transit Agency
provides express service to downtown Riverside. The Metrolink San Bernardino line is the
busiest of Southern California's seven Metrolink lines, running from Downtown Los Angeles
east through the San Gabriel Valley and the Inland Empire to San Bernardino. It is one of the
three initial lines (along with the Santa Clarita and Ventura Lines) on the original Metrolink
system. The San Bernardino Line serves the following stations:

Union Station, Los Angeles

Cal State L.A., Los Angeles

El Monte

Baldwin Park

Covina

Pomona (North)

Claremont

Montclair, Montclair Transcenter

Upland

© o N o g &~ w0 N PEF

=
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. Rancho Cucamonga

=
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. Fontana
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N

. Rialto

=
w

. Santa Fe Depot, San Bernardino
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14. Downtown San Bernardino/San Bernardino Transit Center (under construction)

15. Redlands (proposed for construction)

Phase 2B of the Foothill Gold Line rail service is proposed for construction from Azusa to
the Montclair Transcenter (located approximately 0.5 mile north of the Plan area). Pursuant
to Assembly Bill 2574, the Montclair Transcenter is the designated terminus for the
Foothill Gold Line extension from Pasadena to Montclair. Planning for the Foothill Gold
Line Phase 2B (Azusa to Montclair) began in 2003, and significant work has been
completed for the segment. The Final EIR for the project was certified by the Construction
Authority board in March 2013, and advanced engineering and environmental consulting
work began in 2014. In March 2016, Addendum No. 3 to the Final EIR was approved,
allowing for phased construction of the project if deemed necessary — Glendora to
Montclair and then Claremont to Montclair. Starting in 2014, the project began advanced
conceptual engineering. The draft advanced conceptual engineering documents were
completed in September 2016 and distributed to cities and other partner agencies for review
and comment. Once complete, the advanced conceptual engineering will be made part of
the design-build procurement (Foothill Gold Line 2018).

Completion of the Glendora to Montclair segment broke ground in December 2017. The
first few years of the project is being used to relocate and protect strategic utilities, conduct
other pre-construction activities, hire the design-build team and finalize design. Major
construction is anticipated to begin in early 2020, with substantial completion anticipated
in early 2026 (Foothill Gold Line 2018). The foothill corridor extension will be a part of
the Los Angeles County Metro Rail System and, when completed, will be served by the
Metro Gold Line. The Foothill Gold Line is being planned and implemented by the Gold
Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority. Other regional transportation options that
operate throughout the County include bicycle routes and park-and-ride facilities. The
Inland Empire Pacific Electric Bike Trail is located in the northern section of Montclair.
Montclair, San Bernardino County, and neighboring cities continue to develop new transit
alternatives to improve regional mobility.

Additionally, the areas north of Moreno Street (across from the Plan area) are located
within the North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan area. This plan was adopted in 2006,
and amended in 2016, and sets forth transit-oriented development land use regulations for
the areas near the Montclair Transcenter, which is currently a stop on the Metrolink San
Bernardino Line and is a planned future stop for the Metro Gold Line light rail line (CIM
Group 2015). The Plan area is approximately 0.5 mile south of the existing railroad tracks.
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The Proposed Project would create a pedestrian-oriented, multi-modal, mixed-use
downtown district within walking and biking distance of the Montclair Transcenter and the
anticipated extension of the Foothill Gold Line. As stated above, the Montclair
Transcenter, located 0.5 mile north of the Plan area, provides an array of transit services,
including bus and heavy rail public transit. The Montclair Transcenter is also the
designated terminus for the Gold Line light rail service. On the north border of the
Montclair Transcenter is the Pacific Electric Bike Trail—a bicycle, running, horse riding
and walking trail in the West Valley area of San Bernardino County, with expansive
views and connections to community centers, parks, transit areas, and shopping and
residential districts. The trail follows the old Pacific Electric Railway, a former, privately
owned mass transit system in Southern California, also known as the Red Car system
consisting of electrically powered streetcars, light-rail, and buses.

The Red Car system was the largest electric railway system in the world in the 1920s,
declining only after regional planners agreed to construct a web of freeways across the
region to accommodate population movement away from city centers to suburbia.
Organized around the city centers of Los Angeles and San Bernardino, Red Cars connected
cities in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. When fully
completed, the Pacific Electric Trail will run 21 miles east-west between Rialto and
Claremont, with direct connection to the prestigious Claremont Colleges system of
campuses, approximately 1.5 miles west of the Plan area. The Pacific Electric Trail has
possibilities for connecting to a massive network of pathways that include the Santa Ana
River Trail and San Jose Creek connecting to the San Gabriel River Trail. The Proposed
Project would develop pedestrian and bicycle corridors throughout the Plan area,
interconnecting these corridors with planned City development of bicycle and pedestrian
paths within North Montclair Downtown Specific Plan District, including connection to
the Pacific Electric Trail. The Proposed Project would encourage a reduction in automobile
trips by creating a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented, multi-modal, park-once environment
with access to alternative modes of transportation, including walking, biking, Metrolink,
and the proposed Gold Line extension.

The existing transit facilities within the Plan area includes the bus stops located along Monte
Vista Avenue and Moreno Street. On the northbound sidewalk along Monte Vista Avenue,
adjacent to the Plan area, is one bus stop for the 85/88 Omnitrans Route. On the eastbound
sidewalk along Moreno Street, located adjacent to the Plan area, there are two bus stops for the
480/492 Foothill Transit Route. Other than the Pacific Electric Trail, which runs east-west
about a half-mile north of the Plan area, there are currently no dedicated facilities for cyclists
in the vicinity of the Plan area. The existing pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the Plan area
include the continuous sidewalks along Monte Vista Avenue, Moreno Street, and Central
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b)

Avenue. The Proposed Project would not have an adverse effect on the existing transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian, facilities in the study area. Additionally, construction of the proposed project
would not interrupt the existing transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. The Proposed Project
would introduce a bicycle and pedestrian connectivity plan to nearby transit. Further, the
Proposed Project would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities.

Roadway Facilities

The Proposed Project could potentially generate increased traffic which could adversely
impact the performance of the local and regional circulation system, including
intersections, residential street segments, and freeways. Therefore, the Proposed Project
could conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the traffic circulation system. An increase in vehicle
trips could result in potentially significant impacts. As such, a traffic impact analysis will
be conducted and the results will be included in the EIR.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)? 8

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could conflict with the provisions of
section 15064.3, subdivision (b). As such, impacts are considered potentially significant.
A traffic impact analysis will be conducted and the results will be included in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would modify existing roadways
leading to the Plan area. Additionally, the Proposed Project would create new circulation
patterns on-site. Therefore, impacts associated with the Proposed Project are considered
potentially significant. This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could result in inadequate emergency
access due to an increase in traffic. A traffic impact analysis is required to determine whether the
project would affect emergency access. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and this
issue will be analyzed further in the EIR.

6

The City, as the lead agency, may elect to be governed by the provisions of section 15064.3, subdivision (b)
immediately. Beginning on July 1, 2020, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.
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3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

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

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

ii. Aresource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria X ] ] ]
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native
American tribe.
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a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe, and that is:

I Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k), or
Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would involve ground-
disturbing activities that would have the potential to disturb tribal cultural
resources, in the event that any are present on the Plan area. As such, there could
be a potentially significant impact as a result of implementing the Proposed
Project. This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would involve ground-
disturbing activities that could have the potential to disturb tribal cultural resources,
in the event that any are present on the Plan area. As such, there could be a
potentially significant impact as a result of implementing the Proposed Project.
This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.

3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or X ] Ol ]
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project and reasonably foreseeable future % [] [] []

development during normal, dry, and multiple
dry years?

¢) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to X ] ] ]
serve the project's projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment B O O O
of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste? & [ [ [

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) in
conjunction with the City of Montclair Public Works Department provides wastewater
service and treatment to the Plan area. The following two wastewater treatment facilities
operated by IEUA serve the City of Montclair: (1) the Regional Water Recycling Plant #1,
which has a design flow of 44 million gallons per day (mgd) and is located at 2450 East
Philadelphia Street, Ontario; and (2) the Carbon Canyon Water Recycling Facility, which
has a design flow of 11.4 mgd and is located at 14950 Telephone Avenue, Chino (IEUA
2017a; 2017b). The Regional Water Recycling Plant #1 and the Carbon Canyon Water
Recycling Facility operates under the RWQCB Order No. R8-2009-0021, NPDES Permit
No. CA8000409, which specifies wastewater treatment requirements for both facilities.

The Conceptual Utility Study prepared for the Plan area by DRC Engineering is attached
as Appendix B. The following analysis is based on information included in this study.
Currently, the site discharges flows to an existing 10-inch vitrified clay pipe (VCP) public
sanitary sewer system located in Monte Vista Avenue at the intersection of San Jose Street.
This existing 10-inch VCP public system has been identified as sufficient under the current
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condition. However, the existing 10-inch line in Monte Vista Avenue has been identified
as deficient for Buildout Flow Conditions (Appendix B). Further, it should be noted that
the majority of the existing site utility piping was installed in the late 1960s and is now
approaching design service. Given the desire of the Proposed Project to achieve a 50+ year
service life for the new MPDSP, further investigation is required.

The Proposed Project would connect to municipal water and wastewater services, which
are operated and maintained by the Monte Vista Water District (MVWD) and IEUA,
respectively. These entities are under regulatory obligations to treat the water to appropriate
standards set by the U.S. EPA, the State Water Resources Control Board, and the RWQCB.
The MVWD determined that there would be sufficient capacity to serve the proposed
development. However, in the current configuration, the existing potable water system
does not align with the Proposed Project development. As such, it is recommended to
install a 12-inch mainline pipe in the principal streets.

The Proposed Project would require construction of new stormwater drains and
infrastructure to support the newly constructed buildings and structures. Drains and
infrastructure would be designed to carry stormwater flow to existing stormwater drainage
facilities (Appendix B). Although there would not be a significant increase in impervious
surfaces as a result of implementing the Proposed Project, further analysis is needed to
determine potential impacts associated with installation of new storm drain piping.

The Proposed Project would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, and
telecommunication within the City. Upgrades would likely be required with respect to
electric power and telecommunication facilities, based on the change in land use (i.e.,
higher density and increase in onsite technology). Further, the City is built out and
upgrades in electric power, natural gas, and telecommunication capabilities are anticipated
due to development in the form of revitalization of outdated or underserved areas.
Upgrades to centralized power, natural gas, and telecommunication facilities would be
determined by private utilities, as build-out of the City continues.

The Proposed Project would generate increased water demand and wastewater flows with
the potential to exceed the capacity of existing water, wastewater, electric power, natural
gas, and telecommunications facilities. Therefore, there are potentially significant
impacts under the Proposed Project. This issue will be further analyzed in the EIR.
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b)

d)

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?

Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described, water service is provided by the
MVWD. Based on information presented within the June 2016 Urban Water Management Plan
(MVWD 2016) prepared by MVWD it is concluded that the off-site municipal facilities will
have sufficient capacity to provide necessary levels of service to the Proposed Project without
new or expanded entitlements (Appendix B). However, because the Proposed Project is
proposing over 500 residential units and over 250,000 square feet of commercial uses,
preparation of a Water Supply Assessment is required to determine whether there would be
sufficient supplies of water available to serve the Proposed Project. As such, a Water Supply
Assessment is being prepared for the Proposed Project and will be approved by the MVWD. The
water supply required by the Proposed Project would be compared to the 2016 Urban Water
Management Plan to determine whether future development could be served during normal, dry,
and multiple dry years. Therefore, impacts are considered potentially significant, and this issue
will be further analyzed in the EIR.

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed under response 3.17(a), the existing 10-inch
main line will require further investigation to accommodate buildout of the Proposed
Project. Therefore, there are potentially significant impacts under the Proposed Project.
This issue will be analyzed further in the EIR

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

Potentially Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal services is provided by Burrtec
Waste Industries. The nearest landfill is the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, located at 2390
North Alder Avenue, Rialto. As of 2009, the Mid-Valley Landfill has an estimated
remaining capacity of 67,520,000 cubic yards with an approximate cease operation date of
April 2033 (CalRecycle 2010). Further analysis is required to determine the increase in
solid waste generated by the Proposed Project, and whether this would exceed the capacity
at the landfill. Impacts are considered potentially significant, and this issue will be further
analyzed in the EIR.
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e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

Potentially Significant Impact. Under Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989, local jurisdictions are required to develop source reduction,
reuse, recycling, and composting programs to reduce the amount of solid waste entering
landfills. Local jurisdictions are mandated to divert at least 50% of their solid waste
generation into recycling. Additionally, the state has set an ambitious goal of 75%
recycling, composting, and source reduction of solid waste by 2020. To help reach this
goal, the state has adopted AB 341 and AB 1826. AB 341 is a mandatory commercial
recycling bill, and AB 1826 is mandatory organic recycling. Further investigation is
required to determine whether the Proposed Project would comply with federal, state, and
local regulations. Therefore, the Proposed Project could result in potentially significant
impacts regarding compliance with regulations related to solid waste disposal. This issue
will be further analyzed in the EIR.
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3.20 Wildfire
Less Than
Significant
If located in or near state responsibility areas or Potentially Impact With Less Than
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity Significant Mitigation Significant
zones, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? [ [ X O
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations ] Ol Ol X
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?
c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines,
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or O O > O
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope O [ [ X
instability, or drainage changes?
a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection’s Fire Hazard Severity Zones maps, the entire City of Montclair and the
Plan area is neither moderately, highly, or very highly susceptible to wildland fire (CAL
FIRE 2019). Additionally, the Proposed Project must comply with the City’s Emergency
Operations Plan for all construction and operation. Emergency vehicle access to the Plan
area during construction and operation of the Proposed Project will be provided along Monte
Vista Avenue, Moreno Street, and Central Avenue. The proposed site plan, including the
access driveways, will be reviewed and approved by the City during plan check review and
prior to approval by the City’s Planning Commission and City Council. Adherence to these
requirements would reduce potential impacts related to emergency plans to a less-than-
significant level for the Proposed Project. This issue will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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b)

d)

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

No Impact. As previously addressed in Section 3.20(a), the Plan area is not located in a
high fire hazard severity zone. The Plan area is surrounded by mostly developed properties
on all sides. Under existing conditions, the Plan area is currently developed and gently
slopes towards the south and west. The Plan area is entirely developed with impervious
areas, which are not susceptible to exacerbating wildfire risks. Further, the Plan area does
not contain extensive amounts of vegetation or wildland fuel. Therefore, it is not
anticipated that the Proposed Project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
would exacerbate wildfire risks or expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. No impact would occur, and this
issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Proposed Project would involve implementation of
the MPDSP to assign and create Plan land use zones for parcels within the Plan area. The
Proposed Project would construct surface parking lots, new internal circulation roadways,
and infrastructure for the proposed development. It is not anticipated that installation or
maintenance of the road would exacerbate fire risk, since the road would be surrounded by
developed land on all sides. Further, the Plan area is located in a predominantly developed
area, and would connect to existing utilities. The Proposed Project would not require
installation or maintenance of other associated infrastructure such as fuel breaks, power
lines, or other utilities that would exacerbate fire risk. Impacts would be less than
significant, and this issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

No Impact. As previously addressed in Section 3.20(a), the Plan area is not located in
a high fire hazard severity zone. According to the County of San Bernardino’s Land
Use Plan General Plan Geologic Hazard Overlays Map, the Plan area is not located in
an area designated as susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides (County of San
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Bernardino 2010). The Plan area is currently developed and gently slopes towards the
south and west; however, the Plan area and surrounding lands are relatively flat.
Further, the existing Plan area is paved and it is unlikely that the Proposed Project
would expose people or structures to downstream flooding or landslides as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur, and
this issue will not be analyzed further in the EIR.

References
CAL FIRE. 2019 “FHSZ Viewer.” Accessed April 26, 2019. http://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/.

County of San Bernardino. 2010. San Bernardino County Land Use Plan, General Plan:
Geologic Hazard Overlays, Ontario. March 9, 2010.

3.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially | Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant

Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal [ X O O
community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable X ] ] ]
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on X ] ] ]
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Plan area is located
in a fully developed and urbanized area, and the Plan area has been developed for
approximately 50 years with the existing mall. The proposed improvements to the site and
to the existing commercial structure would not degrade the quality of the environment. As
the Plan area has been developed for nearly a half century, it does not currently support
substantial wildlife or fish habitat, fish or wildlife populations, or plant and wildlife
communities. As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, no endangered plants or
animals are likely to occur on the Plan area. The sparsely scattered on-site ornamental
vegetation does not constitute a contiguous plant community and does not provide
substantial amounts of habitat for native wildlife species. Furthermore, the Proposed
Project would not substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal.

Although the Proposed Project would be limited to developed and disturbed land, direct
impacts to migratory nesting birds must be avoided to comply with the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. Migratory or nesting birds that would have
the potential to utilize the on-site trees would be protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. Thus, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 would be required to minimize any potential
impacts to nesting birds and raptors.

As described in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, the Plan area does not support any important
examples of major periods in California history or prehistory. While the existing commercial
structure (the former Broadway/Macy’s building) was built in 1968, it is not considered to be
a historical resource under CEQA, as the property did not meet any of the state or local
designation criteria. In 2018, the Broadway building was demolished to make way for a new
AMC theater and restaurant building that was envisioned and approved with the Montclair
Plaza Expansion and Remodel project approved for the CIM Group (new owners of the
property) under Case 2017-5B. As currently proposed, AMC Theater and restaurant building
would be constructed in the same footprint as the existing Broadway building and tire store
site. In the event that sub-surface cultural resources were to be discovered during
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b)

grading/construction activities, the resource would be preserved in accordance with mitigation
measure MM-CR-1. Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, potential
impacts to paleontological resources or unique geological features would be reduced upon
implementation of mitigation measure MM-GEO-1. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history. For these reasons,
implementation of the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts with
mitigation incorporated on sensitive species and important examples of California history.
No additional mitigation measures are required.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could have impacts that are
individually limited but cumulatively considerable. The EIR will analyze past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Plan area. Therefore, impacts are
considered potentially significant, and this issue will be analyzed in the EIR

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Proposed Project could have environmental effects
that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. Therefore, impacts are
considered potentially significant, and this issue will be analyzed in the EIR
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