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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

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

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

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

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

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Rancho Cucamonga General 
Plan Update during the public review period, which began September 10, 2021, and closed on October 25, 
2021. This document has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of  the City of  Rancho Cucamonga who is the Lead Agency for the General Plan Update 
(project). This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR.  

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; copies of  comment letters received during the public review period, and individual 
responses to written comments. To facilitate review of  the responses, each comment letter has been reproduced 
and assigned a number (A1 through A5 for letters received from agencies and organizations, B1 for individuals, 
and C1 through C2 for comments received via the comment portal). Individual comments have been numbered 
for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. The City 
has reviewed this material and determined that none of  this material constitutes the type of  significant new 
information that requires recirculation of  the DEIR for further public comment under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5. None of  this new material indicates that the project will result in a significant new 
environmental impact not previously disclosed in the DEIR. Additionally, none of  this material indicates that 
there would be a substantial increase in the severity of  a previously identified environmental impact that will 
not be mitigated, or that there would be any of  the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in 
Section 15088.5. 

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

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

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 
The City will post the FEIR to the project website: https://www.cityofrc.us/GeneralPlan.  

 

https://www.cityofrc.us/GeneralPlan
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2. Response to Comments 
Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Any changes to the DEIR text 
are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. The following is a list of  agencies and 
persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review period. 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 
A1 California Department of Transportation, Jacob Matthew, D-8, IGR – Planning September 29, 2021 2-3 

A2 Gresham and Savage, Attorneys at Law on behalf of Commercial Metals 
Company (CMC), Paige H. Gosney October 22, 2021 2-9 

A3 Nossaman, LLP on behalf of Southern California Edison (SCE), Elizabeth 
Klebaner October 25, 2021 2-27 

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER CLOSE OF THE COMMENT PERIOD 

A4 Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law on behalf of Southwest Regional Council of 
Carpenters, Mitchell M. Tsai November 3, 2021 2-39 

A5 Gresham and Savage, Attorneys at Law on behalf of Tree Island Steel, Paige H. 
Gosney November 9, 2021 2-91 

Individuals  
B1 Matthew Ramirez October 24, 2021 2-94 

Comments Received via Comment Portal 
C1 Brittany Bunk August 17, 2021 2-99 
C2 Kristi Snyder and Victoria Leslie August 17, 2021 2-103 
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LETTER A1 – California Department of  Transportation, Jacob Matthew, D-8, JGR – Planning (2 pages)  
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A1. Response to Comments from California Department of Transportation, Jacob Mathew, D-8, 
JGR - Planning, dated September 29, 2021. 

A1-1 The comment is noted that Caltrans is the owner/operator of  the State Highway System 
(SHS). The comment requests that the General Plan EIR also include a Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) to identify the operational characteristics to the SHS, and for the TIA to 
be submitted to Caltrans prior to adoption of  the EIR.  

On May 20, 2020, Caltrans released their Vehicle Miles Traveled-Focused Traffic Impact Study 
Guide (TISG). The document (Page 3) specifically states that, “The TISG replaces the 
Guide for the Preparation of  Traffic Impact Studies (Caltrans, 2002) and is for use with local land 
use projects, not for transportation projects on the State Highway System.”  Page 5 of  the 
Guide also states that, “With this guidance the Department will transition away from 
requesting LOS or other vehicle operations analyses of  land use projects.” 

 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 specifies that VMT shall be used to determine 
significant transportation impacts under CEQA. Accordingly, project impacts on roadway 
level of  service are not considered a significant impact under CEQA. As LOS that would 
be evaluated in a TIA is no longer considered an impact under CEQA, and the Caltrans 
TISG states that LOS will not be requested by Caltrans for land use projects, the comment 
related to preparing a LOS-based TIA is inconsistent with CEQA requirements and with 
current Caltrans policy. Therefore, the additional LOS analysis documented through a 
TIA as requested by the commentor will not be provided as a part of  the EIR.  

A1-2 The comments are noted that Caltrans is committed to providing a safe transportation 
system for all. The comment recommends the use of design standards and state/federal 
requirements to deliver a multi-modal circulation system.  

These are all consistent with the proposed Mobility Element goals and policies included 
as Appendix 3-1, Proposed General Plan Update, to the DEIR. Specifically, the following 
General Plan goals are all consistent with the comment: 
• Goal MA-1 Regional mobility Hub. A multimodal transportation hub that 

connects regional and local destinations. 
• Goal MA-2 Access for All. A safe, efficient, accessible, and equitable 

transportation system that serves the mobility needs of all users. 
• Goal MA-3 Safety. A transportation network that adapts to changing mobility 

needs while preserving sustainable community values. 
• 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. 

• Goal MA-5 Sustainable Transportation. A transportation network that adapts to 
changing mobility needs. 
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 Each of the goals noted above identify a series of policies that support each goal, 
including implementation of complete streets, which serve users of all ages and abilities, 
through a layered networks approach.   

 In addition to the Mobility Element goals and policies, consistency with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) is required through the specific legislation and use of  the 
California Highway Design Manual, which is required for bikeway design, as specified in 
the California Vehicle Code. These legislative requirements, when combined with the goals 
and policies outlined in the Proposed General Plan Update, are consistent with the 
comment provided. 

A1-3 The commenter suggests that parking spaces should be relocated behind buildings and 
bicycle parking for retail and office locations should be provided.  

 The proposed project does not include entitlement for any construction. The provision 
of  parking is not an environmental issue and therefore not included in the Draft EIR. 
Nonetheless, the Land Use and Community Character Element (see Appendix 3-1, 
Proposed General Plan Update, of  the DEIR) indicate that parking in the Neighborhood 
Center, City Center, Office Employment District, and 21st Century Employment District 
should place parking behind or between buildings (see pages 78, 80, 84, and 85 of  
Appendix 3-1). Additionally, the following policies of  the Mobility Element (Appendix 3-
1) specifically discuss transportation demand management (such as incentivizing carpools) 
and bicycle parking consistent with the commentor’s comment: 

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

• 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. 

A1-4 The commenter suggests installing electric vehicle charging stations and fuel-efficient 
parking spaces.  

 The following goal in the Mobility Element of  the Proposed General Plan Update 
(Appendix 3-1 of  the DEIR) and supporting policies all relate to sustainable 
transportation: 

• Goal MA-5 Sustainable Transportation. A transportation network that adapts to 
changing mobility needs. 
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 Although charging station requirements and space designations for low-emitting, fuel-
efficient, and alternative-fueled vehicles are not specifically addressed in the supporting 
Mobility Element policies (they are specifically addressed in the City’s Zoning Code that 
allows for expedited permit review Section 15.38 of  the development code), and on page 
2-4 of  Appendix 5.8-1 Climate Action Plan, that support the Mobility Element goal for 
the City to adapt to changing mobility needs (like charging stations). 
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LETTER A2 – Gresham and Savage, Attorneys at Law on behalf  of  Commercial Metals Company (CMC), 
Paige H. Gosney (9 pages)  
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A2. Response to Comments from Gresham and Savage, Attorneys at Law on behalf of Commercial 
Metals Company (CMC), Paige H. Gosney, dated October 22, 2021. 

A2-1 The commenter states that the General Plan Update indicates that the existing Southeast 
Industrial Area (SEIA)1 is at or near capacity and therefore expansion is needed, and states 
that the proposed new SEIA street network is described as recommended and provided 
for illustrative purposes in the General Plan Update. The commenter states that this 
characterization is unclear given that the General Plan functions as the land use 
constitution for the City.  

 Fehr and Peers prepared the Southeast Industrial Quadrant Roadway Network 
Assessment (April 28, 2021) that was used to inform the policy and mapping of  additional 
roadways in Focus Area 8. As the information was used to generate policy it is included 
here as Attachment F-1 to this Final EIR. The technical memorandum addressed level of  
service and states on page 14:  

“Although the addition of  new collector streets in the Southeast Industrial Quadrant 
alleviates the congestion on some of  the roadways and intersections, intersections 
continue operate unacceptably, and roadways segments remain over capacity. The vehicle 
demand generated by the proposed buildout in the planning areas exceeds the available 
vehicle capacity on local streets.  

The north/south vehicle demand across the railroad cannot be met by Etiwanda Avenue 
even with the planned and funded future widening and grade separation. The north/south 
vehicle demand across the railroad exceeds available capacity by approximately 20,000 
vehicles per day. Arrow Route and 4th Street are similarly over capacity and cannot 
accommodate the vehicle demand for an east/west connection to the I-15 freeway and 
other destinations to the west of  the SEIQ. The vehicle demand for an east/west 
connection to the I-15 freeway exceeds available capacity by approximately 23,000 vehicles 
per day.  

A new north/south roadway which connects Northwest Arrow Planning Area to 6th 
Street and a new east-west roadway which connects the Northwest Arrow Planning Area 
and Rochester Avenue would each provide additional capacity for approximately 23,000 
vehicles per day, if  constructed as collector streets with 2-lanes in each direction. These 
roadways would provide the ideal connectivity and needed capacity to the local SEIQ 
street network. A2-2 The commenter states that neither the General Plan Update nor the 
DEIR provide any data to support the City’s claim that the current SEIA street network 
and infrastructure is inadequate to support existing industrial uses, or that the proposed 

 
1 The Southeast Industrial Area (SEIA) was also named the Southeast Industrial Quadrant (SEIQ) and is entirely within Focus Area 8 
as described in Volume 2 Chapter 4 of the Draft General Plan (Appendix 3-1 of the Draft EIR) 



C I T Y  O F  R A N C H O  C U C A M O N G A  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  R A N C H O  C U C A M O N G A  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-20 PlaceWorks 

street network would mitigate transportation impacts of  future development in the 
SEIA.” 

Level of  service is no longer a threshold for evaluating environmental impacts. The 
relevant information for the SEIQ (Focus Area 8) was taken from the technical 
memorandum and used to establish the road pattern shown in Figure M-8 of  the Draft 
General Plan (Appendix 3-1, Volume 2, Built Environment). The street network is 
recommended to add capacity to the Focus Area.  LOS is no longer a metric to establish 
environmental impact, the technical information was used to prepare Figure M-8 that 
shows recommended roadways, and the entire circulation system was evaluated in the 
Draft EIR, the City believes the EIR is adequate, and no further comment is required. 

A2-3 The commenter states that the General Plan Update and the DEIR should be revised to 
state that the proposed street network is provided to give a visual depiction of  the types 
of  connector roads the City believes may alleviate future potential traffic impacts in the 
SEIA, if  that is the City’s intent. 

 This information is provided in Figure M-8 shown on page 171 of  Volume 2 and included 
in the Draft EIR as Appendix 3-1, Draft General Plan Update. The proposed roadway 
network for the SEIA (Focus Area 8) is illustrated on this graphic and the roadway 
typologies listed in the legend to Figure M-8. Recommendation in this context is not 
requirement. The City reserves the ability to adjust the roadway network to be consistent 
with future development. The nine roadway typologies referenced in the Draft General 
Plan are described beginning on page 158 and concluding on page 163 and include a cross 
section of  the roadway, number of  travel lanes, and associated amenities.  

A2-4 The commenter states that the project description for the SEIA does not provide further 
explanation or data to support to substantiate why the construction of  the proposed street 
network is critical to the future of  the SEIA. See response to comment A2-1. The physical 
environmental effects of  the street network in the SEIA are addressed in the EIR for 
implementation of  the overall General Plan. 

A2-5 The commenter states that the DEIR project description lists the SEIA as one of  several 
Focus Areas that has the potential to become a modernized industrial employment district 
so long as the existing circulation network is expanded and improved, however, the DEIR 
never clarifies whether the proposed street network in Figure 3-11 of  the General Plan 
Update is part of  the “project” being analyzed in the DEIR. 

 Adoption of  the General Plan Update (Appendix 3-1) on page 3-2 of  the Draft EIR, 
Table 3-1 Overview of  Policy Change, provides a summary of  the intended actions of  
each Volume and Chapter of  the proposed General Plan. In Table 3-1, Chapter 4: Mobility 
and Access has the following: 



C I T Y  O F  R A N C H O  C U C A M O N G A  G E N E R A L  P L A N  U P D A T E  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  R A N C H O  C U C A M O N G A  

2. Response to Comments 

December 2021 Page 2-21 

General Plan Policy Change 

Chapter 4: Mobility and Access •  Emphasis on completing roadway connections 
for safety and access 

•  Eliminates interchange at Arrow Route and I-15  
•  Focus on complete streets and layered street 

network 
•  New roadway designs to support focus areas  
•  Supports transit options like high speed rail, 

tunnel to airport 
 

Further, on page 3-9 the General Plan EIR summarizes the intention of  Focus Area 8 
(SEIA) as follows:  

Focus Area 8: Southeast Industrial Area 
This Focus Area shown in Figure 3-11, illustrates the potential of  the Southeast Area to 
become a modernized industrial employment district with convenient access to a wide 
range of  services and amenities. The current subdivision patterns and infrastructure in 
this area still reflect its agrarian past, with many of  the current industrial uses simply built 
within vineyards one at a time. A more complete network of  complete streets—accommodating light 
and heavy vehicles and active mobility modes—is critical to supporting many more and better jobs and 
increasing economic activity per acre of  land. [emphasis added]  Importantly, Figure 3-11 of  the 
Project Description specifically identifies the expected development of  the Southeast 
Area, including the location and type of  roads to be added to the Proposed Street 
Network.  Figure 3-11 is copied from the General Plan and therefore the roads depicted 
in the figure are part of  the Project. The Draft EIR is intended to review the potential 
environmental impacts of  the Project, rather than justify the City’s underlying policy 
objective for including the roads in the Project.   

The above notwithstanding, the Draft EIR is identified as programmatic on page 1-15 
which means that the environmental impact of  constructing the roadway network will 
occur as individual projects are evaluated by the City. However, the eventual completion 
of  the roadway, and its effect on local and regional transportation, are evaluated in the 
Draft EIR in chapter 5-17, Transportation. Finally, the entire proposed General Plan, 
including the roadways planned for Focus Area 8 (SEIA) was provided as Attachment 3-
1 to the Draft EIR. Thus, the project description in the Draft EIR includes all proposed 
roadways, including those in Focus Area 8 (SEIA). 

A2-6 The commenter states that Section 5.17, Transportation, of  the DEIR contains no analysis 
or discussion of  the proposed street network, and that Figure 3-11 of  the General Plan 
Update is not included in the DEIR. The commenter states the only references to 
potential requirement for the construction of  new streets is in Policies MA-2.8 New 
Streets and MA-4.2 Southeast Area Connectivity. 
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The road network is a component of  the General Plan and development of  the network 
is assumed throughout the DEIR. While the road network is illustrative in terms of  precise 
locations, the physical impacts of  the road network have been addressed through 
compliance with all with South Coast AQMD Rules and Regulations (Page 5.3-13 of  
Volume 3 General Plan Update included as Appendix 3-1), and standard conditions of  
approval 5.3-3, 5.3-4, and 5.13-2 that requires a traffic noise study prior to any 
construction. (See Volume 4, Page 294). See also response to comment A2-5.  

A2-7 The commenter states that the DEIR contains no information that the additional streets 
are needed anywhere in the City, including the SEIA, and that the DEIR does not analyze 
the potential impacts of  constructing the proposed street network. The commenter states 
that the DEIR does not analyze the complexity of  installing new streets given the 
significant utility infrastructure, railways, and industrial uses. The commenter states the 
only mention of  streets in the DEIR is in Community Mobility Existing Conditions 
Report which only mentions existing conditions and not the need for future street network 
expansion.  

 There is no CEQA requirement to provide evidence that additional streets are necessary. 
The consideration on whether to specify new streets is a policy decision of  the City and 
the General Plan is the appropriate document to identify those future infrastructure 
expectations. The need for the additional streets and mobility options is clearly described 
in the proposed General Plan which was included as Attachment 3-1 to the Draft EIR. 
See also response to comment A2-5. 

A2-8 The commenter states that the DEIR contains no data supporting a conclusion that the 
proposed street network shown in Figure 3-11 would be effective in mitigating perceived 
traffic impacts in the SEIA or improving mobility. 

 See response to comment A2-1. 

A2-9 The commenter states that the proposed street network for the Commercial Metals 
Company (CMC) Property would divide the site into a grid pattern of  smaller parcels that 
would preclude development of  the site for a large distribution center/warehouse facility.  
The commenter states that the proposed street network appears to function as an internal 
system and does not provide meaningful circulation relief  to the larger SEIA. 

Commenter expresses an opinion of  the proposed road network but does not provide 
substantial evidence to support the conclusion in the Draft EIR. See also response to 
comment A2-1. The proposed development of  the CMC property is not part of  the 
project and is not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that streets 
serve a broader function than just “circulation relief.” One very important purpose of  
streets is to provide access, which a denser street network excels at, providing redundancy 
and network resiliency.  
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A2-10 The commenter states that the City appears to be using the DEIR to implement and adopt 
the proposed street network. The commenter states, however, that the DEIR contains no 
data to support that the existing SEIA street network is at or near capacity, or that 
additional street capacity is needed. The commenter states that even though reference is 
made to the proposed street network on page 5.17-43 of  the DEIR, Figure 3-11 is not 
identified or included in the DEIR. 

The proposed street network is included in the Draft General Plan included as Attachment 
3-1 to the Draft EIR and is shown in Figure M-8. The Draft EIR is not being used to 
implement and adopt the proposed street network as it is part of  the project being 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. A determination of  the required roadway improvements will 
be made at the time any future development project is proposed in the SEIA. A traffic 
impact analysis was prepared in advance of  the General Plan Update in support of  
Ordinance 982 and is included as information to this Final EIR. (See Appendix F-1 to this 
FEIR) The commenter is referencing a summary list of  policies from the General Plan 
that contains an incorrect reference to Figure 11. Figure 11 should be Figure M-8. This 
change is noted in the errata to the Draft EIR. See also response to comment A2-1. 

A2-11 The commenter states that an EIR’s conclusion must be supported by substantial evidence 
and that a response to comment in the Final EIR cannot fix this deficiency.  

 The commenter is incorrect as the Draft EIR reviewed and evaluated the entire General 
Plan as included as Attachment 3-1 to the Draft EIR. The typographical error noted in 
response to comment A2-10 does not represent a fatal flaw in the EIR as the information 
was available in the Draft General Plan that was circulated in its entirety with the Draft 
EIR and referenced from the project description. The additional information referenced 
in response to comment A2-1 informed the planning process; however, an LOS analysis 
is unnecessary in a Draft EIR. The resulting street network is fully evaluated in the Draft 
EIR. As noted above, the road network is a component of  the General Plan and 
development of  the network is assumed throughout the DEIR. See also response to 
comment A2-6. 

The road network is a component of  the General Plan and development of  the network 
is assumed throughout the DEIR. While the road network is illustrative in terms of  precise 
locations, the physical impacts of  the road network have been addressed through 
compliance with all  with South Coast AQMD Rules and Regulations (Page 5.3-13 of  
Volume 3 General Plan Update included as Appendix 3-1), and standard conditions of  
approval 5.3-3, 5.3-4, and 5.13-2 that requires a traffic noise study prior to any 
construction. (See Volume 4, Page 294). See also response to comment A2-5.  

A2-12 The commenter states that if  the City’s intent is to adopt the proposed street network as 
part of  the GP Update, it must state so explicitly in both the General Plan Update and 
the DEIR and must comprehensively analyze the environmental impacts of  the proposed 
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street network in compliance with CEQA. The commenter states that the City does not 
do this, and therefore the DEIR is inadequate and incomplete, and the General Plan is 
ambiguous.  

 The commenter is incorrect. As noted on page 1-15 of  the Draft EIR, this is a 
programmatic document.  The road network depicted in the General Plan is based upon 
the allowed intensity in the General Plan land use designations. However, future 
development may ultimately be less intense than the maximum allowed in a given land use 
designation. Therefore, a detailed analysis of  the roads is not appropriate in the program 
EIR because the future use has not yet been determined and required roadway 
improvements will be heavily dependent on the type of  development that ultimately 
occurs in the SEIA. Furthermore, the General Plan is the City’s policy statement of  
intended and expected development and infrastructure necessary to support that future 
development.  

The physical impacts of  the road network have been addressed through compliance with 
all  with South Coast AQMD Rules and Regulations (Page 5.3-13 of  Volume 3 General 
Plan Update included as Appendix 3-1), and standard conditions of  approval 5.3-3, 5.3-
4, and 5.13-2 that requires a traffic noise study prior to any construction. (See Volume 4, 
Page 294). See also response to comment A2-5.  

A2-13 The commenter states that adoption of  the proposed street network as part of  the 
General Plan Update would be contrary to the City’s recently adopted Ordinance No. 982 
regarding block network parameters for public streets.   

As noted in response to comment A2-6, the General Plan is an illustration of  possible 
road networks. The implementation of  the road network system will be governed by 
Ordinance 982. There is no conflict as the General Plan allows flexibility in location while 
the Ordinance establishes standards for the block network.  

A2-14 The commenter states that the Fehr and Peers Analysis updated in June 2021 was not 
included in the DEIR and is not characterized in DEIR or General Plan Update as the 
evidentiary and analytical basis for the City’s assumption that expansion of  the existing 
SEIA street network is critical. 

 See response to comment A2-1. The City has the ability to recommend roadways in the 
proposed General Plan Update through the planning process. The substantial evidence 
test applies to the Draft EIR and as noted in both the Draft EIR and this response to 
comments, the physical and operational impacts of  the proposed roadway network were 
fully evaluated, and standard conditions of  approval included to address physical impacts. 
Appendix F-1 to this Final EIR includes the Fehr and Peers Analysis updated in June 2021 
as noted by the commenter. As the Fehr and Peers Analysis informed the policy discussion 
represented in the figure, and since LOS is no longer an environmental issue, there was 
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no need to circulate the document with the Draft EIR. The Fehr and Peers analysis does 
not raise any environmental issues not already addressed in the Draft EIR. 

A2-15 The commenter states that the Fehr and Peers Analysis is inadequate to support adoption 
of  the proposed street network because the land use assumptions and trip generation 
estimates used to justify the conclusions overestimate the reality on the ground.  

 The commenter provides no evidence to suggest that the assumptions in the 
memorandum are inadequate. Further, as stated in response to comment A2-7, there is 
no requirement for a City to have substantial evidence to support the rationale for 
developing components of  a planning document or the policy recommendations 
contained within.  

A2-16 The commenter states that current and pending development proposals in the SEIA are 
subject to the same trip generation estimate discrepancy when compared to the Fehr and 
Peers Analysis land use assumptions. The commenter asks what information Fehr and 
Peers used to arrive at these assumptions. 

 The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of  the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions. Level of  service is no longer a metric used to determine significant 
environmental impacts. See also response to comment A2-7.   

A2-17 The commenter states that the Fehr and Peers Analysis calculates trip generation assuming 
high-cube fulfillment uses which is the highest generator of  the high-cube warehousing 
land use categories throughout the entire SEIA; therefore, the Analysis regarding traffic 
impacts in the SEIA assumes that 100 percent of  the SEIA would be high-cube fulfillment 
sort uses which the City is contractually prohibiting on a project-level basis.  The 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of  the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions. Level of  service is no longer a metric used to determine significant 
environmental impacts. It is important to note that the Fehr and Peers Analysis is a level-
of-service analysis, which is no longer considered a significant environmental impact 
under CEQA.  Therefore, any discussion of  the merits of  the Fehr and Peers Analysis is 
not based on CEQA, but on policy considerations relating to the need for additional 
roadway capacity.   

See also response to comment A2-7.   

A2-18 The commenter states that the land use assumptions in the Fehr and Peers Analysis do 
not represent a realistic projection of  future development within the SEIA and that they 
overestimate the industrial market that ignores actual projects and pending proposals. The 
commenter states that the Analysis places recommended streets in the middle of  proposed 
uses, preventing the buildings from even being built. 
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 The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of  the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions. Level of  service is no longer a metric used to determine significant 
environmental impacts. See also response to comment A2-7.   

A2-19 The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate under CEQA to support the adoption 
and implementation of  the proposed street network as part of  the General Plan Update, 
as the DEIR includes no data which supports the proposed street network. 

 See responses to comment A2-1 through A2-18. 
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LETTER A3 –Nossaman, LLP on behalf  of  Southern California Edison (SCE), Elizabeth Klebaner (7 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from Nossaman, LLP on behalf of Southern California Edison (SCE), 
Elizabeth Klebaner, dated October 25, 2021. 

INTRO The comment states that Southern California Edison is among the largest property 
owners in the Southeast Industrial Area, and is the owner and operator of  the Etiwanda 
Substation, the Rancho Vista Substation, and the Grapeland Peaker Plant. The 
Commenter summarizes the project description.  

 The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow. Please see responses 
to Comments A3-1 through A3-9. 

A3-1 The commenter states the recommendation of  a park on Day Creek Channel is being 
mentioned for the first time in the General Plan Update, and that the new General Open 
Space and Facilities land use designation within Day Creek Channel ignores existing 
constraints on development and would authorize limited residential uses within the Day 
Creek Channel. 

 The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of  the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions. 

A3-2 The commenter states that the City’s current development vision fails to take into account 
existing utility infrastructure and industrial facilities and fails to address the potential land 
use conflicts between these established uses and proposed future open space uses. The 
commenter suggests changes to Policies OS-2.1 and OS-2.5 to achieve an appropriate 
balance among existing and potential future uses, and to the Open Space and Facilities 
land use designation. 

 Based on discussions with Southern California Edison, the following policy has been 
added to address this comment (See Section 3.2 of  this Final EIR):  

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. 

In addition, the standard conditions of  approval were modified to include the following: 

5.10-1.  With respect to all open space, recreational, or parkland uses, the City will ensure 
through project design features and conditions of  approval that SCE has 24/7 
downline access by SCE facilities and operations.  
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5.10-2.  With respect to parkland proposed within utility corridors, anti-climbing sharks 
teeth style barriers, or their equivalent, shall be installed on all transmission 
towers. Anti-climbing devices shall conform to the California Public Utilities 
Commission guidance that is in effect at the time of  parkland project 
implementation. The cost of  anti-climbing guards and installation shall be borne 
by the project proponent.      

5.10-3.  Any proposed trees within utility corridors should be maintained at a height not 
to exceed 15 feet.  

5.10-4.  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.  

5.10-5.  SCE shall be notified in writing of  any proposal to locate parkland or recreational 
uses within a utility corridor. If  the use is located on SCE property or if  otherwise 
required by law or the terms of  a utility easement, SCE’s written approval of  such 
uses shall be obtained prior to the issuance of  any CEQA approval or permit or 
other ministerial or discretionary City approval. 

These changes to the General Plan do not affect the analysis in the Draft EIR, but do 
address the concerns of  the commenter regarding future uses of  the utility corridor. 

A3-3 The commenter states that Southern California Edison owns parcels that comprise the 
Day Creek Channel which are improved with transmission infrastructure, and therefore, 
it is unlikely that Southern California Edison would dedicate parkland/recreational uses 
on this property because the utility corridor within Day Creek Channel is essential to 
Southern California’s existing and future operations. The commenter states that even if  
the City could acquire these parcels from Southern California Edison, CEQA compels the 
City to consider less costly alternatives. 

 The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of  the Draft EIR or its 
conclusions.  Nevertheless, the City has agreed to remove the park designation on the Day 
Creek Channel and the General Plan Update has been revised accordingly.   

A3-4 The commenter states that the failure to identify existing transmission infrastructure 
within the project setting violates CEQA and renders the DEIR inadequate because it 
precludes informed public comment. The commenter indicates that there is only one 
reference in the DEIR to an existing utility corridor within the Day Creek Channel, 
however, the Day Creek Channel supports a 500kV above-ground transmission line, the 
Lugo-Rancho Vista 500kV transmission line extends through the Day Creek Channel 
north of  the Rancho Vista Substation and the Mira Loma-Rancho Vista 500kV 
transmission line extends through the Day Creek Channel south of  the Rancho Vista 
Substation.   
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 The proposed General Plan neither changes the corridor nor the uses near it. In fact, 
nowhere in the proposed General Plan is there a policy that would change the location or 
use of  existing utilities in the City. The Draft EIR evaluates proposed general plan changes 
as summarized in the project description and included as Appendix 3-1 to the Draft EIR. 
There is no requirement to identify the location of  every power line, water line, or other 
utility in a programmatic EIR for a General Plan. 

A3-5 The commenter states that the DEIR fails to identify and address potentially significant 
public hazards impacts, specifically electrocution risk, since the City is proposing to 
authorize permanent structures, residences, and recreational uses in proximity to high-
voltage transmission lines. The commenter states that locating recreational uses adjacent 
to high-voltage transmission lines exacerbates existing electrocution risks. 

 See response to comment A3-2.  Further, the commenter raises a potential impact of  the 
existing environment on the Project, the analysis of  which is not required by CEQA.  
Furthermore, the only realistic ways that an individual could electrocute themselves on 
SCE infrastructure would be if  an individual trespasses on SCE property or in the event 
of  an unexpected and catastrophic severance of  the power line, both of  which are 
speculative occurrences.  The Project does not exacerbate the risk of  these occurrences 
to any significant degree.   

A3-6 The commenter states that the City is required to consider project alternatives that reduce 
or avoid electrocution risk, and that the City’s failure to consider alternative locations for 
new parkland violates CEQA and prejudices public decision making. 

 See response to comment A3-2 and A3-5. 

A3-7 The commenter states that the DEIR fails to identify feasible avoidance and mitigation 
measures to address potentially significant hazard impacts, and requests that the City 
include the suggested project design features or mitigation measures. 

 See response to comment A3-2. 

A3-8 The commenter states that the omission of  land use development projects for Focus Area 
8 in Table 3-3, Land Use Development Projections by Focus Area and Remainder of  City for Buildout, 
of  the DEIR, raises questions regarding the City’s conclusion that new public streets are 
necessary to support the anticipated level of  development in Focus Area 8. 

 See response to comment A2-1. 

A3-9 The commenter states that the Climate Action Plan identifies community choice as a 
strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and that Southern California Edison does 
not lobby or market against Community Choice Aggregation and supports customer 
choice as long as customers are treated fairly, and grid reliability and safety are preserved. 
The commenter states that Southern California Edison is available to answer the City’s 
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questions regarding the Code of  Conduct with respect to Community Choice 
Aggregation.  

 The opportunity to discuss Southern California Edison’s Code of  Conduct with respect 
to Community Choice Aggregation is noted. This comment will be forwarded onto the 
decision-makers for their consideration.  
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LETTER A4 – Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law on behalf  of  the Southwest Regional Council of  Carpenters, 
Mitchell M. Tsai (44 pages)  
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A4. Response to Comments from Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law on behalf of the Southwest 
Regional Council of Carpenters, Mitchell M. Tsai, dated November 3, 2021. 

INTRO The commenter states that the Southwest Regional Council of  Carpenters (SWRCC) 
would be directly affected by the proposed project’s environmental impacts. The 
commenter states that they reserve the right to supplement these comments at or prior to 
hearings on the proposed project, and requests that the City provide notice for any and 
all notices referring to the proposed project.  

 The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow. Please see responses 
to Comments A4-1 through A4-14. 

A4-1 The commenter states that CEQA has two basic purposes, the first is to inform decision 
makers and the public about the potential significant environmental impacts, and the 
second is to direct public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage, when 
possible, through alternatives or mitigation measures. The comment states that an EIR’s 
function is to ensure that decision makers understand the environmental consequences, 
and that the public has an opportunity to comment before the decision to go forward is 
made. 

 The commenter broadly asserts that the DEIR is inadequate. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5, a DEIR is required to be recirculated only when “significant 
new information” is added to the EIR after circulation of  the DEIR. The proposed 
project’s EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. The DEIR 
comprehensively assesses the significant environmental effects of  the proposed project, 
provides a reasonable range of  alternatives to the proposed project, and feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce and avoid potentially significant environmental impacts. No 
“significant new information” has been added to the DEIR; and therefore, the DEIR is 
not inadequate and does not need to be recirculated (see responses to Comments A4-2 
through A4-14).  Further, the commenter does not identify any new information that 
could or should be added that would require recirculation.  

A4-2 The commenter states that CEQA requires an EIR to be recirculated when changes in the 
project or environmental setting are made, as well as when additional information is 
found. 

 See response to Comment A4-1. 

A4-3 The commenter states that the City must adopt a mandatory Finding of  Significance that 
the proposed project may cause a substantial adverse effect on humans and mitigate 
COVID-19 impacts; the commenter provides site design for construction, testing 
procedures, and creating a disease preparedness plan. 
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The state of  California has lifted COVID-19 restrictions therefore no changes to the 
DEIR are necessary. COVID-19 is part of  the environment, and CEQA is not required 
to evaluate the impact of  the environment on a project.  The Project does not exacerbate 
the risk of  COVID-19 and the commenter provides not substantial evidence that it could. 

A4-4 The commenter broadly states that the DEIR fails to support its findings with substantial 
evidence.  

 See response to Comment A4-1. As identified in response to Comments A4-5 and A4-6 
below, none of  these conditions exist. Additionally, the commenter’s broad statement that 
a determination that regulatory compliance will be sufficient to prevent significant adverse 
impacts must be based on project-specific analysis of  potential impacts and the effect of  
regulatory compliance, is noted. The commenter did not reference an example where the 
DEIR did not include a project-specific analysis of  potential impacts and the effect of  
regulatory compliance is noted. However, as the DEIR is for the City’s proposed General 
Plan Update it would be speculative to include project-specific scenarios. Furthermore, a 
condition requiting compliance with regulations is a common and reasonable mitigation 
measure and may be proper where it is reasonable to expect compliance (Oakland Heritage 
Alliance v City of  Oakland [2011] 195 CA 4th 844, 906).  

A4-5 The commenter states that the DEIR’s air quality analysis uses CalEEMod version 
2016.3.2, when there is a newer version, CalEEMod 2020.4.0, that was available prior to 
the release of  the DEIR, and was available at the time the City issued its Notice of  
Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR. 

 The DEIR used CalEEMod version 2016.3.2 because, contrary to the commenter’s 
assertion, it was the most recent version of  the model available for use when the NOP 
was published on May 10, 2021. CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 was available for use starting 
June 1, 2021 (CAPCOA 2021). 

In addition, the commenter provides no evidence or explanation to support its assertion 
that using CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 instead of  version 2016.3.2 would underestimate 
the air pollutant emissions reported in the DEIR. 

A4-6 The commenter states that by labeling mitigation measures as Standard Conditions of  
Approval, the City violates CEQA by failing to disclose the analytic route that the agency 
took from the evidence to its findings. The commenter states that the DEIR fails to justify 
why mitigation measures should not be adopted at the Program EIR level for mandatory 
implementation in later development projects. The commenter claims that the DEIR 
states that these Standard Conditions are mitigation measures, and states that the DEIR’s 
use of  Standard Conditions of  Approval further violates CEQA because such measures 
would not be included in the proposed project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program. 
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By including the provisions as standard conditions of  approval they apply to all projects 
and not just to discretionary actions subject to CEQA. This ensures that the provisions 
address a wider array of  projects and extend the reach of  the evaluation beyond the 
environmental analysis and into design of  the project(s). This is necessary because recent 
legislation would remove discretion for some development projects which would remove 
the ability to apply mitigation measures. As such, since all mitigation measures are in fact 
conditions of  approval, and compliance with the General Plan is required by state law, the 
City is obligated to consider the application of  the standard conditions of  approval to 
every project. Furthermore, the City of  Rancho Cucamonga, as the lead agency, will adopt 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program in conjunction with its adoption of  the 
Final EIR.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will require the City to 
implement and report on compliance with the standard conditions of  approval, just as 
any mitigation measure would be under CEQA.   

A4-7 The commenter states that the City should require the applicant to provide additional 
community benefits such as local hire and use of  skilled and trained workforce who have 
graduated from a Joint Labor Management apprenticeship training program to build the 
proposed project.   

The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in 
the DEIR, therefore no changes to the DEIR are necessary. Page 92 of  the Draft General 
Plan includes policy LC-3.7 Developing our Economy, that encourages local hiring and 
reads: 

LC-3.7  Developing Our Economy. Actively promote and encourage opportunities 
for local economic development, education, housing, locally hiring, 
internships and employment from cradle to career so as to increase resident 
retention, improve and grow a strong local economy, achieve a positive jobs 
housing match; retain critical educational resources and human capital, 
reduce regional commuting, gas consumption and greenhouse gas emissions 
and ensure equitable opportunities for all residents of  the City and region to 
thrive. 

Furthermore, the City is limited in its ability to require local hire requirements on private 
development projects.   

A4-8 The commenter states that local hire and skilled and trained workforce requirements can 
reduce environmental impacts and improve the positive economic impact of  the proposed 
project such as reduced greenhouse gas emissions and length of  vendor trips, as well as 
providing localized economic benefits.  

While prioritizing hiring of  employees within a 10-mile radius of  future project sites could 
reduce construction-worker trip lengths and associated emissions, the City lacks the legal 
authority to require, and the means to verify, residency associated with this type of  
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restriction. The amount of  any associated vehicle emission reduction would be speculative 
but likely nominal; requiring local residency would not mitigate greenhouse gas impacts 
from future projects to less than significant levels. Further, the requirement could be 
unconstitutional under the privileges and immunities clause as all citizens have the right 
to seek employment regardless of  residency. It should be noted that nothing in the record 
would preclude the future applicants from hiring locally, nor is there anything to suggest 
that the existing workforce is not adequately skilled and trained for the type of  uses 
proposed by the General Plan Update. The comment does not describe any inadequacies 
in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in the DEIR, therefore no changes to the DEIR are 
necessary. 

A4-9 The commenter states that skilled and trained workforce requirements promote the 
development of  skilled trades that yield sustainable development and are key to delivering 
emissions reductions and moving California closer to its climate targets. The commenter 
states that the South Coast AQMD found that the use of  local state-certified 
apprenticeship programs can result in air pollutant reductions, and that cities are adopting 
local skilled and trained workforce policies and requirements into general plans and 
municipal codes.  

See response to Comment A4-8. The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the 
CEQA analysis or conclusion in the DEIR, therefore no changes to the DEIR are 
necessary. 

A4-10 The commenter states that locating jobs closer to residential areas can reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and vehicle hours traveled. The commenter states that simply placing jobs 
near housing is insufficient to achieve VMT reductions since the skill requirements of  
available local jobs must be matched to those held by local residents. The commenter 
states that these provisions have the ability to mitigate many negative environmental 
impacts, including the ability to mitigate many negative environmental impacts and that 
the City should reconsider utilizing skilled and trained workforce policies to benefit the 
community and mitigate air quality, greenhouse gas, and transportation impacts.  

The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or challenge any 
conclusions in the DEIR, therefore no changes to the DEIR are necessary.   

A4-11 The commenter states that the DEIR will have significant and unavoidable impacts on air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions, yet the DEIR proposes mitigation measures that 
fall short of  the “all feasible mitigation measures.”  

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to justify why the use of  Tier 4 equipment 
should not be required, and states that the DEIR does not address the feasibility of  a 
requirement that “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings be utilized to further decrease 
air quality impacts.  
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Regarding feasibility of  U.S. EPA Tier 4 Final-compliant engines, as discussed on page 
5.4-14 of  the DEIR, future subsequent development projects that are determined to 
exceed applicable air quality thresholds, based on subsequent CEQA analyses that would 
be conducted for all future discretionary actions, would be subject to City conditions of  
approval, including condition 5.3-2. The condition, as specified in the DEIR, provides 
several potentially feasible measures, including requiring proper equipment maintenance, 
extending construction schedules, compliance with Tier 3 or Tier 4 equipment, and the 
use of  alternative fuels, that future projects could comply with. However, the language of  
the standard condition of  approval also explicitly states that measures identified for 
individual projects that exceed applicable thresholds would be required to comply with 
South Coast AQMD recommendations, would need to be applicable to the project, and 
that potential mitigation measures that could apply to a project are not limited to the ones 
mentioned in the condition of  approval. Thus, at the time of  subsequent CEQA review 
for future discretionary approvals, the City will determine, based on project-specific air 
emissions modeling and studies prepared for the individual project, what level of  
mitigation would be required to achieve thresholds and what specific measures, based on 
available technology/equipment at that time, would be required to achieve the reductions 
needed for that project. Given that the condition of  approval does not preclude the use 
of  Tier 4 equipment and that the City would ensure that all future subsequent 
discretionary approvals would implement applicable feasible measures to avoid or 
substantially lessen potentially significant air quality impacts identified at the project level, 
it is not necessary to require further mitigation in the DEIR. Requiring Tier 4 equipment 
for all development within the city would also not be feasible at this time, due to varying 
levels of  availability of  such equipment in today’s construction fleets. Future project-
specific CEQA analysis identifying potentially significant air quality impacts will be 
required to analyze the feasibility of  measures to avoid or substantially lessen the impact, 
including use of  Tier 4 equipment.  

Regarding the suggestion to include “Super-Compliant” architectural coatings as a 
mitigation measure in the DEIR, similar to the discussion above, future individual projects 
that are determined to exceed VOC thresholds will be required to implement feasible 
measures to avoid or substantially lessen VOC emissions. However, regarding VOCs 
emissions from use of  architectural coatings specifically, the regulation of  such products 
is within the jurisdiction of  the South Coast AQMD, that sets VOC limits through their 
adopted rules and regulations. Rule setting for these products prohibits the sale of  such 
products within the South Coast Air District, making it difficult for local construction 
contractors and consumers to use these products regularly. Mitigation measures at the 
programmatic level of  the DEIR regarding the VOC content of  architectural coatings 
sold in the city would be beyond the City’s power of  enforcement, making the mitigation 
measure infeasible per California Code of  Regulations Section 15040 [b]. No further 
mitigation is needed.  
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A4-12 The commenter states that the DEIR notes that the proposed project would require that 
future construction comply with CalGreen building standards, but does not discuss the 
feasibility of  adopting the most stringent voluntary  

CalGreen Tier 2 standards for residential and non-residential development. The 
commenter states that the City should require the more stringent Tier 2 standards for 
residential and non-residential development to be followed mitigate the air quality and 
GHG emissions impacts identified in the DEIR. 

 Appendices A4 and A5 to the 2019 California Green Building Standards code (CalGreen) 
contain voluntary requirements for residential and nonresidential development, 
respectively. Voluntary requirements for residential development that would reduce air 
pollutant and GHG emissions resulting from implementation of  the General Plan are 
found in Division A4.1 Planning and Design and A4.2 Energy Efficiency. Voluntary 
requirements for nonresidential development that would reduce air pollutant and GHG 
emissions resulting from implementation of  the General Plan are found in Division A5.1 
Planning and Design and A5.2 Energy Efficiency.  

 However, as explained below the types of  actions that would be required for residential 
and nonresidential to achieve the voluntary Tier 2 standards of  CalGreen are already 
included in the City’s Climate Action Plan, (CAP), which is part of  the project evaluated 
in the DEIR. Therefore, it was not necessary for the DEIR to include a discussion of  the 
feasibility of  adopting voluntary Tier 2 CalGreen standards for residential and 
nonresidential development. The CAP includes measures to reduce GHG emissions that 
would require new residential and nonresidential development to provide similar or 
greater levels of  electric vehicle (EV) ready and EV installed parking spaces as voluntary 
Tier 2 CalGreen Standards (CAP Strategy 1.2). The CAP also goes beyond voluntary Tier 
2 CalGreen Standards, which only address new development, and sets forth measures to 
achieve GHG emissions reductions through provision of  EV charging that serves existing 
residential and nonresidential development in the City (CAP Strategy 1.1).  

The CAP also includes measures to reduce GHG emissions that would require new 
residential and nonresidential development in the City to provide similar or greater levels 
of  building energy performance as voluntary Tier 2 CalGreen Standards (CAP Strategies 
3.1, 3.2, and 3.3). These CAP measures require new residential and nonresidential 
development to achieve a standard of  zero net energy (i.e., on-site generation of  energy 
is equal to on-site energy consumption). The CAP also goes beyond voluntary Tier 2 
CalGreen Standards, which only address new development, and sets forth measures to 
achieve GHG emissions reductions through improving energy efficiency and installing 
on-site renewable generation systems (e.g., photovoltaic solar) in the City’s existing 
residential and nonresidential building stock (CAP Strategies 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3) and 
increasing the amount of  electricity provided to the City that is generated from carbon-
free sources (CAP Strategy 5.1).  A4-13 The commenter states that the DEIR 
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concludes there are no feasible mitigation measures available without providing an 
adequate discussion of  potential mitigations, and that the DEIR fails to address feasibility 
of  the adoption of  the SCAG-recommended mitigation measures. 

 Impact 5.11-2 on page 5.11-12 of  the Draft EIR provides a consistency analysis of  the 
SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS in Table 5.11-1. The Climate Action Plan (CAP) included as part 
of  the proposed project (See Appendix 5.8-1 of  the Draft EIR) and the policies sch as 
those starting on Page 5.6-7 of  the Draft EIR, reduce impacts. See also response to 
comment A4-12.  

A4-14 The commenter states that state law requires that all subordinate land use decisions be 
consistent with the general plan, and states that the DEIR identifies significant and 
unavoidable impacts to the exposure of  new sensitive land uses to noise levels in excess 
of  the standards identified in Table N-1 of  the General Plan Update. 

Consistency with the General Plan is not a CEQA issue. See Stop Syar Expansion v. 
County of  Napa (2021) 63 Cal.App.5th 444. The commenter is correct that Impact 5.13-2 
on page 5.13-19 of  the Draft EIR concludes that the increase in traffic will result in higher 
ambient noise due to traffic and that there are limited methods of  reducing these impacts. 
A similar conclusion is found in Impact 5.13-1 regarding construction noise. That the 
proposed General Plan would allow development subject to increased noise is both similar 
to the existing General Plan, and necessary given the focus of  the plan on infill 
development. As noted on page 253 of  the proposed General Plan (See Appendix 3-1 of  
the Draft EIR)  

“Table N-1 provides the City with a tool to gauge the compatibility of  land uses 
relative to existing and future noise levels. The noise standards can be modified for 
areas that already have higher noise, and for activities like festivals, markets, and 
outdoor performances. Generally, there is more flexibility for outdoor noise than 
indoor, and design features such as berms, walls, windows, and setbacks will all be 
factored into the project.” 

So as noted in the General Plan, the issue is the impact of  noise on people, not buildings. 
Therefore, the City has the ability to consider placing people near existing or predicted 
high noise areas provided that interior spaces and outdoor recreation spaces where people 
will be meet the noise standards in Table N-1. The General Plan also allows flexibility in 
the noise standard to recognize that some noise that would exceed Table N-1 is desirable, 
such as a concert or festival, and would allow the use to proceed. This is not an 
inconsistency but a recognition that project level impacts will need to be evaluated and 
considered before approval. Standard conditions of  approval beginning on page 5.12-4 
of  the Draft EIR are designed to lessen the noise exposure to people, and to require 
consideration of  noise prior to approval of  a project. 
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A5. Response to Comments from Gresham and Savage, Attorneys at Law on behalf of Tree Island 
Steel, Paige H. Gosney, dated November 9, 2021. 

A5-1 The commenter states that the General Plan Update indicates that the existing Southeast 
Industrial Area (SEIA) is at or near capacity and therefore expansion is needed, and states 
that the proposed new SEIA street network is described as recommended and provided 
for illustrative purposes in the General Plan Update. The commenter states that this 
characterization is unclear given that the General Plan functions as the land use 
constitution for the City. 

 See response to Comment A2-1. 

A5-2 The commenter states that although the Tree Island Steel property is a relatively small 
parcel, the property would be no less significantly impacted by the imposition of  the 
proposed street network than its neighbors, as the proposed street network would directly 
affect Tree Island Steel’s manufacturing operations and would limit the ability of  Tree 
Island Steel to sell the property in the future. 

 The comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or conclusion in 
the DEIR, therefore no changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

A5-3 The commenter states that there is no support for the claims that the current SEIA street 
network is inadequate to support existing industrial uses, or that the proposed street 
network would mitigate transportation impacts related to future development in the SEIA. 
The commenter states that the existing complexities of  installing new streets and 
roadways in the SEIA is further complicated by significant utility infrastructure, railways, 
and industrial uses.  

 See response to Comment A2-7.  

A5-4 The commenter states that adoption of  the proposed street network as part of  the 
General Plan Update would be contrary to the City’s recently adopted Ordinance No. 982 
regarding block network parameters for public streets.   

 See response to Comment A2-13. 

A5-5 The commenter states that Tree Inland Steel strongly opposes approval of  the General 
Plan Update with the proposed street network as there is no data supporting a justifiable 
need for the street network expansion. The commenter states that the surrounding parcels 
would interfere with and inhibit both current and future redevelopment of  the property 
and region for new industrial uses. 

Tree Island Steel’s opposition to the General Plan Update with the proposed street 
network has been noted and will be forwarded onto the decision-makers for review and 
further consideration.   
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B1. Response to Comments from Matthew Ramirez, dated October 24, 2021. 

B1-1 The commenter indicates concerns regarding the Proposed General Plan Update’s 
discussion of  the City’s Urban Forestry and Urban Forestry Plan.  

The comment does not raise significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of  
the EIR or CEQA process. This comment will be forwarded onto the decision-makers 
for review and further consideration. General Plan policy RC 3.7 includes the 
development of  an urban forestry plan and tree removal is addressed in Draft EIR Impact 
5.4-4. 
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C1. Response to Comments from Brittany Bunk, dated September 17, 2021. 

C1-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the lack of  discussion of  food consumption 
and import in the City, and its contribution to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, in 
Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, of  the DEIR. 

As indicated in Section 5.2.2, Thresholds of  Significance, in Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, of  the DEIR, according to Appendix G of  the CEQA Guidelines, GHG 
emissions related to food consumption is not a topic addressed in the Agricultural and 
Forestry Resources section. The purpose of  Agricultural and Forestry Resources is to 
identify the loss of  agricultural land or forest land. Additionally, under California Code of  
Regulations, Title 14, Sections 15145, Speculation, (14 CCR §§ 15145) and 15146, Degree of  
Specificity, (14 CCR §§ 15146), determining who would adopt resource-intensive lifestyles 
versus less resource-intensive lifestyles is too speculative for evaluation. 

 GHG impacts are discussed in Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The GHG analysis 
considers all the land uses in the plan, including retail/commercial, which would take into 
consideration the VMT of  deliveries of  food and other materials. See also the Climate 
Action Plan (CAP) included as Attachment 5.8-1 of  the Draft EIR. 

This comment has been forwarded onto decision-makers for their review. The comment 
does not raise significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of  the EIR or 
CEQA process. Therefore, no further response is required. 

C1-2 The commenter indicates that Rancho Cucamonga should promote plant-based diets and 
remove animal product and wasteful consumption. 

This comment has been forwarded onto decision-makers for their review. The comment 
does not raise significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of  the EIR or 
CEQA process. Therefore, no further response is required. 

C1-3 The commenter indicates that packaging and transportation should be included in the 
agricultural section.  

Please refer to response C1-1 for impact analyses discussed in the agricultural and forestry 
resources section. This comment has been forwarded onto decision-makers for their 
review. The comment does not raise significant environmental issues or address the 
adequacy of  the EIR or CEQA process. Thus, no further response is required. 
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C2. Response to Comments from Kristi Snyder and Victoria Leslie, dated September 17, 2021. 

C2-1 The commenter requests that the Proposed General Plan Update define suburban low, 
moderate, and urban.  

 The General Plan Update shows residential density, non-residential intensity, and target 
use mix ratio for the Neighborhood Land Use Designations in Table LC-1, General Plan 
Designations, of  Chapter 1: Land Use and Community Character, on page 59 of  the 
Proposed General Plan Update (see Appendix 3-1 of  the DEIR). 

C2-2 The commenter indicates that the colors in a graphic included in the Proposed General 
Plan Update are hard to differentiate. 

Pages 64 through 69 include an inset map of  the individual designations, showing the 
locations of  each individual neighborhood designation within the Plan Area. 

C2-3 The commenter indicates concerns regarding community character. 

The comment does not raise significant environmental issues or address the adequacy of  
the EIR or CEQA process. Thus, no further response is required. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon (1) additional or revised information required to 
prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not available at the time 
of  DEIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation measures 
to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements 
included in the DEIR.  

None of  the revisions to the DEIR require recirculation of  the document. Recirculation is only required when 
significant new information is added. Information is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of  a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect 
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. Recirculation is not required where the new information 
merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.) As explained 
below, none of  the changes adds any new significant information and recirculation is not required. 

Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to 
signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS AND 
TECHNICAL REVISIONS 

The following text and/or graphics have been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 

As a result of  public and staff  review of  the Draft EIR, a single mitigation measure has been added to the 
Draft EIR. The mitigation measure will be as follows, and has been included in the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) along with the standard conditions of  approval: 

MM-1 The City shall apply all applicable standard conditions of approval to future development within the 
City. 

Page 5.17-43, Chapter 5.17, Transportation. The following has been revised to fix a typographical error that used 
an incorrect reference in the proposed General Plan Policy MA-4.2.  
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3.2.1 Proposed General Plan Goals and Policies 
The following are relevant policies of  the Rancho Cucamonga General Plan Update, which may contribute to 
reducing potential transportation impacts as a result of  implementation of  the proposed project. 

Mobility and Access Element 
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.  

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

MA-4.2 Southeast Area Connectivity. Require new development in the Southeast Area to 
provide the necessary infrastructure to maintain access and public safety as shown on 
Figure 11 Figure M-8. 

MA-4.3 Future Logistics Technology. Support and plan for electrification and autonomy of the 
truck fleet.  

MA-4.4 Rail Access. Avoid abandonment of rail access to industrial parcels or utilize such right 
of way to balance and enhance other connectivity goals within the City (such as 
pedestrian/bicycle trails).  

MA-4.5 Grade Separation. Support the construction of grade separations of roadways and trails 
from rail lines.  

The following table includes Revisions to the Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft General Plan (dated 
November 2021) for the City Council Public Hearing Draft General Plan (dated December 2021). 

As shown in the table below, the changes are predominantly typographical revisions, where policies were either 
added or revised, or where further clarification was needed, therefore, the conclusions found in the DEIR 
remain that same and are unaffected by these changes. However, additional standards conditions of approval 
were added to the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section; these standards are added to page 5.9-12, Chapter 
5.96, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Standard Conditions of  Approval 

There are existing regulations that reduce hazards and hazardous materials impacts. Compliance by existing and 
future development and redevelopment with these standard conditions would reduce the potential hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts in the city. Existing regulations that reduce hazards and hazardous materials 
impacts include the standard conditions listed here. 
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 5.9-1: Future development shall prepare a Fire Protection Plan that includes measures consistent with the 
unique problems resulting from the location, topography, geology, flammable vegetation, and climate of  
the proposed development site. The Plan must also address water supply, access, building ignition fire 
resistance, fire protection systems and equipment, defensible space, and vegetation management. 
Maintenance requirements for incinerators, outdoor fireplaces, permanent barbeques and grills, and 
firebreak fuel modification areas are imposed on new developments. 

 5.9-2: With respect to all open space, recreational, or parkland uses, the City will ensure through project 
design features and conditions of  approval that Southern California Edison (SCE)has 24/7 downline access 
by SCE facilities and operations. 

 5.9-3: With respect to parkland proposed within utility corridors, anti-climbing sharks teeth style barriers, 
or their equivalent, shall be installed on all transmission towers. Anti-climbing devices shall conform to the 
California Public Utilities Commission guidance that is in effect at the time of  parkland project 
implementation. The cost of  anti-climbing guards and installation shall be borne by the project proponent.  

 5.9-4: Any proposed trees within utility corridors should be maintained at a height not to exceed 15 feet. 

 5.9-5: 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. 

 5.9-6: Southern California Edison (SCE)shall be notified in writing of  any proposal to locate parkland or 
recreational uses within a utility corridor. If  the use is located on SCE property or if  otherwise required by 
law or the terms of  a utility easement, SCE’s written approval of  such uses shall be obtained prior to the 
issuance of  any CEQA approval or permit or other ministerial or discretionary City approval. 
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Volume Chapter Page Revision 
1   Updated Cover 

1 1 18-19 Added spread on Value per Acre analysis of General Plan buildout 

1 2 30 Updated community engagement numbers 

2 1 60 Changed Land Plan Designation for APN: 106117219 from Rural Open Space to General Open Space (change also 
applied to Figures LC-1, FA-1, OS-2, and V-2) 

2 1 61, 64, 70 Updated Suburban Neighborhood – Moderate Non-Residential Intensity to Max 0.3 FAR 

2 1 92 Added Policy LC-1.16 as follows: Healthy Development. Ensure that the design and development of our communities 
supports the health and well-being of our residents. Use the Healthy Development Checklist, or similar assessment tool, to 
assess the overall health performance and supportiveness of new development projects. 

2 1 94 Revised Policy LC-3.2 as follows:  Community Benefit. Require a community benefit and economic analysis for large 
projects that abut existing neighborhoods or for any project at the maximum density, with a focus on resolving physical, 
economic, long-term fiscal, and aesthetic impacts. 

2 1 98 Added Policy LC-5.8 as follows:  Equestrian Uses. Continue to protect equestrian uses and to implement the Equestrian 
Overlay Zone. 

2 1 99 Revised Policy LC-7.1 as follows: Gateway & Employment Hub. Establish the Central South Community Planning Area 
is established as the City’s main “gateway from the I-10 Freeway” and an employment hub of regional significance. Haven 
Avenue and 4th Street, in particular, is a significant gateway location that is envisioned as a higher intensity urban 
environment with iconic architecture and a mix of uses that can include luxury or full-service hotel, high rise office 
building, fine dining restaurant, and/or a public recreation amenity in addition to higher density residential uses. 

2 2 123 Added text under Figure FA-6 to prioritize bike and pedestrian activity along segments of Arrow Route through 
Cucamonga Town Center and residential neighborhoods to contribute to and maintain the character of these areas.  

2 2 135 Figure FA-9: Changed legend for Day Creek Channel from Recommended Park to Open Space 

2 4 161 Added sentence to paragraph under Arterial Roadway:  Portions of Arrow Route through Cucamonga Town Center and 
residential neighborhoods prioritize pedestrian and bike modes to contribute to and maintain the character of these areas. 

2 4 172 Added sentence to last bullet: Except for the one identified east-west road, this General Plan’s circulation network omits 
any public streets through property owned by Southern California Edison in the Southeast Area, as depicted in Figures M-
8 and FA-9. 
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Volume Chapter Page Revision 
2 4 173 Figure M-8: Changed legend for Day Creek Channel from Recommended Park to Open Space 

3 1 230 Added new Resource Conservation Policy as follows:    

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. 

4 1 273 Added new action item in Table WP-3 as follows: Healthy Development Checklist. Continue to update with current 
best practices and use the Healthy Development checklist, or similar assessment tool, to assess the overall health 
performance and supportiveness of new development projects. 

4 1 276 Added action item to Table WP-3: Fiscal Impact Analyses. Establish additional procedures and tools to consider the 
financial benefits and impacts of development at the project approval level based on anticipated full life-cycle costs and 
value per acre. 

4 1 295-296 Added additional Standards Conditions of Approval under Hazards and Hazardous Materials Section as follows: 

5.9-2. With respect to all open space, recreational, or parkland uses, the City will ensure through project design features 
and conditions of approval that Southern California Edison (SCE)has 24/7 downline access by SCE facilities and 
operations. 

5.9-3. With respect to parkland proposed within utility corridors, anti-climbing sharks teeth style barriers, or their 
equivalent, shall be installed on all transmission towers. Anti-climbing devices shall conform to the California Public 
Utilities Commission guidance that is in effect at the time of parkland project implementation. The cost of anti-climbing 
guards and installation shall be borne by the project proponent.     

5.9-4. Any proposed trees within utility corridors should be maintained at a height not to exceed 15 feet. 

5.9-5. 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. 

5.9-6. Southern California Edison (SCE)shall be notified in writing of any proposal to locate parkland or recreational uses 
within a utility corridor. If the use is located on SCE property or if otherwise required by law or the terms of a utility 
easement, SCE’s written approval of such uses shall be obtained prior to the issuance of any CEQA approval or permit or 
other ministerial or discretionary City approval.   
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MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: Updated April 28, 2021 

To: Jason Welday, City of Rancho Cucamonga 

From: Jason Pack, P.E. 
Delia Votsch, P.E. 

Subject: Southeast Industrial Quadrant Roadway Network Assessment 

OC21-0776 
 

 
Fehr & Peers has completed an evaluation of the roadway network in the Southeast Industrial 
Quadrant (SEIQ) of the City of Rancho Cucamonga. 

 
The SEIQ includes existing industrial, warehouse, and logistics uses. Potential development includes 
but is not limited to expansion of existing and new industrial, warehouse, and logistics uses. The 
total potential development for the area is over 6 million square feet of new development space. 

 

 
101 Pacifica | Suite 300 | Irvine, CA 92618 | (949) 308-6300 | Fax (949) 859-3209 

www.fehrandpeers.com 
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April 28, 2021 
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STUDY AREA 
 

Fehr & Peers has evaluated if the roadway network provides adequate capacity to support the 
proposed level of development in the SEIQ. 

The following intersections and roadway segments were evaluated. 

Roadway Segments: 
1. Etiwanda Avenue north of Arrow Route 
2. Etiwanda Avenue between Arrow Route and Whittram Avenue 
3. Etiwanda Avenue between Whittram Avenue and Napa Street 
4. Etiwanda Avenue south of Napa Street 
5. Arrow Route west of Etiwanda Avenue 
6. Arrow Route east of Etiwanda Avenue 
7. Napa Street east of Etiwanda Avenue 
8. 6th Street west of Etiwanda Avenue 
9. 4th Street west of Etiwanda Avenue 

 
Intersections: 

1. Etiwanda Avenue/Arrow Route 
2. Etiwanda Avenue/Whittram Avenue 
3. Etiwanda Avenue/6th Street 
4. Etiwanda Avenue/4th Street 
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ANALYSIS SCENARIOS 
 

The roadway and intersection capacities were evaluated for the following scenarios: 
 

 Existing (2020) – Due to the stay-at-home orders in place in San Bernardino County due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic, collecting new traffic counts for the assessment was not feasible. 
Roadway segment vehicle volumes consistent with the ongoing General Plan Update and 
intersection volumes from the recently completed Bridge Point (12434 4th Street) and Black 
Creek (8996 Etiwanda Avenue) TIAs were used to represent the existing conditions. 

 Future Year (2040) with no Land Use Growth – The San Bernardino County Transportation 
Analysis Model (SBTAM) was used to forecast vehicle volume growth. All land use growth 
outside of the SEIQ was maintained, while the SEIQ area was assumed to have no land use 
growth. 

 Future Year (2040) with Planned Development (Low) and no Network Improvements – The 
vehicle trips associated with the low-end estimate of the planned development were 
manually added to the intersection and roadway volumes produced in the no land use 
growth scenario. 

 Future Year (2040) with Planned Development (High) and no Network Improvements – The 
vehicle trips associated with the high-end estimate of the planned development were 
manually added to the intersection and roadway volumes produced in the no land use 
growth scenario. 

 Future Year (2040) with Planned Development (Low) and Network Improvements - The 
vehicle trips associated with the low-end estimate of the planned development were 
manually added to the intersection and roadway volumes produced in the no land use 
growth scenario. New collector streets which provide additional network capacity were 
included. 

 Future Year (2040) with Planned Development (High) and Network Improvements -The 
vehicle trips associated with the high-end estimate of the planned development were 
manually added to the intersection and roadway volumes produced in the no land use 
growth scenario. New collector streets which provide additional network capacity were 
included. 
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TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
 

Project trip distribution refers to the directions of approach and departure that vehicles would use 
to travel to and from the project site. Surrounding land uses, existing roadway network 
characteristics, existing traffic counts, local knowledge of the study area, SBTAM data, and 
professional judgement were used to develop the trip distribution. The trip distribution for the 
different planning areas are shown below. As project trips were assigned to the network in Future 
Year (2040) scenarios, the distribution presented below assumes future year roadway network 
changes including the new connectivity on 6th Street. 
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 

Intersections   were   evaluated   using   the   Highway   Capacity   Manual   (HCM)   6th     Edition 
methodology. 

Table 1: HCM Intersection Level of Service Criteria 
 

Level of 
Service 

 
Description 

Signalized 
Delay 

(Seconds) 
 

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

 
< 10.0 

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

> 10.0 to 20.0 

 
C Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or longer cycle 

lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear 

 
> 20.0 to 35.0 

 
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 

 
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 

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

> 80.0 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2017). 

 
Roadway capacities used to evaluate roadway segments were developed in consultation with the 
City of Rancho Cucamonga staff, referencing HCM 6th edition. 

 
Table 2: Roadway Level of Service Criteria 

Roadway Type LOS C LOS D LOS E 

2-Lane Collector 10,000 13,000 15,000 

4-Lane Collector 18,000 20,200 23,200 

2-Lane Arterial 9,700 17,600 18,700 

4-Lane Arterial, Undivided 17,500 27,400 28,900 

4-Lane Arterial, Divided 19,200 35,400 37,400 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research 
Board, 2017), Fehr & Peers, 2021. 



Jason Welday 
April 28, 2021 
Page 6 of 16 

 

 
 
 

EXISTING (2020) RESULTS 
 

In the Existing (2020) conditions, reserve daily capacity is present on most roadways and all 
intersections operate acceptably at LOS D or better in the SEIQ. There is no reserve capacity on 
Arrow Route east of Etiwanda, right-of-way is limited in this segment and the roadway narrows 
down to one lane in each direction. Similarly, there is no reserve capacity on Etiwanda between 
Whittram and Napa, as the roadway narrows through the existing at-grade crossing down to one 
lane in each direction. 
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FUTURE YEAR (2040) WITH NO LAND USE GROWTH RESULTS 
 

In the Future Year (2040), land use in the SEIQ was assumed to be the existing land use in the area, 
while outside the SEIQ land use growth was assumed. Less reserve capacity compared to the 
existing condition is present on most facilities, except for Etiwanda between Whittram and Napa 
which has been grade separated and widened to two lanes in each direction. All intersections 
operate at LOS D or better except for the intersection at Whittram and Etiwanda, which operates at 
LOS E in the PM peak hour. 
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PLANNED SEIQ BUILDOUT 
 

Development is proposed in five planning areas within the SEIQ. ‘Low’ and ‘High’ buildout scenarios 
were considered in the analysis, as shown in the figure below. 

 
New proposed collector streets (labeled 1 and 3 in the figure below) are not currently included in 
the City’s General plan, but are being considered as potential additional roadway capacity for the 
SEIQ as part of the ongoing General Plan Update. These collector streets were only included in the 
Future Year (2040) with Planned Development and Network Improvements scenarios. Under all 
future year scenarios, Etiwanda Avenue was assumed to be grade separated over the existing rail 
tracks and widened to 2 lanes in each direction, and 6th Street was assumed to provide an east- west 
connection at-grade across the existing rail tracks (labeled 2 and 4 on the figure below). 
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FUTURE YEAR (2040) WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND NO NETWORK 
IMPROVEMENTS RESULTS 

With the addition of traffic from the buildout of the Planning Areas and without the potential new 
collector streets proposed in the ongoing General Plan Update, the vehicle demand on all roadways 
in the SEIQ exceeds the available capacity on all roadways except for 6th Street and Napa Street. All 
intersections operate unacceptably except for Etiwanda and 6th Street. 
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FUTURE YEAR (2040) WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AND NETWORK 
IMPROVEMENTS RESULTS 

With the addition of traffic from the buildout of the Planning Areas and with the potential new 
collector streets, the vehicle demand on all roadways in the SEIQ continues to exceed the available 
capacity on all roadways except for 6th Street and Napa Street. All intersections operate 
unacceptably except for Etiwanda and 6th Street. While most streets are over capacity, the new 
collector streets do alleviate some of the congestion and reduce the amount the streets are over 
capacity by. Intersections operate unacceptably but delay is improved at all intersections compared 
to the delay without the new collector streets. 
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EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLANNING 
 

The newly developed City of Rancho Cucamonga Emergency Evacuation Planning Tool incorporates the 
SBTAM roadway network and Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) structures and a Dynamic Trip Assignment 
(DTA) in VISUM to generate and assign vehicle trips in a designated time interval to simulate an 
evacuation scenario. The tool can be run city-wide or for a specific neighborhood. 

 
The City’s newly developed evacuation planning tool was run for the SEIQ area. As the SEIQ area is 
made of entirely of employment uses, a 1-hour mid-morning (9 AM – 10 AM) evacuation scenario 
was tested where all employees were at work, all employees drove to work, and there would be an 
average vehicle occupancy of 1.0. 

 
With the maximum land use buildout of the SEIQ, a total of over 12,000 employees would need to 
evacuate if the SEIQ was under evacuation order. The distribution across the 1-hour time window 
is shown in Table 3. 

 
Table 3: Evacuation Time Window Distribution 

Time Interval Percent Evacuating 

9:00-9:14 20% 

9:15-9:29 40% 

9:30-9:44 30% 

9:45-9:59 10% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021. 

 
Within the first 15-minute interval, the SEIQ arterials of Arrow Route, Etiwanda Avenue, and 4th 

Street are operating above the available capacity during the evacuation. The I-10 and I -15 freeways 
and Foothill Boulevard are also heavily used and operate above available capacity within the first 
15-minute interval. This trend continues throughout the hour, with the SEIQ streets Whittram 
Avenue and 6th Street similarly operating above available capacity by the second 15-minute time 
interval. By the end of the 1-hour window, most SEIQ streets are operating below capacity, except 
for Etiwanda Avenue and 4th Street. 

 
The results of the tool output are shown below. 
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DTA Assignment Results by Time Interval with 1-hour Evacuation Window 
 

9am – 9:15am 
 

 
9:15am – 9:30am 
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9:30am – 9:45am 

 

9:45am – 10am 
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ROADWAY STANDARDS 
 

The ongoing General Plan update includes a revision of the City’s Zoning Code and Development 
Standards. Draft standards for the SEIQ have been developed and are currently being reviewed by 
the project team and incorporated into the updated Zoning Code. 

 
A future SEIQ Specific Plan could provide an opportunity to further refine or develop detailed 
development standards that would apply to the SEIQ. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

Capacity Assessment 
 

Although the addition of new collector streets in the Southeast Industrial Quadrant alleviates the 
congestion on some of the roadways and intersections, intersections continue operate 
unacceptably, and roadways segments remain over capacity. The vehicle demand generated by the 
proposed buildout in the planning areas exceeds the available vehicle capacity on local streets. 

 
The north/south vehicle demand across the railroad cannot be met by Etiwanda Avenue even with 
the planned and funded future widening and grade separation. The north/south vehicle demand 
across the railroad exceeds available capacity by approximately 20,000 vehicles per day. Arrow 
Route and 4th Street are similarly over capacity and cannot accommodate the vehicle demand for 
an east/west connection to the I-15 freeway and other destinations to the west of the SEIQ. The 
vehicle demand for an east/west connection to the I-15 freeway exceeds available capacity by 
approximately 23,000 vehicles per day. 

 
A new north/south roadway which connects Northwest Arrow Planning Area to 6th Street and a new 
east-west roadway which connects the Northwest Arrow Planning Area and Rochester Avenue 
would each provide additional capacity for approximately 23,000 vehicles per day, if constructed as 
collector streets with 2-lanes in each direction. These roadways would provide the ideal connectivity 
and needed capacity to the local SEIQ street network. 

 
The funded roadway projects, proposed new collector streets, and ideal connectivity are presented 
below. 
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Emergency Evacuation Planning 
 

As with the capacity assessment, the emergency evacuation planning indicates that there is 
inadequate east-west and north-south capacity serving the SEIQ area. By the end of the 1-hour 
evacuation window, most SEIQ streets are operating below capacity, except for Etiwanda Avenue 
and 4th Street. 

 
Roadway Standards 

 
The SEIQ roadway standards are under review by the project team and will be incorporated into the 
ongoing General Plan update. 
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