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Figure 4.10-2 Groundwater Subbasins 
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Figure 4.10-3 FEMA Flood Hazard Zones 
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4.10.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

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

b. State Regulations 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1602 
Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes 
to the natural flow or bed, channel or bank of any river, stream or lake that supports fish or wildlife. 
A Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration must be submitted to CDFW for “any activity that 
may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or 
bank of any river, stream, or lake.” CDFW has jurisdiction over riparian habitats associated with 
watercourses and wetland habitats supported by a river, lake, or stream. Jurisdictional waters are 
delineated by the outer edge of riparian vegetation (i.e., drip line) or at the top of the bank of 
streams or lakes, whichever is wider. CDFW jurisdiction does not include tidal areas or isolated 
resources. CDFW reviews the proposed actions and, if necessary, submits (to the applicant) a 
proposal that includes measures to protect affected fish and wildlife resources. The final proposal 
that is mutually agreed upon by CDFW and applicant is the Lake or Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 

Porter-Cologne Water Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) provides for 
statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) was established as the statewide authority and nine separate regional water quality 
control boards (RWQCBs) were developed to oversee water quality on a day-to-day basis. The 
RWQCB is the primary agency responsible for protecting water quality in California. As discussed 
above, the RWQCB regulates discharges to surface waters under the federal CWA. In addition, the 
RWQCB is responsible for administering the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the State is given authority to regulate 
waters of the State, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters. 
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As such, any person proposing to discharge waste into a water body that could affect its water 
quality must first file a Report of Waste Discharge if Section 404 is not required for the activity. 
“Waste” is partially defined as any waste substance associated with human habitation, including fill 
material discharged into water bodies. 

California Toxics Rule (CTR) 
The California Toxics Rule (CTR) fills gaps in California’s water quality standards necessary to protect 
human health and aquatic life beneficial uses. The CTR criteria are similar to those published in the 
National Recommended Water Quality Criteria. The CTR supplements, and does not change or 
supersede, the criteria that USEPA promulgated for California waters in the National Toxics Rule 
(NTR). The human health NTR and CTR criteria that apply to drinking water sources (those water 
bodies designated in the Basin Plans as municipal and domestic supply) consider chemical exposure 
through consumption of both water and aquatic organisms (fish and shellfish) harvested from the 
water. For waters that are not drinking water sources (e.g., enclosed bays and estuaries), human 
health NTR and CTR criteria only consider the consumption of contaminated aquatic organisms. The 
CTR and NTR criteria, along with the beneficial use designations in the Basin Plans and the related 
implementation policies, are the directly applicable water quality standards for toxic priority 
pollutants in California waters. 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
Effective in 2015, the SGMA creates a framework for sustainable, local groundwater management in 
California. SGMA allows local agencies to customize groundwater sustainability plans to their 
regional economic and environmental needs. This act requires local regions to create a groundwater 
sustainable agency (GSA) and to adopt groundwater management plans for groundwater basins or 
subbasins that are designated as medium or high priority. High-priority and medium-priority basins 
or subbasins must adopt groundwater management plans by 2020 or 2022, depending upon 
whether the basin is in critical overdraft. GSAs will have until 2040 or 2042 to achieve groundwater 
sustainability. 

Senate Bill 610 
In 2001, Senate Bill (SB) 610 amended the California Public Resources Code to improve the link 
between information on water supply availability and certain land use decisions made by Cities and 
Counties. Under SB 610 (codified in the California Water Code beginning at Section 10910), unless 
the project is otherwise exempt, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) must be furnished to cities and 
counties for inclusion in the environmental documentation of certain projects (as defined in the 
California Water Code), and these WSAs are subject to CEQA. SB 610 requires land use planning 
entities when evaluating certain large development projects, to request a water supply availability 
assessment from the entity that would provide water to the project. A WSA must be prepared in 
conjunction with the land use approval process associated with a project. In summary, a WSA must 
include an evaluation of the sufficiency of the water supplies available to the water supplier to meet 
existing and anticipated future demands (including the demand associated with the project) over a 
20-year horizon that includes normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. A WSA is required for any 
“project” that is subject to CEQA and meets certain criteria relative to size (e.g., a proposed 
industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park planned to house more than 
1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
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floor area). As required, a project-specific WSA has been prepared for the project and is included in 
Appendix I-2 of this Draft EIR. 

SB 610 also requires information to be included as part of a UWMP if groundwater is identified as a 
source of water available to the supplier. The information must include a description of all water 
supply projects and programs that may be undertaken to meet total projected water use. SB 610 
prohibits eligibility for funds from specified bond acts until the plan is submitted to the State. 

c. Regional Regulations 

Santa Ana River Basin Water Quality Control Plan 
The Santa Ana RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the Santa Ana River Basin (hereafter 
referred to as the Basin Plan) is designed to preserve and enhance water quality and to protect the 
beneficial uses of water bodies in the Santa Ana River watershed. The Basin Plan (1) designates 
beneficial uses for surface and subsurface waters (groundwater); (2) sets narrative and numerical 
objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and to 
conform to the State’s antidegradation policy; (3) describes the implementation plan to achieve 
water quality objectives and to protect the beneficial uses of all waters in the region; (4) describes 
the comprehensive monitoring and assessment program used to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Basin Plan; and (5) provides an overview of water resource management studies and projects that 
are in progress in the region. Additionally, the Basin Plan incorporates by reference all applicable 
State and RWQCB plans and policies. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program 
As discussed above, the NPDES permit program stems from the federal CWA. In California, this 
program is administered by the nine RWQCBs that have the mandate to develop and enforce water 
quality objectives and implementation plans within their regions. If discharges from industrial, 
municipal, and other facilities go directly to surface waters, those project applicants must obtain 
permits from the applicable RWQCB. An individual NPDES permit is specifically tailored to a facility. 
A general NPDES permit covers multiple facilities within a specific activity category such as 
construction activities. As previously identified, the City of Rancho Cucamonga, including the project 
site, is located within the jurisdiction of the Santa Ana RWQCB (Region 8). 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 
In 2002, the Santa Ana RWQCB issued an NPDES Stormwater Permit and Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) (Order No. R8-2002-0012) under the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act for 
discharges of stormwater runoff, snowmelt runoff, surface runoff, and drainage in the Upper Santa 
Ana River Watershed in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. This permit expired on April 27, 
2007, and was administratively extended. On January 29, 2010, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R8-
2010-0036 (NPDES No. CAS618036), which renewed the NPDES Permit for San Bernardino County. 
This permit expired on January 29, 2015. On August 1, 2014, the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) on behalf of San Bernardino County 
and 16 incorporated cities within San Bernardino County, which serves as the permit renewal for the 
NPDES permit. 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga is subject to the waste discharge requirements of the NPDES Permit 
for San Bernardino County. The County and incorporated cities in the County are co-permittees 
under the NPDES permit and have legal authority to enforce the terms of the permit in their 
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jurisdictions. The ultimate goal of the NPDES Permit and the related urban stormwater management 
program is to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. To implement the requirements of 
the permit, the County developed guidelines to control and mitigate stormwater quality and 
quantity impacts to receiving waters as a result of new development and redevelopment. The 
guidelines require individual development projects to prepare and implement WQMPs that identify 
post-construction best management practices (BMPs) to reduce discharges of pollutants into 
stormwater. The MS4 Permit also requires priority projects to identify Hydrologic Conditions of 
Concern (HCOCs) associated with a project. 

Stormwater Quality Requirements 
In compliance with the NDPES permit, the San Bernardino County Department of Public Works’ 
Stormwater Program contains guidelines for the preparation of WQMPs by new development and 
major redevelopment projects of specific land uses and sizes. The Technical Guidance Document for 
Water Quality Management Plans (TGD) became effective in September 2013. A WQMP is required 
as part of the permit process and commits the developer to the implementation of long-term BMPs. 
Individual WQMPs need to identify pollutants of concern based on the proposed land use and site 
activities, and select applicable site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs that would 
effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges from entering the storm drain system and that 
would reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems to the maximum 
extent possible. The WQMP also calls for the on-site retention of stormwater to prevent HCOC—
including flooding, erosion, scour, sedimentation, natural habitats, vegetation stress, slope stability, 
water quality degradation, and altered flow regime at downstream water channels/bodies—if the 
facilities have not been engineered to their ultimate capacities or if natural conditions are present. 

Construction General Permit 
Pursuant to CWA Section 402(p), which requires regulations for permitting of certain stormwater 
discharges, the SWRCB issued a Statewide general NPDES Permit for stormwater discharges from 
construction-sites (hereafter referred to as the Construction General Permit). Under the 
Construction General Permit, stormwater discharges from construction-sites with a disturbed area 
of one or more acres are required to either obtain individual NPDES permits for stormwater 
discharges or to be covered by the Construction General Permit.  

Coverage under the Construction General Permit is accomplished by filing the Permit Registration 
Documents, which include a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
and other compliance-related documents required by the General Permit. All these documents must 
be electronically submitted to the SWRCB for General Permit coverage. The primary objectives of 
the SWPPP are to help identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the quality 
of stormwater discharges, and to describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or 
eliminate sediment and other pollutants in stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater 
discharges from the construction-site. The SWPPP also outlines the monitoring and sampling 
program required for the construction-site to verify compliance with discharge Numeric Action 
Levels set by the Construction General Permit. 

Industrial General Permit 
Order No. 2014-0057 DWQ for the Industrial General Permit became effective on July 1, 2015, and is 
an NPDES permit regulating discharges of stormwater associated with industrial activities, including 
those generated by the following: 
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 Facilities subject to stormwater effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance 
standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards 

 Manufacturing facilities 
 Oil and gas/mining facilities 
 Landfills and open dumps that receive industrial waste and land application-sites 
 Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities 
 Recycling facilities 
 Steam electric generating facilities 
 Transportation facilities 
 Sewage or wastewater treatment works 

This permit does not cover discharges from construction activities (which are covered under the 
Construction General Permit) but includes authorized non-stormwater discharges, such as fire 
hydrant and fire prevention or response system flushing; potable water sources (including potable 
water related to the operation, maintenance, or testing of potable water systems); drinking fountain 
water (including atmospheric condensates such as refrigeration, air conditioning, and compressor 
condensate); irrigation drainage and landscape watering; uncontaminated natural springs; seawater 
infiltration where the sea waters are discharged back into the seawater source; and incidental 
windblown mist from cooling towers. Other industrial discharges that are not covered by separate 
NPDES permits require individual NPDES permits or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs); WDRs 
are discussed below. 

To obtain coverage under the Industrial General Permit, the facility operator must submit an NOI for 
each industrial facility, along with a site-specific SWPPP that identifies BMPs to reduce pollutants in 
the stormwater per the provisions of the General Industrial Permit. The permit identifies conditional 
exclusions for certain facilities that may obtain No Exposure Certification (NEC) coverage; requires 
electronic reporting via the Stormwater Multiple Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS); 
sets training qualifications for dischargers; includes requirements for the design storm standards for 
treatment-control BMPs; and establishes stormwater monitoring and sampling protocols. Also, it 
requires compliance with NAL; preparation of Exceedance Response Actions when a NAL is 
exceeded; and monitoring for 303(d) impairments when the facility contributes runoff to the 
impaired water body. Annual evaluation of the facility and regular monitoring of BMPs are also 
required and must be submitted/reported to the SWRCB. 

On November 6, 2018, the State Water Board amended the Industrial General Permit Order 2014-
0057- DWQ (as amended by Order 2015-0122-DWQ) to incorporate the following requirements: 
(1) federal sufficiently sensitive test method ruling; total maximum daily loads implementation 
requirements; and Statewide compliance options incentivizing on-site or regional stormwater 
capture and use. The new requirements became effective on July 1, 2020. 

d. Local Regulations 

Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
The Resource Conservation chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan provides guidance 
regarding the City’s natural resources and their preservation. The chapter contains goals and 
policies that further protect those resources as well as the energy resources contained in the City. 
The Safety chapter identifies hazards that would affect the City and supports plans to deal with the 
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hazard. Goals and policies that relate to hydrology and water quality and would apply to the project 
include the following: 

Goal RC-2 Water Resources. Reliable, readily available, and sustainable water supplies for the 
community and natural environment. 

Policy RC-2.1 Water Supplies. Protect lands critical to replenishment of groundwater 
supplies and local surface waters. 

Policy RC-2.2 Groundwater Recharge. Preserve and enhance the existing system of 
stormwater capture for groundwater recharge. 

Policy RC-2.5 Water Conservation. Require the use of cost-effective methods to conserve 
water in new developments and promote appropriate water conservation and efficiency 
measures for existing businesses and residences. 

Goal S-4 Flood Hazards. A community where developed areas are not impacted by flooding and 
inundation hazards. 

Policy S-4.2 Flood Risk in New Development. Require all new development to minimize 
flood risk with siting and design measures, such as grading that prevents adverse drainage 
impacts to adjacent properties, on-site retention of runoff, and minimization of structure 
located in floodplains. 

Policy S-4.3 500-Year Floodplain. Promote the compliance of 100-year floodplain 
requirements on properties located within the 500-year floodplain designation. 

Policy S-4.4 Flood Infrastructure. Require new development to implement and enhance the 
Storm Drain Improvements Plan by constructing stormwater management infrastructure 
downstream of the proposed site. 

Policy S-4.5 Property Enhancements. Require development within properties located 
adjacent, or near flood zones and areas of frequent flooding to reduce or minimize run-off 
and increase retention on-site. 

NPDES Location Implementation Plan 
The framework that provides the foundation for implementation of the MS4 Permit requirements is 
described in the Municipal Stormwater Management Plan (MSWMP). The City of Rancho 
Cucamonga Location Implementation Plan (LIP) was adopted in July 2011 and last updated in 
February 2019, as required by the MS4 Permit (Sections III.A.2.a; III.B1). The LIP describes how the 
City implements the requirements of the MS4 Permit within its own jurisdiction. Accordingly, the 
MSWMP and the LIP are the principal documents that comprehensively translate the MS4 Permit 
requirements into actions that manage water quality in the local MS4. 

Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Control 
Ordinance 
The City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Control Ordinance 
(Chapter 19.20 of the Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code [RCMC]) was adopted to comply with the 
CWA, the Porter-Cologne Act, and the City’s NPDES MS4 Permit. The ordinance sets regulations to 
protect and enhance the water quality in water bodies, water courses, and wetlands in the City. The 
regulations address connections to the City’s MS4 system, protection of the MS4 system, prohibited 
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discharges, compliance with NPDES permits, implementation of BMPs, spill containment, required 
notification of accidental discharges, and property owner responsibility for illegal discharges. 

This ordinance also includes requirements for the protection of the storm drainage system, non-
stormwater and stormwater discharges from construction activities, and the preparation of WQMPs 
that identify permanent BMPs in new development and major redevelopment projects. With 
respect to the preparation of WQMPs, prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit, all 
qualifying land development/redevelopment projects are required to submit a WQMP to the City 
Engineer, on a form provided by the City, for City review and approval. 

4.10.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a hydrology and water quality impact is 
considered significant if the proposed project would: 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality; 

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

 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: 
a. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
b. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 

in flooding on- or off-site; 
c. 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; 
d. impede or redirect flood flows; 

 In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation; or 
 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 

groundwater management plan. 

b. Methodology 
The analysis of hydrologic and water quality impacts is based on information and data contained in 
the WQMP (Appendix I-1) including site runoff estimates, soil properties, impervious surface area, 
and water quality BMPs. Future water supply and demand from the WSA prepared for the project 
(Appendix I-2) and was also considered in this analysis to determine if there is an adequate supply of 
water for the project. 

In addition to the studies referenced above, aerial imagery, grading plans, and drainage plans for 
the project site were reviewed to analyze pre- and post-construction hydrology. Documents 
published by the SWRCB and Santa Ana RWQCB, including plans and permits, were reviewed to 
provide information on existing water quality as well as required water quality improvement 
measures. Finally, federal FIRMs were assessed to determine flood potential on the project site. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 . 

5. 
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c. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Impact HYD-1 CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF THE PROJECT COULD INCREASE EROSION, 
POLLUTION, AND STORMWATER RUNOFF DUE TO SITE DISTURBANCE AND INCREASED IMPERVIOUS SURFACE 
AREA. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND POLICIES, INCLUDING PREPARATION OF A SWPPP 
DURING CONSTRUCTION AND ON-SITE CAPTURE AND TREATMENT OF STORMWATER RUNOFF THROUGH FOUR 
INFILTRATION CHAMBERS DURING OPERATION, WOULD REDUCE WATER QUALITY IMPACTS. IMPACTS WOULD BE 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction-Related Impacts 

Surface Water Quality 

Construction activities associated with the development of the project would have the potential to 
generate sediment/silt, debris, organic waste, chemicals, paints, and other solvents. As such, short-
term water quality impacts have the potential to occur during project construction in the absence of 
any protective or avoidance measures. 

Construction-related activities that are primarily responsible for sediment releases are related to 
exposing previously stabilized soils to potential mobilization by rainfall/runoff and wind. Such 
activities include removing vegetation from the site, grading the site, and trenching for 
infrastructure improvements. The project could also result in temporary impacts to surface water 
quality from other construction-related activities (e.g., erosion, spills, and leaks due to construction 
equipment). Spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery, construction staging areas, or 
building sites can enter the runoff and typically include petroleum products such as fuel, oil and 
grease, and heavy metals. In addition, pollutants that are also of concern during construction relate 
to construction materials and non-stormwater flows and generally include construction materials 
(e.g., paint and stucco); chemicals and other liquid products used in building construction or the 
maintenance of heavy equipment; and concrete and related cutting or curing residues.  

As mentioned in Section 4.10.1f, the project’s receiving water bodies (Cucamonga Creek Reach 1, 
Mill Creek Prado Area, Chino Creak Reach 1A, Santa Ana River Reach 3, and Prado Dam) are 
impaired by various pollutants. Pollutants of concern from construction-sites could impact these 
downstream water bodies and have the potential to contribute to the existing impairments. 
Without appropriate stormwater management, construction-site runoff would enter adjacent storm 
drain lines and would contribute to pollutants in the stormwater.  

The CWA establishes a framework for regulating potential water quality impacts from construction 
activities through the NPDES program. The project would be required to comply with the 
requirements and water quality standards outlined in the Construction General Permit. This permit 
requires the discharger to perform a risk assessment for the proposed development (with different 
requirements based upon the determined risk level for sediment transport and receiving water risk) 
and to prepare and implement an SWPPP, which must include erosion control and sediment control 
BMPs, wind and water tracking controls, hazardous material management practices, and other site-
management BMPs that meet or exceed measures required by the determined risk level of the 
Construction General Permit. The BMPs that are most often used during construction include 
watering of exposed soils; covering soil stockpiles; stabilizing construction entrances; installing 
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sandbag or gravel bag berms to minimize off-site runoff; creating temporary desilting basins, and 
timing grading to avoid the rainy season. A Construction-Site Monitoring Program that identifies 
monitoring and sampling requirements implemented by a qualified SWPPP practitioner during 
construction is also a requirement of the SWPPP, for applicable projects, including the proposed 
project. 

Erosion control BMPs are designed to prevent erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to 
trap or filter sediment once it has been mobilized. In addition to erosion and sediment control, 
BMPs that would be implemented during construction of the project include, but are not limited to: 
waste and materials management, non-stormwater management, training and education, 
inspections, maintenance, and visual monitoring and reporting. The BMPs would be implemented in 
compliance with the Construction General Permit Risk Level 1 requirements. 

The construction-phase BMPs would ensure effective control of not only sediment discharge, but 
also of pollutants associated with sediments (e.g., nutrients, heavy metals, and certain pesticides, 
including legacy pesticides). Also, compliance with Best Available Technology Economically 
Achievable and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BAT/BCT) requires that BMPs used 
to control construction water quality impacts are updated over time as new water quality control 
technologies are developed and become available for use. Per CWA Section 304(b), BCT addresses 
conventional pollutants from existing industrial point sources and BAT represents the best available 
economically achievable performance of plants in the industrial subcategory or category. Therefore, 
compliance with the BAT/BCT performance standard ensures mitigation of construction water 
quality impacts over time. 

Furthermore, the project applicant is required to obtain an NPDES permit and prepare an SWPPP 
and WQMP. The project would also implement Mitigation Measure HYD-1, which requires the 
project applicant to prepare and implement an erosion control plan. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the project would not be anticipated to violate water quality standards 
during construction; therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Groundwater Quality 

The project site is located within the Chino Groundwater Basin. According to the project’s 
geotechnical report (Appendix F-1), groundwater was estimated at levels greater than 25 feet below 
ground. Excavation activities associated with the project would occur at approximately 12 feet 
below ground surface and would not extend to depths where groundwater could be encountered, 
and construction activities would not impact groundwater quality. 

Operation-Related Impacts 

Surface Water Quality 

The project site consists of approximately 13.8 percent impervious surfaces associated with the 
existing historic residential building. The project would include redevelopment of the site with three 
warehouse buildings, and impervious surfaces would be increased to approximately 73.7 percent 
(Thienes 2019). The project would include impervious surfaces associated with buildings, parking 
areas, trash collection areas, and loading docks, and include outdoor activities associated with 
operations that may lead to release of pollutants (e.g., metals, oil and grease, trash and debris and 
pathogens [bacteria/viruses]) into stormwater. In addition, maintenance of landscaped areas may 
potentially contribute to nutrients, noxious aquatic plans, sediment/toxic suspended solids/pH, 
trash and debris, pesticides/herbicides, organic compounds (including solvents), and oxygen 
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demanding compounds that may enter stormwater. These pollutants may lead to the degradation 
of stormwater quality in downstream water bodies. 

Pollutant concentrations in urban runoff are extremely variable and are dependent on storm 
intensity, land use, elapsed time since previous storms, and the volume of runoff generated in an 
area that reaches receiving waters. The pollutants of concern associated with the proposed project 
include pathogens, nutrients, and metals (Thienes 2019). Potential water quality impacts are related 
to the increase in the peak runoff, new urban uses, and the sensitivity of the receiving water. As 
identified in the setting (see Section 4.10.1), the primary receiving waters for runoff from the 
project site are already impaired, so stormwater runoff from the project has the potential to add to 
these impairments during operation. As such, the project would be required to comply with the 
applicable MS4 Permit, which specifies requirements for managing runoff water quality from new 
development and significant redevelopment projects. The project qualifies as a “Priority Project,” 
therefore, a project-specific WQMP is required. A preliminary WQMP has been prepared for the 
project and is included in Appendix I-1 of this Draft EIR. The WQMP would be finalized based on the 
final design before approval of future grading permits. 

As described in the preliminary WQMP (Appendix I-1), prior to project stormwater being discharged 
off-site into an existing public storm drain system, roof and surface stormwater runoff would be 
conveyed to on-site infiltration chambers for water quality treatment. These systems would utilize 
infiltration as their primary form of treatment (the systems store stormwater runoff until it 
gradually exfiltrates into the underlying soil). Pollutant removal occurs through the infiltration of 
runoff and the adsorption of pollutants into the soil. This practice has high pollutant removal 
efficiency. The infiltration chambers for each drainage management area (DMA) have been designed 
to meet runoff volume requirements established by the San Bernardino County Stormwater 
Program for water quality control (LID design capture volume [DCV]). No further site design source 
control BMPs are required (Thienes 2019). 

Additionally, non-structural BMPs that would be implemented as part of the project include, but are 
not limited to, education for property owners, tenants, and employees; activity restrictions; 
landscape management; BMP maintenance; compliance with the local water ordinance; spill 
contingency plan; uniform fire code implementation; litter/debris control program; employee 
training; housekeeping of loading docks; catch basin inspection; vacuum sweeping of private streets 
and parking lots; and compliance with all other applicable NPDES permits. Structural source-control 
BMPs would include storm drain system stenciling and signage; design and construction of trash and 
waste storage to reduce pollution introduction; and use of efficient irrigation systems and landscape 
design, water conservation, smart controllers, and source control. With the implementation of 
structural and non-structural BMPs identified in the preliminary WQMP for the project, pollutants in 
stormwater runoff would be treated and removed prior to entering the City’s storm drainage 
system. Therefore, potential impacts on water quality from stormwater runoff would be less than 
significant. 

While the future tenants of the project are unknown at this time, individual facilities that would 
result in non-stormwater discharges would have to comply with the NPDES Industrial General 
Permit, including obtaining coverage under the permit; preparing a SWPPP and implementing the 
BMPs outlined in the SWPPP; and annual evaluation and regular monitoring (e.g., visual observation 
and sampling and analysis) to prevent or reduce pollutants that enter the stormwater or that are 
discharged into the storm drainage system and to determine if the BMPs are adequate and properly 
implemented. If the facility is not covered under the Industrial General Permit, it would have to 
obtain an individual NPDES permit or waste discharge requirements from the SWRCB. 
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The minimum BMPs that must be included in the SWPPP include good housekeeping practices, 
preventative maintenance, spill and leak prevention and response, material handling and waste 
management, erosion and sediment controls, an employee training program, and quality assurance 
and record keeping. Advanced BMPs must be implemented to the extent feasible and include 
exposure minimization of industrial materials, stormwater containment and discharge reduction, 
treatment control, and other BMPs that are necessary to meet the effluent limitations of the 
Industrial General Permit. Implementation of these BMPs by individual tenants of the project would 
prevent adverse impacts on stormwater quality during the long-term operations of the project. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Development of the project would also have to comply with the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s 
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Section 19.20 of the 
City’s Municipal Code), which outlines regulations for allowable discharges into the storm drainage 
system. This ordinance was developed in accordance with the NPDES Permit for San Bernardino 
County. 

Adherence to regulations addressing water quality during operation would prevent violations of 
water quality standards and the degradation of stormwater quality. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Groundwater Quality 

During operation of the proposed project, impacts to groundwater quality would not occur since no 
groundwater extraction activities are proposed. The project also would implement structural and 
non-structural BMPs that would prevent pollutants from adversely impacting groundwater 
resources. Notably, pollutant removal would occur through the infiltration of roof and surface 
runoff and the absorption of pollutants into the soil. Therefore, impacts to groundwater quality 
during operations would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

HYD-1 Erosion Control Plan 

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, a site-specific erosion control plan that incorporates best 
management practices shall be prepared by the project applicant and approved by the City. All 
measures identified in the erosion control plan shall be implemented and monitored for continued 
compliance by the Rancho Cucamonga Building and Safety Department. Such measures may include 
slope protection measures, netting and sandbagging, landscaping and possibly hydroseeding, 
temporary drainage control facilities such as retention areas, etc. All slopes involved with the 
development shall be constructed using an erosion control mat and a thorough vegetation and 
landscape plan. A landscaping plan and a landscape maintenance plan shall be designed by a 
licensed landscape architect. These plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Rancho 
Cucamonga Planning Department prior to issuance of a grading permit.  

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Threshold 2: 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? 

Impact HYD-2 THE CVWD WOULD SUPPLY THE PROJECT WITH POTABLE WATER, SO THE PROJECT WOULD 
NOT INVOLVE DIRECT OR INDIRECT WITHDRAWALS OF GROUNDWATER. IN ADDITION, THE PROJECT’S 
INFILTRATION CHAMBERS WOULD ALLOW FOR PERCOLATION AND HELP RECHARGE GROUNDWATER. 
THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY DECREASE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES OR INTERFERE WITH 
GROUNDWATER RECHARGE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project would not involve direct or indirect withdrawals of groundwater and as previously 
discussed, excavations at the site would not encounter underlying groundwater resources. The 
CVWD would supply the project with potable water. CVWD receives approximately 48 percent of its 
water from groundwater wells in the Chino Basin and the Cucamonga Basin, with the remainder 
coming from imported water supplies and local canyon and tunnel water (CVWD 2021). As further 
discussed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of this Draft EIR, there would be an overall 
increase in water demand generated at the project site with implementation of the project, 
compared to site’s existing conditions. The increase in water demand for the site would be 
approximately 53 AFY. A site-specific WSA was prepared for the project (Appendix I-2), which shows 
that CVWD has available water supplies to meet the water demands of the project for the next 20 
years through 2040, including demands during normal, single dry and multiple dry years (Valued 
Engineering 2023). With approval of the WSA in November 2023, available water supplies would be 
adequate to serve the project. Therefore, the project would not deplete groundwater supplies. 

Recharge basins for the Chino Basin are not located in the vicinity of the project site; however, the 
project’s four proposed infiltration chambers would allow for percolation. Building 1 would have an 
infiltration chamber north and south of the building; Building 2 would have an infiltration chamber 
south of the building; and Building 3 would have an infiltration chamber east of the building. This 
practice has high pollutant removal efficiency and can also help recharge groundwater. In addition, 
the change in impervious area associated with the project (an increase of approximately 35.2 acres), 
is relatively small compared to the overall basin area, and would not impact groundwater recharge. 
Therefore, implementation of the project would not interfere with groundwater recharge. 

Based on the foregoing analysis, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
nor would the project interfere with groundwater recharge such that the project would impede 
sustainable groundwater management in the basin. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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Threshold 3a: 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? 

Impact HYD-3a THE PROJECT WOULD BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT AN SWPPP, WQMP, AND EROSION 
CONTROL PLAN (MITIGATION MEASURE HYD-1) TO MINIMIZE POTENTIAL WATER QUALITY IMPACTS. THE POST-
DEVELOPMENT TOTAL SUSPENDED SOILS CONCENTRATIONS ARE ANTICIPATED TO BE LOWER THAN EXISTING 
CONDITIONS, WHICH WOULD REDUCE SUSPENDED SEDIMENT IN RUNOFF. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT 
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 THAT WOULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL EROSION OR SILTATION ON- OR OFF-SITE. IMPACTS WOULD BE 
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION. 

The project would alter existing ground contours of the project site and install impervious surfaces, 
which result in changes to the site’s existing internal drainage patterns. Although the project would 
alter the project site’s internal drainage patterns, such changes would not result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Nonetheless, the project would be required to implement an 
SWPPP, WQMP, and erosion control plan to minimize potential water quality impacts due to erosion 
and siltation. The erosion control plan is described in Mitigation Measure HYD-1.  

Implementation of the project would also result in an increase in impervious surfaces at the site. 
The post-development total suspended soils concentrations are anticipated to be lower than 
existing conditions due to the reduction in exposed soils, and installation of BMPs, which would 
reduce suspended sediment in runoff. Furthermore, the project is required to comply with any 
applicable federal, State, regional, or local regulations in order to reduce impacts in the form of 
siltation or erosion, and drainage patterns to the Santa Ana River Watershed would be maintained. 
In summary, with implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the project would not substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off-site, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 
Mitigation Measure HYD-1, described under Impact HYD-1, requires an erosion control plan to be 
prepared by the project applicant and approved by the City prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
Also, a landscaping plan and a landscape maintenance plan shall be designed by a licensed 
landscape architect and approved by the Rancho Cucamonga Planning Department prior to issuance 
of a grading permit. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Threshold 3b: 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 substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site? 

Impact HYD-3b THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED MOSTLY ON LAND THAT IS DESIGNATED AS HAVING A 
MINIMAL FLOOD HAZARD, AND THE PROPOSED STORM DRAIN IMPROVEMENT LINE WOULD BE DESIGNED TO 
RECEIVE THE ANTICIPATED STORMWATER DISCHARGE FROM THE PROJECT AND HISTORICAL STORMWATER FROM 
THE ADJACENT PROPERTIES NORTHWEST OF THE PROJECT. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY 
ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE SITE OR AREA IN A MANNER WHICH WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY 
INCREASE THE RATE OR AMOUNT OF SURFACE RUNOFF THAT WOULD RESULT IN FLOODING ON- OR OFF-SITE. 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Development of the project would alter existing ground contours of the project site and would 
increase the impervious surface area on the site, all of which would result in changes to the existing 
drainage patterns interior to the site. To collect surface flows, the project would include a complex 
drainage system which includes below-ground infiltration facilities. The project would include the 
development of new buildings and hardscapes that would increase the amount of surface on the 
site compared to existing conditions. These proposed improvements would cause changes in 
absorption rates, drainage patterns, and the rate and amount of surface water runoff.  

There are two parcels (APNs 0207-271-47 and -48) that are adjacent to the northeast portion of the 
project site, which are owned by SBCFCD. The proposed project does not include improvements that 
would encroach on these parcels and therefore would avoid any impacts to these parcels. If any 
changes were to occur that would involve encroachment onto these parcels, the applicant would be 
required to obtain a permit from the SBCFCD prior to project construction. 

Cucamonga Creek runs near the northeastern border of the project site. However, the creek is 
concrete lined at this location in an effort by the USACE to control and confine the creek as a part of 
their flood control project. A floodwall was previously erected along the portion of the Cucamonga 
Creek that borders the project.  

Further, as shown in Figure 4.10-3, the project site is located mostly on land that is designated as 
having a minimal flood hazard; however, certain portions of the project site are within a Special 
Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). The eastern portion of the project site is within a region classified as 
having a 0.2 percent annual chance of flooding. The southern border of the project site is within 
Zone A of the FEMA FIRM which denotes areas that have a one percent annual chance of flooding 
but do not have base flood elevations. The project site is relatively flat, gently sloping downward 
from the northwestern area to the southeastern area at an approximately one percent gradient. 
Floodwaters would also follow this gradient. In addition, the project applicant is required to obtain a 
floodplain development permit prior to initiating any project-related construction. This permit is 
mandated for development within an SFHA to ensure compliance with the requirements of the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), applicable building codes, and local floodplain ordinances. 

The project also would utilize an approximately 66 to 78-inch-wide storm drain improvement line 
along the southern boundary of the site with a new outfall structure to connect the storm drain 
system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek. This new storm drain improvement line has been 
designed to receive all of the anticipated stormwater discharge from the project and historical 
stormwater from the adjacent properties northwest of the project. Implementation of the 
approximately 66 to 78-inch-wide storm drain improvement line would minimize impacts associated 
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with surface runoff and flooding on or off-site from project-related construction and operation 
activities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation is not required. 

Threshold 3c: 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 that would 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? 

Impact HYD-3c THE PROJECT WOULD ALTER EXISTING GROUND CONTOURS OF THE PROJECT SITE AND 
WOULD INCREASE THE IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA ON THE SITE; HOWEVER, THE CHANGES TO THE SITE WOULD 
NOT SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE SITE OR AREA IN A MANNER THAT WOULD 
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. 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Development of the project would alter existing ground contours of the project site and would 
increase the impervious surface area on the site, all of which would result in changes to the existing 
drainage patterns interior to the site. Two existing storm drains exist within the project site. One 
drain initiates and terminates in the eastern portion of the project site while the other follows the 
southern boundary of the project site along the northern portion of the BNSF railway. An under-
road culvert was also observed east of Vineyard Avenue, which was intended to direct flows 
eastward to storm drain directly east of Cucamonga Creek. No drainage patterns were observed 
there as well. 

The project applicant also proposes to install an approximately 66 to 78-inch-wide storm drain 
improvement line along the southern boundary of the project site with a new outfall structure to 
connect the storm drain system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek. This would increase the 
efficiency of the drainage infrastructure in that area and provide an updated conveyance system. No 
further updates are proposed for Cucamonga Creek. With the lack of existing drainage 
infrastructure in use within the project site and the proposed development of a new stormwater 
facility, impacts associated with runoff would be less than significant. 

The project would be required to comply with an SWPPP and preliminary WQMP to ensure that 
project-related construction activities and operational activities do not result in substantial amounts 
of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation is not required. 
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Threshold 3d: 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 impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

Impact HYD-3d THE EXISTING SLOPE OF THE SITE WOULD BE LARGELY MAINTAINED AND THE PROPOSED 
STORM DRAIN IMPROVEMENT LINE WOULD CONNECT THE STORM DRAIN SYSTEM TO CUCAMONGA CREEK. 
FURTHERMORE, THERE ARE NO PLANS TO ALTER THE CREEK OR ITS BORDERING FLOODWALLS. THEREFORE, THE 
PROJECT WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN OF THE SITE OR AREA IN A 
MANNER THAT WOULD IMPEDE OR REDIRECT FLOOD FLOWS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Development of the project would alter existing ground contours of the project site and would 
increase the impervious surface area on the site, all of which would result in changes to the existing 
surface flood flows interior to the site. To collect surface flood flows, the project would include a 
complex drainage system which includes below-ground infiltration facilities. As discussed under 
Impact HYD-3b, the majority of the project site is located in a zone noted as having minimal flood 
risk by FEMA. The eastern end of the site is within a zone noted as having a 0.2 annual chance of 
flooding. The southern border of the project site is within Zone A of the FEMA FIRM which denotes 
areas that have a one percent annual chance of flooding but do not have base flood elevations. The 
existing slope of the site trends southeast with a one percent gradient, which would be largely 
maintained. Cucamonga Creek is located on the northeastern border of the project site, however, 
the water from the creek flows away from the project site to the southeast. The project involves 
implementation of an approximately 66 to 78-inch-wide storm drain improvement line along the 
southern boundary of the project site with a new outfall structure to connect the storm drain 
system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek. Furthermore, there are no plans to alter the creek 
or its bordering floodwalls. Therefore, impacts associated with impedance or redirection of flood 
flows would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation is not required. 

Threshold 4: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation? 

Impact HYD-4 NO OCEANS, LAKES, PONDS, OR PARTIALLY CLOSED STANDING BODIES OF WATER ARE 
FOUND NEAR THE PROJECT SITE. THE PROJECT SITE IS IN A ZONE NOTED AS HAVING MINIMAL FLOOD RISK BY 
FEMA. FURTHERMORE, THE WQMP AND SWPPP WOULD LIMIT POLLUTION RATES FROM STORMWATER 
CONVEYANCE, AND THE PROJECT WOULD BE REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE FEDERAL STATE, AND 
REGIONAL REGULATIONS REGARDING THE TRANSPORT, HANDLING, STORAGE, AND DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCES. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN A FLOOD HAZARD, TSUNAMI, OR SEICHE ZONE, 
AND WOULD NOT RISK THE RELEASE OF POLLUTANTS DUE TO PROJECT INUNDATION. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS 
THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The nearest body of water to the project is Cucamonga Creek which runs along its northeastern 
border. No oceans, lakes, ponds, or partially closed standing bodies of water are found near the 
project site. Therefore, the project is not within a zone with risk of seiche or tsunami.  

As discussed under Impact HYD-3b, the project is in a zone noted as having minimal flood risk by 
FEMA. The eastern end of the site is within a zone noted as having a 0.2 annual chance of flooding. 
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Policy RC-6.15: Heat Island Reductions. Require heat island 
reduction strategies in new developments such as light-
colored paving, permeable paving, right-sized parking 
requirements, vegetative cover and planting, substantial 
tree canopy coverage, and south and west side tree planting. 

Consistent: All of the paving on the project site would be constructed with Portland cement concrete (aka 
light-colored paving). Moreover, the roofing material proposed on all three buildings would be light-colored 
to reduce the heat island effect as well. Additionally, the project would provide landscaping over 11.9 percent 
of the project site, and all parking areas would include landscaping as required by the Development Code.  

Policy RC-6.17: Off-site GHG Mitigation. Allow the use of 
creative mitigation efforts such as off-site mitigation and in 
lieu fee programs as mechanisms for reducing project-
specific GHG emissions. 

Consistent: Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts associated with the project were found to be less than significant 
without the need for mitigation. Further, the amortization of construction emissions would continue to lessen 
over 30 years after the ceasing of construction activities. GHG impacts are further discussed in Section 4.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Goal RC-7: Energy. An energy efficient community that relies primarily on renewable and non-polluting energy sources. 

Policy RC-7.2: New EV Charging. Require new multifamily 
residential, commercial, office, and industrial development 
to include charging stations, or include the wiring for them. 

Consistent: The project would include 13 electric vehicle (EV) charging stations and 60 EV ready parking 
spaces in accordance with the applicable code requirements. 

Policy RC-7.4: New Off-Road Equipment. When feasible, 
require that off road equipment such as forklifts and yard 
tugs necessary for the operations of all new commercial and 
industrial developments be electric or fueled using clean fuel 
sources. 

Consistent: Operation of the proposed project would contribute to regional energy demand by consuming 
electricity, natural gas, and gasoline and diesel fuels. Natural gas is assumed to be utilized for operational off-
road equipment (e.g., forklifts and yard hoppers), cooking and heating purposes. As discussed in Section 4.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, upon implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the energy sources for 
construction equipment would comply with the requirements under the City’s Climate Action Plan.  

Policy RC-7.7: Sustainable Design. Encourage sustainable 
building and site design that meets the standards of 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), 
Sustainable Sites, Living Building Challenge, or similar 
certification. 
Policy RC-7.9: Passive Solar Design. Require new buildings to 
incorporate energy efficient building and site design 
strategies for the arid environment that include appropriate 
solar orientation, thermal mass, use of natural daylight and 
ventilation, and shading. 
Policy RC-7.10: Alternative Energy. Continue to promote the 
incorporation of alternative energy generation (e.g., solar, 
wind, biomass) in public and private development. 

Consistent: Per Section 2, Project Description, the project would be designed and constructed to achieve a 
LEED – Certified designation. The proposed project would be required to comply with all building design 
standards set in California Building Code Title 24. The CALGreen Code (Title 24, Part 11) requires 
implementation of energy efficient light fixtures and building materials into the design of new construction 
projects, and the Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6) require newly constructed buildings to 
meet energy performance standards set by the CEC. The project would achieve a LEED Certified designation 
and include EV charging stations for cars and trucks. 
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Policy RC-7.12: Solar Access. Prohibit new development and 
renovations that impair adjacent buildings’ solar access, 
unless it can be demonstrated that the shading benefits 
substantially offset the impacts of solar energy generation 
potential. 

Consistent: The project would not be designed to impede the ability for neighboring structures to receive 
solar access. The project site is surrounded by commercial, industrial, and residential development. The 
project is zoned for NI which includes a minimum building setback of 35 feet along Vineyard Avenue and 25 
feet along 9th and Baker Avenue, the project proposes a building setback of 43.71 feet and 37.80 feet, 
respectively. Furthermore, the maximum allowable building height for the project site is 70 feet (assuming 
required setbacks) under the pre-982 Ordinance of the RCMC, however the project proposes a maximum 
building height of 51 feet. Therefore, the project would be in conformance with the development standards 
outlined in the RCMC, and shading/shadows would not inhibit adjacent development from obtaining solar 
access.  

Policy RC-7.15: Utility Preservation. Public and private 
development within the City, including multi-purpose trails, 
shall not interfere with safe and reliable transmission, 
storage, and generation of electricity. With the exception of 
utility infrastructure and other public improvements that do 
not interfere with such infrastructure, permanent structures 
are not allowed within utility corridors. 

Consistent: The project site is currently vacant but the previous development on the site was served by water, 
sewer, power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities due to the past developments on- site. Services 
and infrastructure would be extended and fully improved throughout the project site concurrent with 
construction of facilities for the proposed project. The project site is not considered a utility corridor and 
would not interfere with other public improvements. Utility demands are further discussed in Section 4.18, 
Utilities and Service Systems.  

SAFETY CHAPTER 

Goal S-1: Leadership. A city that is recognized for its leadership role in resilience and preparedness 

Policy S-1.3: Evacuation Capacity. Require new 
developments, redevelopments, and major remodels to 
enhance the City’s evacuation network and facilities and 
comply with the City’s Evacuation Assessment. 

Consistent: As discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project would not modify or 
impede existing emergency routes and would not interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Hazards and emergency response are further discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials and Section 4.15, Public Services and Recreation. 

Policy S-1.5: Enhanced Circulation. In areas of the city with 
limited access routes and circulation challenges, require 
additional roads and improvements to ensure adequate 
emergency vehicle response and evacuation. 

Consistent: The portion of the City where the project would be located is developed with roadways suitable 
to accommodate traffic capacity, with incorporation of the traffic infrastructure improvements proposed as 
part of the project. Transportation impacts are further discussed in Section 4.16, Transportation. 

Policy S-1.6: Evacuation Road Widths. Require any roads 
used for evacuation purposes to provide at least 26 feet of 
unobstructed pavement width. 

Consistent: All of the project’s roadways would have a minimum width of 26 feet, in accordance with the Fire 
Department’s requirements. 
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Goal S-2: Seismic and Geologic Hazards. A built environment that minimizes risks from seismic and geologic hazards. 

Policy S-2.3: Seismically Vulnerable Buildings. Prioritize the 
retrofit by private property owners of seismically vulnerable 
buildings (including but not limited to unreinforced masonry, 
soft-story construction, and non-ductile concrete) as better 
information and understanding becomes available.  

Consistent: The project would include the construction of three warehouse buildings that would be 
constructed in accordance with the current California Building Code. The Baker House would be rehabilitated 
and the final conceptual design would be approved by the City via the Certificate of Appropriateness 
discretionary approval, consistent with the RCMC and applicable California Building Code requirements. 

Goal S-3: Wildfire Hazards. A community where wildfire impacts are minimized or reduced through investments in planning and resilience. 

Policy S-3.4: Buffer Zones. Require development projects to 
incorporate buffer zones as deemed necessary by the City’s 
Fire Marshal for fire safety and fuel modification. 

Consistent: Due to the presence of surrounding development, presence of area roadways, lack of steep 
slopes, and construction methods of the warehouses, it is not likely that the project site would be affected by 
a wildfire during construction or operations. The project does not include any fuel breaks and does not 
require a fuel break. No elements of the project would exacerbate the risk of wildfire. Wildfire risks are 
further discussed in Section 4.19, Wildfire. 

Policy S-3.5: Water Supply. All developments will meet fire 
flow requirements identified in the Fire Code. 

Consistent: The CVWD would be capable of accommodating the water demands of the project in normal 
conditions, single dry years, and multiple dry years. Fire flow supplies can also be adequately supplied to the 
project. Utility demands are further discussed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems. 

Goal S-4: Flood Hazards. A community where developed areas are not impacted by flooding and inundation hazards. 

Policy S-4.2: Flood Risk in New Development. Require all 
new development to minimize flood risk with siting and 
design measures, such as grading that prevents adverse 
drainage impacts to adjacent properties, on-site retention of 
runoff, and minimization of structures located in floodplains.  
Policy S-4.4: Flood Infrastructure. Require new development 
to implement and enhance the Storm Drain Master Plan by 
constructing stormwater management infrastructure 
downstream of the proposed site. 
Policy S-4.5: Property Enhancements. Require development 
within properties located adjacent, or near flood zones and 
areas of frequent flooding to reduce or minimize run-off and 
increase retention on-site. 

Consistent: The project site is located within two flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs): the northern portion of 
the site is within FIRM No. 06071C8630J, effective February 18, 2015, and the southern portion of the site is 
within FIRM No. 06071C8628J, effective February 18, 2015 (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2015). 
Based on a review of these map panels, the majority of the project site is not located in a documented flood 
plain or floodway. The eastern portion of the project site is within Zone X (shaded), which indicates a 0.2 
percent annual chance of flood hazard. The southern border of the project site and Cucamonga Creek, which 
borders the northeast corner of the project site, are located within Zone A. Zone A denotes areas that have a 
one percent annual chance of flooding but do not have base flood elevations. 
The project site features a gentle southeast slope with a one percent gradient from northwest to southeast. 
Runoff management involves directing water from different areas: northern and eastern portions of Building 
3, northern drive aisle, and eastern truck yard would flow south via a proposed storm drain lateral to the 66 
to 78-inch storm drain improvement, which is being processed under separate CEQA and NEPA documents. 
The western and southern sections of Building 3, western parking lot, and southern drive aisle would drain to 
catch basins, with runoff flowing north through another storm drain lateral to the 66 to 78-inch storm drain. 
Low flows from Building 3 would be directed eastward for infiltration before reaching the 66 to 78-inch storm 
drain. 
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Moving east, the 66 to 78-inch storm drain would also handle runoff from Building 2. Western parking lot 
runoff would be directed south via a lateral to the drain, while Building 2 runoff, including its northern drive 
aisle, eastern parking lot, and southern truck yard, would reach the drain through a catch basin and 
northward lateral. A similar approach applies to runoff from Building 1’s western drive aisle, which goes south 
via a catch basin and lateral before reaching the master plan storm drain. Low flows from Building 2, including 
a part of Building 1, would be directed southward for infiltration. 
Further east, the 66 to 78-inch storm drain collects runoff from the south half of Building 1 and its southern 
truck yard through catch basins and a northward lateral. The drain then gathers the remaining Building 1 
runoff. The southeastern parking lot of Building 1 drains to a basin and then through a northward lateral. Low 
flows from Building 1 are directed for infiltration, with two sets of underground chambers located in the 
northern and southern truck yards. 
Around 123.5 feet from the eastern landscaped area along Vineyard Avenue, runoff would flow off-site. This 
area is self-retaining and doesn’t require treatment in underground chambers. All project site runoff 
ultimately flows along the southern boundary to the concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek located northeast of 
the site. 
The public storm drain line has been designed to receive all of the anticipated stormwater discharge from the 
project and historical stormwater from the adjacent properties northwest of the project.  

Goal S-5: Emerging Hazards. A built environment that incorporates new data and understanding about changing hazard conditions and climate stressors. 

Policy S-5.3: Soil Transport. Require that properties with 
high wind-blown soil erosion potential such as agricultural 
operations and construction sites prevent soil transport and 
dust generation wherever possible. 

Consistent: There are no existing structures to be demolished on the project site. In addition, no soil import 
or export would be required and the site would be balanced. The project would be required to comply with 
applicable regulatory standards, such as SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 1113 (Architectural 
Coating). 

Policy S-5.4: Extreme Heat Vulnerabilities. Require that new 
developments, major remodels, and redevelopments 
address urban heat island issues and reduce urban heat 
island effects for the proposed project site and adjacent 
properties. 

Consistent: All of the paving on the project site would be constructed with Portland cement concrete (aka 
light-colored paving). Moreover, the roofing material proposed on all three buildings would be light-colored 
to reduce the Heat Island Effect as well. Additionally, the project would provide landscaping over 11.9 percent 
of the project site, and all parking areas would include landscaping as required by City Development Code. 
The proposed project design features are further discussed in Section 2, Project Description. 

Policy S-5.5: Resilience Resources. Require new 
developments and redevelopments to incorporate resilience 
amenities such as, but not limited to community cooling 
centers, emergency supplies, and backup power that can be 
used by residents and businesses within a ¼-mile radius of 
the location.  

Consistent: The project would comply with all applicable code requirements from the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga, California Building Code, and CalGreen and would be LEED Certified. The project includes Electric 
truck hook ups, a minimum of 13 EV charging stations for vehicles and trucks, and truck hookups at load the 
docks.  
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Policy S-5.8: Climate Resiliency. Address climate resiliency 
and inequities through the planning and development 
process. 

Policy S-5.6: Underground Utilities. Promote the under-
grounding of utilities for new development, major remodels, 
and redevelopment. 

Consistent: As a part of project implementation, the project would under-ground all overhead utilities along 
the project’s street frontages in accordance with applicable sections of the City’s Development Code. 

Policy S-5.9: Address High Winds. Require buildings and 
developments exposed to high wind conditions to 
incorporate design elements and features that minimize or 
reduce damage to people, structures, and the community. 

Consistent: The project would be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable code 
requirements pertaining to high wind conditions. 

Goal S-6: Human Caused Hazards. A community with minimal risk from airport hazards and hazardous materials. 

Policy S-6.1: Planned Development. Promote development 
patterns that integrate Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles that reduce the 
potential for human-caused hazards. 

Consistent: The project includes a closed-circuit surveillance system for all three proposed buildings. The 
project also includes exterior lighting for visibility. 

Policy S-6.2: Neighboring Properties. Encourage properties 
that store, generate, or dispose of hazardous materials to 
locate such operations as far away as possible from areas of 
neighboring properties where people congregate. 

Consistent: The project involves construction of industrial warehouses that may involve the storage and use 
of materials such as paints, fertilizers, pesticides, chemicals, fuels, and oils in limited quantities. As discussed 
in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, if a facility is proposed that has a threshold quantity of a 
regulated substance greater than as specified by the applicable health and safety code then the user shall 
prepare a Hazardous Materials Risk Management Plan, as specified in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1. The 
Hazardous Materials Risk Management Plan would include strict storage and handling protocols for hazardous 
materials, regular inspections and monitoring, proper containment systems, and appropriate safety training 
for employees. Helping to minimize the potential risks associated with the project and ensure cleanup 
protocol of potentially contaminated sites while safeguarding the neighboring residential community. 

Policy S-6.3: Site Remediation. Encourage and facilitate the 
adequate and timely cleanup of existing and future 
contaminated sites and the compatibility of future land uses. 

Consistent: Per Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project site contains a small area on APN 
No. 0207-271-94 which contains a concentration of naphthalene in the soil that marginally exceeded the 
industrial Department of Toxic Substance Control screening level. Through implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-2, Soil Management Plan, the contaminated soil would be segregated and transported off-site 
to an appropriate disposal facility in accordance with applicable federal and State regulations. A Soil 
Management Plan was prepared by Avocet Environmental in 2021, the contaminated soil would be removed 
prior to construction commencement of the project.  
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Policy S-6.5: Height Restrictions. Require proposed 
developments within the Ontario Airport Influence Area 
meet the height requirements associated with FAR Part 77 
standards.  
Policy S-6.6: Development Near Airport. New development 
within the Ontario Airport Influence Area shall be consistent 
with the approved Airspace Protection Zones identified in 
the latest version of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. 

Consistent: Building heights for the project would range from 45 feet to 51 feet. Based on the Federal 
Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 criteria, these heights are not anticipated to encroach into FAR Part 77 
airspace and are below the City’s 70-foot height limit (assuming required setbacks) under the pre-982 
Ordinance of the RCMC. Nonetheless, prior to issuance of a building permit or 45 days to commencement of 
construction, the applicant must notify the Federal Aviation Administration regional office using Form 7460-1, 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. The project would comply with all applicable federal, State and 
local requirements including compatibility with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, and FAR Part 77 
requirements. 

Policy S-6.7 Railroad Safety. Minimize potential safety issues 
and land use conflicts when considering development 
adjacent to the railroad right-of-way. 

Consistent: The project site is separated by fencing, landscaping, and/or drive aisles along the southern 
border of the project, therefore creating a barrier between the project site and railroad tracks. 

NOISE CHAPTER 

Goal N-1: Noise. A city with appropriate noise and vibration levels that support a range of places from quiet neighborhoods to active, exciting districts. 

Policy N-1.1: Noise Levels. Require new development to 
meet the noise compatibility standards identified in Table N-
1. 

Consistent: Based on Table N-1, the compatibility standards for an industrial use is 75 CNEL1 for exterior noise 
and 70 CNEL for interior noise. Section 4.13, Noise, shows the results of the four 24-hour (long-term) noise 
measurements that were conducted at boundaries of the project site. The CNEL measurements range from 55 
to 71. Therefore, based on the existing ambient noise, the proposed industrial project would be located on a 
site that is compatible with industrial development under the City’s compatibility standards.  

Policy N-1.2: Noise Barriers, Buffers and Sound Walls. 
Require the use of integrated design-related noise reduction 
measures for both interior and exterior areas prior to the 
use of noise barriers, buffers, or walls to reduce noise levels 
generated by or affected by new development. 

Consistent with implementation of mitigation: As shown in Figure 2-4 of Section 2, Project Description, the 
proposed buildings would be set back from Baker Avenue and 9th Street. The Baker House and the parking lot 
along 9th Street would provide buffers between the buildings and the residences in the areas surrounding the 
project site to the north and west. Along 8th Street, the railroad and existing commercial development would 
provide buffers between the proposed project and the residences south of 8th Street. In addition, as shown in 
Figure 4.13-3 of Section 4.12, Noise, the proposed project includes eight-foot walls along the boundaries of 
the site.  
During construction, the project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which requires a 
Construction Noise Control Plan that specifies noise reduction measures. Although the noise associated with 
nighttime operations would exceed the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the City of Ontario’s exterior noise 
thresholds, which would result in significant impacts, the intent of this policy is met through the project 
design, along with the required mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with this 
policy.  

 
1 The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is an weighted average of noise level over time. 
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General Plan Policy Proposed Project Consistency 

Policy N-1.3: Non-Architectural Noise Attenuation. Non-
architectural noise attenuation measures such as sound 
walls, setbacks, barriers, and berms shall be discouraged in 
pedestrian priority areas (or other urban areas or areas 
where pedestrian access is important). 

Consistent: The project is not within a pedestrian priority area; therefore, the project does not propose the 
usage of non-architectural noise attenuation such as sound walls, setbacks, barriers, and berms in pedestrian 
priority areas.  

Policy N-1.4: New Development Near Major Noise Sources. 
Require development proposing to add people in areas 
where they may be exposed to major noise sources (e.g., 
roadways, rail lines, aircraft, industrial or other non-
transportation noise sources) to conduct a project level 
noise analysis and implement recommended noise reduction 
measures. 

Inconsistent: Section 4.13, Noise, analyzes the project’s construction and operational noise impacts to 
determine if the project would expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards. 
During the construction phase, if uncontrolled, project construction noise would be significant; however, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce construction impacts to less than significant. 
During operation, the project would have operational noise associated with truck loading bay operations such 
as truck movements and loading/unloading. The noise associated with nighttime operations would exceed 
exterior noise thresholds, which is a significant and unavoidable noise impact that cannot be mitigated to a 
level less than significant. Therefore, the project is not consistent with this policy. 

Policy N-1.8: Vibration Impact Assessment. Require new 
development to reduce vibration to 85 VdB or below within 
200 feet of an existing structure. 

Consistent: As described in Section 4.13, Noise, project operational vibration would not exceed vibration 
levels of 85 VdB. The construction vibration noise analysis in Section 4.13, Noise, used 0.12 in/sec peak 
particle velocity (PPV) to measure the project’s construction vibration noise levels. The project would exceed 
the 0.12/sec PPV threshold at the single-family residence 10 feet to the north of the project site and at the 
Baker House. With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2, alternative construction equipment would 
be required near the Baker House to reduce construction related vibration. As such, project construction 
vibration levels would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. 

Source: Rancho Cucamonga 2021 
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Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code Consistency 
The project site is zoned as Neo-Industrial (NI). Uses permitted within the NI district include low-
impact industrial uses, such as warehouses with a FAR of 0.4-0.6. The proposed project involves the 
construction of three warehouse buildings totaling 982,096. As detailed in Section 2, Project 
Description, Building 1 would be approximately 611,574 sf, including 4,000 sf of office space, with a 
maximum height of 51 feet. It would operate as a cross-dock warehouse with 45 dock doors on the 
north side, 49 dock doors on the south side, and 126 trailer parking spaces within the truck 
court/loading area. The truck courts/loading areas for Building 1 would be enclosed and screened 
from public viewing areas by 8-foot-tall solid screen walls. The Building 1 plan includes 10.6 percent 
of the site area dedicated to landscaping. Building 2 would be approximately 107,541 sf, including 
4,000 sf of office space, with a maximum building height of 45 feet. It would contain 12 dock doors 
and 12 trailer parking spaces on the east side, with 10.8 percent of the site area dedicated to 
landscaping. Building 3 consists of 262,981 sf, including 5,000 sf of office space. Building 3 would 
have a maximum building height of 47 feet and contain 28 dock doors and 30 trailer spaces on the 
east side. It would be enclosed with an 8-foot-tall tube steel fence, with 15.7 percent of the site area 
dedicated to landscaping. Additionally, an employment patio or break area would be provided 
outside each building. 

The existing historical building, the Baker House, would be retained, rehabilitated, and reused as a 
City facility to benefit the adjacent residential communities. The building's underlying site area, 
totaling approximately half an acre, would be dedicated to the City in fee and improved with a 
parking area to accommodate visitors, as well as landscaping and hardscape improvements. 

As discussed above, the RCMC identifies development standards and criteria. The NI zoning district 
is subject to the landscaping standards described in RCMC Section 17.56, which requires a minimum 
of 10 percent landscape coverage for parcels within the NI zone, consistent with the conceptual plan 
for the proposed project. Landscaping would be installed in all areas not devoted to buildings, 
parking, traffic, and specific user requirements, with 11.9 percent of the total project site being 
landscaped. 

Section 17.48 of the RCMC identifies regulations related to fencing, walls, and screening. Consistent 
with the RCMC, the project's conceptual plan shields the materials, supplies, equipment, loading 
docks, trucks, and trailers within an enclosed building or an area screened from public view. 

The outdoor lighting standards are defined in RCMC Section 17.58, and the conceptual plan is 
consistent with the requirements specified in this section. The project includes interior and exterior 
lighting for all proposed buildings and around the parking lot to increase nighttime visibility and 
safety. All outdoor lighting would be recessed and/or constructed with full downward shielding to 
reduce light and glare impacts on surrounding properties and public rights-of-way. Additionally, all 
freestanding outdoor lighting would not exceed a height of 25 feet. To ensure visibility and safety 
while also minimizing lighting and glare impacts, minimum illumination levels for each applicable 
lighting category would be applied to the project lighting. 

Parking and loading standards are defined in RCMC Section 17.64. Consistent with the RCMC, the 
project includes visual shielding for the proposed trailer loading/parking spaces and includes bicycle 
rack parking and electric vehicle parking spaces. Specifically, the conceptual plan includes 
275 standard parking spaces, 11 ADA parking spaces, three van-accessible spaces, three electric van-
accessible spaces, two EV standard accessible spaces, 55 standard EV spaces, 13 EV charging spaces, 
along with 168 trailer parking spaces and 18 bicycle spaces. The proposed trailer parking spaces are 
located in a designated area away from the loading bays and paths of travel. All trailer parking areas 
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are screened according to the provisions of RCMC Section 17.48.050, which includes the use of 8-
foot-tall solid screen walls, dock doors, and landscaped screening. 

RCMC Section 17.36.040 provides the minimum setback, building heights, maximum FAR, and 
maximum building footprint standards for industrial districts. Additionally, the NI zoning district is 
subject to the performance standards for hazardous materials, odor, radioactivity or electric 
disturbance, and liquid and solid waste set forth in RCMC Section 17.66.110. The project would 
comply with all applicable development standards identified in the RCMC for the NI zoning district. 
The project would not result in a change or conflict with zoning policy that would potentially have 
significant impacts. Therefore, the impacts associated with zoning policies would be less than 
significant.  

SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
The proposed project involves the development of three warehouses situated in proximity to 
existing commercial and residential developments. To ensure the projects alignment with the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS, a consistency analysis is conducted. 

The overarching goal of the RTP/SCS is to support local jurisdictions and partnerships in creating 
sustainable communities that meet the unique vision and needs of each locality. One of the key 
goals is to focus growth near existing destinations and mobility options. Specifically, Goal 2 is to 
improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods; and Goal 4 is to 
increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the transportation system. The 
project's location, adjacent to established commercial and residential areas, aligns with these two 
goals. By providing warehouse facilities in proximity to existing destinations, the project promotes 
efficient land use and reduces transportation distances for goods and services. 

Another objective is to promote diverse housing choices. Although the project primarily focuses on 
neo-industrial facilities, it indirectly contributes to this goal by providing employment opportunities 
in the vicinity. 

The plan also emphasizes leveraging technological innovations. While not directly related to 
technological advancements, the project would incorporate sustainable design and construction 
practices. The project proposes to integrate energy-efficient features achieving an LEED Certified 
designation and provide 13 electric vehicle charging stations. Aligning with the broader objective of 
leveraging technology for sustainability. 

Furthermore, the project supports the implementation of sustainability policies by adhering to local 
zoning regulations and incorporating specific design requirements. This includes landscaping, 
lighting, and screening provisions to ensure compatibility with the surrounding environment, 
minimize visual impacts, and promote responsible development practices. 

Lastly, the project has the potential to contribute to a green region by implementing sustainable 
design principles. By incorporating green infrastructure features, permeable surfaces, and drip 
irrigation for native landscaping, the project can enhance water efficiency, stormwater 
management, and ecological preservation. 

In conclusion, the proposed project's location, purpose, and adherence to sustainable design 
principles demonstrate its consistency with the goals and implementation strategies outlined in the 
2020-2045 RTP/SCS. The development of light-industrial warehouses near existing commercial and 
residential areas aligns with the vision of sustainable communities, supporting local economic 
growth. 
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Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required.  

4.11.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative development would incrementally modify land use patterns and the general setting of 
the area. There are 10 planned and pending projects in the City of Rancho Cucamonga and Ontario 
within a one-mile radius of the project site. These developments include residential, and mixed-use 
projects (refer to Table 3-1 in Section 3, Environmental Setting). Similar to the project, land use 
regulations and policy consistency impacts associated with other cumulative projects would be 
addressed on a case-by-case basis in order to determine their consistency with applicable plans and 
policies. 

Like the proposed project, these cumulative projects would be infill development compatible with 
the surrounding uses and would generally be consistent with the setting and land use patterns of 
the project site vicinity. The cumulative projects would be required to comply with relevant land use 
policies and regulations through City review, and as applicable, CEQA review. Therefore, cumulative 
land use impacts would be less than significant. Moreover, because the proposed project’s impacts 
related to land use compatibility and consistency with local plans, goals, and policies would be less 
than significant (as discussed above), the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to the less than significant cumulative land use impacts.  
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4.12 Mineral Resources 

This section analyzes impacts related to mineral resources associated with the implementation of 
the proposed project. The proposed project involves the development of three warehouse buildings 
comprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office space and 969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 
982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre property at the southwest corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. 
Associated site improvements include landscaping, five driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer 
parking stalls. The proposed project also involves the retention and rehabilitation of an existing 
historic building along the western border of the project site, known as the Baker House. 

4.12.1 Setting 
The project site had been previously developed with multiple commercial/industrial buildings which 
were demolished between February to April 2022 and is now vacant, with the exception of the 
historic Baker House. The surrounding area includes commercial, industrial, and residential uses. 
The project site topography slopes gently downward at an approximately one percent gradient from 
the northwestern area at approximately 1,165 feet mean sea level (msl) toward the southeastern 
area at approximately 1,130 feet msl. Pursuant to the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) 
of 1975, the California Geological Survey (CGS) classifies mineral resources with the Mineral 
Resource Zones (MRZ) system. The project site has been assigned MRZ-2 classification and is not 
within a sector designated as containing regionally significant aggregate resources (Rancho 
Cucamonga 2021b). The MRZ-2 classification indicates that significant mineral deposits are present 
or there is a high likelihood for their presence, and development should be controlled. 

As discussed in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, the project site was found to contain artificial fills at 
depths of up to eight feet below the ground level and native alluvial soils at least 25 feet below 
ground level. The artificial fill soils generally consist of loose to very dense silty fine to medium sands 
with occasional cobbles and varying amounts of coarse sand and fine to coarse gravel. Native 
alluvium was encountered at the ground surface and beneath the artificial fill soils to at least 25 feet 
below the existing site grades. The near-surface alluvial soils generally consist of medium dense to 
very dense well-graded sands with varying fine to coarse gravel content and occasional to extensive 
cobbles (SCG 2019).  

4.12.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. State Regulations 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
The SMARA of 1975 addresses the need for a continuing supply of mineral resources and is intended 
to prevent or minimize the adverse impacts of surface mining on public health, property, and the 
environment. The Act provides regulations and policy regarding surface mining and reclamation 
operations in California. SMARA requires classification of land into MRZs according to the area’s 
known or inferred mineral potential. The CGS has classified land in California based on the 
availability of mineral resources. Four MRZ designations have been established for classifying sand, 
gravel, and crushed rock resources: 

 MRZ-1: Adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present 
or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 
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 MRZ-2: Adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or there is 
a high likelihood for their presence, and development should be controlled. 

 MRZ-3: The significance of mineral deposits cannot be determined from the available data. 
 MRZ-4: There is insufficient data to assign any other MRZ designation. 

Mineral lands are locally reviewed in an effort to ensure that significant mineral deposits are 
identified and protected. The project site is located outside of the City’s mineral resource sector 
within the Claremont-Upland Production-Consumption (P-C) region and designated as MRZ-2 (CGS 
2007b). 

4.12.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to mineral resources from 
implementation of the project would be significant if it would: 

 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; 

 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. 

b. Methodology 
In determining whether project implementation would result in impacts concerning mineral 
resources, this analysis considers the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G thresholds, as described above. 
The analysis also evaluates the existing regulatory framework and determines its applicability for 
the project. The baseline conditions and impact analyses were based on review of various readily 
available data in public records, including local planning documents. The determination that the 
project would or would not result in substantial adverse effects concerning mineral resources 
considers the relevant policies and regulations established by local and regional agencies and the 
project’s compliance with such policies. 

1. 

2. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Mineral Resources 

 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.12-3 

c. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: 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? 

Threshold 2: 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? 

Impact MIN-1 THE PROJECT SITE AND THE SURROUNDING AREA IS DESIGNATED AS MRZ-2 WHICH IS 
EXPECTED TO CONTAIN SIGNIFICANT MINERAL RESOURCES. IN ADDITION, THE PROJECT SITE IS APPROXIMATELY 
FIVE MILES SOUTHWEST OF A MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE. HOWEVER, DUE TO THE DEVELOPED NATURE 
OF THE PROJECT SITE AND DISTANCE FROM THE CITY’S MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE, THE PROJECT 
WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE LOSS OF A KNOWN MINERAL RESOURCE OR MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE. 
THEREFORE, POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO KNOWN MINERAL RESOURCES ARE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The project site is not within or near an aggregate resource sector designated by the State Mining 
and Geology Board and analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b; CGS 
2007a). The nearest aggregate resource sector, Sector C-6, is located approximately 3.2 miles north 
of the project site. Due to the distance from each of the nearest aggregate resource sectors, the 
project would have no impact on the designated aggregate resource sectors. 

The project site is within an area designated as MRZ-2 which is expected to contain significant 
Portland Cement Concrete resources (CGS 2007b). However, the project site is previously disturbed 
and the surrounding area is urbanized with commercial, industrial uses. No mining activities exist on 
the site or in the surrounding area. One mineral resource recovery site is located within Rancho 
Cucamonga, a mine owned by Hanson Aggregates LLC, which permanently closed in 2012. The mine 
is located west of the Day Creek Channel and north of Banyan Street, approximately five miles 
northeast of the project site. No other mineral recovery sites exist within city limits or the 
surrounding area (DOC 2023). Due to the developed nature of the project site and surrounding area, 
the project is unlikely to impact significant mineral resources. The project would consist of the 
construction of three industrial buildings, rehabilitation of the historic structure, and associated 
landscaping, no mining activities are proposed. Therefore, potential impacts to a known mineral 
resource are less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

4.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 
The project would have no impact on mineral resources. The project site is located within a MRZ-2 
designated area. However, the project site and surrounding area is urbanized and not used for 
mining practices. Mineral resources would not be significantly impacted by the implementation of 
the project. Cumulative development projects would have the potential to impact mineral 
resources. Potential impacts of cumulative projects would be site-specific and would require case-
by-case evaluation at the project level. Each cumulative project would require discretionary 
approval and evaluation under CEQA, which would analyze potential mineral resources impacts. 
Thus, cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative impacts to mineral 
resources. Therefore, the project would not cause a cumulatively considerable impact on mineral 
resources and no mitigation is required.  
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4.13 Noise 

This section analyzes the project’s potential noise impacts. The proposed project involves the 
development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office space and 
969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.96-acre property at the southwest 
corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements include landscaping, five 
driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed project also involves the 
retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the western border of the project 
site, known as the Baker House. The analysis contains a description of the existing noise setting, 
regulatory setting, a discussion of both the temporary noise and vibration impacts related to 
construction activity and long-term impacts associated with project operations, and mitigation 
measures to reduce project noise and vibration impacts. 

4.13.1 Setting  

a. Fundamentals of Noise  
Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being 
detected by the hearing organs (e.g., the human ear). Noise is defined as sound that is loud, 
unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of 
sounds. The effects of noise on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech 
communication, sleep disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (California Department 
of Transportation [Caltrans] 2013). 

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level 
(dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are 
consistent with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 
4,000 Hertz (Hz) and less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hz (Kinsler, et. al. 1999). 
Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to 
the Richter scale used to measure earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise 
source, such as a doubling of traffic volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dBA; similarly, 
dividing the energy in half would result in a decrease of 3 dBA (Crocker 2007). Common outdoor and 
indoor noise sources and their typical corresponding A-weighted noise levels are shown in 
Figure 4.13-1. 

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy. The perception of sound is 
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources do not “sound twice as loud” as 
one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive an increase (or 
decrease) of up to 3 dBA in noise levels (i.e., twice [or half] the sound energy); that a change of 
5 dBA is readily perceptible; and that an increase (or decrease) of 10 dBA sounds twice (or half) as 
loud (Crocker 2007). 

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver. 
The most obvious change is the decrease in sound level as the distance from the source increases. 
The manner by which noise declines with distance depends on factors such as the type of sources 
(e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions. Noise levels 
from a point source (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, ventilation units) typically attenuate, 
or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from a line source (e.g., roadway, 
pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans 2013). The 
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propagation of noise is also affected by the intervening ground, known as ground absorption. A hard 
site, such as a parking lot or smooth body of water, receives no additional ground attenuation and 
the changes in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) result simply from the geometric spreading 
of the source. An additional ground attenuation value of 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance applies to 
a soft site (e.g., soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees) (Caltrans 2013). 

Figure 4.13-1 Examples of Typical Noise Levels 

 

Source: Caltrans 2013 
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Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures. The amount of attenuation provided by 
this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise levels. Natural 
terrain features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features, such as buildings and walls, 
can alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight will provide at least a 
5 dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 
2011). Structures can substantially reduce occupants’ exposure to noise as well. The FHWA’s 
guidelines indicate that modern building construction generally provides an exterior-to-interior 
noise level reduction of 20 to 35 dBA with closed windows. 

Descriptors  
The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs, its 
frequency, and the duration of the noise are also important. In addition, most noise that lasts for 
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors 
have been developed.  

One of the most frequently used noise metrics that considers both duration and intensity is the 
equivalent noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent 
to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of 
time. Typically, Leq is equivalent to a one-hour period, even when measured for shorter durations as 
the noise level of a 10- to 30-minute period would be the same as the hour if the noise source is 
relatively steady. Lmax is the highest Root Mean Squared (RMS) sound pressure level within the 
sampling period, and Lmin is the lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measuring period 
(Crocker 2007). Normal conversational levels at three feet are in the 60- to 65-dBA Leq range and 
ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit 
Administration [FTA] 2018). 

Noise that occurs at night tends to be more disturbing than that which occurs during the day. 
Community noise is usually measured using Day-Night Average Level (Ldn or DNL), which is a 24-hour 
average noise level with a +10 dBA penalty for noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m.) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is the 24-hour average noise 
level with a +5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and a +10 dBA penalty 
for noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (Caltrans 2013). Noise levels described by DNL and 
CNEL usually differ by about 0.5 dBA. Quiet suburban areas typically have a CNEL in the range of 40 
to 50 dBA, while areas near arterial streets are typically in the 50 to 70+ CNEL range. 

b. Overview of Groundborne Vibration 
Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that 
move from a source through the ground to adjacent structures. The number of cycles per second of 
oscillation makes up the vibration frequency, described in terms of Hertz. The frequency of a 
vibrating object describes how rapidly it oscillates. The normal frequency range of most 
groundborne vibration that can be felt by the human body is from a low of less than 1 Hertz up to a 
high of about 200 Hertz (Crocker 2007). Typically, groundborne vibration generated by human 
activities attenuates rapidly with distance from the source of the vibration. 

While people have varying sensitivities to vibrations at different frequencies, in general they are 
most sensitive to low-frequency vibration. Vibration in buildings, such as from nearby construction 
activities, may cause windows, items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Vibration of building 
components can also take the form of an audible low-frequency rumbling noise, referred to as 
groundborne noise. Groundborne noise is usually only a problem when the originating vibration 
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spectrum is dominated by frequencies in the upper end of the range (60 to 200 Hertz), or when 
foundations or utilities, such as sewer and water pipes, physically connect the structure and the 
vibration source (FTA 2018).  

Vibration energy spreads out as it travels through the ground, causing the vibration level to diminish 
with distance away from the source. High-frequency vibrations diminish much more rapidly than 
low frequencies, so low frequencies tend to dominate the spectrum at large distances from the 
source. Discontinuities in the soil strata can also cause diffractions or channeling effects that affect 
the propagation of vibration over long distances (Caltrans 2020). When a building is impacted by 
vibration, a ground-to-foundation coupling loss will usually reduce the overall vibration level.  

Vibration amplitudes are usually described in terms of either the peak particle velocity (PPV) or the 
root mean square (RMS) velocity. PPV, measured in inches per second, is the maximum instantaneous 
peak of the vibration signal, and RMS is the square root of the average of the squared amplitude of the 
signal. PPV is more appropriate for evaluating potential building damage, and RMS (measured in VdB) 
is typically more suitable for evaluating human response (Caltrans 2020) 

c. Sensitive Receptors 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated 
with those uses. According to the Rancho Cucamonga PlanRC 2040 Noise Element, residential areas, 
hospitals, convalescent homes, churches, libraries, schools, and childcare facilities are considered 
noise-sensitive uses (City of Rancho Cucamonga 2021).  

Vibration-sensitive receptors, which are similar to noise-sensitive receptors, include residences and 
institutional uses, such as hospitals, schools, and churches. However, vibration-sensitive receptors 
also include buildings where vibrations may interfere with vibration-sensitive equipment (e.g., 
recording studiios or medical facilities with sensitive equipment). Other uses that may have 
particular sensitivity to groundborne vibration include historic sites and structures.  

Residential uses comprise most of the sensitive receptors in the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the 
City of Ontario. Other sensitive receptors in the City of Rancho Cucamonga consist of Los Amigos 
Elementary School approximately 375 feet northwest of the project site boundary, Los Amigos Park 
approximately 400 feet north of the project site boundary and San Antonio Christian School 
approximately 270 feet south of the project site boundary in the City of Ontario. Vibration-sensitive 
receptors include the residences adjacent to the project site. In addition, the Baker House is an 
historic resource located within the project area and is assumed to be more sensitive to 
groundborne vibration levels than typical residential buildings. Refer to Chapter 4.5, Cultural 
Resources, for further discussion of the Baker House.  

d. Existing Conditions 

Noise and Vibration Sources 
Mobile sources of noise, especially cars and trucks, are the most common and significant sources of 
noise in the project area. In addition, the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) rail line is adjacent to 
the southern project boundary. This rail line serves both BNSF freight trains and the San Bernardino 
Metrolink service into Los Angeles. Other sources of noise are the light industrial uses in the project 
vicinity. The Ontario International Airport is located approximately 2.3 miles to the south of the 
project, and the project is outside of the 65 dBA CNEL noise contour (City of Rancho Cucamonga 
2021). As a result, the airport is not considered a substantial existing noise source. 
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Ambient Noise Measurements 
To quantify existing ambient noise levels in the project area, Rincon Consultants conducted four 
short-term noise measurements on August 15, 2023 and four long-term noise measurements 
between August 15 and August 16, 2023 (see Appendix J). The noise measurement sites were 
representative of typical existing noise exposure within and immediately adjacent to the project 
site. The short-term measurements were 15-minute measurements and were taken between 
8:45 a.m. and 9:57 a.m. at nearby sensitive receptor locations and along major roadways in the 
project vicinity. The long-term measurements were taken over a 24-hour period and are considered 
representative of the noise level fluctuations throughout the day. 

The sound level meter used for noise monitoring (Extech 407780A) satisfies the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) standard for Type 2 instrumentation. The sound level meter was set to 
“slow” response and “A” weighting (dBA). The meter was calibrated before and after the monitoring 
period. The measurement was at least five feet above the ground and away from reflective surfaces, 
and the sound level meter was equipped with a windscreen during measurements.  

The ambient noise measurement results and primary noise sources at each location are shown in 
Table 4.13-1 through Table 4.13-5. The approximate noise measurement locations are shown in 
Figure 4.13-2, Approximate Noise Monitoring Locations.  

Table 4.13-1 Short-Term (ST) Noise Level Measurement Results 

Measurement 
Location Measurement Location 

Sample 
Times 

Approximate Distance to Primary 
Noise Source or Project Site 

Leq 
(dBA) 

Lmin 
(dBA) 

Lmax 
(dBA) 

ST 1 Approximately 50 feet 
south of the intersection 
of Baker Avenue and 
Main Street 

8:45 am – 
9:00 am 

Approximately 10 feet from Baker 
Avenue traffic 

70 44 93 

ST 2 Approximately 60 feet 
north of the railroad 
tracks on Vineyard 
Avenue 

9:22 am – 
9:37 am 

Approximately 10 feet from 
Vineyard Avenue traffic 

68 65 82 

ST 3 Approximately 75 feet 
east of the intersection 
of 8th Street and North 
Orange Avenue 

9:02 am – 
9:17 am 

Approximately 10 feet from 8th 
Street traffic 

68 43 81 

ST-4 Approximately 15 feet 
east of the 9th Street 
entrance to Woodside 
Townhomes 

9:42 am – 
9:57 am 

Approximately 10 feet from 9th 
Street traffic 

60 44 72 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; Lmin = minimum noise level, Lmax = maximum noise level 
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Table 4.13-2 Long-Term (LT-1) Noise Measurement Results 
Sample Time dBA Leq Sample Time dBA Leq 

LT1 – 24-hour Measurement – August 15-16, 2023 

8:40 a.m. 65 8:40 p.m. 63 

9:40 a.m. 65 9:40 p.m. 61 

10:40 a.m. 66 10:40 p.m. 57 

11:40 a.m. 65 11:40 p.m. 47 

12:40 p.m. 67 12:40 a.m. 46 

1:40 p.m. 64 1:40 a.m. 45 

2:40 p.m. 66 2:40 a.m. 49 

3:40 p.m. 61 3:40 a.m. 54 

4:40 p.m. 64 4:40 a.m. 58 

5:40 p.m. 65 5:40 a.m. 73 

6:40 p.m. 68 6:40 a.m. 66 

7:40 p.m. 63 7:40 a.m. 64 

24-hour Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 71 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; CNEL = community equivalent noise level 

See Figure 4.13-2 for Approximate Noise Measurement Locations; see Appendix J for full measurement details. 

Table 4.13-3 Long-Term (LT-2) Noise Measurement Results 
Sample Time dBA Leq Sample Time dBA Leq 

LT-2 – 24-hour Measurement – August 15-16, 2023 

10:59 a.m. 52 10:59 p.m. 42 

11:59 a.m. 43 11:59 p.m. 41 

12:59 p.m. 48 12:59 a.m. 40 

1:59 p.m. 61 1:59 a.m. 50 

2:59 p.m. 58 2:59 a.m. 44 

3:59 p.m. 51 3:59 a.m. 46 

4:59 p.m. 50 4:59 a.m. 47 

5:59 p.m. 46 5:59 a.m. 48 

6:59 p.m. 56 6:59 a.m. 52 

7:59 p.m. 43 7:59 a.m. 54 

8:59 p.m. 43 8:59 a.m. 53 

9:59 p.m. 42 9:59 a.m. 51 

24-hour Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 55 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; CNEL = community equivalent noise level 

See Figure 4.13-3 for Approximate Noise Measurement Locations; see Appendix J for full measurement details. 
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Table 4.13-4 Long-Term (LT-3) Noise Measurement Results 
Sample Time dBA Leq Sample Time dBA Leq 

LT3 – 24-hour Measurement – August 15-16, 2023 

8:26 a.m. 54 8:26 p.m. 59 

9:26 a.m. 54 9:26 p.m. 59 

10:26 a.m. 56 10:26 p.m. 58 

11:26 a.m. 56 11:26 p.m. 56 

12:26 p.m. 54 12:26 a.m. 53 

1:26 p.m. 55 1:26 a.m. 49 

2:26 p.m. 56 2:26 a.m. 50 

3:26 p.m. 57 3:26 a.m. 52 

4:26 p.m. 59 4:26 a.m. 54 

5:26 p.m. 61 5:26 a.m. 56 

6:26 p.m. 58 6:26 a.m. 56 

7:26 p.m. 59 7:26 a.m. 57 

24-hour Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 62 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; CNEL = community equivalent noise level 

See Figure 4.13-2 for Approximate Noise Measurement Locations; see Appendix J for full measurement details. 

Table 4.13-5 Long-Term (LT-4) Noise Measurement Results 
Sample Time dBA Leq Sample Time dBA Leq 

LT4 – 24-hour Measurement – August 15-16, 2023 

8:17 a.m. 67 8:17 p.m. 55 

9:17 a.m. 71 9:17 p.m. 59 

10:17 a.m. 65 10:17 p.m. 56 

11:17 a.m. 64 11:17 p.m. 49 

12:17 p.m. 65 12:17 a.m. 45 

1:17 p.m. 70 1:17 a.m. 44 

2:17 p.m. 66 2:17 a.m. 45 

3:17 p.m. 67 3:17 a.m. 48 

4:17 p.m. 66 4:17 a.m. 47 

5:17 p.m. 68 5:17 a.m. 65 

6:17 p.m. 61 6:17 a.m. 59 

7:17 p.m. 52 7:17 a.m. 68 

24-hour Noise Level (dBA CNEL) 67 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent noise level; CNEL = community equivalent noise level 

See Figure 4.13-2 for Approximate Noise Measurement Locations; see Appendix J for full measurement details. 
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Figure 4.13-2 Approximate Noise Monitoring Locations 
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4.13.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal 

Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
The federal government regulates occupational noise exposure common in the workplace through 
the Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA) under the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. Noise limitations would apply to the operation of construction equipment and could also 
apply to any proposed industrial land uses. Noise exposure of this type is dependent on work 
conditions and is addressed through a facility’s Health and Safety Plan, as required under OSHA, and 
is not addressed further in this analysis.  

b. State 

California Government Code 
California Government Code Section 65302(f) mandates that the legislative body of each county and 
city adopt a noise element as part of its comprehensive general plan. The local noise element must 
recognize the land use compatibility guidelines established by the State Department of Health 
Services. The guidelines provide suggested noise and land use compatibility standards in terms of 
“normally acceptable,” “conditionally acceptable,” “normally unacceptable,” and “clearly 
unacceptable” noise levels for various land use types. 

c. Local  

City of Rancho Cucamonga PlanRC 2040 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga PlanRC 2040 is a roadmap that encompasses the values and 
aspirations of the community. The Noise Chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga GP specifies outdoor 
noise level limits for land uses impacted by transportation noise sources. The City requires that new 
developments be designed to meet these standards. Noise compatibility can be achieved by 
avoiding the location of conflicting land uses adjacent to one another, incorporating buffers and 
noise control techniques including setbacks, landscaping, building transitions, site design, and 
building construction techniques. Selection of the appropriate noise control technique would vary 
depending on the level of noise that needs to be reduced as well as the location and intended land 
use. 

The following goals and policies from the Noise Chapter are relevant to the proposed project. 

Goal N-1 Noise. A city with appropriate noise and vibration levels that support a range of places 
from quiet neighborhoods to active, exciting districts. 

Policy N-1.2. Noise Barriers, Buffers and Sound Walls. Require the use of integrated design-
related noise reduction measures for both interior and exterior areas prior to the use of 
noise barriers, buffers, or walls to reduce noise levels generated by or affected by new 
development. 

Policy N-1.4. New Development Near Major Noise Sources. Require development proposing 
to add people in areas where they may be exposed to major noise sources (e.g., roadways, 
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rail lines, aircraft, industrial or other non-transportation noise sources) to conduct a project 
level noise analysis and implement recommended noise reduction measures. 

Policy N-1.8. Vibration Impact Assessment. Require new development to reduce vibration 
to 85 VdB or below within 200 feet of an existing structure. 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code 
Chapter 17.66 of the Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code (RCMC) sets forth hours of operation for 
certain activities and sets noise standards to control unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise in 
the city. Section 17.66.050 of the RCMC sets limits on allowable exterior noise levels. Table 4.13-6 
contains the noise standards at receiving residential uses. These noise standards also apply to 
schools, churches, libraries, and health care institutions when located in a residential zone.  

Table 4.13-6 Residential Noise Limits – Exterior and Interior Noise 

Location of Measurement 10:00 PM-7:00 a.m. 7:00 AM – 10:00 p.m. 

Exterior 60 dBA 65 dBA 

Interior 45 dBA 50 dBA 

The following corrections are applied to each noise level standards based on noise duration per hour: 

 Basic noise level for a cumulative period of not more than 15 minutes in any one hour [L25]; or

 Basic noise level plus five dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 10 minutes in any one hour [L17]; or

 Basic noise level plus 14 dBA for a cumulative period of not more than 5 minutes in any one hour [L8]; or

 Basic noise level plus 15 dBA at any time [Lmax].

Source: RCMC Section 17.66.050. 

The City has also adopted noise standards applicable to industrial areas in Section 17.66.110 of the 
RCMC. The standards limit noise from industrial uses to 65 dBA at residential pro0perty lines.  

Construction Noise Standards 

Section 17.66.050(D), Special Exclusions, of the RCMC excludes construction noise from the 
provisions of the RCMC. Noise sources associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading 
of any real property or during authorized seismic surveys, are exempt provided: 

a) When adjacent to a residential land use, school, church or similar type of use, the noise
generating activity does not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a national holiday, and provided
noise levels created do not exceed the noise standard of 65 dBA when measured at the adjacent
property line.

b) When adjacent to a commercial or industrial use, the noise generating activity does not take
place between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. on weekdays, including Saturday and
Sunday, and provided noise levels created do not exceed the noise standards of 70 dBA when
measured at the adjacent property line.
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City of Ontario Municipal Code 
Chapter 29, Section 5-29.04 of the City of Ontario Municipal Code (Ontario 2023) sets forth hours of 
operation for certain activities and sets limits on allowable exterior noise levels for residential uses 
and schools located in Residential Zones. Table 4.13-7 contains the noise standards at receiving 
residential uses. When the measured ambient exceeds the standards in Table 4.13-7, the measured 
ambient is the noise standard. The Ontario Municipal Code does not include construction noise level 
limits. 

Table 4.13-7 Residential Noise Limits – Exterior Noise Standards 

Location of Measurement 10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m. 7:00 AM – 10:00 PM 

Single-Family Residential 45 dBA 65 dBA 

a) The noise standard for the applicable zone for any fifteen-minute (15) period; and 

b) A maximum instantaneous (single instance) noise level equal to the value of the noise standard plus twenty (20) dBA for any period 
of time (measured using A-weighted slow response). 

c) If the ambient noise level exceeds the resulting standard, the ambient noise level shall be the standard. 

Source: City of Ontario Municipal Code Section 5-29.04. 

4.13.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds  
The following significance criteria for noise were derived from the Environmental Checklist in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. An impact of the project would be considered significant and 
would require mitigation if it would meet one of the following criteria: 

 Generate 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; 

 Generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; and 
 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, 
expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. 

Construction Noise Thresholds  

As described above, the RCMC provides noise standards for different land use types. Noise is 
exempt where, when adjacent to a residential land use, school, church or similar type of use, the 
noise generating activity does not take place between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on 
weekdays, including Saturday, or at any time on Sunday or a national holiday, and provided noise 
levels do not exceed the noise standard of 65 dBA when measured at the adjacent property line. 
Additionally, the City of Ontario does not have specific noise level criteria for assessing construction 
impacts. Therefore, the City of Rancho Cucamonga's noise standards have been conservatively 
applied. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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Operational Stationary Source Noise Thresholds 

Shown in Table 4.13-6, the City of Rancho Cucamonga has adopted exterior noise standards in the 
RCMC regulating operational stationary noise sources in the city. The proposed project would result 
in a significant impact if noise from project stationary operational noise sources exceeds 60 dBA at a 
residential property line during nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. or 65 dBA during 
daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. In addition, shown in Table 4.13-7, the City of 
Ontario has adopted exterior noise standards in the City of Ontario Municipal Code regulating 
operational stationary noise sources in Ontario. The proposed project would result in a significant 
impact if noise from project stationary operational noise sources exceeds the measured ambient 
noise level of 49 dBA at a residential property line during nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. or 65 dBA during daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 

Operational Off-Site Traffic Noise Thresholds 

A project would normally have a significant effect on the environment related to traffic noise if it 
would substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas. The following thresholds 
of significance similar to those recommended by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) are used 
to assess traffic noise impacts at sensitive receptor locations. A significant impact would occur if 
traffic noise increases the existing noise environment by the following: 

 Greater than 1.5 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of 65 dBA CNEL and higher.
 Greater than 3 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of 60 to 64 CNEL.
 Greater than 5 dBA CNEL for ambient noise environments of less than 60 dBA CNEL.

Groundborne Vibration Thresholds 

The City has not adopted quantified limits to assess vibration impacts during construction and 
operation. Therefore, the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) is used 
to evaluate potential construction vibration impacts. Construction vibration impacts would be 
significant if vibration levels exceed the FTA criteria shown in Table 4.13-8. For example, impacts 
would be significant if vibration levels exceed 0.2 in/sec PPV for residential structures and 0.3 in/sec 
PPV for commercial structures, which is the limit where minor cosmetic (i.e., non-structural) 
damage may occur to these buildings. Construction vibration impacts would also be significant if 
vibration levels exceed 0.12 in/sec PPV for extremely fragile historic buildings, such as the Baker 
House described below. In addition, project operational vibration would be significant if it exceeds 
85 VdB at existing structures. 

Table 4.13-8 Criteria for Vibration Damage Potential 
Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity 

Source: FTA 2018 
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b. Methodology 
The following describes the methodology, including models, used to evaluate the significance of 
potential noise and vibration impacts related to the proposed project.  

Construction Noise 

Construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) 
(FHWA 2006). RCNM predicts construction noise levels for a variety of construction operations 
based on empirical data and the application of acoustical propagation formulas. Using RCNM, 
construction noise levels were estimated at noise sensitive receptors near the project site. RCNM 
provides reference noise levels for standard construction equipment, with an attenuation of 6 dBA 
per doubling of distance for stationary equipment.  

Variation in power imposes additional complexity in characterizing the noise source level from 
construction equipment. Power variation is accounted for by describing the noise at a reference 
distance from the equipment operating at full power and adjusting it based on the duty cycle of the 
activity to determine the Leq of the operation (FTA 2018). Each phase of construction has a specific 
equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during that phase. Each phase also has 
its own noise characteristics; some will have higher continuous noise levels than others, and some 
have high-impact noise levels. Construction noise would typically be higher during the heavier 
periods of initial construction (i.e., grading) and would be lower during the later construction 
phases. Construction equipment would not all operate at the same time or location. In addition, 
construction equipment would not be in constant use during the 8-hour operating day.  

Over the course of a typical construction day, construction equipment could be located adjacent to 
the nearest residential uses but would typically be located at an average distance further away due 
to the nature of construction where equipment is mobile throughout the site during the day. 
Construction activity would result in temporary noise in the project area, exposing surrounding 
sensitive receptors to increased noise levels. The project would involve site preparation, grading, 
building construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction equipment is typically 
dispersed in various areas of the site, with only a limited amount of equipment operating near a 
given location at a particular time. The FTA 2018 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
document recommends evaluating construction noise impacts from the center of the construction 
site, stating that the distance variable in its recommended construction noise calculation “assumes 
that all equipment operates at the center of the project.” Therefore, it is common, industry-
standard practice to analyze average construction noise from the center of the site because this is 
the approximate center of where noise would be generated as equipment moves around the site 
throughout the workday. In accordance with FTA recommendations, construction noise was 
measured from the approximate center of each phase.  

For site preparation, grading, building construction and architectural coating, from the center of the 
western portion of the project site, the nearest noise-sensitive receptors include single-family 
residences located approximately 380 feet north on 9th Street and 425 feet west on Baker Street. 
From the center of the eastern portion of the project site, the nearest noise-sensitive receptors 
include a single-family residence on 8th Street located approximately 655 feet to the south. For 
paving, from the center of the proposed eastern parking lot for Building 3, the nearest noise-
sensitive receptors include single-family residences located approximately 400 feet north on 9th 
Street and 590 feet west on Baker Street. From the center of the proposed eastern truck court of 
Building 2, the nearest noise-sensitive receptors include a single-family residence on 8th Street 
located approximately 510 feet to the south. Therefore, construction noise was modeled at these 
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distances. Attenuation from intervening structures or topography was conservatively not included in 
the calculations. Equipment modeled for each phase of construction was based on the CalEEMod air 
quality model default assumptions for this type of project and size, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality. 

Operational Stationary Noise 

Stationary operational noise is evaluated with the SoundPLAN acoustic ray tracing noise 
propagation model using input parameters from project information and sound reference levels 
from truck loading dock operations, and truck and automobile movements across the project site. 
SoundPLAN uses industry-accepted propagation algorithms based on International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) standards for outdoor sound propagation. The modeling calculations account 
for classical sound wave divergence (spherical spreading loss with adjustments for source directivity 
from point sources) plus attenuation factors due to air absorption, ground effects, and shielding. 
Additionally, SoundPLAN provides for other correction factors, including level increases due to 
reflections, source directivity, and source tonality. Reference noise levels of truck loading dock 
operational noise from the SoundPLAN library were used to evaluate potential impacts from loading 
dock noise at nearby sensitive receptors. Major noise sources from loading and unloading include 
airbrake discharge, king-pin coupling, back-up warning ‘beep’ tone, and drive-off. In addition, truck 
and automobile movements were modeled in SoundPLAN around the project perimeter where 
automobiles and trucks would drive and park. The proposed 8-foot-tall solid screen walls and the 
commercial buildings to the north and south of the project site were included in the modeling. 
Project operation, including the loading area, was modeled as 24 hours a day. SoundPLAN modeling 
worksheets are included in Appendix J. 

Operational Off-Site Traffic Noise 

The project would generate motor vehicle trips, thereby increasing off-site traffic on area roadways. 
The project’s traffic noise impacts are analyzed based on data provided by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & 
Peers 2024). Increases in traffic noise are estimated using a version of the FHWA RD-77-108 traffic 
noise prediction model. Inputs to the model are average daily traffic (ADT) volumes and the FHWA 
model predicts noise levels through a series of adjustments to a reference sound level. These 
adjustments account for distances from the roadway, roadway vehicle volumes, vehicle speeds, 
car/truck mix, and number of lanes. Traffic noise modeling inputs and outputs are included in 
Appendix J.  

Groundborne Vibration 

The greatest vibratory source during construction would be a vibratory roller. Neither blasting nor 
pile driving would be required for construction of the proposed project. Table 4.13-9 shows typical 
vibration levels for various pieces of construction equipment.  

Table 4.13-9 Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 
Equipment PPV (in/sec) at 25 Feet PPV (in/sec) at 37 feet 

Vibratory Roller 0.21 0.117 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.049 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.042 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.002 
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Equipment PPV (in/sec) at 25 Feet PPV (in/sec) at 37 feet 

Static Roller 0.05 0.028 

Sources: FTA 2018 

Vibration levels from construction activities are based on information and recommend procedures 
contained in the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018).  

c. Project Impacts  

Threshold 1: 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? 

Impact NOI-1 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD RESULT IN 
ADVERSE NOISE IMPACTS; HOWEVER, WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-1, 
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. PROJECT OPERATIONAL NOISE IMPACTS WOULD 
EXCEED THE NIGHTTIME NOISE THRESHOLD OF 60 DBA AT RESIDENCES IN THE CITY OF RANCHO 
CUCAMONGA, AND THE MEASURED AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL OF 49 DBA LEQ AT RESIDENCES IN THE CITY OF 
ONTARIO. THERE ARE NO FEASIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES TO REDUCE THIS IMPACT; THEREFORE, OPERATIONAL 
NOISE IMPACTS WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE. 

The project-specific noise analysis focuses on the construction and operational impacts to 
determine if the project would expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established 
standards or cause a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity. 

Construction 
Project construction activities are anticipated to occur over the course of 11 months, from the 
beginning of January 2025 through the end of November 2025. Construction noise would be 
generated during the site preparation, grading, building construction, paving and architectural 
coating phases of construction. Distances and equipment assumed are discussed under Section 
4.13.3b, Methodology, of this analysis. For site preparation, grading, building construction and 
architectural coating, from the center of the western portion of the project site, the nearest noise-
sensitive receptors include single-family residences located approximately 380 feet north on 9th 
Street and 425 feet west on Baker Street. From the center of the eastern portion of the project site, 
the nearest noise-sensitive receptors include a single-family residence on 8th Street located 
approximately 655 feet to the south. For paving, from the center of the proposed eastern parking 
lot for Building 3, the nearest noise-sensitive receptors include single-family residences located 
approximately 400 feet north on 9th Street and 590 feet west on Baker Street. From the center of 
the proposed eastern truck court of Building 2, the nearest noise-sensitive receptors include a 
single-family residence on 8th Street located approximately 510 feet to the south. Table 4.13-10 
identifies the estimated noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors from the center of the phase 
based on the conservatively assumed combined use of all construction equipment during each 
phase of construction. 

As shown in Table 4.13-10 construction noise levels would be up to 68 dBA Leq at nearby residences 
during the grading phase. Therefore, construction noise levels could exceed the 65 dBA Leq 
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threshold for residential receptors. The 65 dBA Leq threshold for schools would not be exceeded. 
Additionally, RCMC prohibits construction activities between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
on weekdays and Saturdays, and any time on Sunday or national holidays. If uncontrolled, project 
construction noise would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 includes 
construction noise reduction measures that would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Operation 

Operational Stationary Noise 

The proposed project would have operational noise associated with truck loading bay operations, 
such as truck movements and loading/unloading. The loading docks would be shielded by the 
proposed eight-foot-high screening walls. Figure 4.13-3 shows the projected noise exposure from 
project on-site operation in the vicinity of the project. Assuming 24-hour operation, operational 
noise levels would be up to 60.2 dBA Leq at the first row of multi-family residences across 9th Street 
as measured from the proposed project driveway in the City of Rancho Cucamonga where 
operational stationary noises will occur (i.e. on-site truck and automobile movements). Operational 
noise levels would be up to 44.7 dBA Leq at the first row of single-family residences across Baker 
Avenue. Additionally, as described in Section 2, Project Description, the proposed truck access on 
Baker Avenue, via two proposed driveways, has been removed from the project design to prevent 
project-related trucks from creating significant noise impacts along Baker Avenue. Therefore, 
project operational noise levels could exceed the City of Rancho Cucamonga nighttime noise 
threshold of 60 dBA at residences in Rancho Cucamonga across 9th Street. It is not feasible to shield 
all on-site noise resulting from truck movements as a sound wall cannot be placed across the 
proposed driveway location on 9th Street. Project operational noise levels at all other receptors 
would be less than the City of Rancho Cucamonga threshold of 60 dBA. The Los Amigos Elementary 
School is located at a farther distance than any receptor and noise levels would be less during the 
daytime noise standard of 65 dBA. In the City of Ontario, along the southern portion of the site, 
operational noise levels would be up to 58 dBA Leq at the first row of single-family residences to the 
south across 8th Street , which would exceed the threshold of 49 dBA Leq (measured ambient). For 
the potentially significant impacts in the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the City of Ontario, the 
following mitigation measures were considered to reduce operational noise that would be 
generated under the proposed project: 

 Project Driveway Access Restriction - All future tenants shall prohibit truck access to driveways
along East 9th Street during the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. During those hours, site
access shall be limited to Vineyard Avenue only.
Although this restricted access would be sufficient to avoid exceeding the nighttime exterior
noise threshold in the City of Ontario, restricting access to daytime hours only would not be
feasible from the developer’s operational perspective, and therefore, would not meet the
project’s objectives.

 Hours Restriction – A restriction of truck access to the southern on-site driveways and southern
facing loading docks during the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. was considered for all future
tenants. During those hours, site access would be limited to on-site roads and loading docks
north of the southern portion of the project site only, to reduce noise levels to a less than
significant level at the residential sensitive receptors in the City of Ontario across 8th Street
during nighttime hours.
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Although this restricted access would be sufficient to avoid exceeding the nighttime exterior 
noise threshold in the City of Ontario, restricting access to daytime hours only would not be 
feasible from the developer’s operational perspective, and therefore, would not meet the 
project’s objectives. 

 12-Foot Sound Barrier Walls – As shown in Figure 4.13-3, the eight-foot walls along the
southern portion of the site would contribute to reducing the potential noise impacts. Based on
the noise modeling conducted for this analysis, installation of a 12-foot sound wall along the
southern property line would be necessary to avoid exceeding the nighttime exterior noise
threshold in the City of Ontario; however, RCMC Section 17.48.050 sets the standard for a
maximum height of eight-foot walls in industrial zoning districts. Therefore, a 12-foot wall would
not comply with the applicable standard and would not be a feasible mitigation measure.

Since neither of these mitigation measures would be feasible, the operational noise increase from 
the proposed project would exceed the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the City of Ontario’s 
threshold, which would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  

Operational Off-Site Traffic Noise 

Table 4.13-11 summarizes the estimated project and cumulative off-site traffic noise increases 
based on ADT traffic volume provided by Fehr & Peers (Fehr & Peers 2024). As shown in 
Table 4.13-11, the maximum increase in traffic noise from the project would be 0.2 dBA CNEL along 
9th Street, between Baker Avenue and Vineyard Avenue, and along Baker Avenue between 9th 
Street and 8th Street. This would not exceed the most stringent threshold of 1.5 dBA CNEL. 
Therefore, traffic noise increases from the proposed project would be less than significant.  
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Table 4.13-10 Estimated Noise Levels by Construction Phase at Sensitive Receptors 
Leq dBA 

Construction Activity 
Phase 

RCNM Reference 
Noise Level 

Single Family 
Residential on Baker 

Avenue7 

Single Family Residential on 
9th Street (Adjacent to 

Northern Project Boundary) 7 
Los Amigos 

Elementary School 7 

Single Family Residential on 
8th Street and San Antonio 

Christian School8 

Distance in feet 50 4251 3802 8502 6553 

Site Preparation 84 65 66 59 62 

Grading 86 67 68 61 64 

Building Construction 79 60 61 54 57 

Architectural Coating 74 55 56 49 52 

Distance in feet 50 5904 4004 4506 5105 

Paving 80 59 62 61 60 

Note: Calculations performed with the FHWA’s RCNM software are included in Appendix J. Noise levels rounded to the nearest whole number. 
1 Distance from the center of the western portion of the site. 
2 Distance from the center of the western portion of the site. 
3 Distance from the center of the eastern portion of the site. 
4 Distance from the center of eastern parking lot for proposed Building 3 
5 Distance from the center of eastern parking lot for Proposed Building 2 
6 Distance from center of parking lot in northwest corner of project site. 
7 Located in Rancho Cucamonga city limits. 
8 Located in Ontario city limits. 
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Figure 4.13-3 Project Operational Noise Contours 

N 

Source: ESRI, 2023; HPA Architecture, 2022. 
Legend: ~ Receptor 8-foot Sound Wall 

Feet A 
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Table 4.13-11 Traffic Noise Increases Along Roadway Segments 

Roadway Segment 

Traffic Volumes 
(ADT) 

Traffic Noise Level at 50 Feet 
(dBA CNEL) 

Traffic Volumes 
(ADT) 

Traffic Noise Level at 50 Feet 
(dBA CNEL) Project Noise 

Increase 
(dBA CNEL) 

Cumulative 
Increase 

(dBA CNEL) 

Project 
Cumulative 

Contribution 
(dBA CNEL) Existing (2023) 

Existing + 
Project Existing (2023) 

Existing 
+Project Future (2040) 

Future (2040) + 
Project Future (2040) 

Future (2040) + 
Project 

Baker Avenue between Arrow Hwy and 9th Street 4,760 4,880 62.0 62.1 5,190 5,310 62.3 62.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 

Baker Avenue between 9th Street and 8th Street 5,990 6,230 63.2 63.4 6,790 7,030 63.8 63.9 0.2 0.7 0.1 

Arrow Route between Baker Avenue and Vineyard Avenue 18,930 18,960 70.6 70.6 23,730 23,760 71.6 71.6 0.0 1.0 0.0 

9th Street between Baker Avenue and Vineyard Avenue 4,370 4,610 63.6 63.8 5,485 5,725 64.6 64.7 0.2 1.2 0.1 

8th Street between Baker Avenue and Vineyard Avenue 6,620 6,740 66.1 66.2 10,025 10,145 68.0 68.1 0.1 2.0 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and Arrow Route 24,420 24,680 72.1 72.1 29,600 29,860 72.9 73.0 0.0 0.9 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between Arrow Route and 9th Street 23,580 23,990 72.6 72.6 27,490 27,900 73.2 73.3 0.1 0.7 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between 9th Street and 8th Street 24,990 25,790 73.5 73.6 29,020 29,820 74.1 74.2 0.1 0.8 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between 8th Street and 6th Street 24,510 25,200 74.6 74.7 28,410 29,100 75.2 75.3 0.1 0.7 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between 6th Street and 4th Street 27,030 27,710 75.0 75.1 30,190 30,870 75.5 75.6 0.1 0.6 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between 4th Street and Jay Street 31,130 31,740 75.7 75.8 38,450 39,060 76.7 76.7 0.1 1.0 0.0 

Vineyard Avenue between Jay Street and Inland Empire Boulevard 32,350 32,960 75.6 75.7 40,230 40,840 76.5 76.6 0.1 1.0 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between Inland Empire Boulevard and I-10 WB Ramps 34,480 35,090 74.8 74.9 42,910 43,520 76.0 76.1 0.1 1.2 0.1 

Vineyard Avenue between I-10 WB Ramps and I-10 EB Ramps 17,050 17,400 70.7 70.8 25,370 25,720 72.8 72.8 0.1 2.1 0.0 

ADT = average daily trips  

EB = Eastbound 

WB = Westbound  

Source: Traffic data provided by Fehr & Peers 2024. Traffic Noise Modeling inputs and outputs located in Appendix J. 
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Mitigation Measures NOI-1 Construction Noise Reduction Measures 

The construction contractor shall prepare and submit a Construction Noise Control Plan to the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga building department for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading 
permit. The Construction Noise Control Plan shall specify the noise reduction measures to be 
implemented during project construction to ensure noise levels do not exceed 65 dBA Leq at nearby 
residences. The measures specified in the Construction Noise Control Plan shall be included on the 
building and grading plans and shall be implemented by the construction contractor during 
construction. At a minimum, the Construction Noise Control Plan shall include the following 
measures: 

Construction Operating Hours. Limit all construction activities to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
8:00 p.m. on weekdays and Saturdays. Construction activity shall be prohibited on Sundays and 
national holidays.  
Mufflers. During all construction phases, all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be 
operated with closed engine doors and shall be equipped with properly operating and 
maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards. 
Shielding and Silencing. Power construction equipment (including combustion engines), fixed or 
mobile, shall be equipped with noise shielding and silencing devices consistent with 
manufacturer’s standards or the Best Available Control Technology. Equipment shall be properly 
maintained, and the project applicant or owner shall require any construction contractor to 
keep documentation on-site during any earthwork or construction activities demonstrating that 
the equipment has been maintained in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. 
Stationary Equipment. All stationary construction equipment shall be placed so that emitted 
noise is directed away from the nearest sensitive receptors. 
Signage and Noise Complaint Coordinator. The project applicant shall designate an on-site 
construction project manager who shall be responsible for responding to any complaints about 
construction noise. This person shall be responsible for responding to concerns of neighboring 
properties about construction noise disturbance and shall be available for responding to any 
construction noise complaints during the hours that construction is to take place. They shall also 
responsible for determining the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad silencer) and shall 
require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the problem. A toll-free telephone 
number shall be posted at construction site entrances for the duration of construction and 
provided in all notices (mailed, online website, and construction site postings) for receiving 
questions or complaints during construction and shall also include procedures requiring that the 
on-site construction manager to respond to callers. The on-site construction project manager 
shall be required to track complaints pertaining to construction noise, ongoing throughout 
demolition, grading, and/or construction and shall notify the City’s Community Development 
Director of each complaint occurrence. 
Construction Staging Areas. Construction staging areas shall be located as far from noise-
sensitive uses as reasonably possible and feasible in consideration of site boundaries, 
topography, intervening roads and uses, and operational constraints. 
Smart Back-Up Alarms. Mobile construction equipment shall have smart back-up alarms that 
automatically adjust the sound level of the alarm in response to ambient noise levels. 
Alternatively, back-up alarms shall be disabled and replaced with human spotters in accordance 
with all worker safety laws. 
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Equipment Idling. Construction vehicles and equipment shall not be left idling for longer than 
five minutes when not in use.  
Temporary Noise Barriers. Erect temporary noise barriers to limit construction noise to no more 
than 65 dBA Leq at residences. Temporary noise barriers shall be constructed with solid materials 
(e.g., wood) with a density of at least 1.5 pounds per square foot with no gaps from the ground 

to the top of the barrier at a minimum height of 12 feet along the southern, western and 
northern project boundaries. If a sound blanket is used, barriers shall be constructed with solid 
material with a density of at least one pound per square foot with no gaps from the ground to 
the top of the barrier and be lined on the construction side with acoustical blanket, curtain or 

equivalent absorptive material rated sound transmission class (STC) 32 or higher. 

Significance After Mitigation 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, construction noise levels would be reduced by 
approximately 15 dBA (Harris 1991; Bies, Hansen, Howard 2018), at nearby residential properties to 
the north, south, and west. This would reduce construction noise levels to 53 dBA Leq or less, which 
would be below the threshold of 65 dBA Leq, and this impact would be less than significant. 

Threshold 2: Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Impact NOI-2 DURING GRADING ACTIVITIES, CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT WOULD GENERATE 
VIBRATION THAT COULD EXCEED THE THRESHOLD. MITIGATION MEASURE NOI-2 WOULD REQUIRE A VIBRATION 
CONTROL PLAN TO MINIMIZE VIBRATION IN THE VICINITY OF THE BAKER HOUSE AND ADJACENT RESIDENCES. 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED. 

The project would generate additional truck trips on the surrounding roadway network. Caltrans has 
studied the effects of propagation of vehicle vibration on sensitive land uses and notes that “heavy 
trucks, and quite frequently buses, generate the highest earthborn vibrations of normal traffic.” 
Caltrans further notes that the highest traffic-generated vibrations are along freeways and State 
routes. Their study finds that “vibrations measured on freeway shoulders (five meters from the 
centerline of the nearest lane) have never exceeded 0.08 in/sec, with the worst combinations of 
heavy trucks and poor roadway conditions (while such trucks were moving at freeway speeds). This 
level coincides with the maximum recommended safe level for ruins and ancient monuments (and 
historic buildings)” (Caltrans 2020). A vibration level of 0.08 in/sec corresponds to a readily 
perceptible human response (Caltrans 2020). Considering that 75 VdB corresponds to that same 
approximate distinctly perceptible response (FTA 2018), project operational vibration would not 
exceed the City’s significance threshold of 85 VdB.  

Table 4.13-12 lists groundborne vibration levels from various types of construction equipment at 
nearby sensitive receptors.  
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Table 4.13-12 Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 
Approximate Vibration Level (in/sec PPV) 

Equipment 
Reference Level 

25 Feet from Source 
Baker House at 

8803 Baker Avenue  
Single-Family Residence 
at 8743 Baker Avenue 

Industrial 
to the East 

Distance 25 15 10 50 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.191 0.352 0.054 

Loaded Truck 0.076 0.164 0.300 0.046 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.006 0.012 0.002 

Distance 25 25 40 50 

Vibratory Roller 0.210 0.210 0.104 0.074 

Static Roller 0.05 0.05 0.025 0.018 

Source: FTA 2018.  

Shown in Table 4.13-12, construction activities known to generate excessive groundborne vibration, 
such as pile driving, would not be used to construct the project. The greatest anticipated source of 
vibration during general project construction activities would be from a vibratory roller, which could 
be used approximately 15 feet from the property line during construction to the nearest residential 
building to the north; within 25 feet of the Baker House to the west; and within 50 feet of the 
industrial buildings adjacent to the site. During grading activities, a large bulldozer would generate a 
vibration level of approximately 0.352 in/sec PPV at the single family residence 10 feet to the north, 
as shown in Table 4.13-12, which would exceed the threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV. During paving 
activities, a vibratory roller would generate a vibration level of approximately 0.210 in/sec PPV at 
Baker House, as shown in Table 4.13-9. Therefore, construction vibration impacts would be 
potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would reduce impacts to less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

NOI-2 Construction Vibration Control Plan 

Prior to the issuance of a grading and building permit, the construction plans shall include the 
following: 
 For paving activities within 37 feet of the Baker House, use of a static roller in lieu of a vibratory

roller shall be implemented.
 For grading and earthwork activities within 21 feet of the Baker House, off-road equipment that

shall be limited to 100 horsepower or less.
 For grading and earthwork activities within 15 feet of offsite residences, off-road equipment that

shall be limited to 100 horsepower or less.

Significance After Mitigation 
Alternative equipment near off-site receptors would be used to reduce construction related 
vibration. Specifically, use of a static roller would generate vibration levels of approximately 
0.05 in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet (McIver 2012). Grading and earthwork equipment that is 
limited to 100 horsepower or less would generate 0.006 in/sec PPV within 15 feet of sensitive 
receptors. With implementation of Mitigation measure NOI-2, project groundborne vibration would 
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be less than the significance threshold of 0.12 in/sec PPV at the Baker House. Therefore, with 
mitigation, project construction vibration impacts would be less than significant. 

Threshold 3: 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? 

Impact NOI-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE PROJECT AREA 
TO EXCESSIVE NOISE LEVELS RELATED TO AIRSTRIP/AIRPORT OPERATION. NO IMPACT WOULD OCCUR. 

There are no airports in the City of Rancho Cucamonga. The nearest airport to the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga is the Ontario International Airport, which is located approximately 2.3 miles south. The 
City of Rancho Cucamonga is located outside of the airport’s noise contours, identified in the 
LA/Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ONT ALUCP 2011). Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose people working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 
There would be no impact.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

4.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

Construction Noise 
Cumulative noise assessment considers development of the project in combination with ambient 
growth and development projects within the vicinity of the project site. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Setting, there are several cumulative project sites in the city. Noise from construction 
of development projects is typically localized and has the potential to affect noise-sensitive uses 
within approximately 500 feet from the construction site. Thus, noise from construction activities 
for two projects within 1,000 feet of each other can contribute to a cumulative noise impact for 
receptors located midway between the two construction sites. Of the cumulative projects, the 8th 
Street and Vineyard Avenue industrial project is the only project located within 1,000 feet. If 
construction of the project were to overlap with the 8th and Vineyard project, construction noise 
could combine to create a significant cumulative construction noise impact. Mitigation Measure 
NOI-1 would be required and would reduce project construction noise by more than 10 dBA below 
the City’s significance threshold of 65 dBA Leq. When a noise source is 10 dBA less than another 
source, its contribution to the overall noise level is negligible (Harris 1991). Therefore, the 
cumulative construction noise impact would be less than significant with mitigation.  

Operational Noise 
Cumulative development in the project area could increase stationary source noise levels in the 
project vicinity. The 8th Street and Vineyard industrial cumulative project would have operational 
stationary source noise levels of 40 dBA Leq at the nearest residential use to the south in Rancho 
Cucamonga (Urban Crossroads 2018), and the proposed project would have operational noise levels 
up 48 dBA Leq at the same residence to the south. The combined operational noise levels of the 
proposed project and the 8th and Vineyard project would be 49 dBA Leq. A difference of 1 dBA is not 
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noticeable in outdoor environments. Therefore, cumulative operational stationary source noise 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Cumulative development in the project area would increase noise levels along local roadways as a 
result of additional vehicle trips. Cumulative traffic noise levels are presented in Table 4.13-11. As 
shown in Table 4.13-11, the cumulative traffic noise increase would exceed the threshold of 1.5 dBA 
CNEL along Vineyard Avenue, between the I-10 westbound ramps and I-10 eastbound ramps and 
along 8th Street, between Baker Avenue and Vineyard Avenue, for existing noise environments 
greater than 65 dBA CNEL. Cumulative traffic noise increases along all other roadway study 
segments would be below the most stringent threshold of a 1.5 dBA CNEL. The project would 
contribute less than a 0.1 dBA CNEL increase to cumulative traffic noise; therefore, the project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to traffic noise impacts. 

Groundborne Vibration 
Although there could be other cumulative projects simultaneously under construction near the 
proposed project, the potential for construction groundborne vibration impacts is within relatively 
close distances (e.g., within approximately 25 feet for a vibratory roller). Since no two construction 
cumulative projects would both be within 25 feet of a given sensitive structure, cumulative 
groundborne vibration impacts would be less than significant.  
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4.14 Population and Housing 

This section evaluates the potential environmental effects on population and housing associated 
with implementation of the project. The proposed project involves the development of three 
warehouse buildings cmprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office space and 969,096 sf of warehouse 
space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre property at the southwest corner of 9th Street and 
Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements include landscaping, five driveways, 362 parking 
stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed project also involves the retention and 
rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the western border of the project site, known as 
the Baker House. The analysis includes a review of the potential to induce population growth and 
the potential for displacement of people or housing.  

4.14.1 Setting 

a. Population and Housing 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga is within San Bernadino County and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) metropolitan planning area. Rancho Cucamonga has a current 
population of approximately 173,545 representing approximately eight percent of San Bernardino 
County and the city’s 61,158 housing units constitute approximately eight percent of the County’s 
747,011 housing unit total. The average number of persons per household in the city as of January 
1, 2023, is estimated at 2.88, which is about nine percent lower than the countywide average of 
3.15 persons per household (California Department of Finance [DOF] 2023a). Table 4.14-1 shows the 
city’s population and housing units compared to the County.  

Table 4.14-1 2023 Population and Housing Unit Estimates 
 City of Rancho Cucamonga San Bernardino County 

Population 173,545 2,182,056 

Housing Units (Total) 61,158 747,011 

Housing Units (Occupied) 1 59,274 681,556 

Persons/Household Ratio2 2.88 3.15 
1 Estimated by applying a derived civilian vacancy rate to the estimated civilian housing units. Vacancy rates are based on 2023 DOF 
data, adjusted to incorporate the directional changes described by the latest available American Community Survey (ACS) data.  
2This is a ratio of persons (household) to an occupied housing unit.  

Source: DOF 2023a, DOC 2023b 

According to SCAG’s 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS), growth forecasts project an increase of approximately 27,755 persons (14.8 percent) in 
the city’s population over the next 22 years for an estimated population of 201,300 residents (SCAG 
2020a). This forecasted growth represents approximately 1,262 new residents per year over the 
next 22 years, and an annual growth rate of 0.7 percent. SCAG projections indicate an increase of 
27,755 persons (14.8 percent) in the city’s population over the next 22 years, for an estimated 2045 
population of 201,300 residents. SCAG projections indicate an increase in the city’s number of 
households by 5,242 (eight percent) over the next 22 years for an estimated 66,400 households in 
2045. 
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b. Employment
Table 4.14-2 shows the city employment, housing, and population estimates and forecasts from the 
SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Demographics & Growth Forecast. This forecasted growth represents 238 
new households and approximately 560 new employees per year (SCAG 2020b). There were 1.5 jobs 
per household in the city in 2016 with an estimated employment total of 88,300 employees. SCAG 
projections indicate an increase in the city’s employment with an estimate of approximately 
105,100 employees by 2045 (19 percent).  

Table 4.14-2 SCAG Population, Housing, and Employment Forecasts 
City of Ranch Cucamonga 2023 2045 

Population 173,545 201,300 

Housing Units 61,158 66,400 

Employment 92,220* 105,100 

Employment/Housing Ratio 1.5 1.6 

Source: SCAG 2020b, DOF 2023 

*Estimated

4.14.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. State Regulations

Housing Element Law: California Government Code Section 65584(a)(1) 

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65584(a)(1), the California Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) is responsible for determining the regional housing needs 
assessment (RHNA), segmented by income levels, for each region’s planning body known as a 
“council of governments” (COG). SCAG is the COG that serves six counties in the Southern California 
area. HCD prepares an initial housing needs assessment and then coordinates with each COG to 
arrive at the final RHNA. To date, there have been five previous housing element update “cycles.” 
California is now in its sixth “housing-element update cycle.” The SCAG RHNA and the City’s General 
Plan Housing Element are discussed further below.  

Relocation Assistance: California Government Code Section 7261(a) 

Section 7261(a) of the California Government Code requires that programs or projects undertaken 
by a public entity must be planned in a manner that (1) recognizes, at an early stage in the planning 
of the programs or projects and before the commencement of any actions which will cause 
displacements, the problems associated with the displacement of individuals, families, businesses, 
and farm operations, and (2) provides for the resolution of these problems in order to minimize 
adverse impacts on displaced persons and to expedite program or project advancement and 
completion. The displacing agency must ensure the relocation assistance advisory services are made 
available to all persons displaced by the public entity. If the agency determines that any person 
occupying property immediately adjacent to the property where the displacing activity occurs is 
caused substantial economic injury as a result of the displacement, the agency may also make the 
advisory services available to that person. 
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b. Regional Regulations 

Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

The RHNA is a State-mandated process that determines the amount of additional housing cities and 
counties must plan for and incorporated into their housing elements. The RHNA allocation process 
seeks to ensure that each jurisdiction accepts responsibility for the housing needs of not only its 
current population, but also for the jurisdiction’s projected share of regional housing growth among 
all income categories. California’s Housing Element law requires that a local jurisdiction 
accommodate a share of the region’s projected housing needs for the planning period. Compliance 
with this requirement is measured by the jurisdiction’s ability to zone adequate land to 
accommodate the RHNA. SCAG, as the regional planning agency, is responsible for allocating the 
RHNA to individual jurisdictions within the six-county region: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Ventura, and Imperial. For the 2021-2029 Housing Element, the RHNA covers the 
planning period October 2021 through October 2029. 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

SCAG’s RTP/SCS is a long-range regional transportation and land use network plan that looks ahead 
20+ years and provides a vision of the region’s future mobility and housing needs with economic, 
environmental, and public health goals. The RTP identifies major challenges as well as potential 
opportunities associated with growth, transportation finances, the future of airports in the region, 
and impending transportation system deficiencies that could result from growth that is anticipated 
in the region. The SCS outlines growth strategies for land use and transportation and helps reduce 
the State’s greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light duty trucks. SCAG adopted its current 
RTP/SCS on September 3, 2020 (SCAG 2020a). 

c. Local Regulations 

PlanRC 2040, City of Rancho Cucamonga General Plan Update 

The Land Use and Community Character chapter of the City of Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
provides guidance to promote the City’s goals for current and future development including 
establishing appropriate land use densities, growth strategies and buildout forecasts. The Land Use 
and Community chapter also focuses on enhancing the community of its residents and maintaining 
its historical significance. 

4.14.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds  
The following thresholds of significance were developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines. Accordingly, the project would have a significant impact with respect to population and 
housing if it would: 

 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). 

 Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

1. 

2. 
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b. Methodology 
The analysis of population and housing impacts evaluated whether the project’s contribution to 
population, housing, and employment growth are consistent with the future growth projections and 
related policies and existing regulatory framework outlined above in order to assess the potential 
for impacts on the physical environment. The potential for the proposed project to result in a 
significant impact due to unplanned population growth is assessed based on the project’s direct 
population, housing, and employment growth, as well as the potential for the project to result in 
indirect growth through the creation or expansion of infrastructure.  

c. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: 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)? 

Impact POP-1 DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT MAY INDIRECTLY INCREASE THE CITY’S 
POPULATION. HOWEVER, THIS POPULATION GROWTH WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE CITY’S HOUSING 
ELEMENT AND SCAG’S POPULATION FORECASTS. THEREFORE, THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD NOT INDUCE 
POPULATION GROWTH BEYOND THAT ALREADY PLANNED. IMPACTS RELATED TO POPULATION AND HOUSING 
GROWTH WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The proposed project would involve construction of three new industrial warehouse buildings and 
the restoration of a historically significant building, which would not result in long-term population 
growth since the buildings would not include any permanent residences. However, the proposed 
project could potentially increase the number of new employees in Rancho Cucamonga. According 
to the SCAG Employment Density Report, warehouses typically have an average of one employee 
for every 1,195 square feet of floor space, while low-rise offices average one employee for every 
1,014 square feet of floor space. Based on these figures, the project's warehousing floor space 
would accommodate approximately 810 employees, and the office floor space would accommodate 
approximately 13 employees. Therefore, the project as a whole would create the potential for 
approximately 823 employees. Although project employees would likely be drawn from the existing 
labor pool in the region and may not relocate to the City, this analysis conservatively assumes that 
823 employees would relocate to the city and become new residents. 

The project site is currently vacant and surrounded by urbanized development. To the north 
properties are designated for Neighborhood Center, Suburban Neighborhood - Low, and Industrial 
Employment uses. Residential neighborhoods are located directly west, northwest, and north of the 
project. Given the developed nature of this area, the project's development would have a minimal 
impact on direct substantial population growth. The residential areas have already been zoned and 
developed for residential use, any population growth there would not be unplanned. As mentioned 
above in Section 4.14.1, Setting, the population is forecasted to increase by approximately 27,755 
persons by 2045. The projected 823-person growth in employment is within the city's population 
projections. Therefore, less than significant impacts to population growth would occur with 
implementation of the project.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required.  
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Threshold 2: Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Impact POP-2 THE PROJECT DOES NOT INCLUDE CONSTRUCTION OR DECONSTRUCTION OF HOUSING. 
THE PROJECT SITE IS VACANT AND NO PERSONS WOULD BE DISPLACED AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT. THERE WOULD BE NO IMPACT RELATED TO DISPLACEMENT AND EXISTING HOUSING OR REPLACEMENT 
HOUSING.  

The project would be constructed on a site that has been previously disturbed and is currently 
vacant with the exception of the unoccupied historical building. The project site does not contain 
any residential structures under existing conditions; therefore, no people live at the project site. 
Accordingly, implementation of the project would not displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing or people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
No impact would occur. 

4.14.4 Cumulative Impacts 
For purposes of cumulative population and housing impact analysis, cumulative impacts are 
considered for cumulative development according to the related projects; see Table 3-1, Cumulative 
Projects List, in Section 3, Environmental Setting. As concluded above, project implementation 
would have a less than significant impact on the city’s population and housing resources.  

The project includes development of three industrial warehouse buildings. Cumulative projects for 
the city include a mix of residential and mixed-use. The project together with other developments 
within the city would serve an existing demand for employment and housing while also meeting the 
cumulative demand for employment and housing that would result from the city’s projected future 
population. These increases for population, housing, and employment would be within SCAG’s total 
projected growth forecasts for 2045. In addition, implementation of the project would be consistent 
with the City’s vision of the project site because the existing General Plan land use designation for 
the project site is Neo-Industrial Employment. Implementation of the project would not result in a 
cumulatively significant population or housing impact and the land use would not significantly 
induce growth in areas where growth was not previously anticipated.  
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4.15 Public Services and Recreation 

This section analyzes impacts related to the provision of facilities for public services, including fire 
protection services, police protection services, schools, public parks and recreational facilities, and 
libraries, associated with the implementation of the project. The proposed project involves the 
development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office space and 
969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre property at the southwest 
corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements include landscaping, five 
driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed project also involves the 
retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the western border of the project 
site, known as the Baker House. 

4.15.1 Setting 

a. Fire Protection 
The Rancho Cucamonga Fire Protection District (Fire District) provides fire protection and 
prevention, emergency medical, rescue, and hazardous materials response services to the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga and Sphere of Influence area. The Fire District service area covers 50 square 
miles and includes seven fire stations, which collectively employ approximately 120 employees, 
including 98 firefighters. In addition, Fire District Station #178 is being constructed and will be 
located on Town Center Drive and Terra Vista Parkway, approximately three miles northeast of the 
project site, and the Public Safety Facility located at 8870 San Bernardino Road (0.95 mile north of 
the project site) is the new Station 172 that will include fire and police services. Fire, emergency 
medical, rescue, and hazardous materials incidents are coordinated through an on-duty battalion 
chief supervising cross-trained fire fighter/paramedics and firefighter/ emergency medical 
technicians who respond from the seven fire stations throughout the city. Response to these 
incidents is typically handled by the crew at the station nearest to the incident (Rancho Cucamonga 
2021b).  

The Fire District also participates in automatic and mutual aid agreements with the San Bernardino 
County fire agencies. To combat emergency situations that are beyond the control of any one 
agency, the County of San Bernardino, fire district agencies, and municipal fire departments are 
signatories to the State of California Master Mutual Aid Plan. To maximize the resources in the 
county and assist in the coordination of such resources, a mutual aid system divides the county into 
seven zones. The City of Rancho Cucamonga is in Zone 1 (Valley Area), which consists of all the 
agencies in the San Bernardino Valley, including Chino Valley Fire Protection District, Colton Fire 
Department, Montclair Fire Department, Ontario Fire Department, Redlands Fire Department, and 
Rialto Fire Department. San Bernardino County Fire Department is included in mutual aid 
agreements but is not an agency in Zone 1 (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b).  

b. Police Protection 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga contracts with the San Bernadino County Sheriff’s Department 
(SBSD) for police protection services, which include traffic, investigation, and safety services. The 
SBSD consists of eight county stations and 14 contract patrol stations, including one contract patrol 
station located in Rancho Cucamonga serving 38 square miles (SBSD 2023a). The Rancho 
Cucamonga patrol station is located at 10510 Civic Center Drive, approximately 2.1 miles east of the 
project site, and employs 182 Sheriff’s personnel (SBSD 2023b). 
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c. Schools 
Four elementary/middle school districts, one high school district, and several private schools for 
grades Kindergarten through 12 collectively serve residents of Rancho Cucamonga. The project site 
is located within the Cucamonga School District (CSD), which operates three elementary schools and 
one middle school, and Chaffey Joint High School District (CJHSD), which services the entire city and 
operates nine high schools. The Ontario-Montclair School District is located adjacent to the site to 
the south but does not cover the site (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b). The nearest schools include 
Children’s Montessori School located at 8736 Baker Street, approximately 60 feet northwest of the 
project site; Los Amigos Elementary School located at 8498 East 9th Street, approximately 350 feet 
northwest of the project site; and San Antonio Christian School located at 1722 East 8th Street, 
approximately 250 feet south of the project site in the City of Ontario. Other nearby schools include 
Bear Gulch Elementary School located at 8355 Bear Gulch Road, approximately 0.4-mile northeast 
of the project site, and Cucamonga Elementary School located at 8677 Archibald Avenue, 
approximately one mile east of the project site.  

d. Parks and Recreation 
Rancho Cucamonga has approximately 447.5 acres of parkland and recreational facilities, which are 
operated by the City’s Community Services Department and maintained by the City’s Public Works 
Services Department. The city’s parkland and recreational facilities include 25 neighborhood parks, 
four community parks, and four special use facilities that accommodate specialized needs (e.g., dog 
parks, sports fields) or reflect community values (e.g., nature center, heritage museum). The 
geographic location of the city also allows for residents to access regional and local natural areas, 
including mountains, hillsides, canyons, preserves, and trails. Regional natural areas include the 
Angeles National Forest and San Bernardino National Forest. Local natural areas include 295 acres of 
land for recreational use within the City’s Multi-Use Regional and Community Trails, which provide a 
network of interconnected off-road, urban, and wilderness trails that allow horseback riding, hiking, 
jogging, running, and walking into open space areas (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b). The nearest parks 
are Los Amigos Park, located approximately 0.2-mile north of the project site, and Bear Gulch Park, 
located approximately 0.3-mile northeast of the project site. 

e. Library Facilities 
There are currently two community libraries in Rancho Cucamonga: the Archibald Library and the 
Paul A. Biane Library. The Archibald Library is located at 7368 Archibald Avenue approximately two 
miles northeast of the project site and includes a Technology Center and story theater. The Paul A. 
Biane Library is located at 12505 Cultural Center Drive approximately 4.75 miles west of the project 
site and includes a Technology Center, story theater, and a public reading room (Rancho Cucamonga 
2021b).  

4.15.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) enforces the provisions of the federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, which collectively require safety and health regulations for 
construction under the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 29, Part 1926. Fire prevention plans are 
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required under Subpart C, General Safety and Health Provisions, of Part 1926.24, which describe the 
fuel sources (hazardous or other materials) on-site that could initiate or contribute to the spread of 
a fire. A fire prevention plan must be in writing, kept in the workplace, and made available to 
employees for review. Additional fire-related requirements of the federal Occupational Safety and 
Health Act are specifically contained in Subpart F, Fire Protection and Prevention, of Part 1926. 
Examples of general requirements related to fire protection and prevention include maintaining fire 
suppression equipment specific to construction on-site; providing a temporary or permanent water 
supply of sufficient volume, duration, and pressure; properly operating the on-site fire-fighting 
equipment; and keeping storage sites free from accumulation of unnecessary combustible 
materials.  

b. State Regulations 

California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services 
In 2009, the State of California passed legislation creating the California Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services (Cal OES) and authorized it to prepare a Standard Emergency Management 
System (SEMS) program under California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 19, Section 2401 et seq., 
which sets forth measures by which a jurisdiction should handle emergency disasters. In California, 
SEMS provides the mechanism by which a local government requests assistance. Non-compliance 
with SEMS could result in the State withholding disaster relief from the non-complying jurisdiction in 
the event of an emergency disaster. Cal OES coordinates the State’s preparation for, prevention of, 
and response to major disasters, such as fires, floods, earthquakes, and terrorist attacks. During an 
emergency, Cal OES serves as the lead state agency for emergency management in the State. It also 
serves as the lead agency for mobilizing the State’s resources and obtaining federal resources. Cal 
OES coordinates the State response to major emergencies in support of local government. The 
primary responsibility for emergency management resides with local government. Local jurisdictions 
first use their own resources and, as they are exhausted, obtain more from neighboring cities and 
special districts, the county in which they are located, and other counties throughout the State 
through the statewide mutual aid system. California Emergency Management Agency maintains 
oversight of the State’s mutual aid system. 

California Building and Fire Code 
California provides minimum standards for building design through the California Building Code 
(CBC) under CCR, Title 24, Part 2. The CBC is based on the International Building Code but has been 
amended for California conditions. It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, 
subject to further modification based on local conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are 
plan-checked by local building officials for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire safety requirements 
of the CBC include, but are not limited to, the installation of sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the 
establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and particular types of 
construction; and the clearance of debris and vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied 
structures in wildfire hazard areas. 

The California Fire Code (CFC) under CCR, Title 24, Part 9 is based on the International Fire Code and 
includes amendments for California fully integrated into the code. The CFC contains fire safety-
related building standards that are referenced in other parts of Title 24 of the CCR. Topics addressed 
in the CFC include, but are not limited to, fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler 
systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, 



City of Rancho Cucamonga 
9th and Vineyard Development Project 

 
4.15-4 

provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and many other 
general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and existing buildings and the surrounding 
premises. 

California Education Code and Assembly Bill 2926 
CCR, Title 5 (Education Code) governs all aspects of education within the State. California State 
Assembly Bill 2926 (AB 2926) – School Facilities Act of 1986 – was enacted by the State of California 
in 1986 and was added to the California Government Code (Section 65995). It authorizes school 
districts to collect development fees, based on demonstrated need, and generate revenue for 
school districts for capital acquisitions and improvements. It also established that the maximum fees 
which may be collected under this and any other school fee authorization are $1.50 per square foot 
(sf) for residential development and $0.25 per sf for commercial and industrial development. 
AB 2926 was expanded and revised in 1987 through the passage of AB 1600, which added 
Section 66000 et seq. of the California Government Code. Under this statute, payment of statutory 
fees by developers serves as total mitigation under CEQA to satisfy the impact of development on 
school facilities. Subsequent legislative actions have alternatively expanded and contracted the 
limits placed on school fees by AB 2926. 

Senate Bill 50 
The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (known as the Greene Act), enacted in 1998, is a 
program for funding school facilities largely based on matching funds. For new school construction, 
grants provide funding on a 50/50 State and local match basis. For school modernization, grants 
provide funding on a 60/40 State and local match basis. Districts that are unable to provide some, or 
all, of the local match requirement and can meet the financial hardship provisions may be eligible 
for additional State funding. 

The Greene Act permits the local district to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement 
against any development project within its boundaries, for the purpose of funding the construction 
or reconstruction of school facilities. The Greene Act also sets a maximum level of fees a developer 
may be required to pay. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65996, the payment of these fees by 
a developer serves to mitigate all potential impacts on school facilities that may result from 
implementation of a project to a less-than-significant level. 

State Public Park Preservation Act 
The State Public Park Preservation Act (California Public Resource Code Sections 5400-5409) is the 
primary instrument for protecting and preserving parkland in California. Under the State Public Park 
Preservation Act, cities and counties may not acquire any real property that is in use as a public park 
for any non-park use unless compensation or land, or both, are provided to replace the parkland 
acquired. This ensures a no net loss of parkland and facilities. 

Quimby Act 
California Government Code Section 66477, also known as the Quimby Act, was enacted by the 
California legislature in 1965. The Quimby Act authorizes cities and counties to enact ordinances 
requiring the dedication of land, or the payment of fees for park and/or recreational facilities in lieu 
thereof, or both, by developers of residential subdivisions as a condition to the approval of a 
tentative tract map or parcel subdivision map. 
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c. Local Regulations 

Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
In reference to the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, the Land Use and Community Character 
chapter provides planning goals and policies related to land use and development patterns. The 
Open Space chapter guides the preservation and efficient use of Rancho Cucamonga’s open space. 
The Public Facilities and Services chapter provides a guide to long-term planning of public facilities 
and services. The Safety chapter provides goals and policies for reducing risks related to natural and 
man-made hazards (Rancho Cucamonga 2021a). Goals and policies that relate to public services and 
recreation and would apply to the project include the following: 

Land Use and Community Character 

Goal LC-1 A City of Places. A beautiful city with a diversity and balance of unique and well-
connected places. 

Policy LC-1.12 Adaptive Reuse. Support the adaptive reuse of historic properties consistent 
with neighborhood character. 

Policy LC-1.1 Complete Places. Ensure that a broad range of recreational, commercial, 
educational, arts, cultural, and civic amenities are nearby and easily accessible to residents 
and workers in each neighborhood and each employment district. 

Policy LC-1.7 Design for Safety. Require the use of Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design (CPTED) techniques such as providing clear lines of sight, appropriate lighting, and 
wayfinding signs to ensure that new development is visible from public areas and easy to 
navigate. 

Open Space 

Goal OS-1 Open Space. A complete, connected network of diverse parks, trails, and rural and 
natural open space that support a wide variety of recreational, educational and outdoor activities. 

Policy OS-1.1 Equitable Access to Parks. Strive to ensure that at least one park or other 
public open space is within safe, comfortable walk from homes and jobs, without crossing 
major streets except at signalized crossings. Equitable access to parks should be determined 
based on the fundamental character of the place (rural, suburban, urban) and 
corresponding transportation infrastructure. 

Public Facilities and Services 

Goal PF-1 State-of-the-Art Facilities. Residents enjoy state-of-the-art public and community 
facilities that support existing programs, accommodate future needs, and are accessible to all 
members of the community. 

Policy PF-1.1 New Building Standards. Continue to implement high-quality standards for 
new public facilities and improvements to existing buildings.  

Policy PF-1.3 Facility Collaboration. Maximize public facility use by sharing with nonprofit 
organizations, school districts, and community organizations. Look for opportunities to 
create joint-use community space at facilities owned by private organizations such as faith-
based groups and service clubs.  
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Goal PF-2 Education. All residents have access to high quality educational opportunities. 

Policy PF-2.1 Schools. Consider the needs of the school districts that serve Rancho 
Cucamonga in future planning and development activities. 

Safety 

Goal S-1 Leadership. A city that is recognized for its leadership role in resilience and preparedness. 

Policy S-1.1 City Staff Readiness. Ensure City staff and departments demonstrate a 
readiness to respond to emergency incidents and events.  

Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code 
Title 3, Revenue and Finance, of the Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code (RCMC) establishes taxes 
and fees which every person or development must comply with if applicable relating to utility, 
community and recreation center impacts, library impacts, animal center impacts, police impacts, 
and park in-lieu/park impacts.  

Building regulations for development in the city are specified in Title 15, Buildings and Construction 
Code, of the RCMC, which adopts the CBC. These regulations are enforced by the City’s Building and 
Safety Division and require site-specific investigation and establish construction standards and 
inspection procedures to ensure that development does not pose a threat to public safety. 

4.15.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public services and recreation 
from implementation of the proposed project would be significant if it would: 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered government 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 objectives for any of the following public 
services: 
a. Fire protection; 
b. Police protection; 
c. Schools; 
d. Parks; or 
e. Other public facilities. 

 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; or 

 Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  

b. Methodology 

In determining whether project implementation would result in impacts related to public services 
and recreation, this analysis considers the baseline public services and recreation conditions, 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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existing regulatory framework, and readily available data from additional sources, such as the 
Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, Fire District website, and SBSD website. In reference to the CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G significance thresholds, the determination whether the project would or 
would not result in "substantial" adverse effects concerning public services and recreation considers 
the applicable regulations established by local and regional agencies and the project’s compliance 
with such regulations. 

c. Project Design Features 
The following Project Design Features related to public services are included as part of the proposed 
project design: 
 Rancho Cucamonga requires that all new nonresidential buildings over 5,000 square feet 

provide built-in fire sprinklers. 
 Developer will rehabilitate a historic house to a commercial shell condition for the purpose of 

reusing the structure as a community facility while preserving the exterior and interior integrity 
for historic purposes. 

d. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1a: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or 
physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives? 

Impact PS-1a THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL AND/OR EXPANDED FIRE 
PROTECTION SERVICES AND FACILITIES. THE PROJECT WOULD COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE BUILDING AND 
FIRE CODE REGULATIONS AND WOULD INCLUDE THE PAYMENT OF APPLICABLE DEVELOPER FEES. IMPACTS 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The project would be located within the existing service area of the Fire District, approximately 
1.3 miles southeast of the nearest fire station – Fire District Station #172. The project site has been 
previously developed but is currently vacant, except for an abandoned home on the west side of the 
site at 8803 Baker Avenue. Prior to construction commencement, project plans would be subject to 
review by local building officials, including the Fire District and the City’s Building and Safety 
Division, for compliance with the CBC and CFC.  

Additionally, as discussed under Section 4.19, Wildfire, the project site is not located within a very 
high fire hazard severity zone and therefore would not be subject to severe wildfire hazard and 
would not create an incremental increased demand for fire protection services or provision of new 
fire protection facilities during construction or operation of the project (California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2023). Compared to current site conditions, development of 
the project and introduction of new structures would result in an incremental increase in demand 
for fire protection services. However, the three proposed warehouse structures and rehabilitation 
of the on-site historic structure at 8803 Baker Avenue would comply with the applicable CBC and 
CFC requirements and include all required emergency exits, fire suppression devices (e.g., automatic 
sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems), fire hydrants, and use of fire-resistant building materials that 
suspend the spread of fire. The project applicant would also be required to pay all applicable 
developer impact fees upon approval of DRC2022-00266, which would assist in funding fire 
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protection services and facilities. Thus, the project is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
increase of demand for fire protection services. Because implementation of the project would 
comply with applicable CBC and CFC requirements and include the payment of appropriate 
developer impact fees, the project would not result in the provision or need of new or expanded fire 
protection services and facilities to maintain acceptable performance standards. Impacts would be 
less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 1b: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new 
or physically altered police protection facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives? 

Impact PS-1b THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL AND/OR EXPANDED 
POLICE PROTECTION SERVICES AND FACILITIES. THE PROJECT WOULD COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE LOCAL 
POLICIES AND WOULD INCLUDE THE PAYMENT OF APPLICABLE DEVELOPER FEES PER CITY ORDINANCE. IMPACTS 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The project site is within the existing service area of the SBSD, which currently has one patrol station 
located in Rancho Cucamonga approximately 2.1 miles east of the project site. Impacts on police 
protection services are based on the SBSD’s ability to adequately serve the existing and future 
population, including the project’s additional demand for police protection services. The project site 
has been previously developed but is currently vacant, except for an abandoned home on the west 
side of the site at 8803 Baker Avenue. Therefore, compared to current site conditions, the 
introduction of new warehouse structures would result in an incremental increase in demand for 
police protection services. However, the project does not propose any residential development and 
would not directly result in additional residents that would depend more heavily on police 
protection services when compared to an industrial development. 

Furthermore, prior to construction commencement, the project plans would be subject to review by 
applicable local officials, including the City’s Building and Safety Division, to ensure adequate 
signing, lighting, and other crime safety preventative measures. The project would also comply with 
Rancho Cucamonga General Plan Policy LC-1.7, which further promotes the integration of CPTED 
principles, such as providing clear lines of sight, lighting, and wayfinding signs to ensure that new 
development is visible from public areas and easy to navigate. The construction and operation of 
the project would include the strategic use of nighttime security lighting, avoidance of landscaping 
and fencing that limit lines of sight, clear lines of sight into facility parking areas, and clearly 
identifiable points of entry. The project applicant would also be required to pay all applicable 
developer impact fees as identified in Title 3, Revenue and Finance, of the RCMC. 

Therefore, as the project would comply with applicable local regulations and integrate CPTED 
principles, the project would not result in the provision or need of new or expanded police 
protection services and facilities to maintain acceptable performance standards. Impacts would be 
less than significant.  
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Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 1c: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically 
altered schools, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance 
objectives? 

Impact PS-1c AS A NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED 
FOR ADDITIONAL AND/OR EXPANDED SCHOOL FACILITIES. THE PROJECT APPLICANT WOULD ALSO PAY 
APPLICABLE DEVELOPER FEES PER AB 2926 AND SB 50. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

The project site is located within the CSD and CJHSD. Construction activities would be temporary in 
nature and would not significantly impact existing school facilities, student enrollment, or school 
capacity such that there would be a need for the provision of new or expanded school facilities. 
Furthermore, as the project proposes three warehouses and no residential development, it would 
not generate student-age children, increase enrollment, or otherwise affect capacity at the serving 
school districts. No schools would be physically altered or impacted by implementation of the 
project. Additionally, the project applicant would be required to pay applicable developer fees at 
the time of issuance of building permits per AB 2926 and SB 50, which would contribute to local 
school funding. The project would not result in the provision or need of new or expanded school 
facilities to maintain acceptable performance standards. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 1d: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered 
parks, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in 
order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives? 

Threshold 2: 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? 

Threshold 3: 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? 

Impact PS-1d AS A NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED 
FOR ADDITIONAL AND/OR EXPANDED PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES OR INCREASE THEIR USE SUCH THAT IT 
RESULTS IN SUBSTANTIAL AND ACCELERATED PHYSICAL DETERIORATION. THE PROJECT APPLICANT WOULD ALSO 
PAY REQUIRED DEVELOPER FEES PER CITY ORDINANCE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The City currently operates and maintains 25 neighborhood parks, four community parks, four 
special use facilities, and various regional and community trails. Construction activities would be 
temporary in nature and would not significantly affect existing parks and recreation facilities such 
that there would be a need for the provision of new facilities. Furthermore, the project does not 
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propose any residential development and is not anticipated to increase the existing population 
using the city’s parks and recreation facilities. The project also includes the rehabilitation of the 
historic structure at 8803 Baker Avenue, which would be donated to the City as a community facility 
benefiting the surrounding residential neighborhood and increasing the opportunity for local 
programs and community space. Additionally, the project applicant would be required to pay 
applicable developer fees identified in Title 3, Revenue and Finance, of the RCMC. Therefore, the 
project would not require the provision of new or expanded parks and recreation facilities or 
increase their use such that substantial and accelerated physical deterioration would occur. Impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 1e: Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for new or 
physically altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives? 

Impact PS-1e THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL AND/OR EXPANDED 
PUBLIC FACILITIES, SUCH AS LIBRARIES. THE PROJECT APPLICANT WOULD ALSO PAY REQUIRED DEVELOPER FEES 
PER CITY ORDINANCE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction activities would be temporary in nature and would not significantly affect existing 
public facilities or libraries such that there would be a need for the provision of new facilities. 
Furthermore, the project does not propose any residential development and is not anticipated to 
increase the existing population. The project also includes the rehabilitation and donation of the 
historic structure at 8803 Baker Avenue as a community facility that would increase the opportunity 
for local programs. Additionally, the project applicant would be required to pay applicable 
developer fees identified in Title 3, Revenue and Finance, of the RCMC. Therefore, the project would 
not require the provision of new or expanded public facilities, including libraries, to maintain 
acceptable performance standards. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

4.15.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Rancho Cucamonga and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in 
Section 3, Environmental Setting. The cumulative development includes 10 residential, industrial, 
and mixed-use land use projects within the one-mile radius of the project site.  

As discussed in this section, the project would not result in the provision or need of new or 
expanded public services and facilities to maintain acceptable performance standards, the 
construction of which could result in significant impacts. Project plans would be reviewed by local 
officials, such as the Fire District and the City’s Building and Safety Division, for compliance with the 
CBC, CFC, and local regulations. The project applicant would also be required to pay the applicable 
developer impact fees, which would be allocated for fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks and recreation, and other public facilities. 
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New development in the one-mile radius of the project site, including the projects listed in Table 3-1 
in Section 3, Environmental Setting, may also contribute to an increase in service population and use 
of public services, and cumulatively, there may be a need for new or improved facilities to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other applicable goals. However, similar to the project, 
other cumulative projects would be subject to review by local officials for compliance with 
applicable regulations. For example, project plans would be reviewed by City officials and the Fire 
District to confirm that project design includes the minimum of fire safety and support fire 
suppression activities, including compliance with State and local fire codes, fire sprinklers, a fire 
hydrant system, paved access, and secondary access routes. Project applicants for these projects 
would also be subject to payment of applicable developer impact fees which would reduce the 
project’s impact on public services. Therefore, cumulative impacts to public services and recreation 
would be less than significant.  
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4.16 Transportation 

This section analyzes the project’s potential impacts to transportation. The proposed project 
involves the development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office 
space and 969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre property at the 
southwest corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements include 
landscaping, five driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed project 
also involves the retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the western 
border of the project site, known as the “Baker House.” The analysis is based on the CEQA 
Transportation Study prepared for the project by Fehr & Peers for the vehicle miles traveled 
analysis, which is included as Appendix K-1, and a Non-CEQA Transportation Study by Fehr & Peers 
for level of service analysis, which is included as Appendix K-2.  

The transportation analyses have been prepared in accordance with the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines, and through consultation with City staff during 
the scoping process. 

4.16.1 Setting 

a. Regional and Local Roadway System 
Regional access to the project site is available via Interstate 10 (I-10) and I-15, which is 
approximately 1.5 miles south and four miles east of the project site, respectively. Other facilities 
that provide regional access to the site include State Route (SR) 210 and SR-60, which are located 
approximately 2.7 miles north and 4.2 miles south of the project site, respectively. Local access to 
the project site is provided by Baker Avenue, 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, 8th Street, and Arrow 
Route. Baker Avenue bounds the project site to the west and is a two-lane facility that provides 
north-south access to the project site. The project site is bounded by 9th Street to the north which is 
a two-lane facility that provides east-west road access to the project site. Vineyard Avenue bounds 
the project site to the east and is a four-lane facility that provides north-south access to the project 
site. 8th Street is adjacent to the project site to the south and is a two-lane facility that provides 
east-west road access to the project site. Arrow Route is a four-lane facility that provides east-west 
access 0.3-acre north of the project site. 

b. Truck Routes 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga truck routes are shown on Figure M-9, Truck Routes, in the Mobility 
& Access chapter of the City’s General plan (Rancho Cucamonga, 2021a). Vineyard Avenue and a 
portion of 8th Street that fronts the project site, are designated as truck routes within the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga.  

c. Transit Service 
Transit service in the project area is provided by Metrolink and Omnitrans, a public transit agency 
serving various jurisdictions within San Bernardino County. The Rancho Cucamonga Metrolink 
Station is located approximately three miles east of the project site along 8th Street, west of 
Milliken Avenue. As shown on Figure M-1, Transit Plan, of the General Plan, existing Omnitrans 
routes travel along Vineyard Avenue and include a proposed bus route along 8th Street. The existing 
Omnitrans Route 87 would likely serve the project as it provides service along Vineyard Avenue 
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within 500 feet of the project site. Route 85 on Arrow Route within 1,500 feet of the project site 
would also serve the project. Transit service is reviewed and updated by Omnitrans periodically to 
address ridership, budget, and community demand needs. Changes in land use can affect these 
periodic adjustments which may lead to either enhanced or reduced service where appropriate. 

d. Bicycle Facilities  
According to the Mobility & Access chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, the city’s 
existing bicycle network is comprised of 34.5 miles of bath paths/trails (Class I); 31.75 miles of bike 
lanes (Class II); and 34.25 miles of bike routes (Class III). Although the majority of existing bicycle 
facilities within the vicinity of the project site are Class III facilities, there is an existing Class II facility 
along Arrow Route, which extends from the city’s western border to its eastern border. Per the 
Mobility & Access chapter, Class III facilities are located on the following roadways: 

 Baker Avenue from city’s southern border to Foothill Boulevard 
 Vineyard Avenue from city’s southern border to 19th Street 
 9th Street from city’s western border to Archibald Avenue 

The Mobility & Access chapter proposes a Class I multi-use path along the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control Channel. The path will extend from the city’s southern border near Hellman Avenue 
to an existing Class I multi-use path that currently runs along the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control Channel north of the project site. 

Figure M-4, Bicycle and Pedestrian Priority, of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan shows that a 
trail corridor is located along the San Bernardino Flood Channel, which borders the project site to 
the northeast.  

e. Pedestrian Facilities 
The Mobility & Access chapter states Rancho Cucamonga has 76 percent of sidewalk coverage on its 
streets. Baker Avenue, 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and 8th Street are adjacent to the project and 
provide direct access for pedestrians to the project from adjacent bus stops and land uses. 
Generally, these roadways provide well connected and maintained sidewalks on both sides of the 
street along the corridor. In the area adjacent to the project, 9th Street and Vineyard Street provide 
sidewalk intermittently along the sides of the streets that border the project site. 

At existing signalized intersections, adjacent to the project, crosswalks and pedestrian push-button 
actuated signals are provided. At existing unsignalized intersections, adjacent to the project, striped 
crosswalks are generally not provided, except at various intersections along Baker Avenue. 

As previously stated, the Mobility & Access chapter proposes a Class I multi-use path along the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control Channel. The path will be accessible by pedestrians and help 
further connect the project to Rancho Cucamonga’s vast pedestrian network. 

Based on aerial imagery, the residential and commercial areas surrounding the project site to the 
west, north, and east are crossed by staggered paved pathways for pedestrian use. There are no 
paved sidewalks along the majority of the project site on Baker Avenue, 9th Street, and Vineyard 
Avenue. To the south of the project site is a BNSF railroad and chain link fence that restricts any 
legal pedestrian access to the project site. 
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f. Study Area (for informational purposes only) 
The study area and analyzed intersections were determined based on preliminary trip generation, 
trip distribution, and trip assignment estimates developed for the project; knowledge of the study 
area; and input from consultation with staff at the cities of Rancho Cucamonga, and Ontario (Refer 
to approved Scoping Letter Agreement in Appendix A of the project’s traffic study). The study area 
excluded freeway segments and freeway ramps evaluations since Caltrans no longer uses level of 
services for project operational deficiency determination. The study area is consistent with the San 
Bernardino Association of Governments (SANBAG) Congestion Management Program (CMP) and 
includes all freeway links located within a five-mile radius with 100 peak-hour project trips, and 
arterial roadways with 50 or more peak-hour project trips.  

The study area and analyzed intersections are as follows: 

1. Vineyard Avenue and Foothill Boulevard; 
2. Baker Avenue and Arrow Route; 
3. Vineyard Avenue and Arrow Route; 
4. Baker Avenue and 9th Street; 
5. Vineyard Avenue and 9th Street; 
6. Baker Avenue and 8th Street; 
7. Vineyard Avenue and 8th Street; 
8. Vineyard Avenue and 6th Street; 
9. Vineyard Avenue and 4th Street; 
10. Vineyard Avenue and Jay Street; 
11. Vineyard Avenue and Inland Empire Boulevard;  
12. Vineyard Avenue and I-10 WB Ramps; 
13. Vineyard Avenue and I-10 EB Ramps; 

The intersections listed below currently do not exist and are driveways proposed by the Project. 
These intersections are included as study locations in the Level of Service (LOS) Assessment. 

1. Vineyard Avenue and Northern Project Driveway; 
2. Vineyard Avenue and Southern Project Driveway; 
3. Baker Avenue and Southern Project Driveway; 
4. Baker Avenue and Northern Project Driveway; 
5. Project Driveway and 9th Street; 

Cities of Rancho Cucamonga and Ontario: Intersections 
Thirteen existing intersections and operations jurisdictions were identified in the transportation 
analysis. For the “with Project” conditions, five of the six proposed site driveways were added to the 
network for analysis. For analysis purposes only, the middle and north Project driveways along 
Baker Avenue were combined as one driveway, since the middle driveway only serves a small 
parking area. This is a conservative approach and represents worst-case scenario where all vehicles 
accessing the west parking area would use a single point of entrance. Study area intersections listed 
below in Table 4.16-1 also show where count data was collected, as well as the proposed driveways 
that were analyzed. 
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Table 4.16-1 Study Area Intersections 
Intersection Traffic Control (a) Jurisdiction  

1. Vineyard Avenue and Foothill Boulevard Signal Rancho Cucamonga 

2. Baker Avenue and Arrow Route Signal Rancho Cucamonga 

3. Vineyard Avenue and Arrow Route Signal Rancho Cucamonga 

4. Baker Avenue and 9th Street AWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

5. Vineyard Avenue and 9th Street Signal Rancho Cucamonga 

6. Baker Avenue and 8th Street  AWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

7. Vineyard Avenue and 8th Street  Signal Rancho Cucamonga 

8. Vineyard Avenue and 6th Street Signal Ontario 

9. Vineyard Avenue and 4th Street Signal Ontario 

10. Vineyard Avenue and Jay Street  Signal Ontario 

11. Vineyard Avenue and Inland Empire Boulevard  Signal Ontario 

12. Vineyard Avenue and I-10 WB Ramps Signal Ontario 

13. Vineyard Avenue and I-10 EB Ramps Signal Ontario 

14. Vineyard Avenue and North Project Driveway Proposed OWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

15. Vineyard Avenue and South Project Driveway Proposed OWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

16. Baker Avenue and South Project Driveway Proposed OWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

17. Baker Avenue and North Project Driveway Proposed OWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

18. Project Driveway and 9th Street Proposed OWSC Rancho Cucamonga 

(a) Signal = Traffic Signal; 

AWSC = All-Way Stop Control; 

OWSC = One-Way Stop  

Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes 

To determine the existing operation of the study intersections, peak hour intersection operations at 
the signalized and unsignalized intersections mentioned above were collected at A.M peak hour and 
P.M peak hour and were evaluated using methods prescribed in the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) 6th Edition which is consistent with San Bernardino County 2016 CMP. 

The HCM 6th Edition Method estimates a quantitative delay at intersections. After the quantitative 
delay estimates are complete, the method assigns a qualitative letter grade that represents the 
operations of the intersection. These grades range from level of service (LOS) A (minimal delay) to 
LOS F (excessive congestion). LOS E represents at-capacity operations. Descriptions of the LOS letter 
grades for signalized and unsignalized intersections are provided in Table 4.16-2. 
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Table 4.16-2 Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Grades 
Level of 
Service Description 

Signalized Delay 
(seconds) 

Unsignalized 
Delay (seconds) 

A Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable 
progression and/or short cycle length. 

≤ 10.0 ≤ 10.0 

B Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or 
short cycle lengths. 

> 10.0 to 20.0 >10.0 to 15.0 

C Operations where a significant number of vehicles are stopping 
with some backup and light congestion. 

> 20.0 to 35.0 >15.0 to 25.0 

D Operations with longer delays due to a combination of 
unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. 
Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

> 35.0 to 55.0 >25.0 to 35.0 

E Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, 
long cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are 
frequent occurrences.  

> 55.0 to 80.0 >35.0 to 50.0 

F Operation with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due 
to over saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths. 

> 80.0 >50.0 

V/C: volume-to-capacity 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 7th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2022). 

The City uses LOS D as the minimum level of service standard for intersection operations. However, 
in accordance with SB 743 which became effective July 1, 2020, LOS is no longer considered a 
potentially significant environmental impact under CEQA. Instead, a project must analyze vehicles 
miles traveled (VMT) in order to assess a project’s transportation impacts and find ways to mitigate 
additional VMT in compliance with CEQA. Nevertheless, the Transportation Study analyzes LOS 
operations from current conditions to Year 2040 with and without project implementation to show 
the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan, including Policy MA-2.8 (discussed below), 
which includes maintenance of certain LOS standards as discussed in the Policy. Refer to the 
Transportation Study (Appendix K-2) for further discussion regarding the project’s impact on LOS at 
the intersections listed above. 

4.16.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. State Regulations 

California Senate Bill 743 
Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) was signed into law on September 27, 2013, and directed the Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria 
for determining the significance of transportation impacts. SB 743 was enacted, in part, as further 
implementation of California’s Climate Action Plan to meet California Global Warming Solutions Act 
(Assembly Bill 32) greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets. SB 743 seeks to reduce criteria 
air pollutants and GHG emissions in the transportation sector by reducing VMT. SB 743 changed the 
approach to transportation impact analysis by establishing measures such as VMT, VMT per capita, 
or automobile trip generation rates as the primary measures of transportation impacts and 
eliminates the traditionally used measures of auto delay, LOS, and other measures of traffic 
congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts.  
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In December 2018, OPR adopted and promulgated its changes to the CEQA Guidelines (14 California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.) in response to SB 743. Section 15064.3 of the 
CEQA Guidelines contains the operative language for implementing the goals of SB 743 when 
determining the significance of a project’s transportation impacts. There are four key aspects of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 that apply in the case of the proposed project: 

1. “[A] project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental 
impact” (Section 15064.3[a]). 

2. For a land use project like the proposed project, “Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable 
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact… projects that decrease vehicle miles 
traveled in the project area compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less 
than significant transportation impact” (Section 15064.3[b][1]). 

3. “A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 
project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per 
capita, per household or in any other measure” (Section 15064.3[b][(4]). 

4. The terms and conditions of Section 15064.3 apply prospectively and a lead agency “may elect 
to be governed by the provisions of [15064.3] immediately. Beginning on July 1, 2020, the 
provisions of [15064.3] shall apply statewide” (Section 15064.3[c]). 

b. Regional Regulations 

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
As the metropolitan planning organization for the region’s six counties and 191 cities, the Regional 
Council of Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is mandated by law to develop a 
long-term regional transportation and sustainability plan every four years. On September 3, 2020, 
SCAG’s Regional Council approved and fully adopted Connect SoCal (2020–2045 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy [2020-2045 RTP/SCS]). 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is 
a long-range visioning plan that builds upon and expands land use and transportation strategies 
established over several planning cycles to increase mobility options and achieve a more sustainable 
growth pattern. 2020-2045 RTP/SCS identifies 10 goals that fall into four categories: economy, 
mobility, environment and healthy/complete communities. 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is discussed further 
in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of this Draft EIR. 

San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program 
Within the SCAG region, there are five Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) that have the 
responsibility of preparing the CMP for their respective county. In its role as San Bernardino 
County’s CMA, the San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA) prepares, monitors, 
and periodically updates the San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program (CMP) to 
meet federal Congestion Management Process requirements and the County’s Measure I program 
(discussed below). The San Bernardino County Congestion Management Program 2016 Update 
(2016 CMP) is the current version of the SANBAG CMP. 

The 2016 CMP identifies goals of the program, defines legal requirements, provides other 
background information, and describes each individual element, component, and requirement of 
the program. The 2016 CMP also defines a network of state highways and arterials, level of service 
standards and related procedures, the process for mitigation of impacts of new development on the 
transportation system, and technical justification for the approach. The CMP outlines the level of 
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service analysis procedures and guidelines for preparing traffic impact analysis reports for 
development projects. Although no longer required for determining project impacts pursuant to 
CEQA, the Traffic Study for the project uses parameters provided in the CMP for San Bernardino 
County. 

Measure “I” Funds 
In 2004, the voters of San Bernardino County approved the 30‐year extension of Measure “I”, a one‐
half of one percent sales tax on retail transactions, through the year 2040, for transportation 
projects including, but not limited to, infrastructure improvements, commuter rail, public transit, 
and other identified improvements. The Measure “I” extension requires that a regional traffic 
impact fee be created to ensure development is paying its fair share. A regional Nexus study was 
prepared by San Bernardino County Transportation Authority (SBCTA)and concluded that each 
jurisdiction should include a regional fee component in their local programs in order to meet the 
Measure “I” requirement. The regional component assigns specific facilities and cost sharing 
formulas to each jurisdiction and was most recently updated in May 2018. Revenues collected 
through these programs are used in tandem with Measure “I” funds to deliver projects identified in 
the Nexus Study. While Measure “I” is a self‐executing sales tax administered by SBCTA, it bears 
discussion here because the funds raised through Measure “I” have funded in the past and will 
continue to fund new transportation facilities in San Bernardino County, including within the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga. 

c. Local Regulations 

Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
The Mobility & Access Chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan includes goals and policies 
that would be applied to the project related to traffic. This chapter represents Rancho Cucamonga’s 
overall circulation/transportation plan to accommodate the movement of people and products 
throughout the city. The Land Use and Community Character Chapter provides guidance to promote 
the City’s goals for current and future development. The Safety Chapter provides the framework to 
reduce risks associated with a range of environmental and human-caused hazards that could pose a 
risk to life and property in Rancho Cucamonga. 

Goal MA-2 Access for All. A safe, efficient, accessible, and equitable transportation system that 
serves the mobility needs of all users. 

Policy MA-2.8. Facility Service Levels. Maintain level of service (LOS) D for priority modes on 
each street; LOS E or F may be acceptable at intersections or segments for modes that are 
not prioritized. The City will develop a list of intersections and roadways that are protected 
from this level of service policy where 1) maintaining the standard would be a disincentive 
to walking, biking or transit; 2) constructing facilities would prevent the City from VMT 
reduction goals or other priorities, and; 3) maintaining the standard would be incompatible 
with adjacent land uses and built forms. 

Policy MA-2.12. Transportation Demand Management. Require new projects to implement 
Transportation Demand Management strategies, such as employer provided transit 
pass/parking credit, high-speed communications infrastructure for telecommuting, 
carpooling incentives, etc. 
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Policy MA-2.14. Bicycle Facilities. Enhance bicycle facilities by maintaining and expanding 
the bicycle network, providing end-of-trip facilities (bike parking, lockers, showers), 
improving bicycle/transit integration, wayfinding signage, etc. 

Goal MA-3 Safety. A transportation network that adapts to changing mobility needs while 
preserving sustainable community values. 

Policy MA-3.4. Emergency Access. Prioritize development and infrastructure investments 
that work to implement, maintain, and enhance emergency access throughout the 
community. 

Goal MA-4 Goods Movement. An efficient goods movement system that ensures timely deliveries 
without compromising quality of life, safety and smooth traffic flow for residents and businesses. 

Policy MA-4.1. Truck Network. Avoid designating truck routes that use collector or local 
streets that primarily serve residential uses and other sensitive receptors. 

Goal LC-2 Human Scaled. A city planned and designed for people fostering social and economic 
interaction, an active and vital public realm, and high levels of public safety and comfort. 

Policy LC-2.3. Streetscape. Enhance the pedestrian experience through streetscape 
improvements such as enhanced street lighting, street trees, and easement dedications to 
increase the widths of the sidewalks, provide side access parking lanes, and other 
pedestrian and access amenities. 

Goal LC-5 Robust Districts. A series of unique, employment-oriented environments for a range of 
business activities, shopping and entertainment, arts and culture activities, and community events 
and gathering. 

Policy LC-7.6. Loading Docks. Require that parking lots, loading docks, outdoor storage and 
processing, be located behind or beside buildings, not in front, and be screened from public 
views. 

Goal S-1: Leadership. A city that is recognized for its leadership role in resilience and preparedness. 

Policy S-1.5. Enhanced Circulation. In areas of the city with limited access routes and 
circulation challenges, require additional roads and improvements to ensure adequate 
emergency vehicle response and evacuation. 

Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code 

Citywide System Fees for Transportation Development 

Chapter 3.28 of the RCMC contains the ordinance that implements Rancho Cucamonga’s General 
Plan Circulation Element and sets the development impact fee (DIF) program for new development 
and redevelopment. This regulation establishes the fair-share costs for new development and 
redevelopment to finance the construction of public improvements. The City Council is required, in 
a City Council resolution, to set forth the specific amount of the fee; describe the benefit and impact 
area on which the development fee is imposed; list the Nexus Improvement Program and its 
components specifying the public improvements to be financed; describe the estimated cost of the 
facilities; describe the reasonable relationship between this fee and the various types of new 
developments; and set forth time of payment. On an annual basis, the City Council reviews this fee 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Transportation 

 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.16-9 

to determine whether the fee amounts are reasonably related to the impacts of developments and 
whether the described public facilities are still needed. 

The revenues raised by payment of the city-wide development transportation fees for the Nexus 
Improvement Program shall be placed in separate and special accounts according to each Nexus 
Improvement Program component, realizing that the railroad crossings and traffic signal 
components are part of and are to be placed in the city backbone component account, and such 
revenues, along with any interest earnings on that account, shall be used solely to: 

 Pay for the city’s future construction of facilities described in the City Council resolution or to 
reimburse the city for those described or listed facilities it constructs with funds advanced by 
the city from other sources or 

 Reimburse developers who have been required or permitted to install listed facilities on the 
Nexus Improvement Program. 

Truck Routes and Restrictions 

Chapter 10.56, Truck Routes and Restrictions, of the RCMC identifies unrestricted truck routes, 
restricted truck routes, and terminal access routes in the City of Rancho Cucamonga. Relevant to the 
project, and as described in RCMC Section 10.56.10, the following roadways in the vicinity of the 
project site are unrestricted truck routes: 8th Street from the west city limits to Vineyard Avenue 
and Vineyard Avenue from 8th Street to Foothill Boulevard. It should be noted that nothing in this 
section prohibits the ingress and egress from a designated unrestricted truck route by vehicles and 
vehicle combinations onto a city street when necessary for the purpose of making pickups or 
deliveries of goods; wares and merchandise from or to any building or structure located on a city 
street; or for the purpose of delivering materials to be used in the repair, alteration, remodeling or 
construction of any building or structure upon a city street for which a building permit has 
previously been obtained. 

Transportation Demand Management 

Chapter 17.78, Transportation Demand Management, of the RCMC encourages employers to 
implement programs to help reduce the use of single-occupancy vehicles. Relevant to the project, 
developments subject to the TDM Ordinance include light industrial uses with 250,000 sf, or more. 
The ordinance requires the provision of passenger loading areas; preferential parking for carpool 
and vanpool vehicles; shower and locker facilities; video conferencing; and any two of the following: 
ridesharing program, leasing of vans, company fleet cars, subsidized transit passes, and modified 
work hours. 

Streets, Sidewalks and Public Places 

Title 12 of the RCMC regulates activities on streets, sidewalks, and other public places. 
Chapter 12.03 requires that an encroachment permit be obtained prior to construction on public 
rights-of-way to protect public improvements and reduce hazards to the public. Chapter 12.08 
requires the improvement of the one-half of the street abutting a parcel as part of the development 
or improvement of the parcel, along with the dedication of the street right-of-way to the City upon 
completion of improvements. Street improvements (including sidewalks, curbs, gutters, street trees, 
street lighting, street paving, and drainage structures) should be made to meet City standards. 
Chapter 12.20 calls for the construction of complete street infrastructure (e.g., bicycle lanes, 
sidewalks, street crossings, and planting strips) in public and private street projects or the 
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improvement of streets to increase the safety and convenience of pedestrians, bicyclists, and public 
transportation users. 

4.16.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines states transportation and traffic impacts of the project would be 
significant if the project would: 

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

 Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); 
 Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); or 
 Result in inadequate emergency access. 

b. Methodology 
The project and associated Project Design Features are evaluated against the significance thresholds 
as the basis for determining the impact’s level of significance concerning transportation. In addition 
to Project Design Features, this analysis considers the existing regulatory framework (i.e., laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards) that avoid or reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impact. Where significant impacts remain despite compliance with the regulatory 
framework, feasible mitigation measures are recommended, to avoid or reduce the project’s 
potentially significant environmental impacts. 

This analysis of impacts on transportation examines the project’s temporary (i.e., construction) and 
permanent (i.e., operational) effects based on significance threshold’s application outlined above. 
For each criterion, the analyses are generally divided into two main categories: (1) construction 
impacts and (2) operational impacts. The impact conclusions consider the potential for changes in 
environmental conditions, as well as compliance with the regulatory framework enacted to protect 
the environment. 

The baseline conditions and impact analyses are based on the studies prepared by Fehr & Peers 
(Appendix K-1 and K-2); review of project maps and drawings; analysis of aerial and ground‐level 
photographs; and review of various data available in public records, including review of relevant 
local planning documents. The determination that a project component would or would not result 
in “substantial” adverse effects on transportation considers the available policies and regulations 
established by local and regional agencies and the amount of deviation from these policies in the 
project’s components. 

VMT Analysis Methodology 
As required in the City of Rancho Cucamonga Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (hereafter referred 
to as TIA Guidelines), this transportation impact analysis presents project- generated VMT and 
evaluates the project’s effect on VMT. Project-generated VMT in this assessment presents trips and 
trip distances of specific trip purposes. The effect on VMT is an estimate of how VMT within the 
region will change once a project is built.  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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Production/Attraction VMT 

The Production/Attraction (PA) methodology was utilized to estimate project generated VMT. The 
PA method for calculating VMT is consistent with City guidelines and sums all weekday VMT 
generated by trips with at least one trip end in the study area by trip purpose. The PA method tracks 
these trips to/from their ultimate destination unless that destination is outside of the model 
boundary area. Productions are land use types that generate trips (residences) and attractions are 
land use types that attract trips (employment). Productions and attractions are converted from 
person trips to vehicle trips for the purposes of calculating VMT. 

The PA method allows project VMT to be evaluated based on trip purpose which is consistent with 
OPR recommendations in the Technical Advisory and consistent with the City’s VMT methodology 
requirements. For example, a single-use project, such as an office building, could be analyzed based 
only on the commute VMT, or home-based-work (HBW) attraction VMT per employee; and a 
residential project could be analyzed based on the home-based (HB) production VMT per resident. 
Since the Project is an industrial development, HBW attraction VMT per employee (commute VMT) 
has been quantified in project’s VMT analysis, under both Base and Cumulative conditions. 

Due to the structure of the SBTAM (San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model), PA VMT can 
only be isolated by trip purpose before final traffic assignment in which all trip types are aggregated 
together. PA trip matrices include internal (I) trips that have both trip ends (i.e., origin and 
destination) inside the model boundary and do not include external (X) trips that have one trip end 
outside of the model boundary (IX-XI trips) or truck trips, and therefore do not include those trips in 
the VMT estimates. 

Boundary VMT 

The boundary method is utilized to measure the project’s effect on VMT. The boundary method is 
the sum of all weekday VMT on a roadway network within a designated boundary. Boundary 
method VMT estimates VMT by multiplying the number of trips on each roadway segment by the 
length of that segment. This approach includes all trips, including those trips that do not begin or 
end in the designated boundary. This is the only VMT method that captures the effect of cut-
through and/or displaced traffic.  

Per the City’s TIA Guidelines, the city boundary was used as the boundary for the project since the 
project is located near the southern city limit. The following boundaries were used for the analysis:  

 City of Rancho Cucamonga 
 Five-mile radius from the project site 
 10-mile radius from the project site 

Boundary VMT for impact determination was normalized by the service population (summation of 
residents and employees within a designated boundary) within the boundary to make an apples-to-
apples comparison between with and without project conditions. 

The City’s TIA Guidelines state the project would result in a significant project-generated VMT 
impact if either the following conditions are met: 

1. The baseline project generated VMT per service population exceeds the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga baseline VMT per service population, or 

2. The cumulative project generated VMT per service population exceeds the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga baseline VMT per service population. 
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The City’s TIA Guidelines also state the project would result in a significant impact if the following 
condition is met: 

1. The cumulative link-level boundary VMT per service population within City of Rancho 
Cucamonga increases under the plus project condition compared to the no project condition. 

If any of the three above conditions are met, the project would have a significant impact. Please 
note, the City’s TIA Guidelines also identify that, for the project effect assessment, if a project is 
located near the city limits then that geography may inadvertently truncate VMT at that boundary 
and a different geography should be considered. Since the project is located near the city boundary, 
the project effect assessment also considered a 5-mile and 10-mile radius from the project site to 
ensure that this does not artificially affect the results. 

Analysis Scenarios 

As recommended in the City’s TIA Guidelines, the VMT estimates were prepared under the following 
scenarios: 

 Base Year No Project Conditions 
 Base Year Plus Project Conditions 
 Future Year No Project Conditions 
 Future Year Plus Project Conditions 

The No Project Conditions model runs were used to verify the project-generated thresholds of 
significance documented in the City’s TIA Guidelines, estimate Citywide Boundary VMT (and the 
5/10-mile boundary). The Plus Project Conditions model runs were used to VMT impacts associated 
with the project. 

Travel Demand Model 

Consistent with the City’s TIA Guidelines, the San Bernardino Transportation Analysis Model 
(SBTAM) was utilized to estimate VMT in the project area. SBTAM is available in Base Year (2016) 
and Future Year (2040), each with land use and roadway network assumptions for the given year. 
The future year SBTAM is consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS and the recently updated City General 
Plan. San Bernadino utilizes Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) to organize data before assigning it to the 
transportation system. According to the City’s TIA Guidelines, TAZs are geographic polygons similar 
to Census block groups used to represent areas of homogenous travel behavior. The project land 
use was isolated into TAZ 53664302. 

Level of Service Performance Criteria (included for informational purposes only) 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga, the City of Ontario, and SBCTA:CMP have established explicit 
performance criteria for roadway intersection and freeway operations within their jurisdictions. The 
LOS performance criteria and significant thresholds used to determine project impacts include: 

 City of Rancho Cucamonga: The city has adopted LOS D as the minimum acceptable standard. A 
significant traffic impact occurs if the addition of project generated trips causes an intersection 
to change from an acceptable LOS to a deficient LOS or if project traffic increases the delay at 
any intersection already operating at an unacceptable LOS. 

 City of Ontario: The city has adopted LOS E as the minimum acceptable standard during the 
morning and evening peak hours. A significant traffic impact occurs if the addition of project 
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generated trips causes an intersection to change from an acceptable LOS to a deficient LOS or if 
project traffic increases the delay at any intersection already operating at an unacceptable LOS.  

 CMP: SBCTA, as the congestion management agency, has set LOS E as the minimum acceptable 
threshold for CMP facilities. The County implements an enhanced transportation management 
program to ensure that the designated roadways meet this LOS E standard. When the CMP 
standards differ from the City standards, the CMP guidelines defer to the local agency 
standards.  

Table 4.16-2 (above) is based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 
Manual (11th Edition). The discussion below includes an evaluation using the methods prescribed in 
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition, consistent with the requirement of the 2016 San 
Bernardino County CMP. The City does not designate a specific software to be used in the analysis 
but allows the use of one of several software packages that are consistent with the HCM 
methodologies. The intersection analysis for the Project was accomplished using Synchro software 
program and using the specified input parameters outline in the San Bernardino County CMP. In 
accordance with the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, the acceptable LOS of roadway segment 
operation is LOS D or better. 

c. Project Design Features 
The applicant shall construct the following intersection improvements at the project vicinity: 

 Construct frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, 
streetlights, fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, 
and Baker Avenue frontages. 

 Pay fair share contribution to add a southbound right-turn overlap phase on Vineyard Avenue 
and Foothill Boulevard. 

 Pay fair share contribution to widen the westbound approach five inches to accommodate dual 
westbound left-turn lanes, three westbound through lanes, a bike lane, and a westbound right-
turn lane on Foothill Boulevard. 

 Pay fair share contribution to widen the westbound approach 10 inches to add a westbound 
right-turn pocket on Vineyard Avenue and Arrow Route. 

 Modify ADA/corner cutoffs and related improvements for efficient truck circulation around the 
project site: 
 Southwest corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue 
 Northwest corner of 8th Street and Vineyard Avenue 
 Southwest corner of 8th Street and Vineyard Avenue 
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d. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Impact TRA-1 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT CONFLICT WITH A PROGRAM, PLAN, ORDINANCE OR POLICY 
ADDRESSING THE CIRCULATION SYSTEM, INCLUDING TRANSIT, ROADWAY, BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES. 
IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 
The project would implement a temporary traffic control plan during construction activities 
pursuant to Caltrans’ construction practice requirement, which would include provisions for 
maintaining circulation during construction. The majority of the project site is undeveloped with the 
exception of a historically significant house located on the west side of the project site. Construction 
of the project would provide newly paved drive aisles that extend throughout Building 1, Building 2, 
and Building 3 which would improve circulation throughout the project site.  

Construction of the project would require the south curb along 9th Street to be reconstructed near 
the intersection with Vineyard Avenue and the exclusive eastbound left-turn lane would be 
removed. The eastbound approach on 9th Street at Vineyard Avenue would consist of a single 
shared lane for all movements. The intersection modification was modeled for the Opening Year 
(2030 with Project and Future Year [2040] with Project scenarios).  

Operation 
The project would comply with the Complete Streets Act of 2008 which requires that general plans 
(which includes the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan) accommodate a balanced, multimodal 
transportation network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways in a 
manner that is suitable to applicable rural, suburban, or urban contexts. In addition, the project 
would comply with American Disabilities Act (ADA) standards for accessible designs by designing the 
proposed walkways to be readily available to individuals with disabilities. This would also apply to 
crosswalks located in between buildings, walking routes, and curb ramps.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
The potential impact to pedestrian bicycle facilities was evaluated based on whether the proposed 
project would physically disrupt an existing facility or interfere with the implementation of a 
planned facility. In addition, the proposed project was evaluated to determine if it would create 
potential conflicts with applicable policies, plans, or programs (as defined in the regulatory setting 
above) supporting bicycle use or pedestrian travel such that the conflict could reduce bicycle trips or 
increase conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists, or other modes. A review of the project 
description did not identify any disruption to existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities. The project is 
consistent with the adopted plans regarding bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and is not 
expected to decrease the performance or safety of these facilities. Therefore, the project would 
have a less-than-significant impact on active transportation. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Transportation 

 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.16-15 

Transit Service and Facilities 
The potential impact to transit service or facilities was evaluated based on whether the proposed 
project would physically disrupt an existing facility/service or interfere with the implementation of a 
planned facility/service. In addition, the proposed project was evaluated to determine if it would 
create potential conflicts with applicable policies, plans, or programs (as defined in the regulatory 
setting above) supporting transit such that the conflict could reduce transit trips or increase 
conflicts with other modes. The proposed development would not modify a transit stop location or 
affect transit headways. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on public 
transit. 

SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Consistency Analysis 
The overarching goal of the RTP/SCS is to support local jurisdictions and partnerships in creating 
sustainable communities that meet the unique vision and needs of each locality. One of the key 
goals is to focus growth near existing destinations and mobility options. The project's location, 
adjacent to established commercial and residential areas, aligns with this objective. By providing 
warehouse facilities in proximity to existing destinations, the project promotes efficient land use 
and reduces transportation distances for goods and services. 

The RTP/SCS also emphasizes leveraging technological innovations. While not directly related to 
technological advancements, the project would incorporate sustainable design and construction 
practices. The project proposes to integrate energy-efficient features achieving an LEED Certified 
designation and provide 13 electric vehicle charging stations, aligning with the broader objective of 
leveraging technology for sustainability. Furthermore, the project supports the implementation of 
sustainability policies by adhering to local zoning regulations and incorporating specific design 
requirements. This includes landscaping, lighting, and screening provisions to ensure compatibility 
with the surrounding environment, minimize visual impacts, and promote responsible development 
practices. 

Lastly, the project has the potential to contribute to a green region by implementing sustainable 
design principles. By incorporating green infrastructure features, permeable surfaces, and drip 
irrigation for native landscaping, the project can enhance water efficiency and stormwater 
management at the project site. 

Therefore, the proposed project's location, purpose, and adherence to sustainable design principles 
demonstrate its consistency with the goals and implementation strategies outlined in the 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS.  

General Plan Consistency Analysis 
Goals and policies from the Land Use and Community Character and Mobility & Access chapters of 
the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan which pertain to the circulation system are described in 
Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning of this Draft EIR. As shown below, the project’s circulation 
elements would be consistent with the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan chapters pertaining to the 
land use, safety, and mobility (circulation) system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities. The project would also be consistent with the analyses conducted for the 
Mobility & Access Chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan in terms of LOS. Refer to the 
transportation study in Appendix K-2 of the Draft EIR for more information regarding LOS. 
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LAND USE AND COMMUNITY CHARACTER CHAPTER 

Goal LC-2: HUMAN SCALED. A city planned and designed for people fostering social and economic interaction, an active 
and vital public realm, and high levels of public safety and comfort. 

Policy LC-2.3: Streetscape. Enhance the 
pedestrian experience through 
streetscape improvements such as 
enhanced street lighting, street trees, and 
easement dedications to increase the 
widths of the sidewalks, provide side 
access parking lanes, and other pedestrian 
and access amenities. 

Consistent: Landscaping, street lighting, and sidewalks would be provided 
along each of the three streets abutting the project. Refer to Figure 2-8a, 
Landscape Plan, of the Project Description. 

Goal LC-7: Robust Districts. A series of unique, employment-oriented environments for a range of business activities, 
shopping and entertainment, arts and culture activities, and community events and gathering. 

Policy LC-7.6: Loading Docks. Require that 
parking lots, loading docks, outdoor 
storage, and processing, be located 
behind or beside buildings, not in front, 
and be screened from public views. 

Consistent: All parking lots on the project site would include landscaping, 
and all loading docks would be screened from public view. See Figure 2-4, 
Site Plan, and Figure 2-8a, Landscape Plan, of the Project Description.  

MOBILTY AND ACCESS CHAPTER 

Goal MA-2: Access for All. A safe, efficient, accessible, and equitable transportation system that serves the mobility 
needs of all users. 

Policy MA-2.8: Facility Service Levels. 
Maintain level of service (LOS) D for 
priority modes on each street; LOS E or F 
may be acceptable at intersections or 
segments for modes that are not 
prioritized. The City will develop a list of 
intersections and roadways that are 
protected from this level of service policy 
where 1) maintaining the standard would 
be a disincentive to walking, biking or 
transit; 2) constructing facilities would 
prevent the City from VMT reduction 
goals or other priorities, and; 3) 
maintaining the standard would be 
incompatible with adjacent land uses and 
built forms. 

Consistent with implementation of proposed improvements: Out of the 
18 intersections that were analyzed in the Transportation Study (Appendix 
K-2), 15 intersections would maintain a LOS D or better under the 
proposed project. However, the following three intersections would result 
in a LOS of E or F during the opening year of project operation (2030): 
 Vineyard Avenue & Foothill Boulevard – from LOS D to LOS E 
 Vineyard Avenue & Arrow Route – from LOS E to LOS F 
 Baker Avenue & 8th Street – from LOS E to F in the AM and from LOS C 

to E in the PM 

Due to the project’s contribution to the increase in delays at these 
intersections, improvements are required that include signal timing 
optimization for the two intersections on along Vineyard Avenue, and a 
new signal and street widening would be required for the Baker Avenue & 
8th Street intersection. Upon implementation of these improvements, the 
average delay at all three intersections would be LOS D or better.  

Policy MA-2.12 Transportation Demand 
Management. Require new projects to 
implement Transportation Demand 
Management strategies, such as employer 
provided transit pass/parking credit, high-
speed communications infrastructure for 
telecommuting, carpooling incentives, etc. 

Not Applicable: Transportation Demand Management strategies are not 
required since the VMT impacts are less than significant. Refer to the 
impact analysis under Threshold 2.  

Policy MA-2.14: Bicycle Facilities. Enhance 
bicycle facilities by maintaining and 
expanding the bicycle network, providing 
end-of-trip facilities (bike parking, lockers, 
showers), improving bicycle/transit 
integration, wayfinding signage, etc. 

Consistent: The project would include pedestrian connections between all 
internal uses and existing streets. The project would provide 18 bicycle 
parking spaces (five percent of required vehicle parking) pursuant to RCMC 
Section 17.64.110(B) and be consistent with all applicable Development 
Code requirements. Carpool and vanpool would be provided, and 
minimum code requirements for parking capacity would be met. 
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Goal MA-3: Safety. A transportation network that adapts to changing mobility needs while preserving sustainable 
community values. 

Policy MA-3.4: Emergency Access. 
Prioritize development and infrastructure 
investments that work to implement, 
maintain, and enhance emergency access 
throughout the community. 

Consistent: As discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
the project was analyzed for its consistency the City’s established Local 
Hazard Mitigation Plan, Emergency Operations Plan, Emergency 
Management Program, and the Ready RC disaster preparedness manual. It 
was concluded that the project would not modify or impede existing 
emergency routes and would not interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The project would not 
modify or impede existing emergency routes. Primary access to all major 
roads would be maintained during construction and operation of the 
project.  

Goal MA-4: Goods Movement. An efficient goods movement system that ensures timely deliveries without 
compromising quality of life, safety and smooth traffic flow for residents and businesses. 

Policy MA-4.1: Truck Network. Avoid 
designating truck routes that use collector 
or local streets that primarily serve 
residential uses and other sensitive 
receptors. 

Consistent: Project-related trucks would be required to utilize the 
designated truck routes identified in the City’s General Plan and directed 
away from all sensitive receptors. Access to the project site by trucks 
would be provided via two ingress/egress driveways: one from 9th Street 
and one from Vineyard Avenue.  

SAFETY CHAPTER 

Goal S-1: Leadership. A city that is recognized for its leadership role in resilience and preparedness 

Policy S-1.5: Enhanced Circulation. In 
areas of the city with limited access routes 
and circulation challenges, require 
additional roads and improvements to 
ensure adequate emergency vehicle 
response and evacuation. 

Consistent: The portion of the city where the project would be located is 
developed with roadways suitable to accommodate traffic capacity, with 
incorporation of the traffic infrastructure improvements proposed as part 
of the project. Transportation impacts are further discussed in this section 
of the EIR. 

Source: City of Rancho Cucamonga 2021 

Supplemental LOS Study 
The transportation analysis (Appendix K-2) was prepared for the purposes of determining whether 
the project complies with the Mobility & Access chapter of the City’s General Plan. The information 
regarding the project’s trip generation and predicted trip distribution on the roadway network are 
provided for informational purposes because additional delay to an intersection or roadway 
segment is no longer considered a significant impact under CEQA.  

Project Forecast Trip Generation 
Forecast generation for the project is based on scoping discussions with the cities of Rancho 
Cucamonga and Ontario per the approved scoping agreement prior to the City adopting VMT 
thresholds. The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition) 
and the City of Fontana’s Truck Trip Generation Study from August 2023 were utilized to gather 
passenger vehicle and truck mix rates, which are the most current and relevant metrics for this 
project. Furthermore, trip distribution assumptions for the project were developed considering the 
proposed site uses, and the routes to and from the freeway system for the warehouse trucks. 
Separate distribution patterns were assumed for passenger car trips and truck trips. Table 4.16-3 
summarizes the ITE trip generation rates used to calculate the number of trips forecasted.  

Since the project is a warehousing development, project trips were converted into passenger car 
equivalent (PCE) trips. The project vehicle fleet mix was assumed to be consistent with Heavy 
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Warehouse vehicle fleet mix documented in Fontana’s Truck Trip Generation Study (refer to 
Appendix K-2). Table 4.16-4 shows the estimated non-PCE project trip generation, Table 4.16-5 
shows the estimated project trip generation by vehicle classification, and Table 4.16-6 shows the 
estimated PCE project trip generation. 

Table 4.16-3 Project Trip Generation Rates 

ITE Code Land Use Daily Rate 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Rate In Out Rate 

150 Warehousing 1.71 77% 23% 0.17% 28% 72% 0.18 

Source: Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021). 

Table 4.16-4 Non-PCE Project Trip Generation 

ITE 
Code Land Use Quantity Units Daily Rate 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

150 Building One - 
Warehouse 

611.574 KSF 1,046 80 24 194 31 79 110 

150 Building Two - 
Warehouse 

107.541 KSF 184 14 4 18 5 14 19 

150 Building Three - 
Warehouse 

262.981 KSF 450 35 10 45 13 34 47 

Total Non-PCE Project Trips 1,680 129 38 167 49 127 176 

Source: Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021). 

KSF = Thousand Square Feet 

Table 4.16-5 Non-PCE Project Trip Generation with Vehicle Classification 

Vehicle Type Vehicle Mix Daily Rate 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Passenger Vehicle 79.6% 1,337 103 30 133 39 101 140 

2-Axel Truck 3.50% 59 4 1 5 2 4 6 

3-Axel Truck 4.60% 77 6 2 8 2 6 8 

4+ - Axel Truck 12.3% 207 16 5 21 6 16 22 

Total Non-PCE Project Trips 1,680 129 38 167 49 127 176 

Sources(s): 

1. Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021). 

2. Truck Trip Generation Study, City of Fontana, County of San Bernadino, State of California, 2003 
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Table 4.16-6 PCE Project Trip Generation with Vehicle Classification 

Vehicle Type Vehicle Mix Daily Rate 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Passenger Vehicle 79.6% 1,337 103 30 133 39 101 140 

2-Axel Truck 3.50% 89 7 2 9 3 6 9 

3-Axel Truck 4.60% 154 12 4 16 4 12 16 

4+ - Axel Truck 12.3% 621 48 14 62 18 48 66 

Total Non-PCE Project Trips 2,201 170 50 220 64 167 231 

Sources(s): 

1. Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021). 

2. Truck Trip Generation Study, City of Fontana, County of San Bernadino, State of California, 2003 

3. City of Rancho Cucamonga Traffic Impact Guidelines, 2020. 

LOS Analysis 

LOS is a qualitative measure used to describe operation conditions. The LOS of an intersection 
ranges from A, which represents minimal delay, to F, which represents heavy delay and a facility 
that is operating at or near its function capacity. An intersection LOS is defined as a function of 
average control delay for the intersection. 

The following traffic analysis scenarios were analyzed: 

 Existing Conditions 
 Project Opening Year (2030) Conditions 
 Project Opening Year (2030) Plus Project Conditions 
 Project Opening Year (2030) Plus Project With Improvement Conditions 
 Future Year (2040) Conditions 
 Future Year (2040) Plus Project Conditions 

As shown in Table 4.16-7, under Existing (2023) AM peak hour conditions, Vineyard Avenue and 
Arrow Route (Intersection 3) and Baker Avenue and 8th Street (Intersection 6) operate below 
acceptable standards. 

Table 4.16-7 Existing (2023) Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Jurisdiction Control Peak Hour 
Opening Year No Project 

Average Delay / LOS 

1. Vineyard Avenue and 
Foothill 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Signalized AM 46 / D 

PM 51 / D 

2. Baker Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Signalized AM 18 / B 

PM 11 / B 

3. Vineyard Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Signalized AM 57 / E 

PM 36 / D 

4. Baker Avenue and 9th 
Street 

City of Rancho Cucamonga All-Way-Stop AM 18 / C 

PM 13 / B 
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Intersection Jurisdiction Control Peak Hour 
Opening Year No Project 

Average Delay / LOS 

5. Vineyard Avenue and 
9th Street 

City of Rancho Cucamonga Signalized AM 28 / C  

PM 32 / C 

6. Baker Avenue and 8th 
Street 

City of Rancho Cucamonga All-Way-Stop AM 43 / E 

PM 17 / C 

7. Vineyard Avenue and 
8th Street 

Cities of Rancho Signalized AM 24 / C 

Pm 14 / B 

8. Vineyard Avenue and 
6th Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 22 / C 

PM 23 / C 

9. Vineyard Avenue and 
4th Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 28 / C 

PM 33 / C 

10. Vineyard Avenue 
and Jay Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 12 / B 

PM 16 / B 

11 Vineyard Avenue and 
Inland Empire Boulevard 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 9 / A 

PM 10 / B 

12. Vineyard Avenue 
and I-10 WB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 11 / B 

PM 14 / B 

13.Vineyard Avenue and 
I-10 EB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 21 / C 

PM 16 / B 

Notes: 

1. Whole intersections weighted average stopped delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stopped controlled 
intersections. Worst lane delay reported for two-way-stop controlled intersections. 

2. Delay operations were calculated using HCM 7th methodologies.  

3. Bold represents LOS below acceptable standards. 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2024b. 

This section analyzes the potential traffic impact of the addition of trips forecast to be generated by 
project buildout to existing conditions traffic volumes at the study intersections. The Opening Year 
(2030) with Project Conditions model includes the existing lane configurations modified, when 
necessary, to account for the roadway improvements documented in the 2020 RTP/SCS, existing 
signal timings, and PCE traffic forecasts.  

Table 4.16-8 Opening Year (2030) Intersection LOS 

Intersection Jurisdiction Control 
Peak 
Hour 

Opening Year 
No Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

Opening Year 
Plus Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

1. Vineyard Avenue and 
Foothill Boulevard 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 55 / E 56 / E 

PM 41 / D 39 / D 

2. Baker Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 19 / B 19 / B 

PM 17 / B 18 / B 

3. Vineyard Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 105 / F 110 / F 

PM 45 / D 49 / D 
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Intersection Jurisdiction Control 
Peak 
Hour 

Opening Year 
No Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

Opening Year 
Plus Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

4. Baker Avenue and 9th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

All-Way-Stop AM 27 / D 29 / D 

PM 18 / C 19 / D 

5. Vineyard Avenue and 
9th Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 33 / C 37 / D 

PM 46 / D 52 / D 

6. Baker Avenue and 8th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

All-Way-Stop AM 95 / F 107 / F 

PM 35 / D  39 / E 

7. Vineyard Avenue and 
8th Street 

Cities of Rancho Signalized AM 42 / D 45 / D 

Pm 19 / B 21 / C 

8. Vineyard Ave and 6th St City of Ontario Signalized AM 27 / C 28 / C 

PM 29 / C 30 / C 

9. Vineyard Avenue and 
4th Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 36 / D 36 / D 

PM 40 / D 40 /D 

10. Vineyard Avenue and 
Jay Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 14 / B 14 / B 

PM 17 / B 18 / B 

11 Vineyard Avenue and 
Inland Empire Boulevard 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 11 / B 11 / B 

PM 13 / B  13 / B 

12. Vineyard Avenue and 
I-10 WB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 17 / B 19 / B 

PM 29 / C 22 / C 

13.Vineyard Avenue and I-
10 EB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 28 / C 29 / C 

PM 29 / C 34 / C 

14. Vineyard Ave and 
Northern Project Dwy 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 29 / D 

PM - 19 / C 

15. Vineyard Avenue and 
Southern Project 
Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 24 / C 

PM - 16 / C 

16. Baker Avenue and 
Southern Project 
Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 15 / B  

PM - 14 / B  

17. Baker Avenue and 
Northern Project 
Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 14 / B  

PM - 13 / B 

18. Project Driveway and 
9th Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 11 / B 

PM - 10 / B 

Notes: 

1. Whole intersections weighted average stopped delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stopped controlled 
intersections. Worst lane delay reported for two-way-stop controlled intersections. 

2. Delay operations were calculated using HCM 7th methodologies.  

3. Bold represents LOS below acceptable standards. 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2024b. 
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Consistent with Existing (2023) conditions, Intersection 3 and Intersection 6 continue to operate 
below the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s acceptable LOS standard under Opening Year (2030) No 
Project conditions. In addition, the intersection at Vineyard Avenue and Foothill Boulevard 
(Intersection 1) also operates below the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s acceptable LOS standard under 
Opening Year (2030) No Project conditions during the AM peak hour. 

Under Opening Year (2030) Plus Project conditions, the three intersections that previously operated 
below the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s acceptable LOS standard continue to do so, with slightly 
higher delays. In addition, at Intersection 6, Baker Avenue and 8th Street, the addition of the project 
would result in higher delays that would cause a degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the PM peak 
hour.  

Table 4.16-9 compares delay and LOS for Opening Year (2030) Plus Project with and without the 
proposed improvements. Consistent with the City’s guidelines, the following improvements are 
recommended that would improve operations to LOS D or better: 

 Intersection 1 (Vineyard Avenue and Foothill Boulevard) – The intersection is signalized and 
forecasted to operate at LOS E during the AM peak hour under Opening Year (2030) Plus Project 
conditions. Optimizing the AM peak hour signal timing improves intersection operations from 
LOS E to D. 

 Intersection 3 (Vineyard Avenue and Arrow Route) – The intersection is signalized and 
forecasted to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour under Opening Year (2030) Plus Project 
conditions. Optimizing the AM signal timing improves intersection operations from LOS F to D. 

 Intersection 6 (Baker Avenue and 8th Street) – The intersection is unsignalized and forecasted to 
operate at LOS F and E during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, under Opening Year 
(2030) Plus Project conditions. This intersection satisfies the peak hour traffic signal warrant 
under Opening Year (2030) Plus Project conditions. 

The identified improvements reduce intersection operations to the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s 
acceptable LOS standard (LOS D or better).  

Table 4.16-9 Opening Year (2030) Intersection LOS With Improvements 

Intersection Control 
Peak 
Hour 

Opening Year Plus Project 
LOS / Average Delay 

Opening Year Plus Project 
with Improvements 
LOS / Average Delay 

1. Vineyard Avenue and 
Foothill Boulevard 

Signalized AM 56 / E  48 / D  

PM 39 / D - 

3. Vineyard Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

Signalized AM 110 / F 48 / D 

PM 49 / D - 

6. Baker Avenue and 8th 
Street 

Signalized AM 107 / F 11 / B 

PM 39 / E 10 / A 

This section analyzes the potential traffic forecast for 2040. According to the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga’s Mobility & Access chapter, the future year forecast evaluates whether the ultimate 
circulation system planned for the study area would provide an acceptable LOS with the addition of 
Project-generated trips. Table 4.16-10 displays the LOS analysis results for the Future Year 2040 Plus 
Project implementation and assumes the buildout of the roadway circulation per the Rancho 
Cucamonga General Plan and the 2020 RTP/SCS. 
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Table 4.16-10 Future Year (2040) Intersection LOS 

Intersection Jurisdiction Control 
Peak 
Hour 

Opening Year 
No Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

Opening Year 
Plus Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

1. Vineyard Avenue and 
Foothill Boulevard 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 50 / D 50 / D 

PM 35 / D 34 / C 

2. Baker Avenue and Arrow 
Route 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 16 / B  16 / B 

PM 21 / C 21 / C 

3. Vineyard Avenue and 
Arrow Route 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 34 / C 36 / D 

PM 35 / D  38 / D 

4. Baker Avenue and 9th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

All-Way-Stop AM 24 / C 25 / D 

PM 23 / C 26 /D 

5. Vineyard Avenue and 9th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Signalized AM 31 / C 32 / C 

PM 33 / C  36 / D 

6. Baker Avenue and 8th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

All-Way-Stop AM 40 / E 43 / E 

PM 36 / E 39 / E 

7. Vineyard Avenue and 8th 
Street 

Cities of Rancho Signalized AM 24 / C 24 / C 

PM 20 / B 21 / C 

8. Vineyard Avenue and 6th 
Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 30 / C 31 / C 

PM 36 / D 39 / D 

9. Vineyard Avenue and 4th 
Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 36 / D 36 / D 

PM 43 / D 43 / D 

10. Vineyard Avenue and Jay 
Street 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 18 / B 12 / B 

PM 20 / B 20 / B 

11 Vineyard Avenue and 
Inland Empire Boulevard 

City of Ontario Signalized AM 12 / B 12 / B 

PM 14 / B 14 / B 

12. Vineyard Avenue and I-10 
WB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 23 / C 18 / B 

PM 21 / C 22 / C 

13.Vineyard Avenue and I-10 
EB Ramps 

Caltrans Signalized AM 29 / C 30 / C 

PM 24 / C 26 / C 

14. Vineyard Avenue and 
Northern Project Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 27 / D 

PM - 20 / C 

15. Vineyard Avenue and 
Southern Project Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 23 / C 

PM - 17 / C 

16. Baker Avenue and 
Southern Project Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 14 / B 

PM - 16 / C 

17. Baker Avenue and 
Northern Project Driveway 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 13 / B 

PM - 15 / C 
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Intersection Jurisdiction Control 
Peak 
Hour 

Opening Year 
No Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

Opening Year 
Plus Project 

Average Delay 
/ LOS 

18. Project Driveway and 9th 
Street 

City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 

Two-Way-Stop AM - 11 / B 

PM - 12 / B 

Notes: 

1. Whole intersections weighted average stopped delay expressed in seconds per vehicle for signalized and all-way stopped controlled 
intersections. Worst lane delay reported for two-way-stop controlled intersections. 

2. Delay operations were calculated using HCM 7th methodologies.  

3. Bold represents LOS below acceptable standards. 

Source: Fehr & Peers 2024b. 

The results of the analysis indicate that one study location operates below the City’s acceptable LOS 
standard under Future Year (2040) Plus Project conditions. The intersection of Baker Avenue and 
8th Street (Intersection 6) is unsignalized and was assumed to be widened from two to four lanes 
(consistent with the 2020 RTP/SCS) under Future Year (2040) conditions. The intersection operates 
at LOS E in both the AM and PM peak hours. This intersection satisfies the peak hour traffic signal 
warrant under Future Year (2040) Plus Project conditions; therefore, it is recommended that the 
intersection is signalized, which would result in the intersection operating at LOS B in the AM and 
PM peak hours. 

Due to the project’s contribution to the increase in delays at these intersections, a new signal and 
street widening would be required for the Baker Avenue & 8th Street intersection (Intersection 6), 
and signal timing optimization for the two intersections (Intersection 1 and Intersection 3) along 
Vineyard Avenue. Upon implementation of these improvements, the average delay at all three 
intersections would be LOS D or better, which would comply with the City’s policy and TIA 
Guidelines. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required.  

Threshold 2: Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

Impact TRA-2 THE PROJECT-GENERATED VMT PER SERVICE POPULATION WOULD NOT EXCEED THE 
CITY’S BASELINE VMT PER SERVICE POPULATION DURING BASE YEAR OR CUMULATIVE YEAR CONDITIONS, 
AND THE BASE YEAR AND CUMULATIVE YEAR VMT PER SERVICE POPULATION WOULD NOT INCREASE IN THE 
CITY OR WITHIN A 5-MILE OR 10-MILE RADIUS AROUND THE PROJECT SITE UNDER PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS. 
AS SUCH, THE PROJECT’S VMT IMPACT IS LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 
Construction of the project is a temporary activity not associated with a specific land use. Although 
there would be vehicle trips and VMT associated with construction workers, demolition and 
transport of materials and equipment, these activities do not fall squarely into the primary goals of 
SB 743, to reduce reliance on individual automobiles and promote multi-modal transportation 
networks through effective land use planning. In addition, construction activities are captured in the 
analysis of air quality and greenhouse gas emissions and within other sections of this Draft EIR. 
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Operations 
SB 743 changed how traffic impacts are evaluated for CEQA purposes. The new rules supersede the 
LOS criteria for measuring traffic impacts, replacing them with VMT metrics. Section 15064.3 of the 
CEQA Guidelines must be implemented statewide by January 1, 2019 and public agencies may elect 
to adopt VMT thresholds of significance.  

Project-generated VMT estimates were prepared using the PA method for the Base Year and Future 
Year Plus Project scenarios. PA project-generated VMT estimates are presented in Table 4.16-11. For 
this analysis, PA VMT represents VMT per employee (commute VMT). 

Table 4.16-11 Project-Generated PA VMT Estimates 

Scenario Project TAZ 
Project Total 
Employment 

PA VMT (Attraction) 
for Project TAZ VMT per Employee 

Base Year Plus Project 53664302 854 13,632 16.0 

Future Year Plus Project 53664302 854 13,099 15.3 

Note: VMT per Employee = Commute VMT for project 

Project effect on VMT was estimated using the boundary method for the Base Year and Future Year 
with and without project scenarios for three specific geographies (citywide, 5-mile radius from the 
project, and 10-mile radius from the project). Project-effect on VMT estimates for the Base Year and 
Future Year scenarios are shown in Table 4.16-12 and Table 4.16-13, respectively.  

Table 4.16-12 Base Year Project Effect on VMT Estimates 
 Without Project With Project 

City Boundary VMT 3,751,135 3,756,803 

City Service Population 263,882 264,736 

City Boundary VMT per Service Population 14.2 14.2 

5-Mile Boundary VMT 10,627,101 10,634,359 

5-Mile Service Population 578,066 578,920 

5-Mile Boundary VMT per Service Population 18.4 18.4 

10-Mile Boundary VMT 25,937,812 25,943,525 

10-Mile Service Population 1,407,387 1,408,241 

10-Mile Boundary VMT per Service Population 18.4 18.4 

Note: Service Population = Total Employment + Population. 
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Table 4.16-13 Base Year Project Effect on VMT Estimates 
 Without Project With Project 

City Boundary VMT 3,751,135 3,756,803 

City Service Population 263,882 264,736 

City Boundary VMT per Service Population 14.2 14.2 

5-Mile Boundary VMT 10,627,101 10,634,359 

5-Mile Service Population 578,066 578,920 

5-Mile Boundary VMT per Service Population 18.4 18.4 

10-Mile Boundary VMT 25,937,812 25,943,525 

10-Mile Service Population 1,407,387 1,408,241 

10-Mile Boundary VMT per Service Population 18.4 18.4 

Note: Service Population = Total Employment + Population. 

As shown in Table 4.16-12 and Table 4.16-13, the addition of the project does not result in VMT per 
service population increasing or decreasing in the city or within a five-mile and 10-mile radius 
around the project site. Therefore, the project-generated VMT per service population does not 
exceed the City’s baseline VMT per service population during Base Year or Cumulative Year 
conditions; as such, the project-level VMT impacts level are less than significant. As for City-level 
impacts, Base Year and Cumulative Year VMT per service population do not increase in the City or 
within a five-mile and 10-mile radius around the project site under Plus Project Conditions; 
therefore, City-level impacts are also less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required.  

Threshold 3: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Impact TRA-3 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE HAZARDS DUE TO A GEOMETRIC 
DESIGN FEATURE OR INCOMPATIBLE USE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction Impacts 
Construction impacts associated with the project would temporarily restrict vehicular traffic or 
cause temporary hazards. Construction operations would be required to implement appropriate and 
feasible measures to facilitate the passage of people and vehicles through/around any required road 
or lane closures or implement detours if needed. Site-specific activities, such as temporary 
construction activities, are approved on a project-by-project basis by the City and are required to 
ensure adequate traffic flow. At the time of approval of any site-specific development plans 
required for the construction of infrastructure, the project would be required to comply with the 
City requirements including obtaining a lane closure permit, encroachment permit, and/or other 
measures that would maintain traffic flow and access through standard conditions of approval that 
would be placed on project buildout. The project does not propose the use of agricultural 
equipment that would lead to incompatible uses. Furthermore, the traffic control measures as 
required by the City would be implemented as necessary to maintain adequate circulation. 
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Overall, on-site construction activities would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature or incompatible uses. In consideration of project design features, potential 
construction-related transportation hazards would be less than significant. 

Operation Impacts 
The post project condition would generally maintain the existing roadway network, with the 
exception of improvements to the intersection of Vineyard Avenue and 9th Street. All proposed 
modifications would be compliant with the City of Rancho Cucamonga relevant regulatory agency 
development standards, requirements, and regulations as stated above in Threshold 4.16-1. 
Roadway improvements in and around the project site would be designed and constructed to meet 
all City requirements for street widths, corner radii, and intersection control as well as incorporate 
design standards tailored specifically to project access requirements that would result in the safe 
and efficient flow of traffic within and throughout the project site. Adhering to the City’s regulatory 
requirements for general street alignments, circulation/mobility would ensure that the project 
would not include any sharp curves for the public and project uses, or create dangerous 
intersections, or design hazards. Additionally, modifications to the other intersections are necessary 
to improve traffic congestion, truck movement, and existing road conditions around the project site.  

Overall, construction and operation activities would not substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature or incompatible uses; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required.  

Threshold 4: Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Impact TRA-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS. IMPACTS 
WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction Impacts 
The project would not result in any significant emergency access impacts during construction. In 
case of an emergency, the construction manager would have assigned staff to flag emergency 
response vehicles and direct them to the emergency location. Unimpeded access would be 
maintained throughout the project site and work vehicles and equipment would be prohibited from 
parking or being placed in a manner that would impede emergency response vehicle access. Site 
conditions, during and after the workday, would be either maintained or left in a condition that 
adheres to Division of Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA) safety standards to prevent any 
hazardous condition that would affect construction staff and emergency responders. 

Access roads to the site would be constructed throughout the project site for construction 
staff/inspectors, construction equipment and materials delivery/removal, and emergency response 
vehicles. The proposed driveways on 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue would be kept or maintained 
in such a condition to allow for safe passage of emergency response vehicles.  

In summary, the project’s adherence to applicable City laws and regulations, and provision of many 
access points, would not result in inadequate emergency access during project-related construction 
activities. 
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Off-Site Construction  
The off-site improvements would potentially cause delays for traffic during construction outside of 
the project area. As discussed in Section 4.16.1b, Vineyard Avenue is designated as a major truck 
route. Additionally, there would be some potential delays for emergency vehicles during 
construction due to traffic. Therefore, the applicant would implement necessary traffic control 
measures to alleviate congestion in conformance with the City’s construction permit, lane closure 
permit, and encroachment permit requirements.  

Operation Impacts 
The project design includes three access points that would allow emergency vehicles to enter the 
site at different locations. Vehicle circulation on the project site would provide adequate width and 
turn radius for emergency vehicles, and project site plans would be reviewed and approved by City 
staff and the Rancho Cucamonga Fire District prior to construction. Therefore, the project’s 
potential impacts related to emergency access are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required.  

4.16.4 Cumulative Impacts 
As summarized in Section 3, Environmental Setting, of this Draft EIR, there are 10 planned and 
pending projects in the City of Rancho Cucamonga and Ontario within a one-mile radius of the 
project site. 

As identified in the analysis presented under Threshold a, the project would not conflict with a 
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Cumulative development projects would be reviewed for 
consistency with adopted programs, plans, ordinances, or policies, including but not limited to the 
SCAG RTP/SCS, the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, and the RCMC, as applicable. Accordingly, 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. Even if cumulative development projects are in 
conflict, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact and thus would not be 
cumulatively considerable because the project does not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 
policy addressing the circulation system, as identified through the analysis presented in this section. 

As discussed under Threshold b, the project-generated VMT per service population does not exceed 
the City’s baseline VMT per service population during Cumulative Year conditions; therefore, 
project-level impacts are less than significant. As for City-level impacts, Cumulative Year VMT per 
service population does not increase in the City or within a five-mile and 10-mile radius around the 
project site under Plus Project Conditions; therefore, city-level impacts are less than significant on a 
cumulative basis. As further discussed in Section 4.12 of this Draft EIR, the projected employment 
generation resulting from the project is within the total number of jobs projected by the current 
SCAG RTP/SCS and is consistent with the underlying employment assumptions upon which the 
current RTP/SCS was based. As such, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts for VMT is less 
than significant.  

The project would have less-than-significant impacts related to hazards from design or incompatible 
uses during construction and operation, and with respect to emergency access, with adherence to 
applicable regulations. None of the cumulative projects listed on Table 3-1, Cumulative Projects List, 
and shown on Figure 3-1, Cumulative Projects, are at a location that would otherwise result in 
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potentially cumulative impacts related to hazards from design or incompatible uses. Additionally, 
each cumulative project would be required to comply with applicable regulations related to the use 
of designated truck routes for construction and operation, and emergency access which are in place 
to ensure impacts are less significant. Thus, the project would not result in a considerable 
contribution to cumulative impacts for these issues, when considered with the cumulative projects 
that are planned, proposed, or under construction in the vicinity of the project site. 
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4.17 Tribal Cultural Resources 

This section identifies and evaluates the project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural resources as 
defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074. The proposed project involves the 
development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square feet (sf) of office space and 
969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre property at the southwest 
corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements include landscaping, five 
driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed project also involves the 
retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the western border of the project 
site, known as the Baker House.  

The analysis in this section is based on the results of consultation with California Native American 
Tribes conducted by the City of Rancho Cucamonga for the project, as required by the CEQA 
Guidelines as amended by Assembly Bill (AB) 52. The Native American AB 52 consultation 
documentation is provided in Appendix L of this document. In addition, the analysis in this section 
used the Cultural Resource Study Findings Memorandum for the 9th and Vineyard Development 
Project prepared by ASM Affiliates on April 30, 2020 (ASM Affiliates 2020; see Appendix D-1 of this 
EIR). 

4.17.1 Setting 

a. Ethnographic Context 
Native Americans commonly known as the Gabrielino lived in the area that is now Rancho 
Cucamonga/Ontario during the Late Prehistoric period when ethnographers and ethnohistorians 
began writing about the area. This name was derived from their association with the San Gabriel 
Valley and the Mission San Gabriel de Archangel. The city itself is named after the Gabrielino village 
of Kukamo or Cucamonga, which was located at the eastern extent of the Tribe’s territory. The 
name is thought to mean “sandy place.” The Gabrielino language is derived from the Takic family, 
part of the Uto-Aztecan linguistic stock. 

The ethnographic Gabrielino established large, permanent villages in the fertile lowlands along 
rivers and streams and in sheltered areas along the coast. Seasonal migration was practiced across 
the area as a result of resource gathering patterns and changes in seasonal weather conditions. 
Their ethnographic homeland encompassed the greater Los Angeles Basin, the coastal regions from 
Topanga Canyon in the north to perhaps as far south as Aliso Creek, as well as San Clemente, San 
Nicholas, and Santa Catalina Islands. The ethnographic Gabrielino used numerous styles of bows, 
bedrock mortars, portable mortars, metates, manos, and various forms of chipped stone tools for 
hunting, gathering, and food processing. 

The Mexican-American War ended on February 2, 1848, with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo, which established California as a United States possession and provided for the retention of 
private lands held by the conquered Mexicans. In 1851, the United States required that the courts 
approve all Hispanic land grants; however, many of the land grants were not approved and the 
division of many of the larger ranchos occurred. The effects of mission influence upon the local 
native populations were devastating. The reorganization of their culture alienated them from their 
traditional subsistence patterns and social customs. European diseases, against which the Tribes had 
no immunities, reached epidemic proportions and Gabrielino populations were decimated. By 1900, 
they had almost ceased to exist as a culturally identifiable group. Although most surviving Gabrielino 
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submitted to the Spanish and were incorporated into the mission system, some refused to give up 
their traditional lifeways and escaped into the interior regions of the State. 

Another group that inhabited lands near the project site include the ethnographic Serrano. The 
ethnographic Serrano homeland encompassed the area east of the Gabrielino, generally across the 
San Bernardino Mountains. However, the ethnographic boundaries of their territory are not as 
reliably defined due to a lack of historical records and a more mobile settlement pattern than the 
Gabrielino. The territory roughly encompassed the base of the San Bernardino Mountains from the 
Cajon Pass, north to present-day Victorville, east to Twentynine Palms, and south to the Yucaipa 
Valley. The name “Serrano” derived from the Spanish word for highland or mountain and is used to 
refer to the linguistic group in the Takic family. The Serrano people can be specifically characterized 
as one of three subgroups: the Kitanemuk, who lived around Tejon and Paso creeks, the Alliklik who 
lived within the vicinity of the Santa Clara River, and the Vanyume who lived along the Mohave 
River. The ethnographic Serrano were organized loosely into exogamous clans; however, their social 
structure is not well known. Each clan had a hereditary leader called a kika and a hereditary 
assistant chief that had ceremonial functions called a paha’. Other spiritual leaders also had 
positions of power in the clan. 

Part of the ethnographic Serrano’s daily life involved gathering, hunting, and fishing for food. 
Depending on the environment, common food stables included acorns, piñon nuts, honey, 
mesquite, yucca, cactus, and chia seeds. Deer, mountain sheep, antelope, rabbits, other small 
rodents, and birds were also commonly hunted. Like the Gabrielino, bows and arrows were used to 
hunt for large game and curved throwing sticks, traps, snares, and deadfalls were used for smaller 
game. Due to a lack of reliable year-round water sources, the ethnographic Serrano lived in smaller 
villages compared to the ethnographic Gabrielino. They also largely lived in circular houses with 
thatched roofs; however, many of their daily activities took place within ramadas, which provided 
shade and blocked the wind. The house was primarily used for sleeping and storage. The 
ethnographic Serrano made tools from shell, wood, bone, stone, pottery, and plant fibers. 

b. Assembly Bill 52 and SB 18 Consultation 
The City initiated AB 52 consultation on May 5, 2020, by mailing letters via certified mail to the six 
Native American contacts for AB 52 consultation. In addition, one of the six Native American 
Contacts (San Manuel Band of Mission Indians) was also sent a letter for SB 18 consultation on 
May 21, 2020. The Native American tribes that received letters via certified mail included the 
following:  

 Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
 Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
 San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
 San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
 Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians 
 Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 

The letters stated that tribal contacts had until June 10, 2020 to request in writing, AB 52 
consultation regarding the project, and until August 10, 2020 to request in writing, SB 18 
consultation regarding the project. Follow up correspondences were conducted in July and August 
2020.  
1 Specifics of these requirements are discussed further below.  
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The City received an email correspondence to the AB 52 consultation request from the San Manuel 
Band of Mission Indians on June 19, 2020 stating that the project site is within the Serrano ancestral 
territory and that the project could impact known archaeological/cultural sites. However, due to the 
nature and location of the project, and given the San Manuel Cultural Resources Management 
Department’s understanding, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians did not have any concerns 
with the project’s implementation. The correspondence included the San Manuel Band of Mission 
Indians Cultural Resources Department proposed language to include as part of the 
project/permit/plan conditions. More specifically, the correspondence included mitigations for 
addressing unexpected discoveries of cultural resources and human remains. Lastly, the 
correspondence stated that the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians’ input was concluded at that 
time and no additional consultation pursuant to CEQA was required unless an unanticipated 
discovery of cultural resources is made during project implementation.  

On July 1, 2020, the City received a second email correspondence from the San Manuel Band of 
Mission Indians stating they also received the SB 18 notice, and stated the Tribe did not have 
concerns and they did not elect to consult with the City on this project.  

On August 31, 2020, the City received an email correspondence from the Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation stating that the City could use the Tribes’ proposed recommendations 
for the project for the protection of tribal cultural resources and reducing potential impacts to those 
tribal cultural resources. In addition, the response stated that there would be no need for 
consultation. Specifically, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation’s mitigations 
recommend that the project applicant retain and compensate a Tribal monitor approved by the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation Tribal Government to monitor all ground 
disturbing activities. In addition, there are mitigations for addressing unexpected discoveries of 
cultural resources and human remains. Specifically, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation proposed recommendations state: 

Retain a Native American Monitor/Consultant: The project applicant shall be required to retain 
and compensate for the services of a Tribal monitor/consultant who is both approved by the 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation Tribal Government and is listed under the 
Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) Tribal Contact list for the area of the project 
location. This list is provided by the NAHC. The monitor/consultant will only be present on-site 
during the construction phases that involve initial ground disturbing activities at least 1 foot 
below existing grade. Ground disturbing activities are defined by the Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians-Kizh Nation as activities that may include, but are not limited to, pavement 
removal, pot-holing or auguring, grubbing, tree removals, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, 
and trenching, within the project area at least one foot below existing grade. The Tribal 
Monitor/consultant will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of the 
day’s activities, including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural materials 
identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site’s initial grading and excavation 
activities at least one foot below existing grade are completed, or when the Tribal 
Representatives and monitor/consultant have indicated that the site has a low potential for 
impacting tribal cultural resources. 

Public Resources Code Sections 21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources. Preservation in 
place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment. If preservation in place is not 
feasible, treatment may include implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to 
remove the resource along with subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. Any historic 
archaeological material that is not Native American in origin shall be curated at a public, non-
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profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the Natural History Museum 
of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such an institution agrees to accept the 
material. If no institution accepts the archaeological material, they shall be offered to a local 
school or historical society in the area for educational purposes. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects: Native 
American human remains are defined in PRC Section 5097.98 (d)(1) as an inhumation or 
cremation, and in any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary objects, called 
associated grave goods in PRC Section 5097.98, are also to be treated according to this statute. 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 dictates that any discoveries of human skeletal material 
shall be immediately reported to the County Coroner and excavation halted until the coroner 
has determined the nature of the remains. If the coroner recognizes the human remains to be 
those of a Native American or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he 
or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the NAHC and PRC Section 5097.98 shall be 
followed. 

Resource Assessment & Continuation of Work Protocol: Upon discovery, the tribal and/or 
archaeological monitor/consultant/consultant will immediately divert work at minimum of 150 
feet and place an exclusion zone around the burial. The monitor/consultant(s) will then notify 
the Tribe, the qualified lead archaeologist, and the construction manager who will call the 
coroner. Work will continue to be diverted while the coroner determines whether the remains 
are Native American. The discovery is to be kept confidential and secure to prevent any further 
disturbance. If the finds are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC 
as mandated by State law who will then appoint a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). 

Kizh-Gabrieleño Procedures for burials and funerary remains: If the Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation is designated MLD, the following treatment measures shall be 
implemented. To the Tribe, the term “human remains” encompasses more than human bones. 
In ancient as well as historic times, Tribal Traditions included, but were not limited to, the burial 
of funerary objects with the deceased, and the ceremonial burning of human remains. These 
remains are to be treated in the same manner as bone fragments that remain intact. Associated 
funerary objects are objects that, as part of the death rite or ceremony of a culture, are 
reasonably believed to have been placed with individual human remains either at the time of 
death or later; other items made exclusively for burial purposes or to contain human remains 
can also be considered as associated funerary objects. 

Treatment Measures: Prior to the continuation of ground disturbing activities, the landowner 
shall arrange a designated site location within the footprint of the project for the respectful 
reburial of the human remains and/or ceremonial objects. In the case where discovered human 
remains cannot be fully documented and recovered on the same day, the remains will be 
covered with muslin cloth and a steel plate that can be moved by heavy equipment placed over 
the excavation opening to protect the remains. If this type of steel plate is not available, a 24-
hour guard should be posted outside of working hours. The Tribe will make every effort to 
recommend diverting the project and keeping the remains in situ and protected. If the project 
cannot be diverted, it may be determined that burials will be removed. The Tribe will work 
closely with the qualified archaeologist to ensure that the excavation is treated carefully, 
ethically, and respectfully. If data recovery is approved by the Tribe, documentation shall be 
taken which includes at a minimum detailed descriptive notes and sketches. Additional types of 
documentation shall be approved by the Tribe for data recovery purposes. Cremations will 
either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to ensure complete recovery of all material. 
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If the discovery of human remains includes four or more burials, the location is considered a 
cemetery and a separate treatment plan shall be created. Once complete, a final report of all 
activities is to be submitted to the Tribe and the NAHC. The Tribe does not authorize any 
scientific study or the utilization of any invasive diagnostics on human remains. 

Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary objects will be stored using opaque 
cloth bags. All human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural 
patrimony will be removed to a secure container on-site if possible. These items should be 
retained and reburied within six months of recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation shall be on 
the project site but at a location agreed upon between the Tribe and the landowner at a site to 
be protected in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding any cultural materials 
recovered. 

Professional Standards: Archaeological and Native American monitoring and excavation during 
construction projects will be consistent with current professional standards. All feasible care to 
avoid any unnecessary disturbance, physical modification, or separation of human remains and 
associated funerary objects shall be taken. Principal personnel must meet the Secretary of 
Interior standards for archaeology and have a minimum of 10 years of experience as a principal 
investigator working with Native American archaeological sites in Southern California. The 
Qualified Archaeologist shall ensure that all other personnel are appropriately trained and 
qualified. 

As of the date of this document, no further correspondence has been received by the City.  

a. Background Research 

Sacred Lands File Review 
The NAHC is a Statewide Trustee Agency for the protection and preservation of Native American 
cultural resources pursuant to PRC Section 21070. The Sacred Lands File (SLF) search is a search of 
recorded Native American sacred sites and burial sites as defined by the NAHC and PRC 
Sections 55097.94(a) and 5097.96. The following summarizes the results of an SLF search conducted 
by the NAHC for the project site. ASM Affiliates sent a request to the NAHC to search their SLF to 
determine whether their files contained any information relating to the presence of Native 
American cultural resources within the project site (ASM Affiliates 2020). Response from the NAHC 
was received on July 12, 2019, indicating that no such resources were found as a result of the SLF 
search. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not indicate the absence of 
Native American cultural resources within the project area. Consultation letters were sent to Native 
American contacts as previously described.  

California Historical Resources Information System Review 
A record search conducted by ASM Affiliates at the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) identified 48 previously conducted 
cultural resources studies and 46 previously recorded cultural resources within a one-mile radius of 
the project site (ASM Affiliates 2020). One extant resource remains within the project site which is 
the residential building at 8803 Baker Avenue (the Baker House). Refer to Section 4.5, Cultural 
Resources, for additional information regarding these resources. All but two of the 46 resources 
within the record search radius are from the historical period. The two pre-contact era sites were 
documented north of the project site and consist of lithic scatters and bedrock milling features. 
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4.17.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. State Regulations 

Assembly Bill 52 
AB 52 was approved on September 25, 2014. The act amended PRC Section 5097.94, and added PRC 
Sections 21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. The 
primary intent of AB 52 is to involve California Native American Tribes early in the environmental 
review process and to establish a category of resources related to Native Americans, known as tribal 
cultural resources, that require consideration under CEQA. PRC Section 21074(a)(1) and (2) define 
tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects 
with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe” that are either included or determined to 
be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or included in a local 
register of historical resources, or a resource that is determined to be a tribal cultural resource by a 
lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence. A tribal cultural resource is 
further defined by PRC Section 20174(b) as a cultural landscape that meets the criteria of 
subdivision (a) to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape. PRC Section 20174(c) provides that a historical resource described in 
Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, 
or a “nonunique archaeological resource” as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also 
be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a).  

PRC Section 21080.3.1(b) and (c) require that, within 14 days of a lead agency determining that an 
application for a project is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the 
lead agency provide formal notification to the designated contact, or a tribal representative, of 
California Native American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic 
area of the project (as defined in PRC Section 21073) and who have requested in writing to be 
informed by the lead agency of projects within their geographic area of concern. According to PRC 
Section 21083.2(d) and (e), tribes interested in consultation must respond in writing within 30 days 
from receipt of the lead agency’s formal notification and the lead agency must begin consultation 
within 30 days of receiving the tribe’s request for consultation.  

PRC Section 21080.3.2(a) identifies the following as potential consultation discussion topics: the 
type of environmental review necessary; the significance of tribal cultural resources; the significance 
of the project’s impacts on any tribal cultural resources; project alternatives or appropriate 
measures for preservation; and mitigation measures. According to PRC Section 21083.2(b), 
consultation is considered concluded when either: (1) the parties agree to measures to mitigate or 
avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on a tribal cultural resource; or (2) a party, 
acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be 
reached. 

In addition to other CEQA provisions, based on PRC Sections 21082.3(d)(2) and (3), the lead agency 
may certify an EIR or adopt a MND for a project with a significant impact on an identified tribal 
cultural resource, only if a California Native American tribe has requested consultation pursuant to 
PRC Section 21080.3.1 and has failed to provide comments to the lead agency, or requested a 
consultation but failed to engage in the consultation process, or the consultation process occurred 
and was concluded as described above, or if the California Native American tribe did not request 
consultation within 30 days. 
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PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1) states that any information, including, but not limited to, the location, 
description, and use of tribal cultural resources, that is submitted by a California Native American 
tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the environmental document 
or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to the public without the prior 
consent of the tribe that provided the information. If the lead agency publishes any information 
submitted by a California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review 
process, that information shall be published in a confidential appendix to the environmental 
document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of 
some or all of the information to the public. 

According to PRC Section 21082.3(c)(2)(B), confidentiality does not apply to data or information that 
are, or become publicly available, are already in lawful possession of the project applicant before 
the provision of the information by the California Native American tribe, are independently 
developed by the applicant or the applicant’s agents or are lawfully obtained by the project 
applicant from a third party that is not the lead agency, a California Native American tribe, or 
another public agency. 

California Penal Code 
California Penal Code Section 622.5 provides the following: “Every person, not the owner thereof, 
who willfully injures, disfigures, defaces, or destroys any object or thing of archeological or historical 
interest or value, whether situated on private lands or within any public park or place, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor.”  

Senate Bill 18 
California Government Code Section 65352.3 (adopted pursuant to the requirements of Senate Bill 
[SB] 18) requires local governments to contact, refer plans to and consult with tribal organizations 
prior to making a decision to adopt or amend a general or specific plan. The tribal organizations 
eligible to consult have traditional lands in a local government’s jurisdiction and are identified, upon 
request, by the NAHC. As noted in the California Office of Planning and Research’s Tribal 
Consultation Guidelines (2005), “The intent of SB 18 is to provide California Native American tribes 
an opportunity to participate in local land use decisions at an early planning stage, for the purpose 
of protecting, or mitigating impacts to, cultural places.” 

The project involved a proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Change when letters were 
mailed on May 5, 2020. Since then, the City has revised the General Plan to where these 
amendments are no longer necessary. Therefore, SB 18 consultation no longer applies to the 
project; however, SB 18 consultation is documented in this section for informational purposes. 

4.17.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would result in a significant impact 
related to tribal cultural resources if it would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in PRC 
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: 

1. 
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 Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined 
in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or  

 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 PRC 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC Section 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

b. Methodology 
The presence and significance of a potential tribal cultural resource is determined through 
consultation between lead agencies and local California Native Americans. Impacts to tribal cultural 
resources are highly dependent on the nature of the resource but, in general, could occur if there is 
destruction or alteration of a resource and its surroundings, restricted access to a resource, or other 
disturbances. 

A records search of the CHRIS at the SCCIC for the project was conducted as part of the 2020 ASM 
Affiliates study. The records search consisted of a review of recorded archaeological and built-
environment resources, as well as a review of cultural resource reports on file. In addition, a records 
search of the NAHC’s SLF and AB 52 and SB 18 consultation was also completed.  

Pertinent academic and ethnographic literature was also reviewed for information pertaining to 
past Native American use of the project area. As set forth in PRC Section 21074, tribal cultural 
resources are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR or included in a 
local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1. 

c. Project Impacts  

Threshold 1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in PRC Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in 
the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 
5020.1(k)? 

Threshold 2: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in PRC Section 21074 that is 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 PRC Section 5024.1? 

Impact TCR-1 THE PROJECT INVOLVES GROUND DISTURBING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES THAT HAVE THE 
POTENTIAL TO IMPACT UNKNOWN TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES AND CHANGE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF 
UNKNOWN TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES, POTENTIAL 
IMPACTS TO UNKNOWN TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Although no tribal cultural resources have been identified within the project area, as a result of 
AB 52 and SB 18 consultation, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians requested mitigation 
measures for addressing unexpected discoveries of cultural resources and human remains. In 
addition, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation requested mitigation measures for 
addressing unexpected discoveries of cultural resources and human remains, and also requested 
measures that state the project applicant would retain a Tribal monitor approved by the Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation Tribal Government to monitor all ground disturbing activities. 
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The mitigation measures below have been created to include both consulting Tribes 
recommendations as best as possible, while also keeping with the mitigation standards and the 
regulatory framework under which the project falls. 

Implementation of the project could result in disturbance or destruction of unknown buried tribal 
cultural resources that were not located during previous study and site evaluation. Mitigation 
Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4 include measures that would ensure the protection of any unknown 
or inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resources. All such finds would be required to be treated 
in accordance with all CEQA requirements and all other applicable laws and regulations. With 
implementation of these measures, impacts in this regard would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures  

TCR-1 Tribal Cultural Resources Monitoring and Treatment Plan 

The consulting Tribes shall be contacted regarding any pre‐contact cultural resources discovered 
during project implementation, and be provided information regarding the nature of the find, so as 
to provide Tribal input with regards to significance and treatment. Should the find be deemed 
significant, as defined by CEQA (as amended in 2015), a cultural resource monitoring and treatment 
plan shall be created by a qualified archaeologist, in coordination with the consulting Tribes, and all 
subsequent finds shall be subject to this plan. The plan shall allow for a monitor that represents the 
consulting Tribes to be present for the remainder of the project, should the consulting Tribes elect 
to place a monitor on‐site. 

TCR-2 Dissemination of Information 

Any and all archaeological/cultural documents created as a part of the project (isolate records, site 
records, survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be supplied to the applicant and City of Rancho 
Cucamonga for dissemination to the consulting Tribes prior to the start of construction. If additional 
information or documents are obtained during the ground-disturbing activities, the City shall 
provide all pertinent information to the consulting Tribes within three business days of receipt of 
the new information. 

TCR-3 Retain a Tribal Monitor/Consultant 

The applicant shall retain the services of a Tribal monitor/consultant from at least one of the 
consulting tribes. If both Tribes want to monitor, it will be done on a weekly rotating basis (one tribe 
one week, the other tribe the next week). In the event of a find, information regarding the find shall 
be disseminated to both Tribes. The monitor/consultant will only be present on-site during the 
construction phases that involve initial ground disturbing activities at least one foot below existing 
grade. The Tribal monitor/consultant will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide 
descriptions of the day’s activities, including construction activities, locations, soil, and any cultural 
materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site’s initial grading and 
excavation activities at least one foot below existing grade are completed, or when the Tribal 
Representatives and monitor/consultant have indicated that the site has a low potential for 
impacting tribal cultural resources.  

TCR-4 Discovery of a Unique Archaeological Resources 

In the event cultural materials that could be considered a unique archaeological resource are 
discovered during project construction, the qualified archaeologist shall be consulted to determine 
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the treatment procedure. Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of 
treatment; however, if the qualified archaeologist determines that preservation in place is not 
feasible, treatment may include implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to 
collect cultural materials and then process and analyze those materials.  

Significance After Mitigation 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4, impacts to tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant.  

4.17.4 Cumulative Impacts 
For purposes of cumulative impact analysis to tribal cultural resources, the geographic context for 
cumulative analysis is regional and considers both direct and indirect impacts over a wide area. 
However, the discussion is focused on the project’s potential for resulting in site-specific impacts 
that could contribute to a cumulative loss. Accordingly, impacts are site-specific and not generally 
subject to cumulative impacts unless multiple projects impact a common resource, or an affected 
resource extends off-site. With this consideration, the cumulative analysis for tribal cultural 
resources considers whether the project, in combination with the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects, could cumulatively affect any common tribal cultural resource.  

As discussed above, the NAHC determined that there are no known Native American cultural 
resources within the immediate project site. However, the potential exists for undiscovered tribal 
cultural resources to be adversely impacted during groundbreaking activities. In the event that a 
potential tribal cultural resource is found, the project would implement the previously discussed 
mitigation measures derived from consultation with the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians and 
the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indian – Kizh Nation that would mitigate potential impacts to the 
found tribal resource. Therefore, project impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

In addition, the cumulative development projects shown in Section 3, Environmental Setting, have 
the potential to encounter/adversely affect tribal cultural resources. Potential tribal cultural 
resource impacts associated with other development projects would be site-specific and would 
undergo individual environmental and design review pursuant to CEQA in order to evaluate 
potential impacts. The proposed project as well as past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the City and San Bernardino County were or would be required to comply with all 
applicable City, County, State, and federal regulations concerning preservation, salvage, or handling 
of cultural resources, including compliance with required mitigation. This also includes project-
specific consultation with the appropriate tribal representatives to discuss mitigation measures that 
would be included to mitigate impacts to tribal cultural resources. In addition, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4 would reduce project-specific impacts to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would be less than significant. 

The proposed project and cumulative projects would involve ground disturbing activities which 
could encounter human remains. If human remains are found, the proposed project and cumulative 
projects would be required to comply with the State of California Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5. With adherence to existing regulations relating to human remains, cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant and the proposed project’s impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 
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4.18 Utilities and Service Systems  

This section analyzes impacts related to the provision of facilities for utilities and service systems, 
including water supplies, wastewater, solid waste, storm water conveyance, electric power, natural 
gas, and telecommunications facilities, associated with the implementation of the project. The 
proposed project involves the development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square 
feet (sf) of office space and 969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre 
property at the southwest corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements 
include landscaping, five driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed 
project also involves the retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the 
western border of the project site, known as the Baker House. The analysis is based on information 
from the Water Supply Assessment for CP Logistics Vineyard LLC 9th & Vineyard Development 
Project prepared by Valued Engineering, Inc., dated November 2023 (Valued Engineering 2023; 
Appendix I-2). 

4.18.1 Setting 

a. Water Supply 
The Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD) provides water service to an approximately 46 square 
mile service area that includes Rancho Cucamonga and a portion of the cities of Upland, Ontario, 
Fontana, and some unincorporated areas of San Bernadino County. CVWD serves approximately 
190,000 customers within its 46 square mile service area as of 2023 (CVWD 2023). 

CVWD’s water supply sources include groundwater pumped from the Chino Basin and Cucamonga 
Basin; untreated, imported surface water from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
purchased through Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) treated at the District’s treatment plant; 
local surface water from Cucamonga Canyon, Day/East Etiwanda Canyon, and Deer Canyon; and 
recycled water purchased through IEUA. The majority of CVWD’s water supply is groundwater 
pumped from Chino Basin and imported surface water. Groundwater accounts for approximately 
47 percent of supplied water and imported water accounts for approximately 45 percent of supplied 
water. The rest of CVWD’s water supply comes from a combination of canyon water, surface water, 
and recycled water (CVWD 2021).  

b. Wastewater Treatment 
Wastewater generated in Rancho Cucamonga is collected within CVWD’s local sewer collection 
system and treated by IEUA. Although local sewer systems within CVWD’s service area are owned 
and operated by CVWD, IEUA contracts with seven agencies, including CVWD, for wastewater 
collection, treatment, and disposal. Wastewater collected from CVWD is delivered to two IEUA 
regional treatment plants: Regional Treatment (RP) No. 1 and RP No. 4. RP No. 1 has a wastewater 
treatment capacity of 44 million gallons per day (MGD), whereas RP No. 4 has a wastewater 
treatment capacity of 14 MGD (CVWD 2021). At IEUA regional treatment plants, wastewater is 
subject to tertiary-level water treatment, an advanced process that produces effluent suitable for 
re-use that meets or exceeds Title 22 recycled water quality standards (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b).  
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c. Stormwater  
Rancho Cucamonga’s storm drainage and flood control system provides both regional and local 
drainage. The City, through its Engineering Services and Public Works Services Departments, is 
responsible for the localized facilities, whereas the San Bernardino County Flood Control District is 
responsible for regional flood control facilities. Together, the City and the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District coordinate the preparation of regional drainage plans. The City’s drainage 
plans provide a drainage system consisting of regional mainline, secondary regional, and master 
plan facilities that will adequately convey a 100-year storm event based upon certain drainage 
criteria (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b). 

In Rancho Cucamonga, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for 
municipal stormwater discharges are issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) as part of its stormwater program. The Santa Ana Region issues permits to three 
counties—Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino—and all incorporated cities within those counties. 
The City is a co-permittee under the regional NPDES permit for municipal stormwater discharges in 
San Bernardino County. Current stormwater retention and filtration requirements address 
waterway and groundwater pollution from new development (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b).  

As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Cucamonga Creek flood control 
channel (Cucamonga Creek) is located directly east of the project site, forming its northeastern 
border. Cucamonga Creek is classified as a non-wetland water of the United States/State 
jurisdictional by the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) and RWQCB and an intermittent 
streambed jurisdictional by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Cucamonga 
Creek remains concrete-lined for approximately 10.3 miles downstream of the project site, where it 
becomes a natural (not concrete-lined) intermittent stream. The portion of the Cucamonga Creek 
that borders the project site was constructed as part of a permanent flood control project by the 
USACE to confine and control the creek.  

d. Solid Waste 
Waste and recycling services to the project site would be provided by Burrtec Waste Industries. 
Solid waste generated in the City is transferred to Burrtec’s West Valley Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF), located approximately 5.75 miles east of the project site at 13373 Napa Street in the City of 
Fontana (City of Rancho Cucamonga 2021b). Solid waste that is not diverted is primarily disposed at 
Mid-Valley Landfill located at 2390 North Alder Avenue in the City of Rialto. Mid-Valley Landfill has a 
daily permitted capacity of 7,500 tons per day (tons/day), a remaining capacity of 61,219,377 cubic 
yards (cy) and is operating at approximately 60 percent of permitted capacity (California 
Department of Resources and Recycling and Recovery [CalRecycle] 2023).  

e. Electricity and Natural Gas 
Electrical service in Rancho Cucamonga is primarily provided by Southern California Edison (SCE) 
whereas portions of the City are served by the City-owned Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Utility 
(RCMU). The project site’s electrical service is provided only by SCE. As discussed in Section 4.6, 
Energy, in 2021, SCE’s power mix consisted of 31.4 percent renewable resources (biomass, 
geothermal, small hydroelectric, solar, and wind), 22.3 percent natural gas, 9.2 percent nuclear, 
2.3 percent large hydroelectric facilities, and 34.6 percent unspecified power (i.e., electricity that 
has been purchased through open market transactions and is not traceable to a specific generation 
source (California Energy Commission [CEC] 2021a). 
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Natural gas service in Rancho Cucamonga is provided by Southern California Gas (SoCalGas). As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Energy, residential users accounted for approximately 44 percent of 
SoCalGas’ natural gas consumption. Industrial and commercial users accounted for another 
32 percent and 17 percent of consumption, respectively. The remainder was used for agriculture, 
water pumping, mining, and construction activities (CEC 2021b). 

f. Telecommunications 
Frontier Communications provides telephone service to Rancho Cucamonga. Charter 
Communications provides cable television and internet services to Rancho Cucamonga and the 
surrounding area.  

4.18.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

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

b. State Regulations 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Water Code Section 13000 et seq.) provides for 
statewide coordination of water quality regulations. The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) was established as the statewide authority and nine separate RWQCBs were developed to 
oversee water quality on a day-to-day basis. The RWQCB is the primary agency responsible for 
protecting water quality in California. The RWQCB regulates discharges to surface waters under the 
federal CWA. In addition, the RWQCB is responsible for administering the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. 

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, the State is given authority to regulate 
waters of the State, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters. 
As such, any person proposing to discharge waste into a water body that could affect its water 
quality must first file a Report of Waste Discharge if Section 404 is not required for the activity. 
“Waste” is partially defined as any waste substance associated with human habitation, including fill 
material discharged into water bodies. 
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California Urban Water Management Planning Act 
The California Urban Water Management Planning Act applies to municipal water suppliers that 
serve more than 3,000 customers or provide more than 3,000-acre feet per year (AFY) of water. The 
Planning Act requires these water suppliers to update their Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) every five years to identify short‐term and long-term water demand management 
measures to meet growing water demands during normal, dry, and multiple‐dry years. The UWMP 
should include a description of existing and planned water sources, alternative sources, 
conservation efforts, reliability and vulnerability assessments, and a water shortage contingency 
analysis.  

Pursuant to the UWMP Act, CVWD has adopted the 2020 UWMP. The 2020 UWMP describes the 
availability and reliability of water supplies for the district through 2040. CVWD also adopted the 
Water Shortage Contingency Plan which describes the actions that could be taken during a water 
shortage to reduce water demands.  

Senate Bill 610 
In 2001, Senate Bill (SB) 610 amended the California Public Resources Code (PRC) to improve the link 
between information on water supply availability and certain land use decisions made by Cities and 
Counties. Under SB 610 (codified in the California Water Code beginning at Section 10910), unless 
the project is otherwise exempt, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) must be furnished to cities and 
counties for inclusion in the environmental documentation of certain projects (as defined in the 
California Water Code), and these WSAs are subject to CEQA. SB 610 requires land use planning 
entities when evaluating certain large development projects, to request a water supply availability 
assessment from the entity that would provide water to the project. A WSA must be prepared in 
conjunction with the land use approval process associated with a project. In summary, a WSA must 
include an evaluation of the sufficiency of the water supplies available to the water supplier to meet 
existing and anticipated future demands (including the demand associated with the project) over a 
20-year horizon that includes normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. A WSA is required for any 
“project” that is subject to CEQA and meets certain criteria relative to size (e.g., a proposed 
industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park planned to house more than 
1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of 
floor area). As required, a project specific WSA has been prepared for the project and is included in 
Appendix I-2 of this Draft EIR. 

SB 610 also requires information to be included as part of a UWMP if groundwater is identified as a 
source of water available to the supplier. The information must include a description of all water 
supply projects and programs that may be undertaken to meet total projected water use. SB 610 
prohibits eligibility for funds from specified bond acts until the plan is submitted to the State. 

Senate Bill 221 
Whereas SB 610 requires a written assessment of water supply availability, SB 221 requires lead 
agencies to obtain written verification of sufficient water supply prior to approval of certain 
specified subdivision projects. For this purpose, water suppliers may rely on an UWMP (if a 
proposed project is accounted for within the UWMP), a WSA or other acceptable information that 
constitutes “substantial evidence.” “Sufficient water supply” is defined in SB 221 as the total water 
supplies available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years within the 20-year (or 
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greater) projection period that are available to meet the projected demand associated with a 
proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses.  

California Building Code 
Updated every three years through a rigorous stakeholder process, Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) requires California homes and businesses to meet strong energy efficiency and 
sustainability measures, thereby lowering their energy consumption. Title 24 contains numerous 
subparts, including Part 1 (Administrative Code), Part 2 (Building Code), Part 3 (Electrical Code), 
Part 4 (Mechanical Code), Part 5 (Plumbing Code), Part 6 (Energy Code), Part 8 (Historical Building 
Code), Part 9 (Fire Code), Part 10 (Existing Building Code), Part 11 (Green Building Standards Code, 
or CALGreen), Part 12 (Referenced Standards Code). The California Building Code (CBC) is applicable 
to all development in California (Health and Safety Code Sections 17950 and 18938[b]). 

The regulations receive input from members of industry, as well as the public, with the goal of 
“[r]educing of wasteful, uneconomic, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy” (PRC 
Section 25402). These regulations are scrutinized and analyzed for technological and economic 
feasibility (PRC Section 25402[d]) and cost effectiveness (PRC Sections 25402[b][2] and [b][3]). 

Part 6 California Energy Code  

CCR, Title 24, Part 6 is the Energy Code. This code, originally enacted in 1978, establishes energy 
efficiency standards for residential and non-residential buildings to reduce California’s energy 
demand. It is updated periodically to incorporate and consider new energy-efficiency technologies 
and methodologies as they become available. New construction and major renovations must 
demonstrate their compliance with the current Building Energy Efficiency Standards through 
submission and approval of a Title 24 Compliance Report to the local building permit review 
authority and the CEC.  

In 2021, the CEC updated Title 24 standards with more stringent requirements that became 
effective January 1, 2023. The building efficiency standards are enforced through the local plan 
check and building permit process. Local government agencies may adopt and enforce additional 
energy standards for new buildings as reasonably necessary due to local climatologic, geologic, or 
topographic conditions, provided these standards exceed those provided in Title 24.  

The 2022 update to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards under Title 24 applies to buildings for 
which an application for a building permit is submitted on or after January 1, 2023. The updated 
standards mainly established electric-ready requirements when natural gas is installed, expanded 
solar photovoltaic and battery storage standards, and strengthened ventilation standards to 
improve indoor air quality.  

Part 11 California Green Building Standards Code 

The California Green Building Standards Code, commonly referred to as “CALGreen” originally went 
into effect on August 1, 2009, and outlines architectural design and engineering principles that are 
in synergy with environmental resources and public welfare. CALGreen sets minimum standards for 
buildings, and since 2016, applies to new building construction and some alterations/additions 
within certain parameters. CALGreen establishes planning and design standards for sustainable site 
development, including water conservation measures and requirements that new buildings reduce 
water consumption by 20 percent below a specified baseline. CALGreen requires installations of 
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1.28 gallons-per-flush toilets and 0.5-gallon-per flush urinals for all non-residential projects as part 
of the prescriptive method of reducing indoor water use by the required 20 percent.  

CALGreen lays out the minimum requirements for newly constructed residential and non-residential 
buildings to reduce GHG emissions through improved efficiency and process improvements. It also 
includes voluntary tiers to encourage building practices that improve public health, safety, and 
general welfare by promoting a more sustainable design. In addition, CALGreen includes several 
requirements related to solid waste diversion. Importantly, new non-residential construction is 
required to achieve at least 65 percent construction and demolition waste diversion and provide 
recycling areas for paper, cardboard, glass, plastics, metal, and organic waste. The 2022 CALGreen 
update primarily includes new requirements for the inclusion of electric vehicle charging stations 
and carbon dioxide monitoring and controls in classrooms. These requirements went into effect 
January 1, 2023. 

California Integrated Solid Waste Management Act of 1989  
Assembly Bill (AB) 939 , the California Integrated Waste Management Act (CIWMA) of 1989, 
requires that local jurisdictions meet waste diversion goals and establish a framework for program 
implementation, solid waste planning, and solid waste facility and landfill compliance. The CIWMA 
of 1989 was primarily intended to encourage minimization of the volume of solid waste disposed of 
through “transformation” (including incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, and bioconversion) and land 
disposal through the establishment of solid waste diversion goals for all cities and counties. 

c. Regional Regulations 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 
In 2002, the Santa Ana RWQCB issued an NPDES Stormwater Permit and Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) (Order No. R8-2002-0012) under the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Act for 
discharges of stormwater runoff, snowmelt runoff, surface runoff, and drainage in the Upper Santa 
Ana River Watershed in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. This permit expired on April 27, 
2007, and was administratively extended. On January 29, 2010, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R8-
2010-0036 (NPDES No. CAS618036), which renewed the NPDES Permit for San Bernardino County. 
This permit expired on January 29, 2015. On August 1, 2014, the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District submitted a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) on behalf of San Bernardino County 
and 16 incorporated cities within San Bernardino County, which serves as the permit renewal for the 
NPDES permit. 

The City of Rancho Cucamonga is subject to the waste discharge requirements of the NPDES Permit 
for San Bernardino County. The County and incorporated cities in the County are co-permittees 
under the NPDES permit and have legal authority to enforce the terms of the permit in their 
jurisdictions. The goal of the NPDES Permit and the related urban stormwater management 
program is to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. To implement the requirements of 
the permit, the County developed guidelines to control and mitigate stormwater quality and 
quantity impacts to receiving waters because of new development and redevelopment. The 
guidelines require individual development projects to prepare and implement WQMPs that identify 
post-construction best management practices (BMPs) to reduce discharges of pollutants into 
stormwater. The Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit also requires priority 
projects to identify Hydrologic Conditions of Concern associated with a project. 
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Construction General Permit 
Pursuant to CWA Section 402(p), which requires regulations for permitting of certain stormwater 
discharges, the SWRCB issued a Statewide general NPDES Permit for stormwater discharges from 
construction-sites (hereafter referred to as the Construction General Permit). Under the 
Construction General Permit, stormwater discharges from construction-sites with a disturbed area 
of one or more acres are required to either obtain individual NPDES permits for stormwater 
discharges or to be covered by the Construction General Permit.  

Coverage under the Construction General Permit is accomplished by filing the Permit Registration 
Documents, which include a Notice of Intent (NOI), Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
and other compliance-related documents required by the General Permit. All these documents must 
be electronically submitted to the SWRCB for General Permit coverage. The primary objectives of 
the SWPPP are to help identify the sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the quality 
of stormwater discharges, and to describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or 
eliminate sediment and other pollutants in stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater 
discharges from the construction-site. The SWPPP also outlines the monitoring and sampling 
program required for the construction-site to verify compliance with discharge Numeric Action 
Levels set by the Construction General Permit. 

Industrial General Permit 
Order No. 2014-0057 DWQ for the Industrial General Permit became effective on July 1, 2015, and is 
an NPDES permit regulating discharges of stormwater associated with industrial activities, including 
those generated by the following: 

 Facilities subject to stormwater effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance 
standards, or toxic pollutant effluent standards 

 Manufacturing facilities 
 Oil and gas/mining facilities 
 Landfills and open dumps that receive industrial waste and land application-sites 
 Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities 
 Recycling facilities 
 Steam electric generating facilities 
 Transportation facilities 
 Sewage or wastewater treatment works 

This permit does not cover discharges from construction activities (which are covered under the 
Construction General Permit) but includes authorized non-stormwater discharges, such as fire 
hydrant and fire prevention or response system flushing; potable water sources (including potable 
water related to the operation, maintenance, or testing of potable water systems); drinking fountain 
water (including atmospheric condensates such as refrigeration, air conditioning, and compressor 
condensate); irrigation drainage and landscape watering; uncontaminated natural springs; seawater 
infiltration where the sea waters are discharged back into the seawater source; and incidental 
windblown mist from cooling towers. Other industrial discharges that are not covered by separate 
NPDES permits require individual NPDES permits or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs); WDRs 
are discussed below. 
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To obtain coverage under the Industrial General Permit, the facility operator must submit an NOI for 
each industrial facility, along with a site-specific SWPPP that identifies BMPs to reduce pollutants in 
the stormwater per the provisions of the General Industrial Permit. The permit identifies conditional 
exclusions for certain facilities that may obtain No Exposure Certification coverage; requires 
electronic reporting via the Stormwater Multiple Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS); 
sets training qualifications for dischargers; includes requirements for the design storm standards for 
treatment-control BMPs; and establishes stormwater monitoring and sampling protocols. Also, it 
requires compliance with NAL; preparation of Exceedance Response Actions when a NAL is 
exceeded; and monitoring for 303(d) impairments when the facility contributes runoff to the 
impaired water body. Annual evaluation of the facility and regular monitoring of BMPs are also 
required and must be submitted/reported to the SWRCB. 

On November 6, 2018, the State Water Board amended the Industrial General Permit Order 2014-
0057- DWQ (as amended by Order 2015-0122-DWQ) to incorporate the following requirements: (1) 
federal sufficiently sensitive test method ruling; total maximum daily loads implementation 
requirements; and Statewide compliance options incentivizing on-site or regional stormwater 
capture and use. The new requirements became effective on July 1, 2020. 

d. Local Regulations 

Cucamonga Valley Water District Urban Water Management Plan  
The 2020 CVWD UWMP was prepared in accordance with the California Urban Water Management 
Planning Act and describes the availability and reliability of water supplies for the district through 
2040. The UWMP adopted the Water Shortage Contingency Plan and encourages active planning for 
future demand and available supplies of water resources, and reports on water conservation 
strategies during water shortages to meet the demands. 

Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
The Public Facilities and Services chapter of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan provides a guide to 
long-term planning of public facilities and services. The Resource Conservation chapter of the 
Rancho Cucamonga General Plan provides planning goals and policies related to resource 
conservation, including water resources. Goals and policies that relate to utilities and service 
systems and would apply to the project include the following: 

Public Facilities and Services 

Goal PF-5 Water-Related Infrastructure. Water and wastewater infrastructure facilities are 
available to support future growth needs and existing development. 

Policy PF-5.1 Water Treatment. Support the efforts of the CVWD and San Bernardino 
County agencies to provide and expand water treatment facilities to treat local water 
sources from canyon surface waters and groundwater. 

Policy PF-5.2 Wastewater Treatment. Consult with the Inland Empire Utilities Agency and 
the Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD) to ensure that the treatment facility has 
sufficient capacity to meet future wastewater treatment needs. 

Policy PF-5.3 Recycled Water. Work with the CVWD to expand the recycled water program 
to include existing private development. 
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Goal PF-6 Solid Waste. The volume of solid waste that enters regional landfills is minimized and the 
amount of recycling increased. 

Policy PF-6.1 Recycling. Encourage Recycling and Organics collection and processing in all 
sectors of the community to divert items from entering landfills. 

Policy PF-6.2 Refuse Facilities. Consult with public agencies and private contractors to 
ensure adequate organics processing facilities are available. 

Goal PF-7 Utility Infrastructure. Protect and expand utility infrastructure in a sustainable and 
innovative manner to serve the current and future needs of the community while ensuring that 
natural and environmental resources are available for future generations. 

Policy PF-7.1 Communications. Expand access to high quality established and emerging 
communications technologies for individuals, businesses, educational institutions, and 
government functions. 

Policy PF-7.2 High Speed Internet. Prioritize extending high speed internet into underserved 
lower income neighborhoods. 

Policy PF-7.3 Utility Equipment. To the extent possible, ensure that utility boxes, above-
ground equipment, and utility entrances to buildings are located at the rear or side of the 
building, not the front. Ensure that utility boxes and other above-ground equipment do not 
block or impair the safe and effective use of trails, sidewalks, and streets. 

Resource Conservation 

Goal RC-2 Water Resources. Reliable, readily available, and sustainable water supplies for the 
community and natural environment. 

Policy RC-2.1 Water Supplies. Protect lands critical to replenishment of groundwater 
supplies and local surface waters. 

Policy RC-2.2 Groundwater Recharge. Preserve and enhance the existing system of 
stormwater capture for groundwater recharge. 

Policy RC-2.5 Water Conservation. Require the use of cost-effective methods to conserve 
water in new developments and promote appropriate water conservation and efficiency 
measures for existing businesses and residences. 

Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code 
According to Pre-Ordinance 982, Title 7, Telecommunications Regulations, of the Rancho 
Cucamonga Municipal Code (RCMC) establishes regulations for telecommunications services and 
systems. Title 7 establishes the City’s authority to grant one or more non-exclusive cable television 
franchises and must not limit competition in telephone service.  

Title 8, Health and Safety, of the RCMC establishes regulations, standards, and procedures for 
utilities, including solid waste collection. Solid waste reduction requirements are detailed in 
Chapter 8.15, Mandatory Organic Waste Disposal Reduction, of the RCMC. The chapter also requires 
compliance with the California Green Building Standards Code (CCR, Title 24, Part 11) as a condition 
of the City’s permit approval. Additionally, the chapter also establishes the City’s authorization to 
conduct inspections and investigations of solid waste and recycling collection containers, facilities, 
and related vehicles.  
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4.18.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to utilities systems from 
implementation of the proposed project would be significant if it would: 

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

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

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

 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; or 

 Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. 

b. Methodology 
In determining whether project implementation would result in impacts concerning utilities and 
service systems, this analysis considers the existing regulatory framework and baseline conditions 
characterized by readily available data from the public record, including local planning documents 
such as the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan. Information presented in this section is partially based 
on the Water Supply Assessment for CP Logistics Vineyard LLC 9th & Vineyard Development Project 
prepared by Valued Engineering, Inc. (June 2020). In reference to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
significance thresholds, the determination whether the project would or would not result in 
significant impacts related to utilities and services systems considers the applicable regulations 
established by federal, State, and local agencies, the project’s compliance with such regulations, and 
the project’s added demand upon servicing utilities (e.g., water supply demand, wastewater 
generation and conveyance).  

c. Project Design Features 
The following Project Design Features related to utilities and service systems are included as part of 
the proposed project design: 

 New connections to existing water and wastewater utility infrastructure in the project area. 
 Efficient design and material usage. 
 Water and sewer plans shall be designed, and laterals constructed to meet the requirements of 

CVWD and the Municipal Code and be approved by CVWD. 
 Trash enclosures are in areas where collection trucks do not have to back up into the public 

right-of-way.  
 Enclosures located as close to main driveways as possible to reduce the distance bins must be 

pushed for dumping. 
 Consideration should be given during building design for the possible location of trash 

compactors and cardboard balers. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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d. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: 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? 

Impact UTIL-1 THE PROJECT WOULD REQUIRE CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING UTILITIES (I.E., WATER, 
WASTEWATER TREATMENT, STORMWATER DRAINAGE, ELECTRIC, NATURAL GAS, AND TELECOMMUNICATIONS); 
HOWEVER, ALL REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING UTILITIES WOULD OCCUR WITHIN THE EXISTING PUBLIC 
RIGHT-OF-WAY AND WOULD NOT INVOLVE UNIQUE CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES OR TECHNIQUES THAT WOULD 
CAUSE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

To serve the anticipated demands and to accommodate operation of the proposed warehouses and 
rehabilitation of the historically significant structure at 8803 Baker Avenue, existing utilities would 
be extended and upgraded as needed during construction of the project. All required improvements 
to existing utilities would occur within the existing public right-of-way. Any impacts related to the 
extension and improvements to utilities are discussed and disclosed as part of this Draft EIR within 
the various sections of this document. As such, upgrades to existing utilities are already evaluated as 
part of the overall project. Therefore, impacts associated with extension of services in these areas 
and within the site are less than significant. Services provided by each utility are discussed as 
follows.  

Water 
The project includes new connections to existing water utility infrastructure in the project area and 
water plans would be designed, and laterals constructed, to meet the requirements of CVWD and 
the RCMC. The proposed water main, laterals, fire water lines, and hydrants would be installed 
during project construction and within the disturbance area of the project; therefore, the 
construction of these infrastructure improvements would not substantially increase the project’s 
disturbance area, associated emissions, or otherwise cause significant environmental effects beyond 
those identified throughout this document. As described in Impact UTIL-2, the project would be 
served by existing and planned CVWD supplies, which are not anticipated to require major CVWD 
treatment or distribution facility improvements. In addition, CVWD provided a will serve letter, 
dated February 19, 2019, (Appendix M) for the proposed project, stating CVWD would have 
adequate supply of water available to meet minimum fire flow requirements as established by the 
Rancho Cucamonga Fire District. Therefore, impacts with respect to new or expanded water 
facilities would be less than significant. 

Wastewater Treatment 
As with water supply facilities, the project’s connections to existing wastewater utility infrastructure 
in the project area and sewer plans would be designed, and laterals constructed, to meet the 
requirements of CVWD and the RCMC. CVWD provided a will serve letter, dated February 13, 2019, 
anticipating the existing sewer system and sewage treatment plant capacity would be adequate for 
the proposed project. 

CVWD collects wastewater but does not treat or dispose of wastewater. Wastewater would be 
collected by CVWD’s local collection system and treated by two IEUA regional wastewater 
treatment plants, RP-1 and RP-4. RP-1 has a wastewater treatment capacity of 44 MGD whereas 
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RP-4 has a wastewater treatment capacity of 14 MGD (CVWD 2021). Both wastewater treatment 
facilities’ capacities are considered more than adequate to treat all increases in wastewater 
generation for build out of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan. Therefore, the increase in 
wastewater generated by the project would be minimal and adequately served by the existing 
wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, impacts related to wastewater treatment would be less 
than significant. 

Stormwater 
Cucamonga Creek exists in the northeastern portion of the project site. Two ditches were observed 
on the project site, neither of the ditches directly convey flow into Cucamonga Creek per field 
observation and aerial photograph review. Project construction would be required to comply with 
any applicable development regulations, including the NPDES permit, SWPPP, and WQMP. 

The project would utilize the storm drain lateral that would drain to the 66 to 78-inch storm drain 
improvement, which is being processed separately pursuant to CEQA and NEPA. The project 
applicant has received environmental clearance under NEPA from the ACOE for the 66 to 78-inch 
storm drain improvement, and a CEQA exemption is currently underway for approval by the City. 
Construction of the storm drain improvement will occur prior to implementation of the proposed 
project. The storm drain improvements would increase the efficiency of the drainage infrastructure 
in that area and provide an updated conveyance system. As with water and wastewater facilities, 
the storm drain infrastructure would be constructed within the disturbance area of the project and 
would not result in substantial additional environmental impacts. Impacts to stormwater are further 
discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, with compliance with all 
applicable regulations and statutes, impacts related to stormwater would be less than significant.  

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 
The project would tie into the existing SCE lines to enable extension of services to the site, as 
described in SCE’s will serve letter, dated March 9, 2019 (refer to Appendix M of this EIR). Although 
some new utility infrastructure would be required for the project, extension of services is not 
anticipated to require the construction of any new off-site power facilities to serve the project. At 
most, it is anticipated that SCE would provide more electricity to the project site compared to the 
existing electrical service. SoCalGas would provide natural gas service to the project site, as 
described in SoCalGas’ will serve letter, dated February 15, 2019 (refer to Appendix M of this EIR). 
Similar to electrical service, natural gas lines exist in the project site and surrounding area. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Energy, the project would increase electricity and natural gas demand on 
the project site. However, such increased demand would account for a minimal fraction of SCE’s and 
SoCalGas’ total demand in the region. The nominal increase in energy demand is not anticipated to 
require additional electricity substations or natural gas storage/transmission facilities beyond those 
currently serving the project area. It is not anticipated that new or expanded gas supply facilities 
would be required to service the site.  

A cell tower exists on the project site and would remain. Furthermore, the applicant has received 
“will serve” letters from Frontier and Charter communications, SoCalGas Company, and SCE. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 
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Threshold 2: Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

Impact UTIL-2 THE PROJECT WOULD DEMAND APPROXIMATELY 53 AFY OF WATER WHICH WOULD BE 
WELL SERVED BY CVWD IN ALL NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND MULTIPLE-DRY SCENARIOS THROUGH 2045. 
BASED ON CVWD’S WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND PROJECTIONS, PROJECTED WATER SUPPLIES ARE SUFFICIENT 
TO MEET THE ANTICIPATED WATER DEMAND OF THE PROJECT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENT DURING NORMAL, DRY, AND MULTIPLE DRY YEARS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

Construction 
Construction of the project is assumed to begin in January 2025 and finish in November 2025 Water 
would be required for temporary construction activities on the project site, including dust 
suppression, grading and grubbing, compaction, construction equipment wheel washing, and 
concrete mixing and casting. Water consumption by construction workers and cleaning of portable 
toilets on the project site may also account for a small portion of overall construction water 
demand.  

Watering for dust suppression would demand the most water during construction. Pursuant to the 
requirements of South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 as described in Section 4.3, 
Air Quality, all disturbed unpaved roads and disturbed areas within the project site would be 
watered approximately three times per day to reduce fugitive dust generation from construction 
activities. Construction water demand would be temporary and, therefore, would not result in a 
long-term strain on water supplies. Given the temporary and minimal nature of construction water 
demand as compared to operational water consumption, as well as the fact that CVWD would be 
able to restrict or require conservation measures for water intensive construction activities, impacts 
related to construction water consumption would be less than significant.  

Operation 
The project would involve the construction of three new industrial buildings and rehabilitation the 
Baker House on the project site. Operational water use would consist of indoor and outdoor water 
use. Table 4.18-1 summarizes water demands through 2045 for CVWD’s service area, including 
demands from the project. Water demands for the project were estimated by multiplying the 
planned acreage of the developed site (45.97 acres of industrial warehouse development) by an 
industrial water use rate of 1,000 gallons per day per acre. The estimated water demand for the 
project is approximately 51 AFY.  
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Table 4.18-1 Projected Water Use Demands for CVWD, Including Project (AFY) 
Year 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

Potable Water Demands  

CVWD Projected Potable Water Demands 51,569 56,092 57,650 58,949 58,949 

Additional Potable Water Demands (Project)  

Building 1 (28.38 acres) 0 32 32 32 32 

Building 2 (5.80 acres) 0 6 6 6 6 

Building 3 site (11.79) 0 13 13 13 13 

Total CVWD Projected Potable Water Demands 51,569 56,143 57,701 59,000 59,000 

Sources: CVWD 2021; Valued Engineering 2023  

Table 4.18-2, Table 4.18-3, Table 4.18-4, and Table 4.18-5 summarize the comparisons of CVWD’s 
water supply and demand, including the project’s demands, during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years for the years 2025, 2030, 2035, and 2040. Note: the 2020 CVWM UWMP did not have 
projections for 2045. 

Table 4.18-2 Comparison of CVWD’s 2025 Water Supply and Demand in Normal, Single 
Dry and Multiple Years (AFY) 

Supply & Demand Normal Year Single Dry Year 

Multiple Dry Years 

Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 

Supply Total 63,100 63,100 63,100 63,100 63,100 

Demand Total 61,300 61,300 61,300 61,300 61,300 

Demand Total (including Project) 61,351 61,351 61,351 61,351 61,351 

Difference – Surplus 1,800 1,800 1,8000 1,800 1,800 

Difference – Surplus (including Project) 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 1,749 

Sources: CVWD 2021; Valued Engineering 2023 

Table 4.18-3 Comparison of CVWD’s 2030 Water Supply and Demand in Normal, Single 
Dry and Multiple Years (AFY) 

Supply & Demand Normal Year Single Dry Year 

Multiple Dry Years 

Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 

Supply Total 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 

Demand Total 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 

Demand Total (including Project 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 

Difference – Surplus 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Difference – Surplus (including Project) 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 

Sources: CVWD 2021; Valued Engineering 2023 
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Table 4.18-4 Comparison of CVWD’s 2035 Water Supply and Demand in Normal, Single 
Dry and Multiple Years (AFY) 

Supply & Demand Normal Year Single Dry Year 

Multiple Dry Years 

Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 

Supply Total 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 

Demand Total 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 

Demand Total (including Project 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 

Difference – Surplus 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Difference (including Project) 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 

Sources: CVWD 2021; Valued Engineering 2023 

Table 4.18-5 Comparison of CVWD’s 2040 Water Supply and Demand in Normal, Single 
Dry and Multiple Years (AFY) 

Supply & Demand Normal Year Single Dry Year 

Multiple Dry Years 

Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3 

Supply Total 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 65,700 

Demand Total 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 63,700 

Demand Total (including Project 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 63,751 

Difference – Surplus 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 

Difference – Surplus (including Project) 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 1,949 

Sources: CVWD 2021; Valued Engineering 2023 

According to the supply and demand information summarized in the tables above, the project’s 
water demand would be accounted for in each year and drought scenario. The project would not 
have a significant impact on CVWD’s water projected supply. Therefore, impacts related to water 
supplies would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 3: 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? 

Impact UTIL-3 PROJECT-GENERATED WASTEWATER WOULD BE TREATED AT IEUA’S REGIONAL 
WASTEWATER PLANTS RP-1 AND RP-4. THE COMBINED PLANTS WOULD HAVE ADEQUATE CAPACITY TO SERVE 
THE PROJECT’S PROJECTED WASTEWATER GENERATION IN ADDITION TO ITS EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT 
COMMITMENTS IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

As discussed under Impact UTIL-1, the CVWD collects wastewater but does not treat or dispose of 
wastewater. Wastewater would be collected by CVWD’s local collection system and treated by two 
IEUA regional wastewater treatment plants, RP-1 and RP-4. RP-1 has a wastewater treatment 
capacity of 44 MGD whereas RP-4 has a wastewater treatment capacity of 14 MGD (CVWD 2021). 
Both wastewater treatment facilities’ capacities are considered more than adequate to treat all 
increases in wastewater generation for build out of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan. Therefore, 
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the increase in wastewater generated by the project would be minimal and adequately served by 
the existing wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 4: 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? 

Impact UTIL-4 THE PROJECT WOULD NOT GENERATE SOLID WASTE IN EXCESS OF STATE OR LOCAL 
STANDARDS, OR IN EXCESS OF THE CAPACITY OF LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE, INCLUDING THE MID-VALLEY 
LANDFILL. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

Solid waste generated by the project’s construction and operation would be collected by Burrtec in 
compliance with any applicable regulations. Solid waste produced in Rancho Cucamonga is primarily 
disposed at Mid-Valley Landfill which is currently operating at approximately 60 percent of 
permitted capacity (CalRecycle 2023).  

The project is estimated to generate approximately 923 cy of municipal solid waste per week. In 
compliance with State requirement, recycling would occur during the construction and operation 
phases of the project. Waste generation may vary greatly depending upon individual tenants. Any 
tenant involved in the production or generation of food products would be required to participate in 
a food waste recycling program per AB 1826. Furthermore, the project tenants would pay standard 
collection and processing fees established by the City’s franchise agreement with Burrtec. 

With payment of fees to the City of Rancho Cucamonga, adherence to applicable policies and 
regulations, and implementation of the project design feature listed above, impacts related to solid 
waste generation would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

Threshold 5: Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Impact UTIL-5 THE PROJECT WOULD COMPLY WITH ALL FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES AND 
REGULATIONS RELATED TO SOLID WASTE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

The project would comply with applicable local, State, and federal management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

The handling of all debris and waste generated during construction of the project would be subject 
to CALGreen requirements and AB 939 requirements for salvaging, recycling, and reuse of materials 
from construction activity on the project site. For operational waste, AB 939 requires all cities and 
counties to divert a minimum of 50 percent of all solid waste from landfills. Additional solid waste 
policies and regulations for customers and collectors are provided in the RCMC. The RCMC also 
establishes the City’s authorization to conduct inspections and investigations of solid waste and 
recycling collection containers, facilities, and related vehicles. The project would furthermore 
comply with the City’s various recycling programs outlined in the General Plan. With compliance 
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with the applicable local, State, and federal regulations and policies, the impacts related to solid 
waste would be less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

4.18.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Rancho Cucamonga and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in 
Section 3, Environmental Setting. The cumulative development includes 10 residential, mixed-use, 
and industrial land use projects within the one-mile radius of the project site.  

Although there are potential impacts associated with off-site utility construction, these impacts are 
temporary in nature and typical of municipal utility construction. Additionally, these impacts are 
generally localized and would be staggered rather than occur simultaneously to avoid significant 
cumulative impacts from the construction of multiple projects. The following analysis evaluates 
potential impacts related to utilities and service systems under a cumulative development scenario 
from operation of multiple projects. As discussed, the project would not cause a cumulatively 
considerable impact on utilities and service systems.  

Water  
Cumulative development in the CVWD service area would continue to increase demands on water 
supplies. However, this anticipated increase in demand is based on planned and pending future 
development included in the 2020 CVWD UWMP, and therefore, a portion of the cumulative water 
demand associated with these projects are already accounted for in CVWD’s demand projections.  

As discussed under Impact UTIL-2, the project’s water demand would be accounted for in each year 
and drought scenario and the project would not have a significant impact on CVWD’s water 
projected supply. Furthermore, future projects would be required to obtain service commitments 
from CVWD prior to construction, and those meeting the definition of a project pursuant to SB 610 
would be required to prepare project specific WSAs. As such, cumulative impacts related to water 
would be less than significant.  

Wastewater Treatment 
Cumulative wastewater impacts are relevant to the service area for the RP-1 and RP-4, which service 
Rancho Cucamonga. Because RP-1 and RP-4 would receive wastewater flows from the project, the 
project would not contribute to capacity constraints at any other wastewater treatment facilities.  

Planned, pending, and reasonably foreseeable development would continue to increase demands 
on the existing wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities in these treatment plant’s service 
areas. However, as described in Impact UTIL-1, RP-1 has a wastewater treatment capacity of 
44 MGD and RP-4 has a wastewater treatment capacity of 14 MGD (CVWD 2021). Both wastewater 
treatment facilities’ capacities are considered more than adequate to treat all increases in 
wastewater generation for build out of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan. Furthermore, future 
projects would be required to obtain commitments from CVWD to provide wastewater treatment 
services prior to construction, which would be dependent on remaining treatment capacity at the 
RP-1 and RP-4 plants. Cumulative impacts associated with wastewater services would be less than 
significant. 
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Stormwater 
Cumulative impacts to stormwater/drainage facilities are discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality. Individual projects would be subject to the stormwater capture and treatment 
requirements of the applicable MS4 Permit, reducing potential impacts to stormwater drainage 
facilities. Therefore, cumulative impacts to stormwater/drainage facilities would be less than 
significant. 

Solid Waste 
Cumulative solid waste impacts encompass all areas in the region that contribute solid waste to the 
Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill, which would receive project-generated solid waste. Consequently, the 
project would not substantially contribute to capacity constraints at other solid waste disposal 
facilities. 

Cumulative development served solely by the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill waste shed would result 
in increased solid waste generation. However, the Mid-Valley Sanitary Landfill has a daily permitted 
capacity of 7,500 tons/day, a remaining capacity of 61,219,377 cy and is operating at approximately 
60 percent of permitted capacity (CalRecycle 2023). In addition, all development would comply with 
applicable solid waste regulations and General Plan policies that would maintain or improve upon 
solid waste diversion rates. Other cities in the region are also subject to solid waste diversion 
requirements and implementation of waste diversion programs and policies to meet State-
mandated solid waste diversion rates. For example, AB 939 requires cities to divert 50 percent of 
solid waste from landfills. Given the nominal fraction of annual throughput accounted for by the 
project and local, regional, and statewide efforts to improve solid waste diversion rates, cumulative 
impacts to solid waste facilities would be less than significant. 

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications 
Cumulative impacts with respect to electric power and natural gas facilities are discussed in 
Section 4.6, Energy. Cumulative development projects would be subject to applicable local, regional, 
State, and federal policies regarding energy efficiency, in turn reducing the need for new or 
expanded electrical and natural gas facilities. As such, cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Cumulative telecommunications impacts would be limited to the geographic scope of the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga because local providers are responsible for providing adequate 
telecommunication infrastructure to all land uses within Rancho Cucamonga, including the project 
site. As discussed under Impact UTIL-1, the project applicant has received “will serve” letters from 
Frontier and Charter communications, as well as SoCalGas and SCE. Project infrastructure 
improvements would occur within the disturbance area of the project and would not result in 
significant impacts. Cumulative development would increase demand for telecommunications 
infrastructure in Rancho Cucamonga. However, cumulative projects would each be required to 
provide adequate telecommunications infrastructure upgrades on a project-by-project basis in 
compliance with Title 7, Telecommunications Regulations, of the RCMC, and would be subject to the 
appropriate level of project-specific environmental review. As with the project, such upgrades 
would typically be expected to occur within the development footprints of other cumulative 
projects. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to telecommunications infrastructure would be less 
than significant. 
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4.19 Wildfire 

This section identifies existing wildfire hazard conditions of the project site and surrounding areas; 
considers applicable federal, State, regional and local goals, and policies; and identifies and analyzes 
environmental impacts that may result from the implementation of the proposed project. The 
proposed project involves the development of three warehouse buildings comprising 13,000 square 
feet (sf) of office space and 969,096 sf of warehouse space (totaling 982,096 sf) on a 45.97-acre 
property at the southwest corner of 9th Street and Vineyard Avenue. Associated site improvements 
include landscaping, five driveways, 362 parking stalls, and 168 trailer parking stalls. The proposed 
project also involves the retention and rehabilitation of an existing historic building along the 
western border of the project site, known as the Baker House. This analysis is based on information 
derived from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE) fire hazard 
severity zone map and applicable regulations from the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan, Rancho 
Cucamonga Municipal Code (RCMC), Rancho Cucamonga Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), and 
the California Building Code (CBC). 

4.19.1 Setting 

a. Wildfire Fundamentals 
A wildfire is an uncontrolled fire in an area of extensive combustible fuel, including vegetation and 
structures. Wildfires differ from other fires in that they take place outdoors in areas of grassland, 
woodlands, brushland, scrubland, peatland, and other wooded areas that act as a source of fuel, or 
combustible material. Buildings may be susceptible to wildfires if a wildfire continues to spread to 
adjacent communities from its point of origin. The primary factors that increase an area’s 
susceptibility to wildfire include slope and topography, vegetation type and condition, and weather 
and atmospheric conditions.  

In California, State and local agencies share responsibility for wildfire prevention and suppression 
and federal agencies take part as well. Federal agencies are responsible for federal lands in Federal 
Responsibility Areas (FRA). The State of California has determined that some non-federal lands in 
unincorporated areas with watershed value are of Statewide interest and have classified those lands 
as State Responsibility Areas (SRA), which are managed by CAL FIRE. All incorporated areas and 
unincorporated lands not in FRAs or SRAs are classified as Local Responsibility Areas (LRA). 

While nearly all of California is subject to some degree of wildfire hazard, there are specific features 
that make certain areas more hazardous. CAL FIRE is required by law to map areas of significant fire 
hazards based on fuels, terrain, weather, and other relevant factors (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Sections 4201-4204, California Government Code Section 51175-51189). CAL FIRE maps 
fire hazards based on zones, referred to as Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ). There are three levels 
of severity: 1) Moderate FHSZs; 2) High FHSZs; and 3) Very High FHSZs (VHFHSZ). Each of the zones 
influence how people construct buildings and protect property to reduce risk associated with 
wildland fires. Under State regulations, areas within VHFHSZs must comply with specific building 
and vegetation management requirements intended to reduce property damage and loss of life in 
those areas. 
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b. Regional Fire Environment 
The City of Rancho Cucamonga is highly urbanized; however, its Sphere of Influence (SOI) is 
composed of extensive open space areas that are susceptible to wildfire and encroachment into the 
community. The San Bernardino National Forest borders the northern portion of the city and has a 
high potential as a source of many wildfires. Vegetation found in the Etiwanda Preserve and other 
open space buffer zones are also susceptible to wildfire (Rancho Cucamonga 2021a). 

Rancho Cucamonga, as most of California, has a long history of wildfires threatening the community, 
which include fires at the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), resulting in a complex mix of fuels, 
properties, and threats. WUI are areas where urban development meets undeveloped wildlands. 
WUI Fires can damage critical infrastructure, such as electrical transmission towers, railroads, water 
reservoirs and tanks, and communications facilities. Over time, numerous wildfires have encroached 
into Rancho Cucamonga and its SOI. Other older fires that have occurred nearby Rancho Cucamonga 
include the Grand Prix Fire and the Old Fire that burned large portions of the Angeles and San 
Bernardino National Forests in 2003. The Old Fire burned over 91,000 acres destroying over 
1,200 structures. The Grand Prix Fire burned over 69,000 acres and destroyed nearly 200 
residences. The Grand Prix Fire burned a large portion of the Wildland Urban Interface Areas 
(WUIFA) adjoining the national forest and destroyed 15 homes in the process (Rancho Cucamonga 
2021b). 

c. Project Site Fire Environment 
The project site is in San Bernardino County within the southwestern portion of the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga. The site is surrounded by existing developments, including industrial, commercial, and 
residential uses. The project site is within a completely urbanized area and is not prone to direct 
impacts from wildfire. The nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is located approximately 4.7 miles north of the 
project site, whereas the nearest VHFHSZ in an LRA is located approximately three miles northwest 
of the project site. As shown on Figure 4.19-1, the project site and its adjacent area are not located 
within any type of FHSZ. CAL FIRE currently identifies the project site as a non-VHFHSZ site in an 
LRA. Nonetheless, the project would be serviced by the Rancho Cucamonga Fire Protection District 
(Fire District), who is responsible for providing diverse emergency management and response 
programs. 

4.19.2 Regulatory Setting 

a. Federal Regulations 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was established in 1979 via executive order 
and is an independent agency of the federal government. In March 2003, FEMA became part of the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security with the mission to lead the effort in preparing the nation 
for all hazards and effectively manage federal response and recovery efforts following any national 
incident. FEMA also initiates proactive mitigation activities, trains first responders, and manages the 
National Flood Insurance Program and the U.S. Fire Administration. 



Environmental Impact Analysis 
Wildfire 

 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 4.19-3 

Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] Section 5121) provides the legal 
basis for FEMA mitigation planning requirements for state, local, and Indian Tribal governments as a 
condition of mitigation grant assistance. It amends the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief Act of 1988 
(42 U.S.C. Sections 5121-5207) by repealing the previous mitigation planning provisions and 
replacing them with a new set of requirements that emphasize the need and creates incentives for 
state, tribal, and local agencies to closely coordinate mitigation planning and implementation 
efforts. The Disaster Mitigation Act reinforces the importance of pre-disaster infrastructure 
mitigation planning to reduce disaster losses nationwide and the streamlining of the administration 
of federal disaster relief and programs to promote mitigation activities.  

Some of the major provisions of the Disaster Mitigation Act include funding pre-disaster mitigation 
activities; developing experimental multi-hazard maps to better understand risk; establishing state 
and local government infrastructure mitigation planning requirements; defining how states can 
assume more responsibility in managing the hazard mitigation grant program; and adjusting ways in 
which management costs for projects are funded. The mitigation planning provisions outlined in 
Section 322 of the Disaster Mitigation Act establish performance-based standards for mitigation 
plans and require states to have a public assistance program (Advance Infrastructure Mitigation) to 
develop county government plans. The consequence for counties that fail to develop an 
infrastructure mitigation plan is the chance of a reduced federal share of damage assistance from 
75 percent to 25 percent if the damaged facility has been damaged on more than one occasion in 
the preceding 10-year period by the same type of event. 

National Fire Plan 
The National Fire Plan was developed under Executive Order 11246 in August 2000, following a 
historic wildland fire season. The intent is to establish plans for active response to severe wildland 
fires and their impacts on communities, while ensuring sufficient firefighting capacity. The plan 
addresses firefighting, rehabilitation, hazardous fuels reduction, community assistance, and 
accountability. The program promotes close coordination among local, State, tribal, and federal 
firefighting resources by conducting training, purchasing equipment, and providing prevention 
activities on a cost-share basis. To help protect people and their property from potential 
catastrophic wildfire, the National Fire Plan directs funding to be provided for projects designed to 
reduce the fire risks to communities. High-risk communities identified within the WUI published in 
the Federal Register in 2001. At the request of Congress, the Federal Register notice only listed 
those communities neighboring federal lands. CAL FIRE incorporates concepts from this plan into 
State fire planning efforts. 
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Figure 4.19-1 Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
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b. State Regulations 

California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services 
In 2009, the State of California passed legislation creating the California Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services (Cal OES) and authorized it to prepare a Standard Emergency Management 
System (SEMS) program under California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 19, Section 2401 et seq., 
which sets forth measures by which a jurisdiction should handle emergency disasters. In California, 
SEMS provides the mechanism by which local government requests assistance. Non-compliance 
with SEMS could result in the State withholding disaster relief from the non-complying jurisdiction in 
the event of an emergency disaster. Cal OES coordinates the State’s preparation for, prevention of, 
and response to major disasters, such as fires, floods, earthquakes, and terrorist attacks. During an 
emergency, Cal OES serves as the lead state agency for emergency management in the State. It also 
serves as the lead agency for mobilizing the State’s resources and obtaining federal resources. Cal 
OES coordinates the State response to major emergencies in support of local government. The 
primary responsibility for emergency management resides with local government. Local jurisdictions 
first use their own resources and, as they are exhausted, obtain more from neighboring cities and 
special districts, the county in which they are located, and other counties throughout the State 
through the statewide mutual aid system. California Emergency Management Agency maintains 
oversight of the State’s mutual aid system. 

California Building and Fire Code 
California provides minimum standards for building design through the California Building Code 
(CBC) under CCR, Title 24, Part 2. The CBC is based on the International Building Code but has been 
amended for California conditions. It is generally adopted on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis, 
subject to further modification based on local conditions. Commercial and residential buildings are 
plan-checked by local building officials for compliance with the CBC. Typical fire safety requirements 
of the CBC include, but are not limited to, the installation of sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the 
establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and particular types of 
construction; and the clearance of debris and vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied 
structures in wildfire hazard areas. 

The California Fire Code (CFC) under CCR, Title 24, Part 9 is based on the International Fire Code and 
includes amendments for California fully integrated into the code. The CFC contains fire safety-
related building standards that are referenced in other parts of Title 24 of the CCR. Topics addressed 
in the CFC include, but are not limited to, fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler 
systems, fire alarm systems, ignition-resistance building materials, hazardous materials storage and 
use, industrial processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new 
and existing buildings and the surrounding premises. Specifically, CFC Section 4906 contains 
regulations for vegetation and fuel management to maintain clearances around structures. These 
requirements establish minimum standards to protect buildings in FHSZ within SRA and WUIFA. The 
CFC also establishes the minimum requirements consistent with nationally recognized good 
practices to safeguard public health, safety, and general welfare from the hazards of fire, explosion, 
and to provide safety and assistance to firefighters and emergency responders during emergency 
operations. It is the primary means for authorizing and enforcing procedures and mechanisms to 
ensure the safe handling and storage of any substance that may pose a threat to public health and 
safety.  
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The CFC and the CBC use a hazard classification system to determine what protective measures are 
required to ensure fire safety and protect lives. These measures may include construction 
standards, separations from property lines and specialized equipment. To ensure that these safety 
measures are met, the CFC employs a permit system based on hazard classification. The provisions 
of this code apply to the construction, alteration, movement, enlargement, replacement, repair, 
equipment, use and occupancy, location, maintenance, removal, and demolition of every building or 
structure or any appurtenances connected or attached to such building structures throughout 
California. 

2019 California Strategic Fire Plan 
The Strategic Fire Plan for California (also known as the California Fire Plan) is the State’s road map 
for reducing the risk of wildfire. The most recent version of the plan was finalized in January 2019 
and directs each CAL FIRE Unit to prepare a locally specific fire management plan. In compliance 
with the California Fire Plan, individual CAL FIRE units are required to develop fire management 
plans for their areas of responsibility. These documents assess the fire situation within each of the 
21 CAL FIRE units and six contract counties. The plans include stakeholder contributions and 
priorities and identify strategic areas for pre-fire planning and fuel treatment as defined by the 
people who live and work with the local fire risk. The plans are required to be updated annually. 
With California’s extensive wildland-urban interface situation, the list of high-risk communities 
extends beyond just those adjacent to federal lands, discussed above. The California State Forester 
(i.e., CAL FIRE Director) has the responsibility for managing the list of those high-risk communities. 

California Public Resources Code 
The PRC includes fire safety regulations that restrict the use of equipment that may produce a spark, 
flame, or fire; require the use of spark arrestors on construction equipment that use an internal 
combustion engine; specify requirements for the safe use of gasoline-powered tools in fire hazard 
areas; and specify fire suppression equipment that must be provided on-site for various types of 
work in fire-prone areas. 

These regulations include the following: 

 Earthmoving and portable equipment with internal combustion engines would be equipped 
with a spark arrestor to reduce the potential for igniting a wildland fire (PRC Section 4442) 

 Appropriate fire suppression equipment would be maintained during the highest fire danger 
period—from April 1 to December 1 (PRC Section 4428) 

 On days when a burning permit is required, flammable materials would be removed to a 
distance of 10 feet from any equipment that could produce a spark, fire, or flame, and the 
construction contractor would maintain the appropriate fire suppression equipment (PRC 
Section 4427) 

 On days when a burning permit is required, portable tools powered by gasoline-fueled internal 
combustion engines would not be used within 25 feet of any flammable materials (PRC 
Section 4431) 

California Code of Regulations 
In accordance with CCR, Title 8, Section 1270 (Fire Prevention) and Section 6773 (Fire Protection and 
Fire Equipment), the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) has 
established minimum standards for fire suppression and emergency medical services. The standards 
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include, but are not limited to, guidelines on the handling of highly combustible materials, fire hose 
sizing requirements, restrictions on the use of compressed air, access roads, and the testing, 
maintenance, and use of all firefighting and emergency medical equipment. 

c. Regional Regulations 

San Bernardino County Fire Department 
The San Bernardino County Fire Department (County Fire) provides emergency mitigation and 
management for fire suppression, emergency medical services (paramedic and non-paramedic), 
ambulance services, hazardous materials response, arson investigation, technical rescue, winter 
rescue operations, hazard abatement, and terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. County 
Fire’s services and programs include helicopter rescue, a dozer, fire abatement hand crews, an 
inmate hand crew specialized program, and an honor guard. County Fire also provides for the 
management of community safety services, such as fire prevention, building construction plans and 
permits, household hazardous waste, and local oversight and collection program for hazardous 
materials. 

County of San Bernardino Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
The LHMP aims to lessen the effect of a disaster by recognizing hazards and developing ways to 
reduce their impact. Risk assessments rate hazards with the highest potential impact to the 
community. In addition, long-term prevention or protection steps are developed to lessen the 
impact of the hazard. The LHMP creates awareness of hazards, threats, and susceptibilities within 
the community, and paves a path forward for jurisdictions to prepare for local disasters. Plan 
objectives include: 

 Reduce loss of life and injuries. 
 Reduce hazard-related property losses. 
 Protect the environment. 
 Coordinate disaster planning and integrate public policy. 
 Improve community and agency knowledge and education of hazards. 

d. Local Regulations 

Rancho Cucamonga General Plan 
The Safety chapter provides the framework to reduce risks associated with a range of 
environmental and human-caused hazards that could pose a risk to life and property in Rancho 
Cucamonga. Goals and policies that relate to wildfire and would apply to the project include the 
following: 

Goal S-3 Wildfire Hazards. A community where wildfire impacts are minimized or reduced through 
investments in planning and resilience. 

Policy S-3.4 Buffer Zones. Require development projects to incorporate buffer zones as 
deemed necessary by the City’s Fire Marshal for fire safety and fuel modification. 

Policy S-3.5 Water Supply. All developments will meet fire flow requirements identified in 
the Fire Code. 
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Rancho Cucamonga Fire Protection District 
The Fire District provides fire protection and emergency medical response services, fire prevention 
and inspection services, and emergency management functions, to more than 170,000 residents 
over a span of approximately 50 square miles in and around the city limits. The Fire District includes 
seven fire stations, which collectively employ approximately 120 employees, including 
98 firefighters. Fire, rescue, emergency medical service (EMS), and hazardous materials incidents 
are coordinated through an on-duty battalion chief supervising cross-trained firefighter/paramedics 
and firefighter/emergency medical technicians who respond from the seven fire stations throughout 
the city. Response to these incidents is typically handled by the crew at the station nearest to the 
incident (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b). The nearest fire station to the project site is Fire District 
Station #172, which is located approximately 1.3 miles northeast of the project site at 9612 San 
Bernadino Road. An additional station, located approximately 2.2 miles northeast of the project site 
at 10550 Town Center Drive, could provide secondary response in emergencies. 

The Fire District is also responsible for enforcing and implementing various community-based 
programs to ensure compliance with established fire standards. In addition, a community-based Fire 
Safe Council has been established to focus on public education related to the threat of fires in the 
WUI. In addition to the fire stations, the city also has a fire maintenance facility and an 
administrative office that are crucial to the operations of the Fire District.  

To combat emergency situations that are beyond the control of any one agency, the County of San 
Bernardino, fire district agencies, and municipal fire departments are signatories to the State of 
California Master Mutual Aid Plan. To maximize the resources in the county and assist in the 
coordination of such resources, a mutual aid system divides the county into seven zones. The City of 
Rancho Cucamonga is in Zone 1 (Valley Area), which consists of all the agencies in the San 
Bernardino Valley, including Chino Valley Fire Protection District, Colton Fire Department, Montclair 
Fire Department, Ontario Fire Department, Redlands Fire Department, and Rialto Fire Department. 
San Bernardino County Fire Department is included in mutual aid agreements but is not an agency 
in Zone 1 (Rancho Cucamonga 2021b).  

Rancho Cucamonga Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
The City’s LHMP was last updated in August 2021. The intent of the LHMP is to demonstrate the 
plan for reducing and/or eliminating risk in the City of Rancho Cucamonga. The LHMP process 
accesses the significant and natural and manmade hazards that would affect the city and its 
inhabitants; evaluates and incorporates ongoing mitigation activities and related programs in the 
community; determines additional mitigation measures that should be undertaken; and outlines a 
strategy for implementation of mitigation projects. In addition, this plan has been developed to 
identify actions, policies, and tools for implementation over the long-term resulting in reduction of 
future losses community wide. 

Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Code 
Building regulations for development in the city are specified in Title 15, Buildings and Construction 
Code, of the RCMC, which adopts the CBC. These regulations are enforced by the City’s Building and 
Safety Division and require site-specific investigation and establish construction standards and 
inspection procedures to ensure that development does not pose a threat to public safety. 
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4.19.3 Impact Analysis 

a. Significance Thresholds 
The following thresholds of significance were developed based on Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines. The project would have a significant impact with respect to wildfire if it would be in or 
near SRA or lands clarified as VHFHSZ and would: 

 Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; 
 Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildlife risks, and thereby expose 

Project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire; 

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

 Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to significant loss, injury or death 
involving wildfires, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

b. Methodology 
This analysis of impacts from wildfire hazards examines the project’s temporary (i.e., construction) 
and permanent (i.e., operational) effects based on application of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
significance thresholds. The impact conclusions consider the potential for changes in environmental 
conditions, as well as compliance with the regulatory framework enacted to protect the 
environment. 

The baseline conditions and impact analyses are based on field observations conducted by Rincon; 
review of project maps and drawings; analysis of aerial and ground‐level photographs; and review of 
various data available in public records, including local planning documents. The determination that 
a project component would or would not result in “substantial” adverse effects on wildfire hazards 
standards considers the available policies and regulations established by local and regional agencies 
and the amount of deviation from these policies in the project’s components. 

c. Project Design Features 
The following Project Design Feature related to wildfire is included as part of the project design: 

 Built-in sprinklers in the proposed buildings in accordance with the standards set by Rancho 
Cucamonga Fire Protection Department (RCFPD). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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d. Project Impacts 

Threshold 1: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Impact W-1 DUE TO MULTIPLE POINTS OF INGRESS/EGRESS, QUICK RESPONSE TIMES; COMPLIANCE WITH 
STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL CODES FOR BUILDING DESIGN AND MATERIALS; AND THE PROJECT’S LOCATION 
OUTSIDE ANY TYPE OF FHSZ, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT INTERFERE WITH THE FIRE DISTRICT’S EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE PLAN AND EVACUATION PLAN. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.  

According to CAL FIRE’s FHSZ Viewer and shown in Figure 4.19-1, the project site and its adjacent 
area are not located within any type of identified FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2023). The nearest VHFHSZ in an 
SRA is approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site, whereas the nearest VHFHSZ in a LRA is 
located approximately three miles northwest of the project site. CAL FIRE currently identifies the 
project site as a non-VHFHSZ site in an LRA. Moreover, the project would be serviced by the Fire 
District, who is responsible for providing diverse emergency management and response programs. 
Therefore, the Fire District would serve as first responders in case of any structural fire and medical 
emergency response service. Urban structural fire conflagration is relatively low in Rancho 
Cucamonga and the First District can provide rapid response through the implementation of 
programs such as their EMS and mutual aid agreements with San Bernardino County fire agencies 
that consists of certified paramedics who are trained to provide Advanced Life Support services to 
treat a variety of injuries and illnesses. The nearest fire station that would respond to emergency 
calls at the project site would be Fire District Station #172, which is located approximately 1.3 miles 
northeast from the project site. 

The project site would have multiple points of ingress/egress – one driveway on 9th Street and two 
driveways on Vineyard Avenue. The project would not alter or impact any emergency access roads 
or evacuation routes as identified in the LHMP. The project site is in a fully developed area with 
improved streets and emergency routes. Furthermore, the project applicant would be required to 
construct minimal off-site improvements or pay development fees towards future improvements, as 
described in Section 4.16, Transportation, that would further improve emergency access to the site 
and adjacent properties.  

As described in the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan EIR’s transportation section, the City has 
adopted standards related to emergency accessibility. Additionally, the fire department reviews all 
development applications to ensure that adequate emergency accessibility is provided based on 
local and State guidance. Compliance with the requirements for emergency lane width, vertical 
clearance, and distance would ensure that adequate emergency access is available for all new 
development and redevelopment projects. As previously noted, the project site is within an existing 
developed area of the city where roadways already exist, therefore no new roadways are required. 
Construction and operation of the project is not expected to create risks of wildfire since the site is 
in an urbanized area of the city and is not adjacent to wildland area. The construction and removal 
of brush and trees as well as grasses would limit the potential for wildlife spreading by removal of 
source materials. Due to multiple points of ingress/egress, quick response times, building designs 
compliant with State, regional, and local codes, and the project’s location outside of any type of 
FHSZ, the project would not interfere with Fire District’s emergency response and evacuation plans. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures are not required. 

Threshold 2: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

Impact W-2 DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT; PRESENCE OF AREA ROADWAYS; 
LACK OF STEEP SLOPES; COMPLIANCE WITH STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL CODES FOR BUILDING 
CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN; AND THE PROJECT’S LOCATION OUTSIDE OF ANY TYPE OF FHSZ, THE PROJECT 
SITE WOULD NOT BE EXPOSED TO HIGH WILDFIRE RISKS OR EXACERBATE SUCH RISKS. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT 
WOULD NOT EXPOSE PROJECT OCCUPANTS TO POLLUTANT CONCENTRATIONS FROM A WILDFIRE OR THE 
UNCONTROLLED SPREAD OF A WILDFIRE. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

As discussed under Impact W-1, the project site and its adjacent area are not located within any 
type of identified FHSZ. The nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is approximately 4.7 miles north of the 
project site. Nonetheless, the project would be serviced by the Fire District. Furthermore, the site 
has a generally flat to gentle, one percent slope and is not located in areas with steep slopes that 
could accelerate the spread of wildfire, and the site would be cleared of the trees on-site that could 
experience a crown fire. A new landscape plan would be reviewed by the City and the Fire District, 
and landscaping would be installed and regularly maintained. The project site could experience high 
winds from the east, that could create a greater wildfire risk for the structures on site. However, the 
project site is predominantly surrounded by existing development including industrial, commercial, 
and residential uses that would slow wind speeds and reduce the potential for uncontrolled spread 
of a wildfire during a high wind event. Furthermore, the proposed warehouse structures would be 
predominantly concrete, which is not typically susceptible to fire. Specifically, the warehouses 
would be built consistent with the CBC requiring new buildings to use ignition-resistant construction 
methods and materials as well as having a fire suppression system, which includes built-in 
sprinklers, to reduce the risk and spread of a fire. 

Due to the presence of surrounding development; presence of area roadways; lack of steep slopes; 
compliance with State, regional, and local codes for building construction and design; and the 
project’s location outside of any type of FHSZ, it is not likely that the project site or future occupants 
would be affected by the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire and associated pollutant concentrations 
during construction or operation. Therefore, impacts associated with exacerbated wildfire risks and 
related pollutant concentrations would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures are not required. 
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Threshold 3: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, 
power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Impact W-3 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT WITHIN ANY TYPE OF FHSZ AND WOULD COMPLY WITH STATE, 
REGIONAL, AND LOCAL CODES FOR BUILDING CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN. THE PROJECT WOULD NOT 
REQUIRE THE INSTALLATION OR MAINTENANCE OF ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE THAT MAY EXACERBATE FIRE 
RISK OR RESULT IN TEMPORARY OR ONGOING IMPACTS TO THE ENVIRONMENT. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN 
SIGNIFICANT. 

As discussed under Impact W-1, the project site and its adjacent area are not located within any 
type of identified FHSZ and the project site is not located near the WUI. The project would comply 
with State, regional, and local codes for building construction and design and, due to the 
development urban environment surrounding the site, would not require installation heavy 
infrastructure to accommodate the project, such as roads. The project does not include any fuel 
breaks and does not require a fuel break. In addition, emergency water sources are not required 
beyond the water supply needed to comply with applicable building codes. Although there is an 
existing 75-foot-high cell tower on the site, the tower would remain and not be demolished as part 
of the project, preventing any changes to existing operations of the tower. The project would utilize 
the 66 to 78-inch storm drain improvement, which is being processed under separate documents 
pursuant to CEQA and NEPA, and will be constructed prior to the implementation of the project. The 
storm drain improvement would be installed along the southern boundary with a new outfall 
structure to connect the storm drain system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga creek. However, the 
storm drain improvement would run the ground to receive stormwater discharge from the project 
and historical stormwater discharge from adjacent properties northwest of the project site; as such, 
it would not exacerbate wildfire risks that would originate above ground. Therefore, impacts 
associated with exacerbated wildfire risks from implementation of project components would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures are not required. 

Threshold 4: If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslopes or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Impact W-4 THE PROJECT SITE IS NOT WITHIN ANY TYPE OF FHSZ AND IS LOCATED IN A DEVELOPED 
URBAN AREA CHARACTERIZED BY FLAT TO GENTLE SLOPES THAT ARE NOT SUBJECT TO SIGNIFICANT RISK OF 
LANDSLIDES. IN ADDITION, THE 66 TO 78-INCH STORM DRAIN IMPROVEMENT INCLUDED UNDER SEPARATE 
CEQA AND NEPA DOCUMENTS, WOULD MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR OFF-SITE RUNOFF AND DOWNSTREAM 
FLOODING. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT EXPOSE PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO SIGNIFICANT RISKS FROM 
WILDFIRES AS A RESULT OF RUNOFF, POST-FIRE SLOPE INSTABILITY, OR DRAINAGE CHANGES. IMPACTS WOULD 
BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. 

As discussed under Impact W-2, the project site and its adjacent area are not located within any 
type of identified FHSZ and the project site is not located near the WUI. Furthermore, the site has a 
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generally flat to gentle, one percent slope and is not located in areas with steep slopes that would 
be subject to landslides due to post-fire slope instability. Development of the project would alter 
existing ground contours of the project site and would increase the impervious surface area on the 
site, all of which would result in changes to the existing drainage patterns interior to the site.  

The northern portion of the site is within FEMA flood insurance rate map (FIRM) No. 06071C8630J, 
effective February 18, 2015, and the southern portion of the site is within FIRM No. 06071C8628J, 
effective February 18, 2015. Based on a review of these map panels, the majority of the project site 
is not located in a documented flood plain or floodway. As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the eastern portion of the project site is within Zone X (shaded), which indicates a 
0.2 percent annual chance of flood hazard. The southern border of the project site and Cucamonga 
Creek, which borders the northeast corner of the project site, are located within Zone A. Zone A 
denotes areas that have a one percent annual chance of flooding but do not have base flood 
elevations. In addition, Figure S-5 of the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan Safety chapter shows that 
the eastern portion of the project site is in a Moderate Flood Hazard Area (500-year flood plain) but 
that it is protected by a levee (the concrete walls of the flood channel).  

The project would utilize the 66 to 78-inch storm drain improvement along the southern boundary 
with a new outfall structure to connect the storm drain system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga 
Creek. The 66 to 78-inch storm drain improvement has already obtained approval from United 
States Army Corps Engineers and is being processed separately under a categorical exemption 
pursuant to CEQA. The storm drain improvement will be constructed prior to the implementation of 
the project, which would run in the ground to receive stormwater discharge from the project and 
historical stormwater discharge from the adjacent properties northwest of the project site, which 
would minimize the potential for off-site runoff and downstream flooding. Therefore, impacts 
associated with significant risks from wildfires due to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures are not required. 

4.19.4 Cumulative Impacts 
Planned and pending projects in Rancho Cucamonga and surrounding areas are listed in Table 3-1 in 
Section 3, Environmental Setting, and include residential, industrial, and mixed-use land uses.  

Cumulative impacts related to wildfire risks could occur as new development, redevelopment, and 
existing uses are ongoing within the City of Rancho Cucamonga, particularly within or adjacent to 
FHSZs. As discussed in this section, the project is not located within or near any type of FHSZ. The 
nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site, whereas the nearest 
VHFHSZ in a LRA is located approximately three miles northwest of the project site. CAL FIRE 
currently identifies the project site as a non-VHFHSZ site in an LRA (CAL FIRE 2023). Moreover, the 
project would not interfere with the Fire District’s emergency response and evacuation plans or 
otherwise exacerbate risks from wildland fires due to the project site’s urban location, gentle 
topography, and compliance with State, regional, and local regulations for building construction and 
design components.  

As with the proposed project, development occurring within the City of Rancho Cucamonga would 
be subject to review by the City and Fire District for compliance with the minimum of fire safety and 
support fire suppression features (e.g., fire sprinklers, a fire hydrant system, paved access, and 
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secondary access routes) identified by State, regional, and local codes. Due to the project’s location 
outside of any FHSZ and required compliance of all development in the city with State, regional, and 
local regulations, the project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to wildfire 
risks would be less than significant. 
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5 Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for the identification and evaluation of 
project alternatives in an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[a]) state that an “EIR shall 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) also states that “an EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially 
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” The 
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project. Other alternatives can be considered but are not required to satisfy the 
requirements of CEQA. 

In defining feasibility of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines state that among the factors that may be 
taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f](1)). 

As required by Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, this EIR examines a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project that would attain most of the basic project objectives but 
would avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts. As discussed in Section 4.11, 
Land Use and Planning, and 4.13, Noise, two significant and unavoidable impacts were identified for 
the project related to land use compatibility and operational noise. As discussed in Section 2, Project 
Description, the objectives for the proposed project are as follows: 

1. Expand economic development, facilitate job creation, and increase the tax base for the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga by establishing new industrial development adjacent to established and 
planned industrial areas. 

2. Attract employment-generating businesses to the City of Rancho Cucamonga to reduce the 
need for members of the local workforce to commute outside the area for employment, 
thereby improving the job-housing balance in the City. 

3. Develop three speculative light industrial buildings in Rancho Cucamonga that are designed to 
meet contemporary industry standards and be economically competitive with similar industrial 
buildings in the local area and region. 

4. Attract businesses that can expedite the delivery of essential goods to consumers and 
businesses in Rancho Cucamonga and beyond the City boundary. 

5. Develop a project that has architectural design and operational characteristics that complement 
other existing and planned buildings in the vicinity and minimize conflicts with other nearby 
land uses. 

6. Develop light industrial buildings in proximity to the State highway system to avoid or shorten 
truck-trip lengths on other roadways. 

7. Maintain the historical resources of the City by renovating the Baker House building on-site for 
use by the City as a community center. 
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8. Reduce existing blight and the opportunity for criminal activity and provide for adequate infill 
development on vacant and underutilized sites with uses and design features that contribute 
community, economic, and sustainable benefits. 

9. Develop a property that has access to available infrastructure, including roads and utilities. 

Included in this analysis are four alternatives, including the CEQA-required “no project” alternative, 
that involve changes to the project that may reduce the project-related environmental impacts as 
identified in this EIR. Alternatives have been developed to provide a reasonable range of feasible 
options to consider that would help decision makers and the public understand the general 
implications of revising or eliminating certain components of the proposed project. 

The following alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: 

 Alternative 1: No Project/No Build 
 Alternative 2: No Project/Likely to be Built Under the Current Development Code 
 Alternative 3: Single Building 
 Alternative 4: Data Center 

Table 5-1 Comparison of Project Alternatives’ Buildout Characteristics 

Feature Proposed Project 

Alternative 1: 
No Project / 

No Build 

Alternative 2: 
No Project/Likely 
to be Built Under 

the Current 
Development Code 

Alternative 3: 
Single Building 

Alternative 4: 
Data Center 

Site to be 
Used and 
Building SF  

Site 1 – 611,574 sf 
Site 2 – 107,541 sf 
Site 3 – 262,981 sf 

- Site 1 –  
1,201,332 sf 

Site 1 – 982,096 sf Site 3 – 522,258 sf 

Total 
Building SF 

982,096 sf - 1,201,332 sf 982,096 sf 522,258 sf 

Number of 
Buildings 

3 - 1 1 2 

Number of 
Stories 

2 - 3 2 2 

Maximum 
Building 
Height 

Site 1 – 51 feet 
Site 2 – 45 feet 
Site 3 – 47 feet 

- Site 1 – 75 feet Site 1 – 51 feet Site 3 – 51 feet’ 

Floor Area 
Ration 
(FAR) 

49.47% - 60% 49.47% 26.1% 

Proposed 
Land Use  

Light Industrial  Vacant/Unde
veloped 

Light Industrial Light Industrial Data Center1 

Notes: sf = square feet 
1Data centers are not designated as a land use or zone in the City’s General Plan or pre-982 Ordinance/current RCMC. 
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5.1 Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative 

5.1.1 Description 
The No Project/No Build Alternative assumes that the proposed three warehouse buildings and 
associated landscaping and surface lot improvements would not be constructed, and the Baker 
House would remain vacant with no associated operations. Under existing conditions, the project 
site is vacant and undeveloped with the exception of an existing cell tower, located approximately 
300 linear feet west of Vineyard Avenue along the project’s southern property line. The project site 
also contains the Baker House on the west side of the site. The project site is primarily a dirt lot 
covered with low-lying vegetation consisting of cheatgrass, short-podded mustard, rattail fescue, 
slender woolly wild buckwheat, and wild oats and annual brome grassland. A chain link fence 
surrounds the project along the project site’s frontage with Baker Avenue, 9th Street, and Vineyard 
Avenue.  

The No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid the project’s significant land use and noise impacts 
and reduce impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, mineral resources, population and housing, public services and recreation, 
transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire; however, 
Alternative 1 would not fulfill any project objectives, would not realize any of the project’s design 
benefits associated with new development, would not meet current City design standards, and 
would also have the potential for negative effects associated with urban blight and safety and 
security issues. 

5.1.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics 
The project site does not contain any unique aesthetic resources, nor does it serve as a prominent 
scenic vista. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the visual character and quality of the 
project site would be maintained in its existing condition. The Baker House would remain as is and 
would not be rehabilitated into a community center, and no new structures, landscaping, or lighting 
would be introduced on the project site. The No Project/No Build Alternative would not have the 
potential to conflict with the character or quality of existing and planned development surrounding 
the project site and would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would impact 
nighttime views in the area. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would have no aesthetic 
impacts and be environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

b. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition as a vacant, 
mostly undeveloped property with the Baker House on the western portion of the site. Under 
existing conditions, the project site is designated as Urban and Built-Up Land and is not zoned for 
agricultural use, forest land, or timberland. The project site is also not under a Williamson Act 
contract and would not commit any portion of the project site to non-agricultural use. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 would have no impacts related to agricultural and forestry resources and would be 
environmentally equivalent to the proposed project. 
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c. Air Quality 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition; the site 
would remain unoccupied, except for the Baker House, resulting in no short-term construction 
activities or long-term operational activities that have the potential to result in the emissions of air 
pollutants or odors. As such, there would be no impacts due to emissions of criteria pollutants, 
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration, or the creation of 
objectionable odors. Fugitive dust emissions (PM10 and PM2.5) would continue to occur when wind 
passes over the site and disperses dust as occurs under existing conditions on the mainly 
unimproved project site. All the project’s short- and long-term air quality effects would be avoided 
under Alternative 1; therefore, no air quality impacts would occur, which would be environmentally 
superior to the project. 

d. Biological Resources 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition as a vacant, 
mostly undeveloped property with the Baker House on the western portion of the site. No ground-
disturbing activities would occur under this alternative and there would be no potential impacts to 
special-status plants, wildlife, or sensitive vegetation communities on the project site. Although 
there is mitigation identified in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR that would reduce the 
project’s direct, indirect, and cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources to below a 
level of significance, implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid impacts to 
biological resources and would not require mitigation. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be 
environmentally superior to the proposed project regarding biological resources. 

e. Cultural Resources 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition as a vacant, 
mostly undeveloped property with the Baker House on the western portion of the site. The No 
Project/No Build Alternative would not rehabilitate the Baker House into a community center and 
would therefore not require a Certificate of Appropriateness. Also, this alternative would not 
include ground-disturbing activities or involve the disturbance of any previously unknown cultural 
resources. Implementation of the No Project Alternative would avoid potential impacts to 
archaeological resources associated and would not require mitigation measures. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding cultural resources. 

f. Energy 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, 
with the exception of the Baker House; therefore, no near-term or long-term energy or fuel use 
would occur on the site, which would avoid the potential for impacts associated with wasteful, 
inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy, and no conflicts energy efficiency plans could 
occur. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding energy. 

g. Geology and Soils 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition as a vacant, 
mostly undeveloped property with the exception of the Baker House, which would remain vacant 
and uninhabited. Accordingly, there would be no potential for this alternative to expose people or 
structures to safety risks associated with seismic or other geologic hazards and would avoid impacts 
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to geology and soils and would not require mitigation. Similarly, this alternative would not include 
ground-disturbing activities, and therefore, would avoid impacts to paleontological resources and 
would not require mitigation measures. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior 
to the proposed project regarding geology and soils. 

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the project site would remain in its existing condition; as 
such, there would be no sources of near-term or long-term GHG emissions. Selection of this 
alternative would avoid all the project’s near- and long-term effects associated with GHG emissions 
and would therefore not conflict with the City’s Climate Action Plan, 2022 Scoping Plan, or 2020-
2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Unlike the proposed project, 
no mitigation (i.e., Mitigation Measure GHG-1) would be required. Therefore, Alternative 1 would 
be environmentally superior to the proposed project regarding GHG emissions. 

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Because no development would occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new potential 
hazards would be introduced to the project site. Selection of this alternative would avoid project-
related hazards impacts from the routine transport, use, disposal, or upset and accidental 
conditions; emitting hazardous materials within 0.25-mile of a school; being located on a hazardous 
materials site; and airport hazards. Unlike the project, no mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation 
Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2) would be required. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally 
superior to the project regarding hazards and hazardous materials. 

j. Hydrology and Water Quality 
No changes to existing hydrology and drainage conditions would occur under the No Project/No 
Build Alternative. No stormwater drainage improvements, such as the 66 to 78-inch-wide storm 
drain improvement line and below-ground infiltration facilities, would be constructed on or adjacent 
to the project site and rainfall would be discharged from the project site as sheet flow, as occurs 
under existing conditions. Under this alternative, the stormwater leaving the project site would not 
be treated to minimize waterborne pollutants and would continue to contain sediment and other 
potential pollutants, as occurs under existing conditions. However, the No Project/No Build 
Alternative would generate fewer water pollutants due to the reduction in the intensity of 
development on-site. The No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid any potential project-related 
hydrology and water quality impacts and would not require mitigation (i.e., Mitigation Measure 
HYD-1). Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding 
hydrology and water quality. 

k. Land Use and Planning 
Under existing conditions, the project site is designated as Neo-Industrial (NI) Employment District 
under the City’s General Plan Land Use Map and zoned as NI under the RCMC. Under the No 
Project/No Build Alternative, no development would occur; therefore, this alternative would not 
divide an established community. Furthermore, in comparison to the proposed project, the No 
Project/No Build Alternative would not develop an industrial use, and therefore, would not conflict 
with the City’s General Plan Policy LC-7.4 which discourages large industrial projects within 
1,000 feet of existing and planned development. In addition, in comparison to the proposed project, 
the No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid this policy inconsistency and require no mitigation 
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measures to be consistent with Policy MA-2.8 (Traffic Service Levels) and Policy N-1.4 (New 
Development Near Major Noise Sources), because this alternative would not generate any new 
traffic or noise sources. Overall, there would be no conflict with any existing land use plan under this 
alternative.  

While the No Project/No Build Alternative would not conflict with an existing land use plan, it would 
not meet all the goals and policies to the same extent as the project. For example, the project would 
not support infrastructure improvements to attract industrial, manufacturing, and green technology 
uses. Furthermore, the No Project/No Build Alternative would not accommodate revitalization of 
the area, which the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan anticipates for this property. The No 
Project/No Build Alternative would also not implement a project that would further regional goals 
outlined in Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP/SCS) to improve goods movement, to facilitate 
transit and active transportation, or to improve energy efficiency. Nonetheless, Alternative 1 would 
not result in a significant and unavoidable inconsistency with a General Plan policy, and therefore, 
would be environmentally superior to the project regarding land use and planning. 

l. Mineral Resources 
The project site is within an area designated as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-2; however, the site’s 
previously disturbed and developed nature would make any impact to significant mineral resources 
unlikely. Furthermore, no aggregate recovery is practiced in the area. Under the No Project/No Build 
Alternative, short-term impacts to mineral resources would be eliminated since there would be no 
grading, excavation, or construction activities that are associated with the proposed project. 
Therefore, there would be no mineral resources impacts under Alternative 1, and it would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding mineral resources. 

m. Noise 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new sources of noise would be introduced on the 
project site for construction or operational purposes. Additionally, because the project site would 
not be occupied, no new traffic trips would be generated, so the No Project/No Build Alternative 
would not contribute to an incremental increase in area-wide traffic noise levels. Accordingly, in 
contrast to the project, this alternative would avoid significant and unavoidable operational noise 
impacts, and the potential construction noise and vibration impacts would not occur. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding noise. 

n. Population and Housing 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not displace any existing housing or people, and unlike 
the project, would not generate employees on the project site. Therefore, this alternative would not 
directly or indirectly induce population growth in the area. In comparison, the project’s less-than-
significant population and housing impact due to the 823 employees generated by the project. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding population and 
housing. 

o. Public Services and Recreation 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, there would be no demands for police and fire services, 
schools, parks, recreational facilities, libraries, and medical services because the project site is 
vacant and would not generate any residents or employees. While the No Project/No Build 
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Alternative would not impact public services or recreational facilities, it would not benefit the 
surrounding residential communities to the same extent as the proposed project, which would 
include rehabilitation of the Baker House as a community facility for local programs and community 
space for the surrounding existing residential communities. Nevertheless, this alternative would 
have no impact to public services or recreational facilities in contrast to the project’s less-than-
significant public services and recreational impacts. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding public services and recreational facilities. 

p. Transportation 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not generate any new daily traffic that would result in 
potential impacts associated with conflicts with applicable transportation plans or vehicle miles 
traveled, or result in conditions that would create roadway hazards or impede emergency access at 
the project site. No transportation impacts would occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative 
in contrast to the project’s less-than-significant transportation impacts. Therefore, Alternative 1 
would be environmentally superior to the project regarding transportation. 

q. Tribal Cultural Resources 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would leave the project site in its existing condition as a vacant, 
mostly undeveloped property with the Baker House on the western portion of the site. Like the 
proposed project, this alternative would not impact the Baker House, and would not include 
ground-disturbing activities that would disturb any previously unknown tribal cultural resources. 
Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid impacts to tribal cultural 
resources and would not require mitigation measures. Therefore, Alternative 1 would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding tribal cultural resources. 

r. Utilities and Service Systems 
No new domestic water, sewer, or stormwater drainage facilities would be needed for the No 
Project/No Build Alternative, and there would be no demand for domestic water or wastewater 
treatment services. Also, this alternative would not demand solid waste collection and disposal 
services. Therefore, Alternative 1 would avoid all the project’s demand placed on utilities and 
service systems and would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

s. Wildfire 
Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the site would be retained in its current condition, and 
as such, no warehouses and associated project components would be developed. According to 
CalFire, the project site is not within any type of identified Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the nearest 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) in a State Responsibility Area (SRA) is located 
approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site. Therefore, the Rancho Cucamonga Fire 
Department would serve as first responders in case of any structural fire and medical emergency 
response service, as well as other emergency management and response programs. The No 
Project/No Build Alternative would not interfere with any emergency plan or evacuation plan, 
exacerbate any existing fire hazards associated with slopes, prevailing winds, and other factors, or 
require construction of any infrastructure that could exacerbate fire hazards. This alternative would 
not result in no wildfire impacts in contrast to the project’s less-than-significant wildfire impacts. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding wildfire. 
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5.2 Alternative 2: No Project/Likely to be Built Under the 
Current Development Code 

5.2.1 Description 
The No Project/Likely to be Built Under the Current Development Code Alternative would involve 
the development of one warehouse building on Site 1 of the project site (eastern portion) totaling 
1,201,332 sf, which is the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) (60 percent) for the site’s existing NI zone. 
The building would be built to the 75-foot maximum height allowed by the City and the LA/Ontario 
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), which would be 24 feet taller than the 
proposed project’s tallest warehouse building. Under this alternative, the warehouse building would 
be three stories and have a building footprint of 400,444 sf, which would reduce the building 
footprint in comparison with the project by 90,604 sf (18 percent). The central and western portions 
of the site would be graded and developed with surface parking and landscaping. This alternative 
would also include frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, 
streetlights, fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and 
Baker Avenue frontages. Similar to the proposed project, the Baker House along the western border 
of the project site would be retained and rehabilitated, and compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards) would be required. Vehicular 
access would be provided by one driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from Vineyard Avenue, 
and one driveway from the south side of Baker Avenue. Because the warehouse building would be 
developed on the eastern portion of the project site, the driveway from the north side of Baker 
Avenue would not be needed. 

Due to the increase in square footage in comparison to the proposed project, the No Project/Likely 
to be Built Under the Current Development Code Alternative would increase impacts to aesthetics, 
air quality, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services and 
recreation, transportation, and utilities and service systems, and decrease impacts to cultural 
resources, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural resources. This alternative would not 
eliminate the unavoidable and significant impacts related to land use and planning and noise. This 
alternative would meet the majority of the project objectives except for Objective 3 and meet 
Objective 5 less effectively than the project. 

5.2.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics 
Under Alternative 2, the project site would be developed with a single warehouse building on the 
project site totaling 1,201,332 sf with a maximum height of 75 feet. The warehouse building under 
this alternative would contain 219,236 sf more than the total square footage of the project’s 
proposed three warehouse buildings and would be 30 feet taller than the project’s tallest proposed 
warehouse building (Building 1). Although the total square footage would be increased compared to 
the project, the building footprint would be reduced by 18 percent. With this alternative, visual 
changes to the site as seen from off-site viewers including residents to the west and north or drivers 
around the site, would be more substantial as the larger profile of the new development compared 
to the project would be more visible with the larger building and taller profile. However, landscape 
views on the western and southwestern sides of the project site would be more subtle than the 
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project’s proposed warehouse buildings due to the reduced building footprint. The reduced building 
footprint would allow for greater setbacks and more open space. Light and glare impacts are 
anticipated to create more impacts as there would be more glazing for windows, wall lighting, and 
taller wall elevations for glare. It is anticipated that with this alternative there would be a slight 
decrease in nighttime lighting from security lights and parking lot lighting due to the smaller building 
footprint. In conclusion, under Alternative 2, impacts regarding aesthetics, light, and glare would be 
environmentally inferior compared to the proposed project. 

b. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
Under this alternative, the site would be developed with a new industrial warehouse similar to the 
project. The entire project site is categorized as Urban and Built-Up Land and is not zoned for 
agricultural use, forest land, or timberland. The project site is also not under a Williamson Act 
contract and would not commit any portion of the project site to non-agricultural use. Therefore, 
Alternative 2 would have no impacts, which are equal in comparison to the proposed project.  

c. Air Quality 
Under Alternative 2, the warehouse building would be 219,236 sf larger than the project’s total 
square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse buildings. As such, this Alternative would 
result in greater construction and operational air quality emissions due to a larger building size. This 
alternative would also increase the number of employees, which would result in greater vehicular 
emissions in a concentrated area. Therefore, Alternative 2 would be environmentally inferior to the 
project regarding air quality impacts.  

d. Biological Resources 
Alternative 2 would introduce similar impacts to special bird species, nesting birds, riparian habitats, 
wetlands, and historic trees because this alternative would disturb the entire site (45.96 acres) like 
the proposed project. Implementation of this alternative would utilize the same mitigation measure 
(Mitigation Measure BIO-1) to bring all potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in similar impacts to special-status species, nesting birds, and use of the 
site as habitat or foraging habitat. Similar to the project, direct and indirect impacts on biological 
resources would be mitigated to less than significant under this alternative. Therefore, Alternative 2 
would be environmentally equivalent to the project regarding biological resources.  

e. Cultural Resources 
Under this alternative, rehabilitation of the Baker House would occur, which would require 
implementation of project-specific Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-3 to ensure compliance 
with the Secretary of the Interior (SOI) Standards for historic resources. Mitigation Measure NOI-3 
would not be required under this alternative because the warehouse building would be developed 
on Site 1, which is on the east portion of the project site and therefore would not create 
construction vibration impacts to the Baker House near the west project site boundary. In addition, 
this alternative would develop a warehouse building with an 18 percent decrease in the building 
footprint than the proposed project, which would reduce the depth and intensity of grading and 
excavation activities and therefore slightly decrease potential impacts to significant archaeological 
resources. Nonetheless, this alternative would require the same archaeological mitigation as the 
proposed project (Mitigation Measure CUL-4), and after mitigation, potential impacts would be less 
than significant. Lastly, like the proposed project, this alternative could potentially disturb 
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previously unidentified or unknown human remains and would require compliance with California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 to preclude any potential human remains impacts on the 
project site. Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding 
cultural resources. 

f. Energy 
The energy consumption associated with project construction which includes electricity use 
associated with water utilized for dust control, diesel fuel from on-road hauling trips, vendor trips, 
and off-road construction diesel equipment, as well as gasoline fuel from on-road worker commute 
trips would occur with this alternative. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction activities 
nor would it conflict with State or local energy efficient plans; however, this alternative would 
require more energy use than the project due to this alternative’s 219,236-sf increase in building 
size. Therefore, construction impacts under Alternative 2 would be environmentally inferior to the 
project. 

In addition, energy use associated with operations of the new warehouse would be greater under 
this alternative due to the 219,236-sf increase in building size. This alternative would accommodate 
an increase in the number of trucks, employees, and energy for heating and cooling, which could 
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during operational 
activities. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in an increase in long-term energy consumption and 
would be environmentally inferior to the project. 

g. Geology and Soils 
The project site is susceptible to loss of topsoil, impacts from strong seismic activity, development 
on an unstable soil, and impacts on paleontological resources. Like the project, this alternative 
would disturb the entire site; however, due to the increased building size, construction activities 
would occur for a longer duration and therefore result in increased soil erosion and loss of topsoil 
from construction activities. Nevertheless, this alternative would develop a warehouse building with 
a reduced building footprint, which would reduce the depth and intensity of grading and excavation 
activities, and therefore, decrease potential impacts to paleontological resources.  

Alternative 2 would introduce a larger gathering of people to the area that could be impacted by 
hazardous geologic conditions. As such, this alternative would be required to implement similar 
mitigation (Mitigation Measure GEO-1) and project design features to reduce impacts related to 
unstable soils that would be prone to collapse and subsidence. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 includes 
specific design considerations for site grading, construction, foundation, floor slab, retaining wall, 
and pavement outlined in the project’ geotechnical report. Similar to the project, direct and indirect 
impacts from geology and soils under this alternative would conform to all required codes and 
where applicable, would be mitigated to levels of less than significant. In terms of exacerbating 
geologic hazards, construction and operation of this alternative would not increase the risk of or 
from hazards including faults and seismicity, liquefaction, subsidence, collapse, expansive soils, 
landslides, soil stability, or slopes, compared to the project. This alternative would not exacerbate 
any of the listed existing geologic conditions. In regard to soil disturbance and erosion, this 
alternative would also be required to implement an approved SWPPP, and BMPs would ensure 
these impacts remain less than significant. In summary, Alternative 2 would be environmentally 
inferior to the project regarding geology and soils and environmentally superior regarding 
paleontological resources.  
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h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Under this alternative, GHG emissions would be greater than the project during long-term 
operations. As stated in Air Quality above, this alternative would promote higher production of GHG 
emissions, and greater vehicular emissions from a 219,236-sf increase in building size and 
employees as opposed to the project. This alternative would require project-specific mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure GHG-1), which include GHG reduction measures, such as a minimum number 
of electric vehicle (EV) parking stalls and using electricity or zero emissions technologies or fuels for 
heavy-duty off-road vehicles and equipment, to ensure consistency with the City’s Climate Action 
Plan (CAP). Based on the foregoing analysis, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to 
the proposed project with mitigation incorporated. 

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
All findings of the Phase I and II ESAs prepared for the project would be applicable under this 
alternative, which determined that soil impacts located at the northeast corner of the project site 
are highly localized and do not extend beyond the visible staining. Like the proposed project, this 
alternative would be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, which involves a soil 
remediation plan to transport soil located at Boring B-8 (northeast corner of the project site) off-site 
to an appropriate disposal facility. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, the project 
site would not be considered a hazardous materials site. Due to the 219,236-sf increase in building 
size, this alternative would generate more potential impacts associated with hazards and hazardous 
material impacts from routine transport, use, disposal, or update and accidental conditions; and 
would have greater potential to emit hazardous materials within 0.25-mile of a school than the 
proposed project. Therefore, like the proposed project, this alternative would be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which includes a risk management plan for facilities that 
store, handle, or use regulated substances as defined in the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 25532 (j) in excess of threshold quantities for review and approval by the City Planning and 
Engineering Departments. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts associated 
with the accidental release of hazardous materials during operations would be reduced to a level of 
less than significant under this alternative. In addition, this alternative would increase the building 
height by 24 feet, which would increase potential airport hazards. Therefore, this alternative would 
be environmentally inferior to the project. 

j. Hydrology and Water Quality 
This alternative would be subject to the same hydrology and water quality regulations as the 
project. However, this alternative would result in a slight decrease in short-term impacts to water 
quality because this alternative would reduce the building footprint by 18 percent compared to the 
proposed project, resulting in less intensive grading and excavation activities. Like the proposed 
project, this alternative would require project-specific mitigation (Mitigation Measure HYD-1) to 
reduce short-term impacts to water quality to below a level of significance. 

Both this alternative and the proposed project would substantially change the hydrologic conditions 
of the site through construction and operation of a warehouse, which would increase the rate and 
amount of stormwater runoff, and change its quality, by adding impervious surfaces and land uses. 
The proposed project’s potential long-term hydrology and water quality impacts, which were 
concluded to be less than significant with mitigation, would be the same with this alternative. Any 
development under Alternative 2 would be subject to a water quality management plan and SWPPP 
with BMPs to minimize impacts from erosion and run-off water. However, this alternative would 
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increase demands on groundwater resources compared to the project’s water demand because of 
increased water usage for operations. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include 
installation of an approximately 66- to 78-inch wide storm drainpipe along the southern boundary of 
the project site with a new outfall structure to connect the storm drain system to the concrete-lined 
Cucamonga Creek. However, because the project would generate an increase in water demand, it is 
unclear if this alternative would require additional stormwater improvements. In conclusion, this 
alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project with mitigation measures incorporated 
regarding hydrology and water quality impacts. 

k. Land Use and Planning 
The project site is designated as Neo-Industrial Employment District under the City’s General Plan 
Land Use Map and zoned as NI under the RCMC. Like the proposed project, this alternative would 
be developed with the same type of use (industrial warehouse building), and therefore would not 
divide an established community. Similar to the project, this alternative would meet some of the 
goals and policies of the City’s General Plan. However, this alternative would not meet the majority 
of these policies as effectively as the project. For example, this alternative would contribute to an 
increase in traffic delays at intersections due to an increase in building square footage and 
employees (Policy MA-2.8); and would not be able to gradually transition from residential to 
industrial as well as the project because of the increased building size; although the existing 
residences along 8th Street would have a greater buffer than the project because the warehouse 
building proposed under Alternative 2 would be on the east side of the project site (Policy LC-2.5). 
Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project regarding land use and 
planning. 

l. Mineral Resources 
The project site is within an area designated as MRZ-2. Despite the project’s location within this 
zone, the site’s previously disturbed and developed nature would make any impact to significant 
mineral resources unlikely. No aggregate recovery is practiced in the area. Like the project, this 
alternative would develop the entire site and would require grading, excavation, and construction 
activities across the same land area. Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally 
equivalent to the project regarding mineral resources.  

m. Noise 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 1,201,332 sf, which would 
be 219,236 sf more than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse 
buildings. Therefore, this alternative would require an increase in the duration of construction as 
the project. Because the warehouse would be located within Site 1, which is at the east portion of 
the project site, construction noise would affect the single-family residence on 8th Street and the 
single-family residences on 9th Street, located north of Site 1. Construction noise impacts on single-
family homes on Baker Avenue and 9th Street, located north of Site 3, would decrease compared to 
the project because no structures would be built on Sites 2 and 3 of the project site. Accordingly, 
construction noise impacts would be environmentally inferior to the project and require project-
specific mitigation (Mitigation Measure NOI-1) to reduce construction noise impacts to a level of 
less than significant.  

Because there would be a greater setback under this alternative, operational noise impacts to 
sensitive receptors would be less than the proposed project, particularly along the west side of the 
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site (Baker Street); however, noise impacts from operations on the project site (i.e., stationary 
noise) would increase relative to the project due to an increase in building size, truck traffic, and the 
number of employees. As such, like the proposed project, nighttime operational impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable due to truck traffic into the driveway on 9th Street and an increase in 
ambient noise that would exceed the City of Ontario’s noise threshold. Lastly, this alternative would 
not require Mitigation Measure NOI-3 because the warehouse building under this alternative would 
be developed on Site 1, which is on the east portion of the project and would not create 
construction vibration impacts on the Baker House located on near the west project site boundary. 
Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project regarding noise in terms 
of short-term, and long-term noise and vibration impacts.  

n. Population and Housing 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 1,201,332 sf, which would 
be 219,236 sf more than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse 
buildings. Therefore, there would be an increase in potential employees within the city and 
surrounding region. Although project employees would likely be drawn from the existing labor pool 
in the region and may not relocate to the city, this analysis conservatively assumes that the new 
employees would relocate to the city and become residents. According to SCAG’s RTP/SCS, the city’s 
population is projected to increase by approximately 27,755 persons over the next 22 years. 
Therefore, like the project, this alternative would still be within the city’s population projections. 
Similar to the project, there would be no displacement of housing. As a result, this alternative would 
be environmentally inferior to the project regarding population and housing.  

o. Public Services and Recreation 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 1,201,332 sf, which would 
be 219,236 sf more than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse 
buildings and would result in an increase in the number of employees under this alternative 
compared to the project. Therefore, this alternative, compared to the project, would lead to an 
increased demand for public services that could require the establishment of new or modified 
facilities for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, recreational facilities, libraries, and 
other general governmental services under this alternative compared to the proposed project. 
Similar to the project, this alternative would require the applicant to pay applicable fees to provide 
an adequate number of services. In conclusion, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to 
the project regarding public services and recreation. 

p. Transportation 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 1,201,332 sf, which would 
be 219,236 sf more than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse 
buildings and would result in an increase in the number of employees under this alternative 
compared to the project. This alternative would contain a modified transportation routing scheme 
as the project with vehicular access provided by one driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from 
Vineyard Avenue, and one driveway from the south side of Baker Avenue. Under this alternative, 
the warehouse building would be developed on the east portion of the project site; therefore, the 
driveway from the north side of Baker Avenue would not be needed. The 9th Street driveway would 
provide inbound/outbound access for passenger vehicles and trucks; however, trucks exiting onto 
9th Street would be restricted to turn right only. Trucks would not be permitted to turn left and 
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head towards Baker Avenue. The northern driveway from Vineyard Avenue would provide 
inbound/outbound access for passenger vehicles and trucks and the southern driveway from 
Vineyard Avenue would provide inbound/outbound access for passenger vehicles only. The 
driveway from Baker Avenue would be restricted to passenger vehicle traffic only; no heavy trucks 
would be permitted to enter/exit the site from the Baker Avenue driveway. This alternative would 
also provide passenger vehicle parking areas and bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, as with the 
project, this alternative would meet the circulation goals and policies outlined in the City’s General 
Plan and SCAG’s RTC/SCS and would not conflict with a circulation plan or policy. 

As discussed in Section 4.16, Transportation, the project would have a less-than-significant impact 
related to VMT and would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, subdivision(b). This alternative would generate more traffic compared to the 
project, and therefore would increase VMT impacts. However, both the project and this alternative 
would adhere to the City’s requirements for circulation and access and would not cause any impacts 
related to increased hazards due to design or incompatible uses, or emergency access. In 
conclusion, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project regarding 
transportation impacts.  

q. Tribal Cultural Resources 
This alternative would develop a warehouse building with an 18 percent less building footprint than 
the proposed project, which would slightly reduce the depth and intensity of grading and excavation 
activities and therefore slightly decrease potential impacts to significant tribal cultural resources. 
Similar to the project, this impact would be reduced to a level of less than significant with 
implementation of project-specific mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4). 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would not result in an adverse impact to the Baker House. 
In summary, this alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding tribal 
cultural resources and would require the same mitigation measures.  

r. Utilities and Service Systems 
This alternative would result in a demand for services including natural gas, electricity, water, 
wastewater treatments, and solid waste disposal that would be greater than that of the proposed 
project due to the 219,236-sf increase in building footprint. Like the project, existing utilities would 
be extended and upgraded as needed during construction of this alternative to serve the anticipated 
demands and to accommodate operation of the warehouse use. While this alternative would 
increase the overall demand for services, adequate capacity to serve this alternative is anticipated 
because warehouse use would be consistent with the previous land use that was demolished in 
2022 and therefore was already accounted for in the Cucamonga Valley Water District’s (CVWD) 
Urban Water Quality Management Plan (UWMP). This alternative would tie into existing utility lines 
within the existing roadways and within the existing already disturbed rights-of-way adjacent to the 
site. Although impacts would remain less than significant like the project, this alternative would be 
environmentally inferior to the proposed project regarding utilities and service systems.  

s. Wildfire 
According to CalFire, the project site is not within any type of identified Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
and the nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is located approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site. 
Therefore, the Rancho Cucamonga Fire Department would serve as first responders in case of any 
structural fire and medical emergency response service, as well as other emergency management 
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and response programs. The warehouse structure under this alternative would be predominantly 
concrete, which is not typically susceptible to fire. Specifically, the warehouse would be built 
consistent with the California Building Code (CBC), requiring new buildings to use ignition-resistant 
construction methods and materials as well as have a fire suppression system. Neither this 
alternative nor the proposed project would interfere with any emergency plan or evacuation plan. 
This alternative also would not exacerbate any existing fire hazards associated with slopes or 
spreading of wildfire. Lastly, neither the project nor this alternative would require construction of 
any infrastructure that could exacerbate fire hazards. Therefore, this alternative would be 
environmentally equivalent to the project regarding wildfire. 

5.3 Alternative 3: Single Building Alternative 

5.3.1 Description 
The Single Building Alternative would involve the development of one warehousing building totaling 
982,096 sf on Site 1 of the project site (eastern portion). Although the maximum FAR for the site’s 
existing NI zone would allow the single warehouse building to be up to approximately 1,201,332 sf, 
the square footage for the single building would be kept consistent with the project for the purpose 
of air quality, GHG emissions, noise, etc. comparisons. The maximum building height would be 
51 feet, and two stories, which would be equal to the project’s tallest proposed warehouse building. 
The central and western portions of the site would be graded and developed with surface parking 
and landscaping. This alternative would also include frontage improvements (street paving rehab, 
sidewalk, parkway landscaping, streetlights, fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along project’s 
9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and Baker Avenue frontages. Similar to the proposed project, the 
Baker House along the western border of the project site would be retained and rehabilitated, and 
compliance with the Standards would be required. Vehicular access would be provided by one 
driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from Vineyard Avenue, and one driveway from the south 
side of Baker Avenue. Because the warehouse building would be developed on the eastern portion 
of the project site, the driveway from the north side of Baker Avenue would not be needed. 

The Single Building Alternative would have equal impacts to all issue areas with the exception of 
decreased aesthetics, cultural resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, and 
tribal cultural resources impacts. This alternative would meet all project objectives except for 
Objective 3, and Objective 5 not as effectively as the project.  

5.3.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics 
Under the Single Building Alternative, the project site would be developed with a single 982,096-sf 
warehouse building with a maximum height of 51 feet. Under this alternative, visual changes on the 
east and south sides of the project site would be more intense due to the larger scaled building; 
however, views would only be obstructed for residents to the south because there is only industrial 
development located east of the project site. The west side of the project site would be vacant and 
undeveloped, except for the Baker House; therefore, there would be a lot less visual change for 
residents along Baker Avenue in comparison to the project. Furthermore, the project’s proposed 
three warehouse buildings would allow for a breakup in the visual mass, making each structure 
appear less dominant and the separation between the buildings would reduce overall visual impact 
compared to this alternative. Light and glare impacts are anticipated to create similar impacts 
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because the 982,096-sf warehouse building under Alternative 2 would be equal to the total building 
square footage for the proposed project. It is also anticipated that with this alternative there would 
be similar nighttime lighting from security lights and parking lot lighting. Therefore, under 
Alternative 3, impacts regarding aesthetics, light, and glare would be environmentally superior 
compared to the project. 

b. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
Under this alternative, the site would be developed with a new industrial warehouse similar to the 
project. The entire project site is categorized as Urban and Built-Up Land and is not zoned for 
agricultural use, forest land, or timberland. The project site is also not under a Williamson Act 
contract and would not commit any portion of the project site to non-agricultural use. Therefore, 
Alternative 3 would have no impacts, which are equal in comparison to the proposed project.  

c. Air Quality 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, which is equal 
to the total building square footage for. Due to the same total building size and same operational 
use, this alternative would generate the same number of employees in the area and therefore, the 
same number of passenger vehicle trips and truck trips, which would result in similar air quality 
impacts. In summary, Alternative 2 would be environmentally equivalent to the project regarding air 
quality impacts. 

d. Biological Resources 
This alternative would introduce similar impacts to special bird species, nesting birds, riparian 
habitats, wetlands, and historic trees as the project. Implementation of this alternative would also 
utilize the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) to bring all potential impacts to 
less-than-significant levels. Therefore, this alternative would result in the same potential impacts to 
special-status species, nesting birds, and use of the site as habitat or foraging habitat. Similar to the 
project, direct and indirect impacts on biological resources would be mitigated to less than 
significant under this alternative. Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the project 
regarding biological resources.  

e. Cultural Resources 
Similar to the proposed project, rehabilitation of the Baker House would occur under this 
alternative, which would require implementation of project-specific Mitigation Measures CUL-1 
through CUL-3 to ensure compliance with the Secretary of the Interior (SOI) Standards for historic 
resources. Mitigation Measure NOI-3 would not be required under this alternative because the 
warehouse building would be developed on Site 1, which is on the east portion of the project site 
and therefore would not create construction vibration impacts to the Baker House near the west 
project site boundary. This alternative would develop a 982,096 sf warehouse building on Site 1 and 
would not construct a warehouse building on Sites 2 and 3; therefore, this alternative would require 
less intensive grading and excavation activities on Sites 2 and 3. Due to less intensive grading and 
excavation activities, this alternative would result in less potential impacts to significant 
archaeological resources than the proposed project. Alternative 3 would require the same 
mitigation (Mitigation Measure CUL-4) as the proposed project for the possibility of encountering 
significant archaeological resources during grading and excavation activities. With implementation 
of Mitigation Measure CUL-4, potential significant archaeological impacts would be reduced to a 
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level of less than significant. Lastly, like the project, this alternative could potentially disturb 
previously unidentified or unknown human remains and would require compliance with California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 to preclude any potential human remains impacts. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally superior to the project regarding cultural 
resources. 

f. Energy 
The energy consumption associated with construction of this alternative would generally include the 
same amount of electricity use associated with water utilized for dust control, diesel fuel from on-
road hauling trips, vendor trips, and off-road construction diesel equipment, as well as gasoline fuel 
from on-road worker commute trips. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not 
result in wasteful, inefficient, or consumption of energy resources during construction activities nor 
would it conflict with State or local energy efficient plans because the warehouse’s square footage 
under this alternative would be the same as the project’s total warehouse square footage and as 
result would generate a similar amount of energy. Therefore, construction impacts under 
Alternative 3 would be less than significant. 

Under this alternative, energy use associated with operations of the new warehouse would be 
similar to the project as this alternative would accommodate the same number of trucks, 
employees, and energy for heating and cooling, which would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during operational activities. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact, which would be environmentally 
equivalent to the project. 

g. Geology and Soils 
The project site is susceptible to loss of topsoil, impacts from strong seismic activity, development 
on an unstable soil, and impacts on paleontological resources. Like the project, this alternative 
would disturb the entire site due to grading throughout the site, which would result in similar soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil from construction activities. However, the warehouse building under this 
alternative would be developed on Site 1 and no warehouse buildings would be constructed on Sites 
2 and 3; therefore, this alternative would require less intensive grading and excavation activities on 
Sites 2 and 3. Due to less intensive grading and excavation activities, this alternative would result in 
fewer potential impacts to paleontological resources than the proposed project.  

This alternative would introduce a similar gathering of people to the area that could be impacted by 
hazardous geologic conditions. As such, this alternative is required to implement similar mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure GEO-1) and project design features to reduce impacts related to unstable soils 
that would be prone to collapse and subsidence. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 includes specific design 
considerations for site grading, construction, foundation, floor slab, retaining wall, and pavement 
outlined in the project’ geotechnical report. Similar to the proposed project, direct and indirect 
impacts from geology and soils under this alternative would conform to all required codes and 
where applicable, would be mitigated to levels of less than significant. In terms of exacerbating 
geologic hazards, construction and operation of this alternative would not increase the risk of or 
from hazards including faults and seismicity, liquefaction, subsidence, collapse, expansive soils, 
landslides, soil stability, or slopes, compared to the project. This alternative would not exacerbate 
any of the listed existing geologic conditions. In regard to soil disturbance and erosion, this 
alternative would implement an approved SWPPP, and BMPs would ensure these impacts remain 
less than significant. Ultimately, this alternative would not change the existing geologic conditions 
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under which the sites would be developed. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally 
superior to the project regarding geology and soils.  

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, which would 
be the same total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse buildings. It is 
anticipated that this alternative would generate the same number or similar number of employees 
in the area, and therefore, a similar number of passenger vehicle trips and truck trips, which would 
result in similar GHG impacts. This means the Single Building Alternative would require project-
specific mitigation (Mitigation Measure GHG-1), which include GHG reduction measures, such as a 
minimum number of electric vehicle (EV) parking stall and using electricity or zero emissions 
technologies or fuels for heavy-duty off-road vehicles and equipment, to ensure consistency with 
the City’s CAP. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the project with 
mitigation incorporated regarding GHG impacts. 

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
All findings of the Phase I and II ESAs prepared for the project would be applicable under this 
alternative, which determined that soil impacts located at the northeast corner of the project site 
would be localized and do not extend beyond the visible staining. Like the proposed project, this 
alternative would be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, which involves a soil 
remediation plan to transport soil located at Boring B-8 (northeast corner of the project site) off-site 
to an appropriate disposal facility. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, the project 
site would not be considered a hazardous materials site. It is anticipated that this alternative would 
produce similar hazards and hazardous material impacts as the project because this alternative 
would develop a 982,096-sf single warehouse, which is equal to the total building square footage for 
the proposed project. In addition, the warehouse would be constructed within the NI zone and uses 
permitted within the zoning designation would limit the types of manufacturing and other uses 
which would limit the production of hazardous waste during long-term operations. Warehouse uses 
are anticipated to use some volume of materials such as cleaners, pesticides, and fertilizers for 
landscaping, and other materials for machinery and equipment under this alternative and the 
project. These impacts also would be similar and substantial differences in the potential risk of 
upset would not occur with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, which includes a risk 
management plan for facilities that store, handle, or use regulated substances as defined in the 
California Health and Safety Code Section 25532 (j) in excess of threshold quantities for review and 
approval by the City Planning and Engineering Departments. Therefore, the Single Building 
Alternative would be environmentally equivalent to the project. 

j. Hydrology and Water Quality 
The Single Building Alternative would be subject to the same hydrology and water quality 
regulations as the project. This alternative would develop a 982,096-sf warehouse building on Site 1 
and would not construct a warehouse building on Sites 2 and 3; therefore, this alternative would 
require less intensive grading and excavation activities on Sites 2 and 3. Due to less intensive grading 
and excavation activities, this alternative would result in less short-term water quality impacts 
compared to the proposed project. However, like the proposed project, this alternative would 
require project-specific mitigation (Mitigation Measure HYD-1) to reduce short-term impacts to 
water quality to below a level of significance. 
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Both this alternative and the proposed project would substantially change the hydrologic conditions 
of the site through construction and operation of a warehouse, which would increase the rate and 
amount of stormwater runoff, and change its quality, by adding impervious surfaces and land uses. 
The proposed project’s potential long-term hydrology and water quality impacts, which were 
concluded to be less than significant with mitigation, would be the same as this alternative. Any 
development under this alternative would be subject to a water quality management plan and 
SWPPP with BMPs to minimize impacts from erosion and run-off water. This alternative would result 
in similar demands on groundwater resources and be conditioned to install an approximately 66- to 
78-inch wide storm drainpipe along the southern boundary of the project site with a new outfall 
structure to connect the storm drain system to the concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek. In conclusion, 
the Single Building Alternative would be environmentally superior to the project with mitigation 
measures incorporated regarding hydrology and water quality impacts. 

k. Land Use and Planning 
Under existing conditions, the project site is designated as Neo-Industrial Employment District 
under the City’s General Plan Land Use Map and zoned as NI under the RCMC. Like the proposed 
project, this alternative would be developed similarly with the same type of use (warehouse 
building), and therefore would not divide an established community. This alternative would meet all 
the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan similarly to the project. However, this alternative 
would slightly reduce conflict of Policy LC-7.4 because this alternative would provide for greater 
setbacks from the residential neighborhood to the west of the project site, which would create a 
greater buffer from the warehouse and residential development. Nevertheless, this alternative 
would still be within 1,000 feet of residential uses and therefore conflict with discouraging large 
industrial projects within 1,000 feet of existing and planned development as stated in Policy LC-7.4 
of the City’s General Plan, resulting in a significant and unavoidable land use impact like the project. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the project regarding land use and 
planning. 

l. Mineral Resources 
The project is within an area designated as MRZ-2. Despite the project’s location within this zone, 
the site’s previously disturbed and developed nature would make any impact to significant mineral 
resources unlikely. No aggregate recovery is practiced in the area. Like the project, this alternative 
would develop the entire site and would require grading, excavation, and construction activities 
across the same land area Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the 
project regarding mineral resources. 

m. Noise 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, located on 
Site 1 (eastern portion) of the project site. Because this alternative would only develop one 
warehouse building compared to the proposed project’s three warehouse buildings, construction 
would occur in a shorter duration. In addition, because the warehouse would be located at the 
eastern portion of the project site, construction noise would only affect the single-family residence 
on 8th Street and the single-family residences on 9th Street, located north of Site 1. Construction 
noise impacts on single-family homes on Baker Avenue and 9th Street, located north of Site 3, 
would decrease compared to the project because no structures would be built on Sites 2 and 3 of 
the project site. Accordingly, construction noise impacts would be environmentally superior to the 
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project; however, like the project, this alternative would require project-specific mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure NOI-1) to reduce construction noise impacts to a level of less than significant. 
Under long-term operational conditions, noise impacts from operations on the project site (i.e., 
stationary noise) would be similar relative to the project due to relatively similar operational 
practice (i.e., cargo loading/unloading activities) and similar daily heavy truck traffic volumes. 
Because there would be a greater setback under this alternative, operational noise impacts to 
sensitive receptors along Baker Avenue and 9th Street (north of Site 3) would be less than the 
project; however, impacts would still be significant and unavoidable in the City of Ontario. Like the 
project, this alternative would also require Mitigation Measure NOI-2 to reduce nighttime 
operational impacts to sensitive receptors in the City of Rancho Cucamonga to a level of less than 
significant. Lastly, this alternative would not require Mitigation Measure NOI-3 because the 
warehouse building under this alternative would be developed on Site 1, which is on the east 
portion of the project and would not create construction vibration impacts on the Baker House 
located on near the west project site boundary. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be environmentally 
superior to the project regarding noise in terms of construction and vibration impacts, and 
environmentally equivalent in terms of long-term noise impacts.  

n. Population and Housing 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, which is equal 
to the total building square footage for the proposed project. Therefore, it is anticipated that the 
demand for employees would be similar. Although project employees would likely be drawn from 
the existing labor pool in the region and may not relocate to the city, this analysis conservatively 
assumes that the new employees would relocate to the city and become residents. According to 
SCAG’s RTP/SCS, the city’s population is projected to increase by approximately 27,755 persons over 
the next 22 years. Therefore, like the project, this alternative would still be within the city’s 
population projections. In addition, like the project, there would be no displacement of housing. As 
a result, Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the project regarding population and 
housing.  

o. Public Services and Recreation 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, which is equal 
to the total building square footage for the proposed project. Demands for public services including 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, recreational facilities, libraries, and other general 
governmental services under this alternative would be similar to the project and would not require 
new or modified facilities. Under this alternative and the proposed project, the applicant would pay 
applicable fees to provide an adequate number of services. Therefore, Alternative 3 would be 
environmentally equivalent to the project regarding public services and recreation. 

p. Transportation 
This alternative involves development of an industrial warehouse totaling 982,096 sf, which is equal 
to the total building square footage for the proposed project. This alternative would contain a 
modified transportation routing scheme compared to the proposed project with vehicular access 
provided by one driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from Vineyard Avenue, and one driveway 
from the south side of Baker Avenue. Under this alternative, the warehouse building would be 
developed on the east portion of the project site; therefore, the driveway from the north side of 
Baker Avenue would not be needed. The 9th Street driveway would provide inbound/outbound 
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access for passenger vehicles and trucks; however, trucks exiting onto 9th Street would be restricted 
to turn right only. Trucks would not be permitted to turn left and head towards Baker Avenue. The 
northern driveway from Vineyard Avenue would provide inbound/outbound access for passenger 
vehicles and trucks and the southern driveway from Vineyard Avenue would provide 
inbound/outbound access for passenger vehicles only. The driveway from Baker Avenue would be 
restricted to passenger vehicle traffic only; no heavy trucks would be permitted to enter/exit the 
site from the Baker Avenue driveway. This alternative would also provide passenger vehicle parking 
areas and bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, as with the project, the Single Building Alternative 
would meet the circulation goals and policies outlined in the City’s General Plan and SCAG’s RTC/SCS 
and would not conflict with a circulation plan or policy. 

As discussed in Section 4.16, Transportation, the project would have a less-than-significant impact 
related to VMT and would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, subdivision(b). Because this alternative would develop the same size warehouse as 
the project, this alternative would generate traffic that is similar to the project, and therefore would 
also have a less-than-significant transportation impact based on VMT and would not conflict with or 
be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision(b). Further, both the project and 
the Single Building Alternative would adhere to the City’s requirements for circulation and access 
and would not cause any impacts related to increased hazards due to design or incompatible uses, 
or emergency access. Thus, Alternative 3 would be environmentally equivalent to the project 
regarding transportation impacts.  

q. Tribal Cultural Resources 
The Single Building Alternative would develop a 982,096 sf warehouse building on Site 1 and would 
not construct a warehouse building on Sites 2 and 3; therefore, this alternative would require less 
intensive grading and excavation activities on Sites 2 and 3. Due to less intensive grading and 
excavation activities, this alternative would result in less potential impacts to significant tribal 
cultural resources than the proposed project. Similar to the project, this impact would be reduced to 
a level of less than significant with implementation of project-specific mitigation measures 
(Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4). Like the proposed project, this alternative would not 
impact the existing historical building on the site. Therefore, this alternative would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding tribal cultural resources and would require the 
same mitigation measures.  

r. Utilities and Service Systems 
Like the proposed project, the Single Building Alternative would result in a demand for services 
including natural gas, electricity, water, wastewater treatments, and solid waste disposal, which 
would be similar as the project. Existing utilities would be extended and upgraded as needed during 
construction of the project and this alternative to serve the anticipated demands and to 
accommodate operation of each. While the project and this alternative would increase the overall 
demand for services, adequate capacity to serve this alternative and the project is anticipated 
because both the project and this alternative would be developing a warehouse use, which is 
consistent with the existing land use and therefore was already accounted for in the CVWD’s 
UWMP. This alternative would tie into existing utility lines within the existing roadways and within 
the existing already disturbed rights-of-way adjacent to the site. No additional impacts to listed 
resources including electricity, natural gas, sewer, water, and telecommunications infrastructure, 
would occur. Impacts under this alternative would be similar and would remain less than significant 
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under both this alternative and the project. Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally 
equivalent to the project regarding utilities and service systems.  

s. Wildfire 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would develop the entire project site (45.97 acres). 
According to CalFire, the project site is not within any type of identified Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
and the nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is located approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site. 
Therefore, the Rancho Cucamonga Fire Department would serve as first responders in case of any 
structural fire and medical emergency response service, as well as other emergency management 
and response programs. The warehouse structure under this alternative would be predominantly 
concrete, which is not typically susceptible to fire. Specifically, the warehouse would be built 
consistent with the California Building Code, requiring new buildings to use ignition-resistant 
construction methods and materials as well as have a fire suppression system. Neither this 
alternative nor the project would interfere with any emergency plan or evacuation plan. This 
alternative also would not exacerbate any existing fire hazards associated with slopes or spreading 
of wildfire. Lastly, neither the project nor this alternative would require construction of any 
infrastructure that could exacerbate fire hazards. Therefore, this alternative would be 
environmentally equivalent to the project regarding wildfire.  

5.4 Alternative 4: Data Center Alternative 

5.4.1 Description 
The Data Center Alternative would involve the development of two data center buildings totaling 
approximately 522,258 sf on Site 3 (western portion) of the project site, which would be 459,838 sf 
(approximately 47 percent) less than the proposed project’s total building area. The project would 
include associated backup generators, surface parking, and landscaping within the project site, as 
wells as frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, streetlights, 
fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along the project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and Baker 
Avenue frontages. The data center would require an increase in the electricity grid that is supplied 
by Southern California Edison (SCE) through a new 261,362-sf electrical substation to be constructed 
on the site as part of this alternative.  

The maximum building height of each building would be 51 feet, which is the same as the tallest 
warehouse building under the proposed project. Both buildings would be two stories with a total of 
261,129 sf building footprint (approximately 130,564 sf footprint for each building). The data center 
would generate 75 to 100 full-time employees and have a maximum electrical load of 
350 megawatts (MW). The central and eastern portions of the site would be graded and developed 
with surface parking and landscaping. Similar to the proposed project, the Baker House along the 
western border of the project site would be retained and rehabilitated, and compliance with the 
Standards would be required. Vehicular access would be provided by two driveways on Baker 
Avenue. Because the data center facility would generate less employees and would be developed on 
the western portion of the project site, the driveway from the south side of Vineyard Avenue and 
the north side of Baker Avenue would not be needed. 

The Data Center Alternative would increase impacts related to air quality, energy, GHG emissions, 
and utilities and service systems and decrease impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, noise, population and housing, public services and recreation, 
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transportation, and tribal cultural resources. Alternative 4 would eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts associated with nighttime truck traffic. However, data centers are not 
identified in the City’s General Plan and RCMC, so it is not an allowable land use in the NI zone, so 
this alternative would also result in a significant and unavoidable land use and planning impact. The 
Data Center Alternative would fail to meet project Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6, and would meet 
Objective 5 less effectively than the project. 

5.4.2 Impact Analysis 

a. Aesthetics 
Under the Data Center Alternative, the project site would be developed with two data center 
buildings on the west side of the project site, which would surround the Baker House. With this 
alternative, visual changes to the site as seen from off-site viewers including residents to the west 
and north or drivers around the site, would be similar compared to the proposed project because 
there would be two buildings on Site 3 that would be similar to the total size of the one building 
under the proposed project. However, the eastern portion of the project site would be vacant and 
undeveloped; therefore, there would be less visual change for public views along Vineyard Avenue 
and the project’s frontage with the east side of 9th Street. Light and glare impacts are also 
anticipated to be reduced due to the smaller building footprint and less overall development. It is 
anticipated that with this alternative there would be reduced nighttime lighting from security lights 
and parking lot lighting compared to the proposed project. Therefore, under Alternative 4, impacts 
regarding aesthetics, light, and glare would be environmentally superior to the proposed project. 

b. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 
Under this alternative, the site would be developed with two data center buildings. The entire 
project site is categorized as Urban and Built-Up Land and is not zoned for agricultural use, forest 
land, or timberland. The project site is also not under a Williamson Act contract and would not 
commit any portion of the project site to non-agricultural use. Therefore, Alternative 4 would have 
no impacts associated with agricultural and forestry resources, which are equal in comparison to the 
proposed project.  

c. Air Quality 
Alternative 4 involves development of two data center buildings totaling 522,258 sf, which would be 
reduced by 47 percent in comparison the proposed project. Due to the reduced square footage, this 
alternative and the project would generate a reduced amount of air quality emissions during 
construction activities. As for operational air quality impacts, this alternative would generate 
723 less employees, and therefore, would generate substantially less passenger vehicle trips and 
truck trips. However, the land use intensity of a data center would generate a greater amount of 
operational air quality emissions than the three warehouses under the proposed project due to the 
intensive energy use and cooling requirements, particularly if powered by fossil fuels. In summary, 
the Data Center Alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding 
construction-related air quality impacts and environmentally inferior to the project regarding 
operational air quality impacts. 
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d. Biological Resources 
This alternative would disturb the same amount of acreage as the proposed project, however, less 
extensively due to a reduced building footprint. Unlike the proposed project, Sites 1 and 2 would 
not be developed with a warehouse building. As such, this alternative would introduce 
incrementally less impacts to special bird species, nesting birds, riparian habitats, wetlands, and 
historic trees during grading, excavation, and construction activities. Implementation of this 
alternative would utilize the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure BIO-1) to bring all 
potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, this alternative would result in slightly 
reduced potential impacts to special-status species, nesting birds, and use of the site as habitat or 
foraging habitat. Similar to the project, direct and indirect impacts on biological resources would be 
mitigated to less than significant under this alternative. The Data Center Alternative would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding biological resources.  

e. Cultural Resources 
Under this alternative, rehabilitation of the Baker House would occur under this alternative, which 
would require implementation of project-specific Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-3 to 
ensure compliance with the Secretary of the Interior (SOI) Standards for historic resources, and 
NOI-3 to reduce potential vibration impacts to the Baker house during construction. This alternative 
would develop the entire project site; however, due to a reduced building footprint and building 
size, grading and excavation activities would be less extensive, which would slightly reduce potential 
impacts to significant archaeological resources. The Data Center Alternative would require the same 
mitigation (Mitigation Measure CUL-4) as the proposed project for the possibility of encountering 
significant archaeological resources during grading and excavation activities. With implementation 
of Mitigation Measure CUL-4, potential significant archaeological impacts would be reduced to a 
level of less than significant. Lastly, like the project, this alternative could potentially disturb 
previously unidentified or unknown human remains and would require compliance with California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 to preclude any potential human remains impacts. 
Therefore, the Data Center Alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding 
cultural resources. 

f. Energy 
The energy consumption associated with project construction which includes electricity use 
associated with water utilized for dust control, diesel fuel from on-road hauling trips, vendor trips, 
and off-road construction diesel equipment, as well as gasoline fuel from on-road worker commute 
trips would occur with this alternative. Like the project, this alternative would not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction activities nor 
would it conflict with State or local energy efficient plans; however, this alternative would generate 
substantially less energy than the project due to the reduced building size of the data center.  

Under this alternative, energy demand from operation of the data center would include electricity 
consumed by computer servers, chillers, and building operations as well as gasoline fuel consumed 
by employee vehicle trips and diesel fuel intermittently consumed by backup generators and diesel 
delivery tank trucks. Therefore, this alternative would result in a substantial increase in electricity 
demand. SCE is subject to the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standard, which mandates that a certain 
percentage of electricity sales come from renewable sources. In addition, this alternative would 
incorporate higher efficiency plumbing fixtures in accordance with the latest Title 24 requirements, 
which would reduce the potential for the inefficient or wasteful consumption of energy related to 



Alternatives 

 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 5-25 

water and wastewater. Furthermore, cooling equipment would include air cooled chillers that only 
require a one-time fill of water for operation, which would further reduce wasteful and unnecessary 
water consumption as compared to traditional evaporative cooling systems. As discussed in Air 
Quality above, the land use intensity of a data center would generate 723 less employees and 
therefore, a substantially reduced amount of passenger vehicle trips and truck trips, which would 
result in less energy impacts from mobile sources. In conclusion, operation-related energy impacts 
under this alternative would be less than significant; however, because data centers consume 
substantially more energy compared to a warehouse use (proposed project), this alternative would 
be environmentally inferior to the project.  

g. Geology and Soils 
The project site is susceptible to loss of topsoil, impacts from strong seismic activity, development 
on an unstable soil, and impacts on paleontological resources. Like the project, this alternative 
would disturb the entire site; however, due to the reduced building footprint and building size, 
construction activities would occur for a shorter duration and therefore result in decreased soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil from construction activities. In addition, this alternative would develop a 
data center facility with a reduced building size and building footprint, which would reduce the 
depth and intensity of grading and excavation activities, and therefore, decrease potential impacts 
to paleontological resources. 

Alternative 4 would introduce 723 less employees to the area that could be impacted by hazardous 
geologic conditions. However, this alternative would be required to implement similar mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure GEO-1) and project design features to reduce impacts related to unstable soils 
that would be prone to collapse and subsidence. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 includes specific design 
considerations for site grading, construction, foundation, floor slab, retaining wall, and pavement 
outlined in the project’ geotechnical report. Similar to the project, direct and indirect impacts from 
geology and soils under this alternative would conform to all required codes and where applicable, 
would be mitigated to levels of less than significant. In terms of exacerbating geologic hazards, 
construction and operation of this alternative would not increase the risk of or from hazards 
including faults and seismicity, liquefaction, subsidence, collapse, expansive soils, landslides, soil 
stability, or slopes, compared to the project. This alternative would not exacerbate any of the listed 
existing geologic conditions. Regarding soil disturbance and erosion, this alternative would also 
implement an approved SWPPP, and BMPs would ensure these impacts remain less than significant. 
Therefore, the Data Center Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project 
regarding geology, and soils.  

h. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
This alternative involves development of a data center with a reduced building footprint and 
building size compared to the proposed project. As a result, the data center would generate 723 less 
employees in the area and therefore, a smaller number of passenger vehicle trips and truck trips, 
which would reduce GHG impacts. However, the land use intensity of a data center would consume 
a substantially larger amount of energy than the project’s proposed warehouse use due to intensive 
computing and cooling needs. This alternative would also require project-specific mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure GHG-1), which include GHG reduction measures, such as a minimum number 
of electric vehicle (EV) parking stall and using electricity or zero emissions technologies or fuels for 
heavy-duty off-road vehicles and equipment, to ensure consistency with the CAP. Therefore, the 
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Data Center Alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project with mitigation 
incorporated regarding GHG impacts. 

i. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
All findings of the Phase I and II ESAs prepared for the project would be applicable under this 
alternative, which determined that soil impacts located at the northeast corner of the project site 
would be localized and do not extend beyond the visible staining. Like the proposed project, this 
alternative would be required to implement Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, which involves a soil 
remediation plan to transport soil located at Boring B-8 (northeast corner of the project site) off-site 
to an appropriate disposal facility. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, the project 
site would not be considered a hazardous materials site.  

Under this alternative, potentially hazardous materials include cleaners, pesticides for landscaping 
treatment chemicals for the cooling system, and diesel fuel for backup generators. All potentially 
hazardous materials used on the project site would be contained, stored, and used in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s instructions and handled in compliance with applicable standards and 
regulations. Like the proposed project, this alternative would also require Mitigation Measure HAZ-
1, which includes a risk management plan for facilities that store, handle, or use regulated 
substances as defined in the California Health and Safety Code Section 25532 (j) in excess of 
threshold quantities for review and approval by the City Planning and Engineering Departments. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts associated with the accidental release 
of hazardous materials during operations would be reduced to a level of less than significant under 
this alternative. Furthermore, aircraft safety hazards and emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan impacts under this alternative would be similar to the project due to mandatory 
compliance with the City’s General Plan and participation in the City’s Impact Fee Program. 
Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts under this alternative would be 
environmentally equivalent to the project. 

j. Hydrology and Water Quality 
The Data Center Alternative would be subject to the same hydrology and water quality regulations 
as the project. This alternative would result in reduced short-term impacts to water quality, because 
construction activities would occur on a smaller building footprint and building size than the 
proposed project. This alternative would still require mitigation (Mitigation Measure HYD-1) to 
reduce short-term water quality impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Both this alternative and the proposed project would substantially change the hydrologic conditions 
of the site through construction. Project implementation would increase the rate and amount of 
stormwater runoff, and change its quality, by adding impervious surfaces and land uses. The 
project’s potential long-term hydrology and water quality impacts, which were concluded to be less 
than significant with mitigation, would be slightly less than this alternative due to a smaller building 
footprint and building size. Like the proposed project, this alternative would be subject to a water 
quality management plan and SWPPP with BMPs to minimize impacts from erosion and run-off 
water. This alternative could result in increased demands on groundwater resources and be 
conditioned to install an approximately 66- to 78-inch wide storm drainpipe along the southern 
boundary of the project site with a new outfall structure to connect the storm drain system to the 
concrete-lined Cucamonga Creek. In summary, the Data Center Alternative would be 
environmentally equivalent to the project with mitigation measures incorporated regarding 
hydrology and water quality impacts. 
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k. Land Use and Planning 
Under existing conditions, the project site is designated as Neo-Industrial Employment District 
under the City’s General Plan Land Use Map and zoned as NI under the RCMC. This alternative 
involves the development of a data center, which is not identified in the City’s General Plan and 
RCMC, so it is not an allowable land use in the NI Zone.; therefore, this alternative would conflict 
with the City’s General Plan and RCMC and result in a significant and unavoidable land use and 
planning impact. This alternative would meet some of the goals and policies of the City’s General 
Plan similarly to the project. However, this alternative would be less consistent with Policy LC-1.11, 
which ensures compatibility of new development with adjacent context. The project site is 
surrounded by industrial warehouses to the north and northeast, which would be more compatible 
with the project’s proposed warehouse use. In addition, this alternative would be less compatible 
with Policy LC-3.8, which states to encourage new employment generating uses and businesses that 
improve the jobs-housing match in the city. This alternative would generate 723 less employees 
than the proposed project; therefore, this alternative would not increase job options for nearby 
residents as effectively as the proposed project. This alternative would generate substantially more 
water and utility demand than the proposed project and would therefore be less consistent with 
Policy RC-2.1 (Water Supplies), Policy RC-2.2 (Groundwater Recharge), Policy RC-2.5 (Water 
Conservation), Policy RC-6.12 (Reduced Water Supplies), Policy RC-7.15 (Utility Preservation). Like 
the project, this alternative would conflict with Policy LC-7.4 (industrial land use within 1,000 feet of 
residential uses) because data centers are not identified in the City’s General Plan and RCMC, so it is 
not an allowable land use in any zone. 

Because this alternative would result in less biological resources, cultural resources, paleontological 
resources, noise, and transportation impacts, this alternative would be more consistent with the 
following policies and not require mitigation to be consistent with the following policies: Policy 
MA-2.8 (Facility Service Levels), Policy RC-3.1 (Sensitive Habitat), Policy RC-3.3 (Wildfire Corridors), 
Policy RC-3.6 (Grading and Vegetation Removal), Policy RC-4.1 (Disturbance of Human Remains), 
Policy RC-4.6 (Paleontological Resources), Policy RC-5.1 (Pollutant Sources), Policy RC-5.4 (Health 
Risk Assessment), Policy RC-5.5 (Impacts to Air Quality), Policy RC-5.8 (New Localized Air Pollution 
Sources Near Existing Sensitive Receptors), Policy RC-5.6 (Community Benefit Plan), Policy RC-5.11 
(Dust and Odor), Policy RC-6.17 (Off-Site GHG Mitigation), Policy N-1.1 (Noise Levels), Policy N-1.4 
(New Development Near Major Noise Sources), and Policy N-1.8 (Vibration Impact). In conclusion, 
the Data Center Alternative would be environmentally equivalent to the project regarding land use 
and planning. 

l. Mineral Resources 
The project site is within an area designated as MRZ-2. Despite the project’s location within this 
zone, the site’s previously disturbed and developed nature would make any impact to significant 
mineral resources unlikely. No aggregate recovery is practiced in the area. Like the project, this 
alternative would develop the entire site and would require grading, excavation, and construction 
activities across the same land area Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally equivalent 
to the project regarding mineral resources. 
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m. Noise 
This alternative involves development of a data center totaling 522,258 sf, which would be 
47 percent less than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse buildings. 
Therefore, the construction duration under this alternative would be shorter than the proposed 
project and would require substantially less construction than the proposed project. In addition, 
because the data center would be developed on Site 3, which is the western portion of the project 
site, construction noise impacts on the single-family residence on 8th Street and the single-family 
residences on 9th Street, located north of Site 1, would decrease compared to the proposed project. 
Accordingly, construction noise impacts under this alternative would be environmentally superior to 
the project. However, this alternative would still require project-specific mitigation (Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1) to reduce construction noise impacts to a level of less than significant.  

Under long-term operational conditions, noise impacts from operations on the project site (i.e., 
stationary noise) would include emergency generator testing. The tests would be subject to the 
local noise regulations which would occur intermittently, but they would generate substantial noise 
in non-emergency situations. Furthermore, other noise sources would include heating ventilation, 
and air conditioning units and cooling tower pumps and fans. A worst-case scenario would occur if 
the generators were tested in conjunction with the regularly operating equipment. However, since 
the frequency of testing the generators are low and generators would be tested one at a time, the 
noise generated during the worst-case scenario would not be substantially higher than that during 
normal operation. However, there are measures and devices typically implemented at data centers 
for the purpose of reducing noise levels to be compatible with regulations adopted by the local 
regulatory authorities, such as an acoustic wall, enclosures, low speed fans, duct and transition 
silences, acoustic louvers, acoustical building panels, and sound dampening server cabinets.  

Furthermore, this alternative would generate substantially less daily heavy truck traffic volumes 
than the project because this alternative would generate 75-100 employees (723 less employees 
compared to the project) and minimal heavy truck volumes from occasional diesel delivery tank 
trucks. Because there would be substantially less operational noise occurring, this alternative would 
avoid significant and unavoidable operational impacts to sensitive receptors in the City of Ontario 
and would avoid significant operational impacts to sensitive receptors in the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga. However, this alternative would require the same mitigation (Mitigation Measure 
NOI-2) as the project to reduce construction vibration in the vicinity of the Baker House and 
adjacent residences to a level of less than significant. In conclusion, this alternative would be 
environmentally superior to the project regarding noise impacts.  

n. Population and Housing 
This alternative involves development of a data center facility, which would generate 723 less 
employees and therefore less demand for new workers potentially needing housing within the city 
compared to the project. According to SCAG’s RTP/SCS, the City’s population is projected to increase 
by approximately 27,755 persons over the next 22 years. Therefore, like the project, this alternative 
would still be within the city’s population projections. In addition, like the project, there would be 
no displacement of housing. As a result, this alternative would be environmentally superior to the 
project regarding population and housing.  
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o. Public Services and Recreation 
This alternative involves development of a data center, which would result in 723 less employees 
generated than the proposed project. Demands for public services including fire protection, police 
protection, schools, parks, recreational facilities, libraries, and other general governmental services 
under this alternative would be substantially less than the project and would not require new or 
modified facilities. Under this alternative and the project, the applicant would pay applicable fees to 
provide an adequate number of services. Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally 
superior to the project regarding public services and recreation. 

p. Transportation 
This alternative involves development of a data center totaling 522,258 sf, which would be 
47 percent less than the total square footage of the project’s proposed three warehouse buildings. 
This alternative would contain a modified transportation routing scheme compared to the proposed 
project with vehicular access provided for Site 3 by two driveways along Baker Avenue. Because the 
data center facility would generate less employees and would be developed on the western portion 
of the project site, the driveways from the south side of Vineyard Avenue and the north side of 
Baker Avenue would not be needed and the truck traffic that would occur under the proposed 
project would be eliminated. This alternative would also provide passenger vehicle parking areas 
and bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, as with the project, the Data Center Alternative would meet 
the circulation goals and policies outlined in the City’s General Plan and SCAG’s RTC/SCS and would 
not conflict with a circulation plan or policy. 

In addition, the smaller buildings under this alternative would generate substantially less traffic 
compared to the proposed project (723 less employees); therefore, VMT impacts would be reduced 
compared to the project, and like the proposed project, would not conflict with or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision(b). Both the project and the Data Center 
Alternative would adhere to the City’s requirements for circulation and access and would not cause 
any impacts related to increased hazards due to design or incompatible uses, or emergency access. 
Thus, this alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding transportation 
impacts.  

q. Tribal Cultural Resources 
This alternative would develop the entire project site; however, due to a reduced building footprint, 
grading and excavation activities would be less extensive, which would slightly reduce potential 
impacts to significant tribal cultural resources. The Data Center Alternative would require the same 
mitigation (Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4) as the proposed project for the possibility of 
encountering significant tribal cultural resources during grading and excavation activities. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 through TCR-4, potential significant tribal cultural 
resources impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Like the proposed project, 
this alternative would not impact the existing historical building on the site. Therefore, this 
alternative would be environmentally superior to the project regarding tribal cultural resources and 
would require the same mitigation measures.  
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r. Utilities and Service Systems 
The Data Center Alternative would result in a demand for services including electricity, water, 
wastewater treatments, telecommunications infrastructure, and solid waste disposal. Existing 
utilities would be extended and upgraded as needed during construction of the project (with the 
exception of telecommunications infrastructure) and this alternative to serve the anticipated 
demands and to accommodate operation of each. Under this alternative, impacts related to solid 
waste would be similar to the project. However, impacts related to electricity, wastewater, and 
telecommunications infrastructure would substantially increase under this alternative because data 
centers require significantly more water, wastewater, and telecommunications infrastructure due to 
the cooling requirements of the data center equipment and in order to house computer systems 
and servers. In addition, the data center is not consistent with the existing General Plan land use 
designation; therefore, the water demand for a data center is not accounted for in CVWD’s 2020 
UWMP. As a result, CVWD’s 2020 UWMP may not have adequate capacity to serve this alternative. 
In summary, this alternative would be environmentally inferior to the project regarding utilities and 
service systems.  

s. Wildfire 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would develop the entire project site (45.97 acres). 
According to CalFire, the project site is not within any type of identified Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
and the nearest VHFHSZ in an SRA is located approximately 4.7 miles north of the project site. 
Therefore, the Rancho Cucamonga Fire Department would serve as first responders in case of any 
structural fire and medical emergency response service, as well as other emergency management 
and response programs. The data center buildings under this alternative contain numerous 
electrical components and equipment that can pose a fire risk if not properly maintained or 
handled. However, the data center would be regularly inspected and maintained according to 
applicable state and local regulations, and built consistent with the California Building Code, 
requiring new buildings to use ignition-resistant construction methods and materials as well as have 
a fire suppression system and a temperature monitoring and control system. Neither this alternative 
nor the project would interfere with any emergency plan or evacuation plan. This alternative also 
would not exacerbate any existing fire hazards associated with slopes or spreading of wildfire. 
Lastly, neither the project nor this alternative would require construction of any infrastructure that 
could exacerbate fire hazards. Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally equivalent to 
the project regarding wildfire. 

5.5 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 
Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that an EIR should 1) identify alternatives that 
were considered by the Lead Agency but were eliminated from detailed consideration because they 
were determined to be infeasible during the scoping process, and 2) briefly explain the reasons 
underlying the Lead Agency’s determination. Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states, 
“[a]mong the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an 
EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to 
avoid significant environmental impacts. 

The following alternatives were considered but not selected for detailed analysis in this Draft EIR. As 
described in greater detail below, the main reason for rejecting these alternatives was that they 
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would not avoid or substantially reduce the impacts associated with the project and/or would not 
be consistent with the project objectives. 

5.5.1 Residential Alternative 
This alternative would place residences within 1,000 feet of existing industrial development located 
to the north, west and south of the project site, which would not be consistent with Policy LC-7.4 of 
the City’s General Plan and would not reduce the land use impact to a level of less than significant. 
Furthermore, this alternative is not considered applicable or feasible, as the applicant does not 
develop residential development nor does this alternative meet the project objectives. Therefore, 
the potential impacts under this alternative would remain significant, and it was rejected for further 
consideration and not discussed further. 

5.5.2 Business and Professional Park Alternative 
The Business and Professional Park Alternative would involve the development of 26 two-story 
buildings each approximately 46,205 sf, which would total 1,201,330 sf. This alternative would meet 
the requirements for FAR and building height allowed under the Neo-Industrial (NI) designation. The 
maximum FAR for the land use designations is 60 percent. A 60 percent FAR for a total lot size of 
2,002,221 sf would allow the total building square footage of up to approximately 1,201,332 sf.  

Similar to the proposed project, the office1 land uses under this alternative would be permitted 
within the NI zone. It is anticipated that an office development would be similar to the business park 
located at the north end of the site along Lanyard Court. The overall design and configuration of 
these buildings would not allow for industrial uses; therefore, this alternative would avoid the 
significant land use impacts associated with the proposed project because industrial uses would not 
be developed within 1,000 of the existing residences and, given that business parks do not operate 
during the night, the nighttime traffic noise associated with the proposed project would be 
eliminated. In addition, the community’s concerns regarding truck trips would be avoided under this 
alternative. However, due to the combination of high construction costs, lack of financing for office 
developments, and potentially unfavorable market conditions, the development of a business and 
professional park is not economically viable and would not meet the project objectives. Therefore, 
this alternative was rejected from further consideration and not discussed further. 

5.5.3 Alternative Project Site 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) sets forth considerations to be used in evaluating an 
alternative location. The section states that the “key question” is whether any of the significant 
effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by relocating the project. The 
CEQA Guidelines identify the following factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of an alternative location: site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 
General Plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, whether 
the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative 
site.  

 
1 RCMC Section 17.32.020 (43). Office, business and professional. This use listing includes offices of administrative businesses providing 
direct services to consumers (e.g., insurance companies, utility companies), government agency and service facilities (e.g., post office, 
civic center), professional offices (e.g., accounting, attorneys, public relations), and offices engaged in the production of intellectual 
property (e.g., advertising, architecture, computer programming). This use does not include medical offices (see Medical services, 
general); temporary offices, or offices that are incidental and accessory to another business or sales activity that is the primary use (see 
Office, accessory). Outdoor storage of materials is prohibited. 
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The CEQA Guidelines establish that only locations that would accomplish the aforementioned 
objective should be considered alternative locations for the proposed project. As discussed in 
Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable 
land use impact (even with implementation of mitigation) due to inconsistency with Policy LU-7.4 of 
the City’s General Plan, which discourages industrial development within 1,000 feet of residential 
development (i.e., Impact LU-2). In addition, the proposed project would have a significant and 
unavoidable operational noise impact (i.e., Impact NOI-1) due to exceeding operational noise levels 
at nearby sensitive receptors in the City of Ontario. Based on a review of aerial photography, there 
are no other available, undeveloped properties of similar size (i.e., 45.96 acres) that are zoned for 
and adjacent to other properties designated for industrial development and that would reduce or 
avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related to land use and planning and noise 
because the city is heavily developed with residential uses. Furthermore, the applicant does not 
control other undeveloped property of similar size within the city or in the immediate area. 
Therefore, a potential alternative location is not considered applicable or feasible. This alternative 
was rejected from further consideration and not discussed further. 

5.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
Table 5-2 indicates whether each alternative’s environmental impact is greater than, less than, or 
similar to that of the proposed project for each of the issue areas studied. 

Alternative 1 (No Project/No Build) assumes the proposed three warehouse buildings and associated 
landscaping and surface lot improvements would not be constructed, and the Baker House would 
remain vacant with no associated operations. This alternative would avoid significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to land use and planning and noise, and reduce impacts to aesthetics, 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, population and 
housing, public services and recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service 
systems, and wildfire due to no development/physical change to the project site. However, 
Alternative 1 would not fulfill any project objectives, would not realize any of the project’s design 
benefits associated with new development, would not meet current City design standards, and has 
potential for negative effects associated with urban blight and safety and security issues. 

Alternative 2 (No Project/Likely to be Built Under the Current Development Code) would involve the 
development of one warehouse building on Site 1 of the project site (eastern portion) totaling 
1,201,332 sf, which is the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) (60 percent) for the site’s existing NI zone. 
The building would be built to the 75-foot maximum height allowed by the City and the LA/Ontario 
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), which would be 24 feet taller than the 
proposed project’s tallest warehouse building. Under this alternative, the warehouse building would 
be three stories and have a building footprint of 400,444 sf, which would reduce the building 
footprint in comparison with the project by 90,604 sf (18 percent). The central and western portions 
of the site would be graded and developed with surface parking and landscaping. This alternative 
would also include frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, 
streetlights, fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and 
Baker Avenue frontages. Similar to the proposed project, the Baker House along the western border 
of the project site would be retained and rehabilitated, and compliance with the Secretary of the 
Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards) would be required. Vehicular 
access would be provided by one driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from Vineyard Avenue, 
and one driveway from the south side of Baker Avenue. Because the warehouse building would be 
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developed on the east portion of the project site, the driveway from the north side of Baker Avenue 
would not be needed.  

Due to the increase in square footage in comparison to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would 
increase impacts to aesthetics, air quality, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, population and 
housing, public services and recreation, transportation, and utilities and service systems, and 
decrease impacts to cultural resources, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural resources. 
Alternative 2 would not eliminate the unavoidable and significant impacts related to land use and 
planning and noise. Alternative 2 would meet the majority of the project objectives except for 
Objective 3 and meet Objective 5 less effectively than the project. 

Alternative 3 (Single Building Alternative) would involve the development of one warehousing 
building totaling 982,096 sf on Site 1 of the project site (eastern portion). Although the maximum 
FAR for the site’s existing NI zone would allow the single warehouse building to be up to 
approximately 1,201,332 sf, the square footage for the single building would be kept consistent with 
the project for the purpose of air quality, GHG emissions, noise, etc. comparisons. The maximum 
building height would be 51 feet, and two stories, which would be equal to the project’s tallest 
proposed warehouse building. The central and western portions of the site would be graded and 
developed with surface parking and landscaping. This alternative would also include frontage 
improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, streetlights, fire hydrants, curb 
and gutter, etc.) along project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and Baker Avenue frontages. Similar to 
the proposed project, the Baker House along the western border of the project site would be 
retained and rehabilitated, and compliance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (Standards) would be required. Vehicular access would be provided 
by one driveway from 9th Street, two driveways from Vineyard Avenue, and one driveway from the 
south side of Baker Avenue.  

Because the warehouse building would be developed on the east portion of the project site, the 
driveway from the north side of Baker Avenue would not be needed. Alternative 3 would have equal 
impacts to all issue areas with the exception of decreased aesthetics, cultural resources, geology 
and soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, and tribal cultural resources impacts. Alternative 3 
would meet all project objectives except for Objective 3, and Objective 5 not as effectively as the 
project. 

Alternative 4 (Data Center Alternative) would involve the development of two data center buildings 
totaling approximately 522,258 sf on Site 3 (western portion) of the project site, which would be 
approximately 47 percent less than the proposed project’s total building area. The project would 
include associated backup generators, surface parking, and landscaping within the project site, as 
wells as frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, streetlights, 
fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along the project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and Baker 
Avenue frontages. The data center would be supplied electricity by Southern California Edison (SCE) 
through a new 261,362-sf electrical substation to be constructed on the site as part of the data 
center. The maximum building height would be 51 feet, which is the same as the tallest proposed 
warehouse building under the proposed project. Both buildings would be two stories with a total of 
261,129 sf building footprint. The data center would generate 75 to 100 full-time employees and 
have a maximum electrical load of 350 megawatts (MW). The central and eastern portions of the 
site would be graded and developed with surface parking and landscaping. This alternative would 
also include frontage improvements (street paving rehab, sidewalk, parkway landscaping, 
streetlights, fire hydrants, curb and gutter, etc.) along project’s 9th Street, Vineyard Avenue, and 
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Baker Avenue frontages. Similar to the proposed project, the Baker House along the western border 
of the project site would be retained and rehabilitated, and compliance with the Standards would 
be required. Vehicular access would be provided by two driveways along Baker Avenue. Because the 
data center facility would generate less employees and would be developed on the western portion 
of the project site, the driveway from the south side of Vineyard Avenue and the north side of Baker 
Avenue would not be needed. 

The Data Center Alternative would increase impacts related to air quality, energy, GHG emissions, 
and utilities and service systems and decrease impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, noise, population and housing, public services and recreation, 
transportation, and tribal cultural resources. Alternative 4 would eliminate the significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts associated with nighttime truck traffic. However, data centers are not 
identified in the City’s General Plan and RCMC, so it is not an allowable land use in the NI zone, so 
this alternative would also result in a significant and unavoidable land use and planning impact. The 
Data Center Alternative would fail to meet project Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6, and would meet 
Objective 5 less effectively than the project. 

In conclusion, because Alternative 3 would decrease aesthetics, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, hydrology and water quality, noise, and tribal cultural resources impacts and would be 
consistent with eight of the nine project objectives, it is the environmentally superior alternative.  

Table 5-2 Impact Comparison of Alternatives 

Issue 
Proposed Project 
Impact Classification 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 

Build 

Alternative 2: 
No Project/ Likely to be 
Built Under the Current 

Development Code 

Alternative 3: 
Single-

Building 
Alternative 4: 
Data Center 

Aesthetics Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - + + 

Agricultural 
and Forestry 
Resources 

No Impact = = = = 

Air Quality Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = - 

Biological 
Resources 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ = = + 

Cultural 
Resources 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ + + + 

Energy Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = - 

Geology and 
Soils 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ + + + 

Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions  

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ - = - 

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ - = = 
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Issue 
Proposed Project 
Impact Classification 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 

Build 

Alternative 2: 
No Project/ Likely to be 
Built Under the Current 

Development Code 

Alternative 3: 
Single-

Building 
Alternative 4: 
Data Center 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ - + = 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Significant and 
Unavoidable Impact 

+ - = = 

Mineral 
Resources 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ = = = 

Noise Significant and 
Unavoidable Impact 

+ - + + 

Population and 
Housing 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = + 

Public Services 
and Recreation 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = + 

Transportation Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = + 

Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

+ + + + 

Utilities and 
Service 
Systems 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ - = - 

Wildfire Less than Significant 
Impact 

+ = = = 

Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Objective 1: Expand economic 
development, facilitate job creation, 
and increase the tax base for the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga by establishing 
new industrial development adjacent 
to established and planned industrial 
areas. 

No Yes Yes No 

Objective 2: Attract employment-
generating businesses to the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga to reduce the 
need for members of the local 
workforce to commute outside the 
area for employment, thereby 
improving the job-housing balance in 
the City. 

No Yes Yes No 

Objective 3: Develop three 
speculative light industrial buildings in 
Rancho Cucamonga that are designed 
to meet contemporary industry 
standards and be economically 
competitive with similar industrial 
buildings in the local area and region. 

No No No No 
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Issue 
Proposed Project 
Impact Classification 

Alternative 1: 
No Project/No 

Build 

Alternative 2: 
No Project/ Likely to be 
Built Under the Current 

Development Code 

Alternative 3: 
Single-

Building 
Alternative 4: 
Data Center 

Objective 4: Attract businesses that 
can expedite the delivery of essential 
goods to consumers and businesses in 
Rancho Cucamonga and beyond the 
City boundary. 

No Yes Yes No 

Objective 5: Develop a project that 
has architectural design and 
operational characteristics that 
complement other existing and 
planned buildings in the vicinity and 
minimize conflicts with other nearby 
land uses. 

No Yes, but less 
effectively than the 

project 

Yes, but less 
effectively 
than the 
project 

Yes, but less 
effectively 
than the 
project 

Objective 6: Develop light industrial 
buildings in proximity to the State 
highway system to avoid or shorten 
truck-trip lengths on other roadways. 

No Yes Yes No 

Objective 7: Maintain the historical 
resources of the City by renovating 
The Baker House building on-site for 
use by the City as a community 
center. 

No Yes Yes Yes 

Objective 8: Reduce existing blight 
and the opportunity for criminal 
activity and provide for adequate infill 
development on vacant and 
underutilized sites with uses and 
design features that contribute 
community, economic, and 
sustainable benefits. 

No Yes Yes Yes 

Objective 9: Develop a property that 
has access to available infrastructure, 
including roads and utilities. 

No Yes Yes Yes 

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact) 

- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact) 

= Similar level of impact to the proposed project 
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6 Other CEQA Required Discussions 

This section discusses growth-inducing impacts and irreversible environmental impacts that would 
be caused by the proposed project. 

6.1 Growth Inducement 
Section 15126(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to 
foster economic or population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle 
to growth. Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment. 
However, depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant 
adverse environmental effects. The proposed project’s growth inducing potential is therefore 
considered significant if project-induced growth could result in significant physical effects in one or 
more environmental issue areas. 

6.1.1 Population Growth 
As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of this EIR, the proposed project would not 
directly generate population growth because it does not include residential uses. However, the 
proposed industrial development may indirectly increase the population if all new employees 
relocated to the City of Rancho Cucamonga. According to the following subsection, Economic 
Growth, the proposed project would generate approximately 823 new employees. Although project 
employees would likely be drawn from the existing labor pool in the region and may not relocate to 
the City, this analysis conservatively assumes that 823 employees would relocate to the City and 
become new residents. As determined by the California Department of Finance (DOF) and Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG), the current population of Rancho Cucamonga is 
173,545 and the population growth forecast is 201,300 in 2045 (DOF 2023; SCAG, 2020a). Therefore, 
a population growth of 27,755 could be accommodated within the City’s growth projections.  

Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of 
this EIR, all project-related air quality and GHG impacts would be mitigated to less than significant 
levels. Additionally, the project involves redevelopment within a fully urbanized area that lacks 
significant scenic resources, native biological habitats, known cultural resource remains, surface 
water, or other environmental resources. Therefore, any population growth associated with the 
project would not result in significant long-term physical environmental effects. 

6.1.2 Economic Growth 
The proposed project would generate temporary employment opportunities during construction. 
Because construction workers would be expected to be drawn from the existing regional work force, 
construction of the project would not be growth-inducing from a temporary employment 
standpoint. However, the proposed project would also add 823 long-term employment 
opportunities associated with the operation of three industrial warehouses. 

SCAG forecasts that 16,800 jobs will be added in Rancho Cucamonga between 2016 and 2045 (SCAG 
2020b). The 823 jobs anticipated by the proposed industrial development would be approximately 
five percent of job growth between 2020 and 2045 and, therefore, would be well within 
employment forecasts. 
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The proposed project would not be expected to induce substantial economic expansion to the 
extent that direct physical environmental effects would result. Moreover, the environmental effects 
associated with any future development in or around Rancho Cucamonga would be addressed as 
part of the CEQA environmental review for such development projects. 

6.1.3 Removal of Obstacles to Growth 
The proposed project is in a fully urbanized area that is well served by existing infrastructure. As 
discussed in Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, and Section 4.16, Transportation, of this EIR, 
existing infrastructure in Rancho Cucamonga would be adequate to serve the project. Minor 
improvements to water, sewer, and drainage connection infrastructure could be needed, but would 
be sized to specifically serve the proposed project. No new roads would be required. Because the 
project constitutes redevelopment within an urbanized area and does not require the extension of 
new infrastructure through undeveloped areas, project implementation would not remove an 
obstacle to growth. 

6.2 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Effects 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that 
cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. CEQA requires 
decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable 
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. As discussed in Section 4.11, Land 
Use and Planning, the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s General Plan discourages industrial development 
within 1,000 feet of residence. The nearest sensitive receptors are the residences located 
approximately 50 feet to the north and 80 feet to the west of the project site boundary. Also, San 
Antonio Christian School within in the City of Ontario is located approximately 130 feet to the south 
of the project site on 8th Street. Therefore, the project would be inconsistent with General Plan 
Policy LC-7.4, which is a significant and unavoidable land use impact. In addition, as discussed in 
Section 4.13, Noise, nighttime operation of the project would exceed the City of Ontario’s nighttime 
exterior noise threshold at the south end of the project site and the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s 
nighttime noise threshold at residences in Rancho Cucamonga across 9th Street, which would result 
in a significant and unavoidable noise impact.  

6.3 Irreversible Environmental Effects 
The CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs contain a discussion of significant irreversible environmental 
changes. This section addresses non-renewable resources, the commitment of future generations to 
the proposed uses, and irreversible impacts associated with the proposed project. 

The proposed project involves development of a primarily vacant property in Rancho Cucamonga. 
Construction and operation of the project would involve an irreversible commitment of construction 
materials and non-renewable energy resources. The project would involve the use of building 
materials and energy, some of which are non-renewable resources, to construct the overall building 
floor area of 982,096 square feet (sf) (not including the rehabilitated 43,997 sf historically significant 
building). Consumption of these resources would occur with any development in the region and are 
not unique to the proposed project. 

The proposed project would also irreversibly increase local demand for non-renewable energy 
resources such as petroleum products. However, increasingly efficient building design would offset 
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this demand to some degree by reducing energy demands of the project. As discussed in Section 2, 
Project Description, the proposed project’s design features would meet LEED certification, using less 
water and energy and reducing greenhouse gas emissions when compared to a commercial building 
that is not built to LEED standards. Water conservation elements would be incorporated into the 
project design to reduce the building’s energy utilization and achieve LEED certification. In addition, 
the project would be subject to the energy conservation requirements of the California Energy Code 
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings) and the California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, 
Part 11 of the California Code of Regulations). The California Energy Code provides energy 
conservation standards for all new and renovated non-residential buildings constructed in 
California, and the Green Building Standards Code requires solar access, natural ventilation, and 
stormwater capture. Consequently, the project would not use unusual amounts of energy or 
construction materials and impacts related to consumption of non-renewable and slow renewable 
resources would be less than significant. Again, consumption of these resources would occur with 
any development in the region and is not unique to the proposed project. 

Additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase local 
traffic and regional air pollutant and GHG emissions. However, as discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, and Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this EIR, development and operation of the 
project would not generate air quality or GHG emissions that would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. Additionally, Section 4.16, Transportation, of this EIR, concludes that long-term 
impacts associated with the proposed project would be less than significant based on City and 
regional thresholds. 

The project would also require a commitment of law enforcement, fire protection, water supply, 
wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal services. However, as discussed in Section 4.15, 
Public Services and Recreation, and Section 4.18, Utilities and Service Systems, of this EIR, impacts to 
these service systems would not be significant. 
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