


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































https://scag.ca.gov/








































































https://library.municode.com/ca/sierra_madre/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16SU_CH16.44REDELAPARELA_16.44.040FODELA


























































































































































































































































































































5-Mile Buffer
Project Site

Quantity of Times
Burned

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Fire History Map
Elephant Hill Project Environmental Impact Report

      

0 21 Milesn

  

Da
te: 

8/1
0/2

023
  -  

Las
t sa

ved
 by

: jg
ree

nst
ein

  -  
Pa

th: 
Z:\P

roje
cts

\j13
105

02\
MA

PD
OC

\DO
CU

ME
NT

\EI
R\F

igu
re4

_17
_1_

Fire
His

tory
.mx

d

SOURCE:  BASE  MAP-ESRI;  FIRE  DATA-CAL  FIRE  2021 FIGURE  4.18-1

Cov ma 
t-Ogh 

School 

iii 
u 
g 
.!I 
0 
:c 

"' 

C itrus W Foo th ill Bllfd 
Commun1t)' 

Co llege 

Covina 

DUDEK 

E Serra r-A1dre Ave 

I: Bennett Ave 

Glendora E Foothill Blvd 

E Rouie 66 

Spad,a 
Landrnl 

(c lor.ed ) ':'.e:,t/J 

\ '? (l -
If 

Walnut ; 

~--t G',,.,<i ;:,. 
'o-c C: 

\ oC.. 
fjS / .. 

[ I H II C d i 

~ ..-,lj,--S an 1 Berrr.Jrdfoo,F.wy 

c;to-.ie f-'-'4e. 

v' ora~c 

WHoltAve 

l\brliha ll 
Canyon 

Golf Cou rse 

I Cable Aup 

! 
i---.il.i-c-a-,e-=_"_' -;:....--@-

. 

CoUegea ;' r 

/ 

Arrow Hwy 

Moreno St 

,ii: San Be rm rthro Ave Mont 
g 

" C 
Si E:. Kingsley Ave 
z 

E Holt Ave 

Orchard St ! 
Ktrgsley SI °e 

c 
Holl Blvd a 

' I 
St::ite 1 

E Gran:! Ave 

E. ph1\hps 8Nd 

-----

H met.St 

Walnut Ave 

! 
!3 Riverside D 

• > 
l1 Ch in 

Schael 



4.18 – WILDFIRE 

ELEPHANT HILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 13105.02 
DECEMBER 2025 4.18-16 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



  

ELEPHANT HILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 13105.02 
DECEMBER 2025 5-1 

5 Cumulative Impacts 

5.1 Introduction 

Although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that project is considered 

independently, the combined effects of several projects may be significant when considered collectively. Such 

impacts are referred to as “cumulative impacts.” Section 15355 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 

considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines 

provides guidance for analyzing significant cumulative impacts in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). According 

to this section of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts “need not provide as great detail as is 

provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of 

practicality and reasonableness.” The discussion should also focus only on significant effects resulting from a 

project’s incremental effects and the effects of other projects. According to Section 15130(a)(1), “an EIR should 

not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR.” 

Cumulative impacts can occur from the interactive effects of a single project. For example, the combination of noise 

and dust generated during construction activities can be additive and can have a greater impact than either noise 

or dust alone. However, substantial cumulative impacts more often result from the combined effect of past, present, 

and future projects located in proximity to the project under review. Therefore, it is important for a cumulative 

impacts analysis to be viewed over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future developments whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the project 

under review.  

5.2 Methodology 

According to Section 15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, cumulative impact analysis may be conducted and 

presented by either of two methods: (1) a list of past, present, and probable activities producing related or 

cumulative impacts; or (2) a summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning 

document or in a prior environmental document that has been adopted or certified that described or evaluated 

regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Except for air quality, greenhouse gas 

emissions, noise, and transportation/traffic, the cumulative list approach has been used in the cumulative analysis 

presented in this chapter, as discussed below. Air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and 

transportation/traffic cumulative impacts were evaluated using the summary of projections method because those 

impacts can only be analyzed on a broad, area-wide scope and in a cumulative context.  

5.3 Cumulative Projects 

5.3.1 Land Development  

Other than air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation/traffic, cumulative impacts for 

environmental issue areas are based on a list of projects within the study area of the proposed Elephant Hill Project 

(Project or proposed Project) (projects located within District 5 and District 1 of the City of Pomona [City]). Projects 

included in this list include development projects from 2021 to present that either have applications submitted or 
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approved, are under construction, or have recently been completed. The cumulative projects identified in the study 

area are listed in Table 5-1 and shown on Figure 5-1, Cumulative Projects. 

Table 5-1. Cumulative Projects 

Project 

No. Location Type Description Status 

1 3880 Valley 
Boulevard 

Conditional 
Use Permit 

Conditional Use Permit to establish a public-
facing service and maintenance facility 
(changing from non-public-facing service and 
maintenance facility).  

In review 

2 543 West 
Center Street 

Development 
Plan Review 

Two 2-story multi-unit structures on a vacant 
lot. Front duplex would be 2,106 square feet 
with one 402-square-foot two-car garage and 
one 406-square-foot two-car garage; rear 
duplex would be 2,498 square feet with two 
396-square-foot two-car garages. 

In review 

3 55 Rancho 
Camino Drive 

Major Site 
Development 
Permit 

Phased development of the mixed-use portion 
of the project (apartment units) for 55 Rancho 
Camino. 

Approved 

4 3255 
Pomona 
Boulevard 

Conditional 
Use Permit 

Demolition of existing buildings and site 
improvements. Construction of a new industrial 
warehouse. 179,993 square feet. 

Pending/ 
awaiting 
assignment 

5 1320 West 
Second 
Street 

Development 
Plan Review  

Development of five apartment units.  In review 

6 538 West 
Monterey 
Avenue 

Development 
Plan Review/ 
Tentative 
Tract Map 

Development Plan Review for Downtown 
Pomona Specific Plan – Residential Multifamily. 
Proposes 103 units with a density bonus. 

In review 

7 42 Rio 
Rancho Road 

Major Site 
Development 
Permit/ 
Conditional 
Use Permit 

Development of a service station with 
convenience store, sit down restaurant with 
drive-thru, mechanical carwash, and office 
building in Pomona Ranch Plaza. 

In review 

8 55 Rancho 
Camino Drive 

Major Site 
Development 
Permit 

Development of a hotel with 135 hotel rooms, 
86 hotel apartment rooms, and 147 apartment 
units.  

In review 

9 3191 West 
Temple 
Avenue 

Tentative 
Tract Map 

Conversion and subdivision of existing office 
building into office condo units. Proposes multi-
tenant/occupant commercial building for 
professional or medical use (35 proposed 
condos). 

In review 

10 1945 West 
Mission 
Boulevard 

Conditional 
Use Permit 

Three concrete tilt-up industrial buildings at an 
approximate total of 214,00 square feet. 

In review 

11 2565 Kellogg 
Park Drive 

Development 
Plan Review 

Proposes 91 units, mixed uses, two levels of 
parking, common spaces, and upper four levels 
of residential units. 

Pending/ 
awaiting 
assignment 

12 12 Village 
Loop Road 

Conditional 
Use Permit/ 
Tentative 
Tract Map  

Subdivision of two existing parcels into eight 
lots (four lots per parcel). The original 
Conditional Use Permit identified the subject 
site to be developed as commercial use. 

Pending/ 
awaiting 
assignment 
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5.3.2 Adopted Plans  

For a regional approach, the cumulative analysis relies on the Southern California Association of Governments 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), also known as Connect SoCal (SCAG 

2020 and 2024); Pomona Tomorrow, the City of Pomona 2014 General Plan Update (Pomona General Plan) (City 

of Pomona 2014); and other regional planning documents, such as the Regional Air Quality Strategy, in accordance 

with CEQA Section 15130(b)(1)(B). 

5.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis  

The discussion below evaluates the potential for the proposed Project to contribute to an adverse cumulative impact 

on the environment. For issues addressed in this EIR, the significance criteria used to evaluate the Project impacts 

are based on the thresholds provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (see Chapter 4, Environmental Impact 

Analysis). For each resource area, an introductory statement is made regarding what would amount to a significant 

cumulative impact in that resource area. Discussion is then presented regarding the potential for the identified 

cumulative projects to result in such a cumulative impact, followed by discussion of whether the Project’s contribution 

to any cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. 

5.4.1 Aesthetics 

As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, development of the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts to scenic vistas and no impacts to scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 

and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway. In addition, the proposed Project would not conflict with the 

applicable zoning. Lastly, although the proposed Project would result in new sources of light and glare, these would 

be similar to the surrounding land use, and new sources of light and glare would not result in adverse day or 

nighttime views in the area; impacts would be less than significant. 

The list of cumulative projects in Table 5-1 consists of a mix of residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed-use 

projects. The cumulative projects are located on previously developed parcels, with the exception of the mixed-use 

development at 55 Rancho Camino Drive and the residential development at 543 West Center Street. Although the 

existing visual quality or character of the site and its surroundings would be impacted as a result of the proposed 

Project and cumulative projects, none of the projects would substantially degrade a scenic resource or unique 

topographic feature or result in a substantial impediment to scenic views because the developments would be 

consistent with surrounding land uses and conform with applicable development standards for each zone. Some 

cumulative projects would be located within already developed areas (see Figure 5-1) and do not propose zoning or 

land use changes. None of the cumulative projects proposed include development in open space areas within the 

City. As determined in Section 4.1, impacts related to scenic vistas would be less than significant. Therefore, in 

combination with future development, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to aesthetics. 

Development in the vicinity of the Project site include sources of nighttime lighting in the form of interior and exterior 

security lighting and parking, architectural highlighting, and landscape lighting. In addition, automobile headlights, 

streetlights, and stoplights along the roadway network contribute to ambient nighttime lighting levels on the Project 

site. Development of the proposed Project would contribute new sources of light to the surrounding area. However, 

lighting associated with the Project and cumulative projects would adhere to all applicable City ordinances and 

standards, including Section 5809-17 of the City’s Municipal Code, which regulates security lighting. Therefore, in 
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combination with all other cumulative projects, the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

impact to lighting and glare. 

5.4.2 Air Quality 

See Threshold 2 in Section 4.2.4, Air Quality – Impacts, for a discussion of the cumulative air quality impacts of the 

proposed Project. As described in this section, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) has established air quality significance thresholds, as revised in April 2019, that 

set forth quantitative emission significance thresholds below which a project would not have a significant impact 

on ambient air quality (SCAQMD 2019). Based on these considerations, project-level thresholds of significance for 

criteria pollutants are relevant in the determination of whether a project’s individual emissions would have a 

cumulatively significant impact on air quality.  

The South Coast Air Basin is a nonattainment area for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) under the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards and a nonattainment area for ozone, as well as air pollutants such as PM2.5 and 

coarse particulate matter (PM10) under the California Ambient Air Quality Standards. The nonattainment status is 

the result of cumulative emissions from various sources of air pollutants and their precursors within the South Coast 

Air Basin, including motor vehicles, off-road equipment, and commercial and industrial facilities. Projects that emit 

these pollutants or their precursors (i.e., volatile organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen for ozone) potentially 

contribute to poor air quality. Cumulative localized impacts would potentially occur if a construction project were to 

occur concurrently with another off-site project. Construction schedules for potential future projects near the Project 

area are currently unknown; therefore, potential construction impacts associated with two or more simultaneous 

projects would be considered speculative. However, future projects would be subject to CEQA and would require air 

quality analysis and, where necessary, mitigation if the projects would exceed applied thresholds. Criteria air 

pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future projects would be reduced through 

implementation of control measures required by SCAQMD. For example, cumulative PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 

would be reduced because all future projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which sets 

forth general and specific requirements for all construction sites in the South Coast Air Basin. In addition, cumulative 

volatile organic compound emissions would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings).  

As discussed in more detail in Section 4.2.1, Air Quality – Existing Conditions, the Project would not exceed significance 

thresholds during construction or operation resulting from emissions of ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. As such, the Project 

would result in less-than-significant impacts to air quality relative to emissions. The Project would result in a 

potentially significant impact in regard to cancer risk resulting from toxic air contaminant emissions generated 

during construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-1, which requires the use of Tier 4 Final 

engines on construction equipment, would be implemented to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions during 

Project construction and would reduce the impact to less than significant (see Section 4.2.4 for details). As a result, 

the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to criteria pollutant emissions. Cumulative 

impacts associated with Project-generated construction and operational criteria air pollutant emissions would not 

be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.3 Biological Resources 

Cumulative impacts to biological resources consider the potential regional effects of a project and how a project 

may affect an ecosystem or one of its members beyond the project limits and on a regional scale. As discussed in 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, with implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-13, impacts to biological 
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resources anticipated under the proposed Project would be less than significant. Implementation of the proposed 

Project, in combination with cumulative projects, would contribute to the cumulative loss of biological resources 

within the City. However, cumulative projects would be required to implement mitigation similar to that for the 

proposed Project to ensure impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. In addition, cumulative 

projects would be required to comply with all existing regulations related to biological resources, such as the City’s 

Tree Protection and Preservation Program. Therefore, the proposed Project, in combination with development of 

cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to biological resources. 

5.4.4 Cultural  

A cumulative impact to cultural resources refers to the mounting aggregate effect upon cultural resources due to 

modern or recent historical land use, such as residential development, and natural processes, such as erosion, that 

result from human acts. The issue that must be explored in a cumulative impact analysis is the aggregate loss of 

information and the loss of recognized cultural landmarks and vestiges of a community’s cultural history. 

As discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, one historical resource, the Spadra Cemetery, was identified in 

proximity to the Project site. Impacts to the Spadra Cemetery would result in significant unavoidable impacts to the 

setting of the Spadra Cemetery through the terracing of the Project site. In addition, the Project would result in 

potentially significant construction vibration impacts to Spadra Cemetery. The Project would implement MM-CUL-1, 

MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL-3 to reduce impacts to Spadra Cemetery. MM-CUL-1 would include the preparation of 

Historic American Landscape Survey or similar documentation of the Spadra Cemetery to document the state of 

the historic site prior to construction, which would mitigate direct visual impacts to the cemetery’s setting. MM-CUL-

2 would implement construction avoidance and protective measures and would reduce vibratory impacts to Spadra 

Cemetery associated with blasting, excavation, and grading, while MM-CUL-3 would require evaluations of the 

upright and concrete-encased headstones be completed prior to any blasting. The closest cumulative project to the 

Spadra Cemetery is located at 3191 West Temple Avenue, approximately 0.45 miles away. Given the surrounding 

development in the area and distance from the Project site, cumulative projects would not contribute to impacts to 

the setting of the Spadra Cemetery.  

Although no archaeological resources have been identified or recorded within the proposed Project’s area of 

potential effect, given the ground disturbance of the Project site, there is potential to encounter previously 

unidentified subsurface cultural deposits. Therefore, project-level impacts to archaeological resources would be 

potentially significant, and MM-CUL-3 through MM-CUL-6 would be required to reduce impacts to a level below 

significance. In addition, in the event that human remains are discovered during Project grading and construction, 

impacts would be potentially significant. MM-CUL-4 and MM-CUL-6 would be implemented to reduce potentially 

significant impacts to a level below significance.  

As described above, the cumulative projects identified in Table 5-1 are surrounded by existing development and 

are located on sites that have been previously developed and disturbed. There is the potential for nearby 

cumulative projects, especially those that would result in ground-disturbing activities that would impact intact 

native soils and result in inadvertent discoveries, to adversely affect historical and archaeological resources. 

Nonetheless, cumulative projects would implement appropriate mitigation measures to reduce archaeological 

resources impacts to a less-than-significant level. When considered with other cumulative projects, cumulative 

impacts to archaeological resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.4.5 Energy 

Implementation of the proposed Project and cumulative projects in the surrounding area would result in an 

increased energy demand at full buildout. A significant cumulative impact to energy resources would result if a 

project resulted in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflicted with or 

obstructed a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. As discussed in Section 4.5, Energy, the 

Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to energy. Similar to the Project, cumulative projects would be 

subject to the California Green Building Standards Code, which provides energy efficiency standards for commercial 

and residential buildings. Because the Project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of 

energy and because there is adequate energy infrastructure to serve the proposed and cumulative projects, the 

Project’s contribution to a significant cumulative energy impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.6 Geology and Soils  

Potential cumulative impacts on geology and soils would result from projects that combine to create geologic 

hazards, including unstable geologic conditions, or substantially contribute to coastal erosion. Most geology and 

soil hazards associated with development on surrounding projects would be site specific and can be mitigated on 

a project-by-project basis. Such hazards include direct or indirect substantial adverse effects to cause rupture of 

an earthquake fault, liquefaction, landslides, unstable geologic units, and expansive soils. Individual project 

mitigation for these hazards would ensure that there are no residual cumulative impacts. The Project would be 

required to implement the design and construction of the Project in accordance with the California Building Code and 

as detailed in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report (Appendix F) with implementation of MM-GEO-1. The 

Project site is located in an area that is potentially susceptible to landslides, and the potential for rockfall is high. 

The Project would implement MM-GEO-1, which would require the Project to include a rock-catching debris fence, 

to reduce impacts associated with landslides, and MM-GEO-2, which would require the removal and recompaction 

of any undocumented artificial fill. Proper engineering design, utilization of standard construction practices, 

adherence to the erosion control standards established by the City’s Grading Ordinance, implementation of best 

management practices required by the stormwater pollution prevention plan, implementation of the 

recommendations found in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report (Appendix F), and implementation of 

MM-GEO-1 through MM-GEO-2 would ensure that the potential for geologic impacts resulting from the Project would 

be less than significant. Because geologic hazards are site-specific and not cumulative in nature, the proposed 

Project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact to geologic hazards. 

In addition, the potential for impacting paleontological resources varies from site to site and is dependent on 

specific excavation requirements for each project. All cumulative projects with potential to encounter 

paleontological resources would not have cumulatively considerable impacts. Therefore, the Project would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable impact to paleontological resources. 

5.4.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas emissions and their contribution to climate change are widely recognized as a global problem, and 

California has acknowledged this phenomenon as a state concern. As such, the analysis of the proposed Project’s 

impacts to climate change is cumulative in nature. Therefore, the information and analysis provided in Section 4.7, 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to determine project-level impacts, applies here, and the Project’s contribution to 

global climate change would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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As discussed in Section 4.7, using the estimated operational plus amortized construction emissions of 2,190.85 

metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) per year, the Project would not exceed the SCAQMD greenhouse 

gas significance threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e. Additionally, the Project was determined to be consistent with the City 

of Pomona Green Plan, the RTP/SCS, and the California Air Resources Board’s Scoping Plan. Therefore, because 

the proposed Project’s impact to climate change is cumulative in nature but less than significant, the proposed 

Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to greenhouse gases.  

5.4.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result from projects that combine to increase 

exposure to hazards and hazardous materials. As discussed in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 

proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts related to hazardous materials. Past, current, and 

reasonably foreseeable projects in the region could result in the use and transport of incrementally more oils, 

greases, and petroleum products for operation purposes. Although these could be subject to accidental spillage, 

there is no quantifiable cumulative effect, because accidents are indiscriminate events, not related or contributory 

to one another. Provided that individual projects adhere to current laws governing the storage, transportation, and 

handling of hazardous materials, no significant cumulative hazards or threats to human health and safety are 

anticipated. Therefore, the proposed Project’s impact would not be cumulatively considerable.  

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8 and Section 4.18, Wildfire, the Project would comply with existing codes, 

include significant fuel modification zones, and provide adequate access for evacuation and emergency access to 

the Project site. Impacts related to wildland fires would be less than significant. Cumulative projects would be 

required to implement similar fire safety features and structure protection features to reduce impacts. Therefore, 

through compliance with existing regulations associated with wildland fires, impacts associated with wildfire would 

not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Cumulative hydrology impacts result from projects combining to alter the course of surface water flow or to increase 

flood hazards in a particular area, either through diverting floodways or constructing structures within the floodways. 

Cumulative water quality impacts result from projects that combine to either pollute or increase the turbidity of 

water. As stated in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, with implementation of the stormwater pollution 

prevention plan and site design best management practices, which are consistent with the National Pollution 

Discharge Elimination System Permit and City’s Low-Impact Development Ordinance, impacts to hydrology and 

water quality would remain less than significant. Furthermore, because all surrounding projects are regulated under 

the same City and Regional Water Quality Control Board standards, they would be required to attenuate all drainage 

on site (to maintain pre-development flow quantities) and to incorporate similar hydrology and water quality design 

features to prevent cumulative impacts to local drainage systems or water quality. Therefore, the proposed Project 

would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to hydrology and water quality.  

5.4.10 Land Use and Planning 

Significant cumulative land use impacts would result from projects that contribute to development that would result 

in a significant environmental impact associated with an inconsistency with applicable plans, incompatibility with 

existing or planned uses, or planned addition of incompatible uses,  
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As described in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the proposed Project would not physically divide an 

established community. The Project would implement MM-AQ-1, MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-13, MM-CUL-1 through 

MM-CUL-6, MM-GEO-1 and MM-GEO-2, and MM-NOI-1 through MM-NOI-3 to reduce potentially significant impacts 

associated with conflicts with the Pomona General Plan. However, due to the Project’s conflict with goals and policies 

protecting historical resources and the significant and unavoidable impacts to Spadra Cemetery and vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) (see Section 4.5 and Section 4.17), the Project’s conflicts with various goals and policies, including 

Policy 7D.P53, Policy 7D.P59, Goal 7F.G8, Policy 7F.P34, Policy 7F.P35, and Goal 7E.G1, would remain significant 

and unavoidable.  

The cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 would include similar project features and design standards. Additionally, 

all cumulative projects would be subject to similar criteria as the proposed Project, which would ensure compliance 

with existing applicable land use plans with jurisdiction over the Project site. Analysis of individual projects, as they 

are submitted to the City, will ensure compatibility with applicable plans and policies. Further, none of the 

cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 are located in proximity to the Spadra Cemetery, and none would further 

impact this historical resource. Therefore, the proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable 

impact related to land use and planning.  

5.4.11 Noise 

Potential cumulative impacts on noise would result when projects combine to generate noise levels in excess of the 

City’s Noise Ordinance standards, either during construction or operation. As discussed in Section 4.11, Noise, 

conventional Project construction would exceed the City’s construction noise standard of 65 A-weighted decibels 

average sound level. The Project would be required to implement MM-NOI-1 and MM-NOI-2, which would reduce 

construction noise levels below the City’s construction noise standard. In addition, the Project would include 

blasting of existing rock materials during the grading phase of the Project, which would result in potentially 

significant blasting noise impact and ground-borne vibration. The Project would implement MM-NOI-3, which would 

require a blasting plan to be prepared to ensure that annoyance at nearby noise-sensitive receivers is minimized 

and that structural damage does not occur. Project-specific noise impacts during operations would be less 

than significant.  

Noise effects of the Project would, for the most part, be confined to the Project site and were evaluated on a project-

specific basis. For example, the nearest cumulative project (Cumulative Project No. 9, located at 3191 West Temple 

Avenue) would be located approximately 1,300 feet (0.25 miles) from the Project site and would be separated from 

the Project site by the State Route 57 freeway and West Temple Avenue (see Figure 5-1). Because of the distance 

between Cumulative Project No. 9 and the Project site, as well as the intervening major roadways, the potential for 

cumulative noise or vibration impacts during construction or operation would be negligible, Other cumulative 

projects are located further away from the Project site than Cumulative Project No. 9, and the potential for 

cumulative noise or vibration impacts would therefore be reduced and not significant. Similar to the proposed 

Project, cumulative projects would be required to comply with the City’s noise standards. Long-term on-site activities 

associated with the Project would not have a regional effect upon community noise levels (see Section 4.11) and 

therefore need not be considered in combination with approved or proposed projects in the region. The one 

exception is the Project’s contribution to traffic-related noise levels, which would extend beyond the site boundaries 

and must be considered in the context of proposed projects in the region. However, as discussed in Section 4.11.4, 

Noise – Impacts, the Project would result in a maximum noise level increase of 1 decibel, which is typically not a 

perceptible change in the context of community noise, and the proposed Project’s impact to off-site traffic noise 

increases would be less than significant. Because of the distance between cumulative projects and the intervening 
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major roadways, the potential for cumulative noise impacts during construction or operation would be negligible. 

Thus, the Project’s contribution to cumulatively significant noise impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.12 Population and Housing  

As discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, the proposed Project would introduce an estimated 682 persons 

to the Project site. The Project would be consistent with the land use designation and zoning of the site. The 

population growth anticipated to occur as a result of the Project represents 1.89% of the City’s projected population 

growth between 2019 and 2050. Given the developed nature of the surrounding area, the proposed internal 

roadway network, utility connections, and utility infrastructure would not induce population growth by removal of 

impediments to growth (e.g., constructing utility infrastructure and service systems) in a previously undeveloped 

region. Although the proposed Project would directly contribute to population growth in the area as compared to 

existing conditions, the population inducement resulting from the proposed Project would not be considered 

substantial. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Various cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 would either directly or indirectly induce population growth. The 

cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 involve residential, commercial, industrial, and mixed-use development that 

may increase population growth in the surrounding area. However, the introduction of a new population is not, in 

and of itself, a significant impact. Although projects included in Table 5-1 would contribute to population growth, 

these projects do not require zoning or land use designation changes (similar to the proposed Project), and thus 

these increases in population have largely been accounted for in appropriate planning documents. Therefore, 

cumulative impacts to population and housing would not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.13 Public Services  

Cumulative impacts on public services, including fire and police protection, parks, schools, and libraries, would 

result when projects combine to increase demand on services such that additional services must be constructed 

or provided. This would usually result from the incremental addition of people occupying an area or the incremental 

construction of new or larger buildings requiring public services provision. As discussed in Section 4.13, Public 

Services, the Project would be required to pay public safety improvement fees, and impacts to fire and police 

protection, schools, and libraries would be less than significant. In addition, the Project applicant would be required 

to pay Development Impact Fees pursuant to Senate Bill 50/Government Code Section 65995, which would further 

reduce impacts to the schools to less than significant. Lastly, the Project applicant would be required to pay park 

fees, and impacts to parks would therefore be less than significant. Cumulative projects included in Table 5-1 would 

be required to pay similar development fees prior to the issuance of each building permit. Therefore, cumulative 

impacts related to public services would be less than significant.  

5.4.14 Recreation 

As discussed in Section 4.14, Recreation, the proposed Project would pay the appropriate development fees to 

offset potential impacts to recreational facilities and parkland. Adverse physical effects resulting from the 

construction of recreational facilities are addressed throughout this EIR as part of the proposed Project. Through 

payment of park fees, impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant. It is anticipated 

that all cumulative projects included in Table 5-1 would be required to pay similar park fees prior to the issuance 

of each building permit. Therefore, through compliance with appropriate mitigation, cumulative impacts related to 

recreation would not be cumulatively considerable.  
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5.4.15 Transportation 

As discussed in Section 4.15, Transportation, the Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. As discussed in 

Section 4.15, the Project’s VMT impact would not be reduced to below the significance threshold even after 

implementation of MM-TRA-1, and the Project’s VMT impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Per City 

guidelines, if a project is consistent with the Southern California Association of Governments RTP/SCS, then the 

cumulative impacts (project effect on VMT) shall be considered less than significant subject to consideration of 

other substantial evidence. The RTP/SCS incorporates local land use projections and circulation networks in city 

and county General Plans. Typically, a project would be consistent with the RTP/SCS if a project does not exceed 

the underlying growth assumptions within the RTP/SCS. The proposed Project is consistent with the current and 

proposed Pomona General Plan use for the site and is not deemed to be inconsistent with the RTP/SCS. Additionally, 

the Project would improve mobility and accessibility for people by providing housing near an established 

transportation network, would be close to various employment opportunities, and would enhance connectivity with 

the existing transportation system by adding sidewalks within the development and along the Project frontage. The 

Project would increase the jobs–housing balance in the City and region. Because of the proposed developed and 

undeveloped open space, the Project would support healthy and equitable community development. Lastly, 

because of the open space proposed, the Project would support healthy and equitable community development. 

Therefore, even though the Project’s VMT would not be reduced to below the significance threshold, the Project 

would be consistent with the RTP/SCS and thus would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts.  

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.15, the Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 

design feature or incompatible use and would not result in inadequate emergency access. It is anticipated that 

cumulative projects included in Table 5-1 would implement access and circulation features that would ensure 

projects would not result in an increase in hazards or inadequate emergency access. Therefore, cumulative impacts 

related to transportation would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.4.16 Tribal Cultural Resources  

A cumulative impact to Tribal Cultural Resources refers to the mounting aggregate effect upon Tribal Cultural 

Resources due to modern or recent historical land use, such as residential development, and natural processes, 

such as erosion, that result from human acts. Although no archaeological resources have been identified or recorded 

within the proposed Project’s area of potential effect, given the ground disturbance of the Project site, there is potential 

to encounter previously unidentified subsurface cultural deposits. Therefore, project-level impacts to Tribal Cultural 

Resources would be potentially significant, and MM-CUL-4 through MM-CUL-7 would be required to reduce impacts 

to a level below significance.  

As described above, the cumulative projects identified in Table 5-1 are surrounded by existing development and 

are located on sites that have been previously developed and disturbed. There is the potential for nearby 

cumulative projects, especially those that would result in ground-disturbing activities that would impact intact 

native soils and result in inadvertent discoveries, to adversely affect Tribal Cultural Resources. Nonetheless, 

cumulative projects would implement appropriate mitigation measures to reduce Tribal Cultural Resources 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. When considered with other cumulative projects, cumulative impacts to 

Tribal Cultural Resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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5.4.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

Cumulative impacts to utilities and services systems would result when projects combine to increase demand for 

utilities and service systems such that additional facilities must be provided or expanded. This would usually result 

from the incremental addition of people occupying an area or the incremental construction of new or larger buildings 

requiring public services provision. As discussed in Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, the Project would 

install utility infrastructure on site and would connect to existing utility infrastructure. The proposed Project would 

not result in relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, 

electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, or the expansion of existing facilities. Although water 

demand would increase with implementation of the proposed Project, water supplies are available to provide a 

reliable local water source to the Project during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. In addition, adequate 

wastewater treatment would be available to serve the proposed Project. Lastly, solid waste generated under the 

proposed Project would not exceed state or local standards or the capacity of local infrastructure. Cumulative 

projects would be required to perform similar analyses, in accordance with CEQA, to ensure projects would have 

sufficient utilities.  

Cumulative projects would be required to comply with the municipal requirements for the recycling and collection of solid 

waste. The proposed and cumulative projects would be required to comply with all applicable statutes and regulations 

and therefore would not have cumulatively considerable impacts with respect to solid waste collection and management. 

Therefore, cumulative impacts related to utilities and service systems would not be cumulatively considerable. 

5.4.18 Wildfire 

With regard to wildfire hazards, as discussed in Section 4.18, the Project site is located within a wildland–urban 

interface that is in an area statutorily designated a Local Responsibility Area High Fire Hazard Severity Zone by the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) (CAL FIRE 2025). With the inclusion of fuel 

modification zones and compliance with California Building Code Standards, risk associated with wildfire would be 

greatly reduced, and impacts would be less than significant. All cumulative projects within the wildland–urban 

interface would be required to meet minimum fire fuel modification and/or clearing requirements in addition to 

meeting the standards of the various fire codes in effect at the time of building permit issuance. Cumulative projects 

would also be required to evaluate and identify potential fire risks associated with the project. As such, through 

compliance with existing regulations and similar Project design features, as applicable, cumulative impacts to 

wildfire would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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6 Growth Inducement 

Section 15126.2(e) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires a discussion of how the 

potential growth-inducing impacts of a project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 

additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Induced growth is distinguished 

from the direct employment, population, or housing growth of a project (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.). If a project 

has characteristics that “may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 

environment, either individually or cumulatively,” then these aspects of the project must be discussed as well. 

Induced growth is any growth that exceeds planned growth and results from new development that would not have 

taken place in the absence of the proposed project. Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project would be 

considered significant if it stimulates population growth or a population concentration above what is assumed in 

local and regional land use plans or in projections made by regional planning authorities, such as the Southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

The CEQA Guidelines also indicate that growth should not be assumed to be either beneficial or detrimental (14 CCR 

Section 15126.2[d]). According to Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project is defined as growth 

inducing when it directly or indirectly: 

1. Fosters population growth; 

2. Fosters economic growth; 

3. Includes the construction of additional housing in the surrounding environment; 

4. Removes obstacles to population growth; 

5. Taxes existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that could 

cause significant environmental effects; and/or 

6. Encourages or facilitates other activities that could significantly affect the environments, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

6.1 Growth Inducement Due to Population Growth 

As discussed in Section 4.12, Population and Housing, of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the Elephant Hill 

Project (Project or proposed Project) would directly contribute to population growth in the City of Pomona (City). The 

proposed Project would allow for the development of 228 residential dwelling units, including 68 single-family units 

and 160 multifamily units; a recreational center; developed and undeveloped open space, including landscaped 

slopes and fuel modification areas; utility infrastructure; and circulation and parking. The proposed Project would 

directly contribute to population growth in the area through the development of the proposed residential uses. SCAG 

estimated the average household size in the SCAG region was 2.99 persons per household in 2019 (SCAG 2024). 

Using the 2019 average as a guide, 2.99 persons per household for the Project’s proposed 228 residential units 

would result in a residential population of approximately 681.72 persons. The Project site is currently zoned Open 

Space (O) and Planned Residential Development (PRD) and has a land use designation of Urban Neighborhood and 

Open Space in Pomona Tomorrow, the City of Pomona 2014 General Plan Update (Pomona General Plan) (City of 

Pomona 2023; City of Pomona 2014). The proposed development would be located within the eastern portion of 

the site, which is zoned Planned Residential Development (PRD) and designated as Urban Neighborhood in the 

City’s General Plan, whereas the land zoned and designated as Open Space would remain undeveloped. As such, 

the Project would not conflict with existing zoning or land use designations of the site. Therefore, the proposed 
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Project would not result in unplanned population growth due to General Plan land use consistency. As discussed in 

Section 4.12, SCAG has projected that the City will undergo an increase of 36,045people from 2019 to 2050. The 

population growth anticipated to occur as a result of the Project (682 residents) represents 1.89% of the City’s 

projected population growth for 2019 to 2050. Therefore, the Project is anticipated to result in a nominal increase 

in population growth and is projected to be within SCAG’s population growth estimates for the City. Although the 

proposed Project would result in population growth, development of the uses allowed under the proposed Project 

would be under the City’s growth projections.  

Overall, the Project would directly stimulate population growth through the addition of new residents. However, 

the growth would be consistent with household growth envisioned in local and regional land use plans and in 

projections made by regional planning authorities, as the planned growth of the Project site and its land use 

intensity have been factored into the underlying growth projections of SCAG’s Connect SoCal 2020 and 2024, 

also known, respectively, as the 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(RTP/SCS) and 2024−2040 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2020, 2024). 

6.2 Growth Inducement Due to Economic Growth 

An increase in population would foster economic growth by increasing demand for regional and local goods and 

services. It is expected that future residents would demand a variety of goods and services from the existing and 

future commercial uses within the surrounding area. The proposed Project would not provide services on site and 

therefore would not generate direct employment opportunities for residents. Because the Project proposes to allow 

for the development of 228 residences and associated amenities, such as a recreational center and developed and 

undeveloped open space, the Project is not expected to result in substantial growth inducement associated with 

economic growth. 

6.3 Growth Inducement Due to Additional Housing 

The proposed Project would result in the future development of 228 residential dwelling units, including 

68 single-family units and 160 multifamily units; a recreational center; developed and undeveloped open space; 

utility infrastructure; and circulation and parking within the 120.61-acre Project site. As such, the Project would 

propose new housing and therefore result in a direct increase in population. According to SCAG’s Connect SoCal, 

the average household size in the SCAG region was 2.99 persons per household in 2019 (SCAG 2024). Using the 

2019 average as a guide, 2.99 persons per household for the Project’s proposed 228 residential units could result 

in a residential population of approximately 682 persons. As discussed in Section 4.12 of this EIR, the Project is 

not expected to result in household growth above the City’s General Plan forecasts. According to SCAG, the City is 

anticipated to increase from 41,700 households in 2019 to 55,200 households in 2050, an increase of 13,500 

households (SCAG 2024). Based on SCAG’s growth projections for housing, the Project’s 228 dwelling units would 

represent 1.69% of the 13,500 households projected to be added to the City between 2019 and 2050.  

As discussed in Section 4.12, SCAG has completed developing the 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

(RHNA) allocation plan, which was approved in March 2021 and will be in effect from 2021 through 2029. The 6th Cycle 

RHNA states that the allocation for the City is 10,558 housing units (SCAG 2021). As discussed in Chapter 3, Project 

Description, of this EIR, the Project’s anticipated construction schedule is anticipated to conclude in December 2027, 

which would result in the anticipated housing growth to be accounted for in the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA allocation. As 

discussed in Section 4.12, the Project’s 228 dwelling units would represent 2.16% of the units allocated to the City. 

Therefore, the Project would not stimulate housing growth above what is assumed in local and regional land use plans 
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or in projections made by regional planning authorities and would assist the City in achieving regional housing needs 

planned for the 2021−2029 period. 

6.4 Growth Inducement Due to Removal of Obstacles  

Indirect growth can also occur through a project installing infrastructure that can support further growth. The 

surrounding area is developed and supported by existing roadways and utility infrastructure. The Project would 

include connections to existing utilities and infrastructure, and three off-site improvements are proposed: a storm 

drain, to be located along West Mission Boulevard; a water line, to extend south of the Project site by approximately 

75 feet, to run along Sorrento Drive up to its intersection with Appian Way; and one sewer line, which would extend 

along West Mission Boulevard, just east of the Project site until it reaches an existing sewer line that runs southeast 

of the existing Pomona Police Department.  

Improvements to transportation, utilities, and public service infrastructure as part of the proposed Project would 

accommodate the direct growth induced by the proposed Project. These improvements would not open up new 

areas to development because they would connect to existing transportation and utility infrastructure (including 

water and sewer) adjacent to or in the vicinity of the Project site. Furthermore, these improvements would provide 

access and utility service solely to the proposed Project. Areas of the Project site outside of the Development Area 

would remain as they are under existing conditions. Therefore, the Project site would not be capable of supporting 

future development due to these transportation and utility improvements, and indirect growth inducement as a 

result of the extension of these facilities into a new area would not occur.  

Public services such as schools, police, and fire services would be provided by existing and planned surrounding 

facilities. As discussed above and in Section 4.13, Public Services, of this EIR, payment of developer fees would 

ensure the proposed Project would not significantly impact public services and facilities. Additionally, the Project 

would include a private recreational center and public trails/lookouts that could result in less demand placed on 

existing parks and recreational facilities by Project residents. Therefore, due to the inclusion of recreational facilities 

through the payment of in-lieu fees prior to the issuance of building permits, and due to the nominal population 

growth, as described in Section 6.1, the proposed Project’s impacts on parks and recreational facilities would be 

less than significant. 

The proposed Project would not provide a surplus of infrastructure capacity beyond what is required for the project 

that would induce growth in surrounding areas. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in growth 

inducement due to the removal of obstacles.  
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7 Significant Irreversible 
Environmental Changes  

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.) require an 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would result 

from a project should it be implemented. Pursuant to Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, significant 

irreversible environmental impacts could involve any of the following: 

▪ Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible 

since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. 

▪ The primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future generations of people to 

similar uses. 

▪ Irreversible damage could result from environmental accidents associated with the project. 

▪ The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project results in wasteful use of energy). 

Determining whether a project could result in significant and irreversible effects requires a determination of whether 

key resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. 

Implementation of the proposed Elephant Hill Project (Project or proposed Project) would involve consumption of 

limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. This consumption would occur during the construction 

phase of the Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime. The Project would require a 

commitment of resources that would include (1) building materials, (2) fuel and operational materials/resources, 

and (3) the transportation of goods and people to and from the Project site. 

Construction of the Project would require the consumption of resources that are not renewable or that may renew 

so slowly as to be considered nonrenewable. These resources would include the following construction supplies: 

certain types of lumber and other forest products; aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt such as sand, 

gravel, and stone; metals such as steel, copper, and lead; petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; 

water; and fossil fuels such as gasoline and oil.  

The resources that would be committed during operation of the Project would include water for drinking, bathing, and 

irrigation, and fossil fuels for electricity and transportation. Fossil fuels would represent the primary energy source 

associated with construction and ongoing operation of the Project, and the existing, finite supplies of these natural 

resources would be incrementally reduced. However, as discussed in Section 4.5, Energy, of this EIR, the Project would 

result in less-than-significant impacts related to the potential wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 

energy resources during Project construction and operation. Additionally, Section 4.15, Transportation, includes 

measures that provide strategies to reduce the number of automobile trips generated by residents of the Project. 

However, while implementation of the Project design features would reduce the use of nonrenewable resources, fossil 

fuels would represent the primary energy source associated with construction and ongoing operation of the Project, 

and the existing, finite supplies of these natural resources would be incrementally reduced.  

Furthermore, the Project would result in the permanent commitment of land to the Project. The Project would result 

in direct permanent impacts to special-status species, nesting birds, and wetlands. Permanent Project impacts 

consist of vegetation clearing and grading, and development. Permanent impacts to these sensitive upland 
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habitats, as well as sensitive plant species and habitats, would be considered potentially significant under CEQA 

and require implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, that would 

reduce impacts to a level below significance.  

Additionally, the Project would result in significant irreversible environmental change relating to cultural resources. 

Specifically, as set forth in more detail in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, the Project would result in changes to 

the topography of Elephant Hill, which would alter the view from Spadra Cemetery; these changes would adversely 

affect Spadra Cemetery’s ability to convey its significance under one of the five criteria used to designate a local 

historic landmark, which is its unique view or vista.    
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8 Effects Found Not to Be Significant  
Section 15128 of the California Environmental Quality Act  Guidelines requires that an Environmental Impact Report 

(EIR) briefly describe potential environmental effects that were determined not to be significant and therefore were 

not discussed in detail in the EIR. The environmental issues discussed below are not considered significant for the 

proposed Elephant Hill Project (Project or proposed Project), and the reasons for the conclusion of non-significance 

are discussed below. 

8.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Under existing conditions, the Project site is vacant, undeveloped land containing native and non-native vegetation 

along hillsides. According to the Department of Conservation’s California Important Farmland Finder, the Project 

site is designated Other Land (DOC 2022). In total, the Project site contains 120.61 acres of Other Land, which is 

classified as land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples of Other Land include areas not 

suitable for livestock grazing and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development that are 

smaller than 40 acres. As such, because the Department of Conservation has designated the site as Other Lands, 

it does not contain any land identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

Therefore, there would be no impact related to converting Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use. 

The Project site is zoned as Open Space (O) and Planned Residential Development (PRD); the northern portion of 

the Project site is zoned (O), while the southern portion of the site is zoned as (PRD) and Phillips Ranch Specific 

Plan – Multiple Family Residential (PR-SP) (see Figure 2-4, Applicable Zoning). The PRD zone allows for residential 

uses, including single- and multifamily uses and recreational uses, including permanent and private open space, 

parks and playgrounds, and community recreation buildings. The Phillips Ranch Specific Plan – Multiple Family 

Residential district allows for residential development at moderately higher densities and encourages the 

development of planned residential projects. The Project site is not zoned for agricultural uses, and agricultural 

uses are not permitted under the PRD zoning designation. The raising of crops is permitted under the OS zoning 

designation; however, there are no existing agricultural uses at the Project site. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the Project (Appendix G), 

historical topographic maps and aerial photographs of the Project site show that the Project site remained 

undeveloped from as early as 1894. While the aerial photographs of the area surrounding the Project site identified 

former agriculture use (including orchards) to the north, east, and southwest of the Project site, the aerial photographs 

did not reveal any previous agricultural use on the Project site itself.  

The proposed Project is primarily a residential project with associated infrastructure and an Open Space 

Area/Mitigation Area. Development would be centered within the southeastern portion of the site. The 

approximately 51.8-acre Development Area would be composed of 11.52 acres of residential uses, a 1.02-acre 

recreation center, 20.43 acres of developed open space (including fuel modification zones,) and 9.17 acres of 

roadways. The Project also includes an approximately 68.80 acres of Open Space Area/Mitigation Area. As 

discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the proposed Project would be consistent with the land use 

designation and zoning of the Project site. Because the Project site is not currently or historically used for 

agriculture, has a zoning designation consistent with the proposed Project uses, and would preserve 68.8 acres of 

open space, impacts to agriculture and forestry resources would be less than significant. 
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8.2 Mineral Resources 

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 includes requirements and programs to ensure the long-term 

availability of mineral resources and requires that the significant adverse environmental impacts of surface mining 

are adequately mitigated. As mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, aggregate mineral 

resources within the state are classified by the State Mining and Geology Board through application of the Mineral 

Resource Zone (MRZ) system. The MRZ system is used to map all mineral commodities within identified 

jurisdictional boundaries, with priority given to areas where future mineral resource extraction may be prevented or 

restricted by land use compatibility issues or where mineral resources may be mined during the 50-year period 

following their classification. The MRZ system classifies lands that contain mineral deposits and identifies the 

presence or absence of substantial sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas (i.e., commodities 

used as, or in the production of, construction materials). The State Geologist classifies MRZs within a region based 

on the following factors: 

MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or 

where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where 

it is judged that a high likelihood for their presence exists. 

MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits for which the significance cannot be determined from available data. 

MRZ-4: Areas where geologic information does not rule out either the presence or absence of mineral resources. 

According to a map obtained through the California Geologic Survey Information Warehouse, the Project site is located 

within an MRZ-1 zone, meaning the Project is in an area where available geologic information indicates that little likelihood 

exists for the presence of significant mineral resources (DOC 2007). The Project would not be designated for extractive 

uses, but rather for residential uses and open space. Furthermore, approximately 68.8 acres of the Project site would 

remain undeveloped. Because the Project site does not contain known mineral resources and is not used as a 

mineral resource recovery site, the proposed Project would not impede extraction or result in the loss of availability 

of a known mineral resource. Impacts to mineral resources would be less than significant. 
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9 Alternatives 

9.1 Introduction 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, environmental impact reports (EIRs) are 

required to “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). 

This EIR “must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 

making and public participation” (14 CCR 15126.6[a]). The alternatives discussion is required even if these 

alternatives “would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly” (14 

CCR 15126.6[b]).  

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the alternative is in fact 

“feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision-maker for a given project 

who must make the necessary findings addressing the potential feasibility of reducing the severity of significant 

environmental effects (PRC Section 21081; see also 14 CCR 15091). 

9.2 Project Objectives 

The following are the applicant’s objectives for the proposed Elephant Hill Project (Project or proposed Project): 

1. Provide an urban infill residential development on an undeveloped site. 

2. Develop a high-quality single-family and multifamily residential community that includes supporting 

recreational amenities. 

3. Contribute to meeting the growing housing needs of the City of Pomona (City) and the region by providing 

single-family and multifamily housing units with a range of housing types to accommodate a spectrum of 

demographics, consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Component and Housing Element and with 

Senate Bill 330. 

4. Focus development within the area of the site designated as Urban Neighborhood. 

5. Promote a walkable community by providing pedestrian facilities throughout the proposed residential 

development, including pedestrian walkways, 5-foot-wide sidewalks along proposed primary roadways, and 

lookouts at public viewpoints. 

6. Provide a vehicular and pedestrian circulation system to facilitate safe and efficient access to and 

throughout the site. 

7.  Stabilize the rockfall hazard slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood. 

9.3 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides guidance in selecting a range of reasonable alternatives for the 

Project. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected 

during the planning or scoping process and should briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 

determination. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR 
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are: (1) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (2) infeasibility, including legal, technical, or economic 

infeasibility, or (3) inability to avoid or substantially reduce significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(c) provides the following guidance in selecting a range of reasonable alternatives for the Project. 

There are many factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of range of potential 

alternatives for the Project, such as site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, General Plan 

consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can 

reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 

applicant). The alternatives discussion shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic 

objectives of the Project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.  

The EIR need not discuss every alternative to the Project. A range of alternatives that are “reasonable” for analysis 

have been evaluated and are discussed below. The following describes other alternatives considered by the City 

but dismissed from further evaluation in this EIR, as well as and a brief description of the reasons for their rejection. 

Alternative Location 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City considered the potential for alternative locations 

to the Project. There are sites within the City that could be redeveloped with a residential project; however, the 

Project applicant does not control another site within the City of comparable land area that is available for 

development of the proposed Project. One of the factors for feasibility of an alternative is “whether the proponent 

can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” Because the City is highly 

urbanized and is largely built out, obtaining another site of a similar size in a similar location is not feasible because 

no undeveloped properties of similar size are available. It should also be noted that the Project site is surrounded 

on all sides by development. As such, an alternative location was ultimately rejected for further analysis in the EIR.  

9.4 Alternatives Under Consideration  

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the EIR shall “describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 

the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project 

but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 

merits of the alternatives.” 

The range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires the EIR set forth 

only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose 

effects cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative (Section 

15126.6[a] of the CEQA Guidelines). 

In developing the alternatives to be addressed in this EIR, the potential alternatives were evaluated in terms of their 

ability to meet the basic objectives of the Project while reducing or avoiding the environmental impacts of the Project 

identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of the EIR. 

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the objectives 

of the Project, the Project’s significant effects, and unique Project considerations. These factors are crucial to the 

development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a). Although, as noted above, 

EIRs must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the ultimate determ ination as to whether 

an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by the lead agency’s decision‐making body, which in the case of 

the Project is the Pomona City Council (see PRC Section 21081[a][3]). 
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This chapter discusses alternatives to the proposed Project, including the No Project/No Development Alternative. 

The No Project/No Development Alternative is a required element of an EIR pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of the 

CEQA Guidelines that examines the environmental effects that would occur if the Project were not to proceed. The 

alternatives addressed in this chapter are listed below, followed by a more detailed discussion of each:  

1. No Project/No Development Alternative 

2. Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative  

3. Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative 

4. Reduced Footprint/Increased Density (SB 330 Maximum) Alternative 

5. Reduced VMT Alternative 

9.5 Alternatives Impact Summary  

9.5.1 Alternative 1: No Project/No Development Alternative  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires consideration of the “no project” alternative to allow decision-makers 

to compare the impacts of approving the Project with the impacts of not approving the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B),“ if disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by 

others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed. Where 

failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analysis 

should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval.”  

This No Project/No Development Alternative assumes that no development would occur on the Project site and that 

the Project site would continue to exist under its current undeveloped condition and would remain under 

private ownership.  

Pomona Tomorrow, the City of Pomona 2014 General Plan Update (Pomona General Plan), designates the Project 

site as Urban Neighborhood and Open Space (City of Pomona 2014). The Project site would remain vacant with no 

public access. There would be no on-site or off-site construction and no long-term improved use of the site.  

Comparison to Proposed Project 

Aesthetics 

The Project site is situated within an urbanized environment and is designated under the Pomona General Plan and 

Zoning Code for residential development. Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, no development would 

occur and the Project site would remain undeveloped. As such, the No Project/No Development Alternative would 

not obstruct or modify any scenic resource or vista or any scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway, or conflict 

with any Zoning Code and Pomona General Plan policies governing scenic quality. Under the No Project/No 

Development Alternative, existing levels of lighting in the Project area would remain the same. Although the 

proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with aesthetics, the No Project/No 

Development Alternative would result in no impacts on aesthetic resources, as no development would occur.  
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Air Quality 

Impacts to air quality associated with the Project would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure (MM) AQ-1, which would reduce impacts to air quality associated with construction. The No Project/No 

Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no construction activities 

and therefore no construction-related air quality impacts. There would also be no increased vehicle trips that would 

generate air pollutant emissions. As a result, compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative 

would have no air quality impacts during both construction and operation. Impacts would be avoided as compared 

to the Project; however, the Project’s air quality impacts are less than significant.  

Biological Resources 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. No impacts would occur 

to existing sensitive habitat areas or waters of the state. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development 

Alternative would result in no impacts to biological resources, and no mitigation would be required.  

Cultural Resources 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no 

developed land uses or construction activity that would impact the viewshed of the adjacent Spadra Cemetery, 

which is a City-designated Historic Landmark. Additionally, the No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

result in any grading activity at the site. Therefore, there would be no potential to uncover and potentially impact 

unknown cultural resources or Tribal Cultural Resources. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development 

Alternative would avoid impacts to cultural resources and Tribal Cultural Resources. Significant and unavoidable 

impacts to the Spadra Cemetery viewshed would be avoided under the No Project/No Development Alternative.  

Energy 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. Therefore, there would 

be no increase in energy consumption over the existing conditions. The Project would not result in significant 

impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during its construction or 

operation, and neither would conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

However, as no development is proposed, compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative 

would have no energy impacts. 

Geology and Soils 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. The Project site would 

remain in its current condition; it would still be subject to seismic shaking impacts, and areas of the site would 

remain as potential landslide and high rockfall areas. Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the 

stabilization of the rockfall hazard slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood would not occur. Therefore, the 

long-term safety of both existing properties and any future uses would continue to be at risk. 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no grading or construction activities. Therefore, there would 

be no potential for impacts associated with geology and soils and no potential to uncover unknown paleontological 

resources. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative would have no impact to geology 

and soils, and mitigation would not be required; however, the existing rockfall hazard slope behind the Sorrento 

Ridge community would not be addressed, and as a result would have greater impacts than the proposed Project.  
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would also be no 

construction and therefore no construction-related greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). In addition, there would be 

no increase in operational GHGs over existing conditions. Therefore, compared to the Project, the No Project/No 

Development Alternative would avoid GHG impacts. Neither the Project nor the No Project/No Development 

Alternative would conflict with an applicable GHG emission reduction plan or policy. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no 

increased handling, storing, or transporting of hazardous materials, as compared to the current condition, that 

could increase the risk of hazardous materials being released into the environment. The Project and No Project/No 

Development Alternative would not be subject to aircraft hazards. There would be no increase in population that 

could interfere with implementation of emergency response plans. Although the Project’s impacts with respect to 

hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant, no impact would occur under the No Project/No 

Development Alternative. Therefore, compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative would 

avoid impacts to hazards and hazardous materials.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no 

increase in the amount of impervious surfaces on the Project site over the current condition or increase in the rate 

of surface water runoff that could have the potential to exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems. 

Additionally, there would be no increased potential for water quality impacts. Although the Project’s impacts with 

respect to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant, compared to the Project, no impact would 

occur under the No Project/No Development Alternative. Therefore, the No Project/No Development Alternative 

would avoid impacts on hydrology and quality.  

Land Use and Planning 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. Implementation of the 

Project and the No Project/No Development Alternative would not physically divide an established community. 

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the Project site would remain in its current condition. This would 

be inconsistent with the Pomona General Plan, which identifies the Project site as planned residential development, 

and would not help the City achieve its housing goals. This alternative would therefore conflict with the City’s 

Housing Element to provide housing on this site.  

Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, the Project’s significant and unavoidable 

impacts to historical resources would result in inconsistencies with various Pomona General Plan goals and policies 

regarding historical resources, resulting in a significant and unavoidable land use impact. The No Project/No 

Development Alternative would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable impact associated with land use and 

planning due to the Project’s inconsistency with specific Pomona General Plan goals and policies; the No Project/No 

Development Alternative would therefore have less of an impact than the proposed Project.  



9 - ALTERNATIVES 

ELEPHANT HILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 13105.02 
DECEMBER 2025 9-6 

Noise 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. Additionally, there would 

be no construction activities that would generate on-site short-term noise impacts or an increase in mobile or 

stationary sources that would generate operational noise. The No Project/No Development would not result in 

ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise impacts. Although the Project’s noise-related impacts would be 

mitigated to a level of less than significant, the No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid noise impacts 

as compared to the Project. 

Population and Housing 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no residential development on the Project site. Therefore, 

there would be no increase in population or housing stock at the Project site. As the Project site is designated for 

residential development under the Pomona General Plan and zoning, neither the Project nor the Project/No 

Development Alternative would induce substantial unplanned population growth. Additionally, neither the Project 

nor this alternative would displace either people or housing. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not 

help meet the City’s projected housing needs.  

Public Services 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. Therefore, there would 

be no increased demand for police and fire protection services, school services, park and recreation facilities, or 

libraries and other public facilities.  

Although the Project’s impact on these public services would be less than significant, the No Project/No 

Development Alternative would avoid impacts to public services.  

Recreation 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no 

increased demand for recreational facilities over existing conditions. Although the Project would have a less-than-

significant impact on recreation, as compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative would 

have no impact on recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts to recreation would be avoided under the No 

Project/No Development Alternative. 

Transportation 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site; therefore, there would 

be no increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) from the Project site. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No 

Development Alternative would result in no transportation impacts, and significant and unavoidable impacts to 

transportation would be avoided. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site. There would be no grading 

activity that would have the potential to uncover and potentially impact unknown cultural resources or Tribal Cultural 

Resources. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative would avoid impacts to Tribal Cultural 

Resources; however, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact to Tribal Cultural Resources.  
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Utilities and Service Systems 

The No Project/No Development Alternative proposes no development on the Project site; therefore, there would 

be no increased demand for water service during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Additionally, there would be 

no increased demand for wastewater treatment or solid waste disposal. Although the Project would have a less-

than-significant impact on utilities and service systems, compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development 

Alternative would have no impact on utilities and service systems. Therefore, impacts to utilities and service systems 

would be avoided under the No Project/No Development Alternative. 

Wildfire 

The Project site is located in a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (HFHSZ). The No Project/No Development Alternative 

proposes no development and would not provide any measures to reduce wildland fire hazard. Therefore, the site 

would continue to present a potential risk for wildland fires due to its undeveloped condition. Unlike the No 

Project/No Development Alternative, the Project would introduce future residents to the Project site, but it would 

also provide fuel modification zones that would ensure impacts are less than significant. Additionally, the Project 

would provide emergency access to the site that would allow fire trucks and emergency responders to more quickly 

access the Project site. Compared to the Project, the No Project/No Development Alternative would have a similar 

level of risk for wildland fire impacts to the Project. The No Project/No Development Alternative would not provide 

fuel modification zones that would minimize the risk to both the proposed Project and existing adjacent housing. 

Nonetheless, as impacts would be less than significant under both the Project and the No Project/No Development 

Alternative, impacts under the No Project/No Development Alternative  would be similar to the Project 

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 

Implementation of the No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the Project objectives, as 

shown in Table 9-1.  

Table 9-1. No Project/No Development Alternative – Ability to Achieve 
Project Objectives 

Objective Alternative  

Project Objective 1: Provide an urban infill residential development on an undeveloped site. No 

Project Objective 2: Develop a high-quality single-family and multifamily residential community 

that includes supporting recreational amenities. 
No 

Project Objective 3: Contribute to meeting the growing housing needs of the City of Pomona (City) 

and the region by providing single-family and multifamily housing units with a range of housing 

types to accommodate a spectrum of demographics, consistent with the City’s General Plan 

Land Use Component and Housing Element and with Senate Bill 330. 

No 

Project Objective 4: Focus development within the area of the site designated as Urban 

Neighborhood. 

No 

Project Objective 5: Promote a walkable community by providing pedestrian facilities throughout 

the proposed residential development, including pedestrian walkways, 5-foot-wide sidewalks along 

proposed primary roadways, and lookouts at viewpoints. 

No 

Project Objective 6: Provide a vehicular and pedestrian  circulation system to facilitate safe and 

efficient access to and throughout the site. 
No 

Project Objective 7: Stabilize the rockfall hazard slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood. No 
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9.5.2 Alternative 2: Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 
Land Use Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3) outlines two scenarios for consideration of the “no project” alternative. One 

is the “no build” scenario, wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. That scenario is discussed 

under the No Project/No Development Alternative. The second scenario would be an analysis of what would be 

reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current plans 

and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. Under the Full Buildout Under Existing General 

Plan Land Use Alternative, the entire Project site would be developed consistent with the existing Pomona General 

Plan land use designations and development standards for the entire site. The Pomona General Plan Land Use and 

Density Component designates the approximately 51.8-acre southwestern portion of the site (Development Area) 

as Urban Neighborhood Transect Zone T4-A, which allows for a maximum housing density of 70 dwelling units per 

acre with a maximum height of four stories and designates the northern approximately 68.8 acres (Open Space 

Area/Mitigation Area) as Open Space Transect Zone T3, which allows a maximum density of 20 dwelling units per 

acre and a maximum of three stories in height. Based on reasonable expectations of development of 18 acres 

within Transect Zone T4-A and development of 17 acres within Transect Zone T3, the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would entail development of a total of 1,600 dwelling units.  

With the inclusion of fuel modification requirements and roadways, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 

Land Use Alternative would have a larger development footprint compared to the Project. The Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require blasting similar to the Project. However, the grading 

requirements for the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be balanced on site. On-

site mitigation for impacts to biological resources may not be possible due to a larger development footprint; 

therefore, a combination of on-site mitigation, off-site mitigation, and/or the purchase of mitigation credits may 

occur. As with the proposed Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have 

significant VMT impacts and would generate more trips overall. Additionally, a larger footprint of development would 

be consistent with the Pomona General Plan land use designations, and the grading associated with the Full 

Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require modification of the slopes adjacent to the 

Spadra Cemetery. Similar to the Project, this alternative would provide a recreation center to support the increased 

number of residents that would be introduced to the site. Because of the grading requirements associated with this 

alternative, no public trails or viewpoint lookouts would be provided. The increased number of units may require 

that City-mandated parking requirements be satisfied for some of the higher-density units with the construction of 

a parking structure. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require a similar type 

of construction activities and construction equipment as that required for the Project. However, because of the 

larger Development Area and greater number of units, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would require the operation of more pieces of the same construction equipment at one time and would 

require more grading and earth movement than the Project. Compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative construction period would be longer given the increased number of units. 

Comparison to Proposed Project 

Aesthetics 

The Pomona General Plan does not identify the Project site as a designated scenic resource or identify any public 

scenic vistas on the Project site or surrounding area. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 

Land Use Alternative would not have a substantial adverse effect on any designated scenic resources or designated 

public scenic vistas.  
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There are no designated State Scenic Highways within the viewshed of the Project site. The Project and the Full 

Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would therefore not have a substantial adverse effect 

on scenic resources along a State Scenic Highway.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be located in an 

urbanized environment. Neither the Project nor the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative 

would conflict with the Pomona General Plan or Zoning Code, and therefore the Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have the same level of scenic quality impacts.  

Implementation of the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

introduce additional sources of light and glare into the Project area. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 

Land Use Alternative would produce a greater amount of on-site light and glare impacts in the Project area as a 

result of the greater number of residential units that would be built. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would both require compliance with the City’s Municipal Code lighting 

requirements, which would reduce light and glare impacts to less than significant. As a result, the Project and the 

Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have the same level of light and glare impacts. 

Although the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both result in 

less-than-significant impacts relating to aesthetic resources, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would have a greater development footprint. Therefore, compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have greater impacts to aesthetics.  

Air Quality 

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of this EIR, the Project would not conflict with implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan for the South Coast Air Basin. During construction, MM-AQ-1, which requires the use of 

Tier 4 Final engines on construction equipment, shall be implemented to reduce diesel particulate matter during 

construction to less than significant. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have 

a longer construction period than the Project because more grading would be required and more residential units 

would be built. This would generate increased construction equipment and vehicle trip (i.e., worker, vendor, and 

haul) emissions compared to the Project and may result in the need for additional mitigation. Similarly, the operation 

of the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in greater mobile-source air 

quality emissions because a greater number of residential units would be built, resulting in a greater amount of 

daily vehicle  trips. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in an 

approximately 590% increase in residential dwelling units compared with the Project. The Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative’s estimated operational emissions are presented in Table 9-2 below. 

Table 9-2. Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative – 
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Emission Source 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 

Mobile 36.01 25.40 316.16 0.82 81.66 21.05 

Area 43.51 0.85 91.08 0.00 0.04 0.03 

Energy 0.26 4.49 1.91 0.03 0.36 0.36 

Summer Total 79.78 30.74 409.15 0.85 82.06 21.45 

Mobile 35.68 27.76 290.85 0.79 81.66 21.05 
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Table 9-2. Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative – 
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Emission Source 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 

Area 35.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy 0.26 4.49 1.91 0.03 0.36 0.36 

Winter Total 71.60 32.24 292.76 0.82 82.02 21.41 

Emission Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes No No No No No 

Notes: VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate matter 

with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter equal to or 

less than 2.5 microns. 

Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have significant impacts relating to VOCs 

that would exceed the proposed Project’s emissions. Therefore, compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have greater air quality impacts and may result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact.  

Biological Resources 

As discussed in Section 4.3.3, Biological Resources – Thresholds of Significance, the Project would require 

implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-10 to reduce potentially significant impacts to sensitive plants, 

sensitive wildlife, and loss of sensitive and important habitats. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would both convert currently undeveloped land to an urbanized land use and 

result in impacts to sensitive habitat areas. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative 

would result in grading of a larger area and would have a higher level of direct impact to sensitive habitat areas. 

Similar to the Project, biological resource impacts associated with the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 

Land Use Alternative could be mitigated through on-site restoration within the Open Space Area/Mitigation Area; 

however, as some of the Open Space Area/Mitigation Area would be developed under the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative, it may be necessary to also utilize off-site areas for mitigation or to 

purchase mitigation credits. Nonetheless, although the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would result in impacts to additional biological resources, it is anticipated that both the Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative and the Project would reduce potential impacts to special-status 

species and sensitive habitat to less than significant.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would impact jurisdictional 

riparian waters of the state. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in 

grading of a larger area and have a higher potential to impact waters of the state. The Project and the Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be required to comply with California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) permitting requirements and to 

compensate for impacts to waters of the state. The Project would require implementation of MM-BIO-2, MM-BIO-5, 

MM-BIO-10, MM-BIO-11, and MM-BIO-13 to reduce impacts to wetlands to less than significant. It is anticipated 

that the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require similar, and potentially 

additional, mitigation to reduce impacts to wetlands and riparian habitat to less than significant.  
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No known wildlife corridors or linkages occur on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The Project site is 

within a highly urbanized area and does not contain any resources that would contribute to the assembly and 

function of any regional wildlife corridors or linkages. No impact to wildlife corridors or linkages would occur under 

both the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative and the Project.  

Lastly, implementation of MM-BIO-10 and MM-BIO-12 would reduce Project impacts related to conflicts with the 

Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance to less than significant. It is anticipated that the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would require similar, and potentially additional, mitigation to reduce impacts to 

the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance to less than significant.  

Compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in 

additional grading and therefore have greater impacts to biological resources, resulting in the potential need for 

additional mitigation.  

Cultural Resources  

As discussed in Section 4.4.4, Cultural Resources – Impacts, even after implementation of MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and 

MM-CUL-3, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to Spadra Cemetery, a City-designated 

Historic Landmark. This is because the Project would alter the cemetery’s character-defining open space setting. 

Similar to the Project, grading associated with the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative 

would require modification of the slopes adjacent to Spadra Cemetery, which would impact the viewshed from the 

Spadra Cemetery. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in a Development 

Area that would be about the same distance to Spadra Cemetery as the Project, but because the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have significantly greater number of units as compared to the 

proposed Project and could build structures up to four stories high, implementation of the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would require greater impacts to the hillside and result in greater visibility of the 

units from the Spadra Cemetery viewshed as compared to the proposed Project. The Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would also result in a significant and unavoidable impact on the setting of the 

Spadra Cemetery. Thus, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would not avoid a 

significant and unavoidable impact.  

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in grading of a larger area and would 

have higher potential to encounter unknown cultural historical and archaeological resources. However, the Project 

and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be required to implement 

mitigation measures similar to MM-CUL-4, MM-CUL-5, MM-CUL-6, and MM-CUL-7, outlined in Section 4.4.6, Cultural 

Resources – Mitigation Measures, to reduce potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources and human 

remains to less than significant.  

Therefore, compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result 

in greater impacts to cultural resources due to the larger footprint of development and would not avoid or substantially 

decrease the severity of a significant and unavoidable impact of the Project.  

Energy 

The construction and operation of the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result 

in an increase in energy consumption due to a greater number of residential units proposed.  
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As discussed in Section 4.5.4, Energy – Impacts, the Project would not result in significant impacts due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction or operation, nor would it conflict 

with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Although demand for energy 

associated with the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be increased, it is not 

anticipated that the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, nor would it conflict with or obstruct a state or local 

plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, energy impacts associated with the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be greater due to the increased number of units as compared to 

the Project.  

Geology and Soils 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative and the Project would both be subject to seismic 

impact risks and would both be required to comply with the California Building Code to reduce seismic impacts and 

geologic risk impacts to a level of less than significant. As a result, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would have the same level of seismic risk.  

Based on the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation report (Geotechnical Report) prepared by LGC Geotechnical Inc. 

(see Appendix F), the Project site has low potential for liquefaction impacts. The Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be subject to the same level of liquefaction risks.  

The Pomona General Plan identifies portions of the Project site as within an area where the potential for rockfall is 

high. The Project would implement MM-GEO-1, which would reduce potential rockfall hazards to less than 

significant. Both the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would involve 

the stabilization of the slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood.  

In order to address potential impacts associated with unstable solids on site associated with previously placed 

artificial fill, MM-GEO-2, which would require removal and recompaction of existing undocumented artificial fill, is 

proposed under the Project. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require a 

greater amount of grading, which would increase amounts of uncovered soils and the potential for erosion impacts 

to occur. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both disturb 

more than 1 acre of land and would be required to obtain a Construction General Permit and to prepare and 

implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). In addition, it is anticipated that MM-GEO-1 and MM-

GEO-2, or a similar measure, would be required for the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land 

Use Alternative.  

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require a greater amount of grading, which 

would increase the potential to uncover unknown paleontological resources. The Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have similar impacts given that the soils on site do not support 

paleontological resources. Compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would result in similar impacts to geology and soils. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have a longer construction period than 

the Project because more grading would be required and more residential units would be built. This would generate 

increased GHGs associated with construction. Operation of the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 
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Alternative would result in greater GHG emissions because of the greater number of proposed residential units, 

resulting in greater daily vehicle trips and therefore a greater amount of GHGs. Because GHG emissions associated 

with this alternative could exceed the 3,000 metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MT CO2e) threshold due to the increase 

in dwelling units, this proposed alternative could also conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation to reduce GHG 

emissions, requiring additional mitigation to reduce GHG emissions. If no feasible mitigation is available, it could 

result in a significant and unavoidable impact on GHG emissions. 

Compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in greater 

GHG emission impacts. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 4.8.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Impacts, the Project site, and therefore the Full 

Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative site would not be developed on a hazardous materials 

site. The construction and operation of the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would both involve the handling of low amounts of hazardous substances associated with construction, 

as well as routine maintenance of residential households and landscaping. The quantities that would be handled 

for the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be minimal and would 

not pose a substantial risk to the environment. The construction and operation of the Project and the Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be required to comply with local, state, and federal 

laws and regulations involving the handling, storing, and disposing of household hazardous substances, which 

would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both not be subject to 

aircraft hazards. 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have a higher on-site population, which 

would require more people to be evacuated in case of an emergency. In the event of an emergency, the City would 

employ the communication protocols and systems for emergency response established in the Pomona Emergency 

Operations Plan (EOP), which outlines the planned response to emergencies within the City and establishes general 

emergency evacuation procedures, and the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. Consistency with the City’s EOP would 

ensure that both the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would not 

interfere with adopted emergency plans, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in similar 

impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require a larger area to be graded 

compared to the Project, which would require operation of more construction equipment, which would increase the 

potential for construction-related surface water runoff impacts to occur. Both the Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be required to obtain a Construction General Permit  and to 

prepare and implement a SWPPP to minimize construction-related water quality impacts, which would reduce the 

level of potential construction-related water quality impacts to less than significant.  
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The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would introduce more impervious surfaces on 

the Project site compared to the Project, which would increase rates of surface water runoff. Similar to the Project, 

drainage plans in accordance with City standards would have to be prepared for the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative to ensure adequate drainage is provided that would not adversely impact the 

capacity of existing drainage facilities and not result in erosion or siltation, flooding, or polluted runoff. The increased 

amount of surface water runoff generated from the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative 

would increase the potential for water quality impacts. However, similar to the Project, the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be required to prepare and implement water quality management 

plans to reduce water quality impacts to less than significant. With the implementation of best management 

practices, there would be no substantial alteration of existing drainages that could result in substantial erosion, 

surface runoff resulting in flooding, or exceedances of the capacity of stormwater drainage systems associated with 

the Project or the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative. 

As discussed in Section 4.9.4, Hydrology and Water Quality – Impacts, the Project site is not located within a flood 

hazard zone. As a result, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

have the same level of flood risk impacts. 

Both the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative and the Project would not violate any water 

quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater 

quality. Therefore, as discussed above, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would result in similar impacts to hydrology and water quality.  

Land Use and Planning 

Implementation of the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would not 

physically divide an established community.  

As discussed in Section 4.10, although the Project is consistent with the Pomona General Plan land use and zoning 

designation for the Project site, it would be inconsistent with several Pomona General Plan goals and policies 

regarding historical resources and would result in a significant and unavoidable land use and planning impact due 

to inconsistencies with several of the City’s historical resources policies. The Full Buildout Under Existing General 

Plan Land Use Alternative would have the same inconsistencies with the Pomona General Plan goals and policies 

regarding historical resources and would not reduce the significant and unavoidable impact associated with the 

Project. Therefore, compared to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative 

would result in similar significant and unavoidable impacts to land use and planning.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 4.11.4, Noise – Impacts, the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Noise 

Ordinance and with MM-NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, and MM-NOI-3, which would reduce construction noise impacts to less 

than significant. Due to the increased size, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

require the operation of additional construction equipment and would therefore generate greater construction noise 

impacts compared to the Project, absent mitigation. In addition, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land 

Use Alternative would have a larger development footprint, which would require more blasting. The Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative, however, would similarly be subject to MM-NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, and 

MM-NOI-3, which would ensure a less-than-significant impact with mitigation. Notably, MM-NOI-1 would require the 

preparation of a construction noise management plan ensuring that construction noise does not exceed the City’s 
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construction noise standard. Similarly, MM-NOI-3 would require the preparation of a blast, drilling, noise, and 

vibration monitoring plan, which would ensure that noise and vibration impacts related to blasting would be less 

than significant.  

With respect to operational impacts, as discussed in Section 4.11.4, the Project would result in less-than-significant 

impacts associated with operational noise. The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

result in a greater number of residential uses, which would generate more daily vehicle trips, resulting in potentially 

higher levels of mobile-source noise impacts.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would not result in impacts 

associated with aircraft noise.  

Ultimately, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both result in 

less-than-significant noise impacts with the implementation of mitigation, but operation of the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in greater impacts to noise due to the increased number of 

residences, which would generate increased vehicle trips.  

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.12.4, Population and Housing – Impacts, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be consistent with the Pomona General Plan and the housing and 

population growth projections provided in the Pomona General Plan and regional planning programs. More 

specifically, the proposed 228-unit Project would generate approximately 682 new City residents. The population 

growth anticipated to occur as a result of the Project represents 1.89% of the City’s projected population growth 

between 2019 and 2050. Comparatively, the proposed 1,600 residential units associated with the Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would introduce 4,784 residents to the Project site.1 This would 

result in 13.27% of the City’s projected population growth between 2019 and 2050.2 Given the developed nature 

of the surrounding area, the proposed internal roadway network, utility connections, and utility infrastructure would 

not induce population growth by removal of impediments to growth (e.g., constructing utility infrastructure and 

service systems) in a previously undeveloped region. As the Project site does not currently support residential uses 

or other people-generating land uses, neither the Project nor the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land 

Use Alternative would displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people. Therefore, the Project and the 

Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would not have a significant impact on population 

and housing. 

Public Services 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would develop an additional 1,372 residential 

units and therefore would have a greater demand for police and fire protection services, schools, park and 

recreation facilities, and/or libraries. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would be subject to development impact fees, which would help fund existing fire and police protection 

services, schools, park and recreation facilities, or libraries, or would be used exclusively for future facility 

improvements necessary to ensure that the development contributes its fair share of the cost of  facilities and 

equipment. Additionally, the Project applicant would also be subject to fees, in accordance with the Quimby Act, 

which would reduce the Project’s impact to park services. However, given the increased number of units, it is not 

 
1 2.99 persons per household × 1600 residential units = 4,784  residents 
2 4,784 residents/36,045residents = 0.132722 × 100 = 13.27% 
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known if the construction of additional fire and/or police protection, school, park and recreation, or library facilities 

would be needed under the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative. Because the size of the 

Project is increased under this alternative, even though the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would be subject to the same development fees as the Project, it is not known whether the increase in 

total number of units by over 1,000 units would require the construction of new or enlarged public service facilities. 

Therefore, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative could potentially have greater impacts 

to public services than the proposed Project. 

Recreation 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would develop a greater number of residential 

units and would generate a greater demand for recreational facilities compared to the Project. Given the larger 

development footprint of the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative, it is not known whether 

the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would also be able to provide a recreation center 

to support the residents as the proposed Project would. Also, it is not known whether some of the recreational/open 

space amenities proposed by the Project could be provided under the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land 

Use Alternative due to the larger footprint of development. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General 

Plan Land Use Alternative would both be subject to development impact fees, which would help fund maintenance 

and expansion of existing park and recreation facilities, which would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have similar 

recreation impacts,  

Transportation 

Because VMT per capita is an efficiency metric, and the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments Regional VMT 

Analysis Tool uses the VMT of the traffic analysis zone in which the proposed Project is located, the Full Buildout 

Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would have the same VMT value as the Project (26.18 per capita 

VMT). Therefore, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would still have a significant 

VMT impact similar to the proposed Project. Neither the Project nor the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan 

Land Use Alternative are anticipated to result in a conflict with the provision of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 

facilities per City programs and policies.  

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would require more construction equipment to 

mobilize and demobilize to and from the Project site, which could temporarily affect the circulation systems. The 

Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be required to design and 

construct access ways to the Project site in compliance with local, regional, and state requirements related to 

emergency vehicle access. As part of the construction coordination, the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative would be required to coordinate with the City in regard to traffic control measures 

necessary to maintain emergency vehicle access during construction. With compliance with the City’s traffic control 

requirements, potential construction traffic impacts associated with emergency vehicle access would be less than 

significant. the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be designed to meet fire codes 

and standards, as well as emergency access requirements. Therefore, the Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in the same level of emergency access impacts. However, 

there would be an overall increase in trip generation in the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative, which could potentially increase vehicular queuing at the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans) facilities (i.e., State Routes 57 and 71). Although level of service impacts do not qualify as a significant 

impact under CEQA, and no queuing issues were noted under the Project analysis, the Full Buildout Under Existing 



9 - ALTERNATIVES 

ELEPHANT HILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 13105.02 
DECEMBER 2025 9-17 

General Plan Land Use Alternative could have a potential impact to Caltrans facilities given the increased number 

of units, which would generate more vehicle trips as compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, impacts to 

transportation would be potentially greater under the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative, and significant and unavoidable impacts to VMT would remain.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in the grading of a larger area and 

would have higher potential to encounter unknown cultural, historical, and archaeological resources. However, the 

Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be required to implement 

mitigation measures similar to MM-CUL-4, MM-CUL-5, MM-CUL-6, and MM-CUL-7, outlined in Section 4.4.6, to reduce 

potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources and human remains to less than significant.  

The proposed Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be required to 

comply with mitigation measures to avoid impacts to unknown Tribal Cultural Resources. Compared to the proposed 

Project, potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources under the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would be similar. 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

Water 

The City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) projected water supplies and water demands are based on 

population growth projections provided in the Pomona General Plan and Southern California Association of 

Governments regional planning programs. The UWMP shows that adequate water supplies would be available 

during normal, dry, and multiple dry years for land uses that are consistent with the Pomona General Plan. 

The Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would develop an additional 1,372 residential 

units and therefore would have greater demand for water service during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The 

Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be consistent with the 

Pomona General Plan. Therefore, the water demands for the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General 

Plan Land Use Alternative would be accounted for in the City’s UWMP, and potential impacts would be less than 

significant. Compared to the Project, impacts to water supply would be similar under the Full Buildout Under Existing 

General Plan Land Use Alternative.  

Wastewater Treatment 

The City’s wastewater is treated and disposed of at the Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s Joint Water Pollution 

Control Plant and the Pomona Water Reclamation Plant, which have capacities to treat 400 million gallons per day 

(mgd) and 15 mgd of wastewater, respectively (see Section 4.17.4, Utilities and Service Systems – Impacts). the 

Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would develop an additional 1,372 residential units 

and therefore would have a greater demand for wastewater treatment and a greater impact on existing wastewater 

treatment plants. Similar to the Project, the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

be consistent with the Pomona General Plan. Therefore, the wastewater treatment demands would be accounted 

for in the Pomona General Plan EIR growth projections, and potential impacts would be less than significant. 

Compared to the Project, the level of wastewater treatment impacts would be similar.  
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Solid Waste 

Currently, three landfills serve the City: the Olinda Alpha Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, and Mid-Valley Sanitary 

Landfill. As discussed in Section 4.17, the three landfills have sufficient capacity to accommodate solid waste from 

the Project. the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would develop an additional 1,372 

residential units and therefore would have a greater demand for solid waste disposal. the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be consistent with the Pomona General Plan. Therefore, solid 

waste disposal demands would be accounted for in the Pomona General Plan EIR growth projections, and potential 

impacts would be less than significant. Both the Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would comply with federal, state, and local waste management and reduction regulations and would not 

have an adverse impact with respect to compliance with these laws. Compared to the Project, the level of impacts 

to solid waste associated with the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be similar. 

Wildfire 

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both be located in an 

HFHSZ. the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would result in the development of a 

greater number of residential units and would have considerably more residents who would need to be evacuated 

in the event of a wildland fire emergency. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would be designed to meet fire department codes and standards, as well as emergency access 

requirements. Additionally, the City would employ the communication protocols and systems for emergency 

response established in the City’s EOP, which establishes general emergency evacuation procedures. Compliance 

with fire department codes and standards and the City’s EOP would help reduce impacts to less than significant for 

the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative and the Project.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would be subject to the same 

topographic features and wind conditions, which would expose residents to the same level of potential pollutant 

concentrations from a wildland fire. The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use 

Alternative would both implement adequate fuel modification zones, which would minimize wildland fire hazard 

impacts and reduce pollutant concentration impacts, and both the proposed Project and the Full Buildout Under 

Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would thus have similar impacts relating to wildfires.  

The Project and the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would both require the 

construction of fuel modification zones. the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative would 

have a larger Development Area, and therefore more area of the Project site would be needed for fuel modification 

zone requirements. With implementation of fuel modification zones, the potential for downstream flooding and 

landslide impacts would be less than significant, and greater protection to the existing adjacent residences would 

be provided by the fuel modification zones as compared to the existing condition.  

Compared to the Project, wildfire impacts would be similar under the Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land 

Use Alternative. 

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 

Implementation of Alternative 2, Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Alternative, would meet most of the 

Project objectives, as shown in Table 9-3.  
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Table 9-3. Full Buildout Under Existing General Plan Land Use Alternative – Ability to 
Meet Project Objectives 

Objective Alternative  

Project Objective 1: Provide an urban infill residential development on an undeveloped site. Yes 

Project Objective 2: Develop a high-quality single-family and multifamily residential community 

that includes supporting recreational amenities. 
No 

Project Objective 3: Contribute to meeting the growing housing needs of the City of Pomona (City) 

and the region by providing single-family and multifamily housing units with a range of housing 

types to accommodate a spectrum of demographics, consistent with the City’s General Plan 

Land Use Component and Housing Element and with Senate Bill 330. 

Yes 

Project Objective 4: Focus development within the area of the site designated as Urban 

Neighborhood. 

No 

Project Objective 5: Promote a walkable community by providing pedestrian facilities throughout 

the proposed residential development, including pedestrian walkways, 5-foot-wide sidewalks along 

proposed primary roadways, and lookouts at viewpoints. 

No 

Project Objective 6: Provide a vehicular and pedestrian  circulation system to facilitate safe and 

efficient access to and throughout the site. 
Yes 

Project Objective 7: Stabilize the rockfall hazard slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood. Yes 

 

9.5.3 Alternative 3: Reduced Residential Unit Count and 
Development Area Alternative 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) states that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the 

project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project.” 

The visual impact of the Project on the viewshed of the adjacent Spadra Cemetery was identified as a significant 

and unavoidable cultural resources impact (see Section 4.4.4). By reducing the Development Area, the extent of 

grading would be reduced and the slope visible from the Spadra Cemetery would be undisturbed, reducing the 

significant and unavoidable impact associated with the Spadra Cemetery. In order to achieve this, under this 

alternative a total of only 107 residential units would be developed within a reduced 10.8-acre Development Area. 

It should be noted that the Project was submitted pursuant to SB 330, which limits either the increase or decrease 

in the number of units of a project once submitted to no more than 20% more or less than the number of units that 

were proposed in the SB 330 application. The Project’s SB 330 application proposed 254 units; therefore, the 

number of units cannot be less than 203 to retain the vesting protections under SB 330. An alternative of 107 units 

would be less than 203 and would be inconsistent with the provisions of SB 330 (as discussed in more detail 

below), unless the City makes the findings set forth in Government Code Section 65589.5(j)(1). 

The housing types proposed under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would 

be similar to the Project but would consist mainly of duplex units, given the reduced footprint. the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would generally maintain the same circulation system as 

the Project. Due to the reduced number of homes, it would not be feasible to have a homeowners’ association–

supported recreation center and recreation amenities. To avoid visual conflicts, and because grading of the slopes 

adjacent to the Spadra Cemetery would be avoided, no trails or viewpoint lookouts would be provided. However, 

some developed open space is still proposed under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative. Similar to the Project, under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative, 

impacts to biological resources could be mitigated on site within the Open Space Area/Mitigation Area. The Reduced 
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Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have a smaller development footprint, which may 

require less blasting. Because the slope within the viewshed of the Spadra Cemetery would not be graded, 

additional fill would have to be brought onto the site. More specifically, approximately 800,000 cubic yards of earth 

material would need to be imported onto the Project site, which would require approximately 53,000 truck hauling 

trips, assuming 15 cubic yards per truck load. In comparison, the Project would result in the import of 35,800 cubic 

yards of fill and would require approximately 2,387 truck hauling trips. The additional fill material needed for the 

Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would require additional pieces of construction 

equipment, which would be needed to load and unload the fill material from the hauling trucks to bring and 

distribute onto the Project site. Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative  construction period would be longer due to the increased amount of fill that would require import, 

as well as additional grading.  

Comparison to Proposed Project 

Aesthetics 

The Pomona General Plan does not identify the Project site as a designated scenic resource or identify any public 

scenic vistas on the Project site or surrounding area. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would not have a substantial adverse effect on any designated scenic resources or 

designated public scenic vistas.  

There are no designated State Scenic Highways within the viewshed of the Project site. The Project and the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic 

resources along a State Scenic Highway.  

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would both be located in 

an urbanized environment. Neither the Project nor the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would conflict with the Pomona General Plan, Zoning Code, or applicable scenic quality regulations. 

Therefore, the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have the 

same level of scenic quality impacts.  

Implementation of the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would 

introduce additional sources of light and glare into the Project area. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would produce less on-site light and glare in the vicinity of the Project as a result of 

the lower number of residential units that would be built. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would both be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code lighting requirements, 

which would reduce the light and glare impacts of both the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  and the Project to less than significant. Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would have similar impacts to aesthetic resources.  

Air Quality 

Neither the Project nor the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would conflict with 

implementation of the applicable air quality plan for the South Coast Air Basin.  

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have a shorter overall construction 

period than the Project because fewer residential dwelling units would be developed. Therefore, less construction 



9 - ALTERNATIVES 

ELEPHANT HILL PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 13105.02 
DECEMBER 2025 9-21 

equipment would be operating. This would generate less construction equipment emissions compared to the 

Project. However, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would require 

approximately 53,000 truck trips to import 800,000 cubic yards of fill material onto the Project site (assuming 15 

cubic yards per truck load), which would increase the duration of grading. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative would result in an approximately 53% reduction in residential dwelling units, but with 

the site grading requirements, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would 

generate substantially more construction-related mobile-source emissions and construction equipment emissions 

compared to the Project and would have greater construction-related air quality impacts. 

With respect to increasing criteria pollutants, the operation of the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative would result in a lower amount of mobile source air quality impacts because a lower number of 

residential units would be built, and a lower number of daily vehicle trips  would occur. Therefore, less long-term 

mobile-source air quality emissions would be generated. 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would require a greater number of truck 

trips, which has the potential to increase the exposure of sensitive receptors, such as adjacent residents, to more 

air pollutants like diesel emissions and particulate matter than the Project and, potentially, over a longer period of 

time than the Project. 

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would result in a 

lower level of operational air quality impacts but greater construction-related air quality impacts. Due to the increase 

in maximum daily emissions during construction, it is anticipated that overall air quality impacts would be greater 

under this alternative.  

Biological Resources 

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would both convert currently 

undeveloped land to urbanized land use and result in impacts to sensitive habitat areas. The Reduced Residential 

Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would grade a smaller area and would have a less direct impact to 

sensitive habitat areas than the Project. Similar to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  could mitigate its impacts to biological resources with the mitigation measures set 

forth in Section 4.3. The proposed Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would thus both have less-than-significant impacts to biological resources with the implementation of 

mitigation, even though the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would result in 

fewer impacts to on-site sensitive habitat areas to mitigate.  

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would impact waters of the 

state. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would result in the grading of a 

smaller area and would impact slightly fewer waters of the state. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit 

Count and Development Area Alternative  would both be required to comply with CDFW and RWQCB permitting 

requirements and to compensate for impacts to waters of the state. Compliance with MM-BIO-11, MM-BIO-13, and 

CDFW and RWQCB permitting requirements would mitigate impacts to less than significant.  

No known wildlife corridors or linkages occur on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The Project site is 

within a highly urbanized area and does not contain any resources that would contribute to the assembly and 

function of any regional wildlife corridors or linkages. Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count 

and Development Area Alternative  would have the same level of impact on wildlife movement.  
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Lastly, implementation of MM-BIO-10 and MM-BIO-12 would reduce Project impacts related to conflicts with the 

Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance to less than significant. It is anticipated that the Reduced Residential Unit Count 

and Development Area Alternative  would require the same mitigation to reduce impacts to the City’s Oak Tree 

Preservation Ordinance to less than significant. 

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have similar 

impacts to biological resources.  

Cultural Resources 

Under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative, the grading of slopes adjacent to 

Spadra Cemetery would be avoided, and the Development Area would be further away from Spadra Cemetery in 

order to avoid the significant impact associated with the Spadra Cemetery viewshed. 

the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would result in the grading of a reduced 

area and would therefore result in lower potential to encounter unknown archaeological resources and human 

remains. However, the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would 

both be required to implement mitigation measures such as MM-CUL-4, MM-CUL-5, MM-CUL-6, and MM-CUL-7, 

outlined in Section 4.4.6, to reduce potential impacts to unknown archaeological resources and human remains to 

less than significant.  

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would result in 

similar construction-related impacts to cultural resources. However, due to the smaller footprint of development, 

impacts to the visual setting of the Spadra Cemetery, a historical resource, would be reduced, and the Project’s 

significant and unavoidable impact to Spadra Cemetery would be avoided because the hillside behind Spadra 

Cemetery would not need to be graded and revegetated. 

Energy 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would consume a greater amount of energy 

during construction because a greater amount of construction equipment would be required due to the amount of 

fill that would require import and additional grading. During operations, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative would consume a lower amount of energy because fewer numbers of residential 

units would be built and occupied. Although demand for energy associated with the Reduced Residential Unit Count 

and Development Area Alternative would be increased during construction, it is not anticipated that the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy resources or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 

efficiency. Therefore, energy impacts associated with the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would be similar to the Project.  

Geology and Soils 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative and the Project would both be subject to 

seismic impact risks and would be required to comply with the California Building Code to reduce seismic impact 

and geologic risk impacts to less than significant. As a result, the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count 

and Development Area Alternative would have the same level of seismic and geologic risk.  
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The Geotechnical Report (see Appendix F) identifies that the Project site has low potential for liquefaction impacts. 

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would both be subject to 

the same level of liquefaction risks.  

As proposed under the Project, to address potential impacts associated with unstable solids on site associated with 

previously placed artificial fill, MM-GEO-2 would require removal and recompaction of existing undocumented 

artificial fill. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would require a reduced amount 

of grading, which would reduce the amount of uncovered soils and decrease the potential for erosion impacts to 

occur as compared to the Project; however, both the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would be required to comply with regulations regarding the implementation of 

stormwater runoff management measures, which would reduce potential erosion impacts to less than significant. 

In addition, the Pomona General Plan identifies portions of the Project site as within a potential landslide area 

where the potential for rockfall is high. The Project would implement MM-GEO-1, which would reduce potential 

landslide and rockfall hazards to less than significant. Both the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would involve the stabilization of the slope behind the Sorrento Ridge neighborhood. 

the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would not result in alteration of the slope 

adjacent to the Spadra Cemetery. However, other slopes present on site would need to be altered and developed. 

Therefore, it is assumed that the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would propose 

residential development in the potential landslide and rockfall hazard area and would require further study to 

determine the extent of the landslide and rockfall hazards and the identification of any remediation that might be 

needed to meet the required level of safety. 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would require less grading, which would 

have a lower potential to uncover unknown paleontological resources, even though both the Project and the 

Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have a less-than-significant impact to 

paleontological resources.  

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would result in 

similar impacts to geology and soils.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would require the operation of more 

construction and equipment and additional haul trips associated with the import of 800,000 cubic yards of material 

onto the Project site, which would generate a greater amount of construction-related GHG impacts compared to 

the Project.  

The operation of the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would generate less GHG 

emissions than the Project due to the development of fewer residential uses resulting in fewer annual vehicle trips 

and thus, lower associated operational GHG emissions. 

As discussed in Section 4.7.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Impacts, the Project would not generate GHG emissions, 

either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, and this would represent a 

cumulatively less-than-significant impact. Similarly, the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative would result in construction of a smaller project, with similar land uses and housing 

types. Therefore, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would have greater 

construction GHG impacts than the proposed Project but fewer operational GHG impacts than the proposed Project. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As discussed in Section 4.8.4, the Project, and therefore the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative  site, would not be developed on a hazardous materials site. The construction and operation of the 

Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would both involve the handling 

of low amounts of hazardous substances associated with construction, as well as the routine maintenance of 

residential households and landscaping. The quantities that would be handled for the Project and the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would be minimal and would not pose a substantial risk 

to the environment. The construction and operation of the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative would both be required to comply with local, state, and federal laws and regulations 

involving the handling, storing, and disposing of household hazardous substances and would reduce impacts to 

less than significant.  

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would not be subject to 

aircraft hazards. 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would have a lower on-site population, which 

would require fewer people to be evacuated in case of an emergency. In the event of an emergency, the City would 

employ the communication protocols and systems for emergency response established in the City’s EOP, which 

outlines the planned response to emergencies within the City, and the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. Consistency 

with the City’s EOP would ensure that both the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative would not interfere with an adopted emergency plan, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Compared to the Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would result in 

similar impacts to hazards and hazardous materials. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would have fewer impervious surfaces 

constructed on the Project site due to the smaller development footprint, which would reduce rates of surface water 

runoff compared to the Project. Both the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative would have to prepare drainage plans in accordance with City standards to ensure adequate drainage 

is provided and would not adversely impact the capacity of existing drainage facilities.  

The reduced surface water runoff generated from the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative would also reduce the potential for long-term water quality impacts. Nonetheless, the Project and the 

Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would both be required to implement a water 

quality management plan that would treat surface water runoff and would reduce water quality impacts to less 

than significant.  

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would require a smaller area to be graded 

but would require more truck trips and the operation of more construction equipment, which would increase the 

potential for construction-related surface water runoff impacts to occur. Both the Project and the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would be required to obtain a Construction General Permit 

and to prepare and implement a SWPPP to minimize construction water quality impacts, which would reduce the 

level of potential construction-related water quality impacts to less than significant.  
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Both the proposed Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would not 

be located within a flood hazard zone.  

Both the proposed Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would not 

violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 

groundwater quality. Therefore, the proposed Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative would have similar hydrology and water quality impacts.  

Land Use and Planning 

Implementation of the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would 

not physically divide an established community.  

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would both be consistent 

with the Pomona General Plan; however, the reduction in the number of housing units provided under the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative by over 100 units would not further the City’s housing 

goals as set out in its Housing Element to the extent that the proposed Project would. As discussed in Section 4.10, 

the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts to the Spadra Cemetery viewshed and setting would result in 

inconsistencies with various goals and policies of the Pomona General Plan, resulting in a significant and 

unavoidable land use impact. Because the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative 

would not affect the Spadra viewshed, it would not have the same conflicts with Pomona General Plan policies 

regarding historical resources and would avoid significant and unavoidable impacts to Spadra Cemetery.  

Therefore, compared to the Project, inconsistencies with land use and planning policies regarding historical 

resources, which were determined to be significant and unavoidable under the Project, would be avoided under the 

Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative.  

Noise 

As discussed in Section 4.11.4, the Project would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and MM-

NOI-1, MM-NOI-2, and MM-NOI-3 to reduce potentially significant impacts related to construction noise and vibration 

levels to a less-than-significant level. With respect to construction noise impacts, the Reduced Residential Unit 

Count and Development Area Alternative  would require more truck hauling and the operation of more construction 

equipment which, depending on the construction schedule, may generate greater on-site construction noise 

impacts than the Project. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have a 

smaller development footprint, which would require less blasting. This would result in a lower level of noise and 

ground-borne-vibration blasting-related impacts as compared to the Project. Nonetheless, the Reduced Residential 

Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would require implementation of similar mitigation measures as the 

Project to reduce construction noise impacts. Therefore, impacts associated with construction noise would be 

similar under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative. 

With respect to operational impacts, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would 

have a lower number of residential uses, which would generate fewer daily vehicle trips, resulting in lower levels of 

operational mobile-source noise impacts. Although the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would have fewer residential units, neither the Project nor the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative are anticipated to generate mobile-source noise levels or operational noise impacts 
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from the residences that would exceed or violate the City’s noise standards. Therefore, impacts associated with 

operational noise would be similar under the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative.  

The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would not be subject to 

elevated aircraft noise impacts.  

Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 4.12.4, the Project would be consistent with the Pomona General Plan, housing and 

population growth projections provided in Pomona General Plan, and regional planning programs. More specifically, 

the proposed 228-unit Project would generate approximately 682 new City residents. the Reduced Residential Unit 

Count and Development Area Alternative would result in a reduced unit count compared to the Project, and fewer 

residents would therefore be introduced at the site. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative  would not induce substantial unplanned growth or displace substantial numbers of 

existing housing or people. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  

would result in similar housing and population impacts.  

Public Services 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would develop a reduced number of 

residential units and would generate less demand for police and fire protection services, schools, park and 

recreation facilities, and libraries. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would be subject to development impact fees, which would help fund existing fire and police protection 

services, schools, park and recreation facilities, and libraries, and would be used exclusively for future facility 

improvements necessary to ensure that the development contributes its fair share of the cost of facilities and 

equipment. Additionally, the Project applicant would also be subject to fees in accordance with the Quimby Act, 

which would reduce the Project’s impact to park services. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative  would result in a reduced increase of residents at the Project site, resulting in a decreased demand 

on public services. However, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would still be 

subject to the same development fees and would therefore result in similar impacts to public services. 

Recreation 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would develop a reduced number of 

residential units and would generate less demand for recreational facilities compared to the Project. Because of 

the reduced number of residences, it would not be feasible to provide a homeowners’ association-supported 

recreation center. In addition, because of the smaller footprint of development and the avoidance of the slope area 

adjacent to Spadra Cemetery, recreational amenities would not be provided by the Reduced Residential Unit Count 

and Development Area Alternative. Neither the Project nor the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative  would generate a substantial increase in population that would result in overburdening existing 

neighborhood or regional parks such that physical deterioration of those recreational facilities would occur or that 

new recreational facilities having an adverse impact on the environment would have to be constructed. The Project 

and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would both be subject to development 

impact fees, which would help fund the maintenance of existing recreational facilities and would reduce potential 

impacts to less than significant. The Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would result in similar recreation impacts. 
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Transportation 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would have 26.18 per capita VMT, which 

is the same as the Project per capita VMT. However, due to fewer units proposed, the Reduced Residential Unit 

Count and Development Area Alternative would screen out of VMT analysis using the City’s Substantial Evidence 

Memorandum for Vehicle Miles Traveled Screening Criteria Analysis (May 2021). This memo established additional 

VMT screening thresholds for land use projects proposed in the City based on land use categories, their associated 

daily vehicle trip generation, and GHG emission thresholds recommended by the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) for use by lead agencies within their jurisdiction. Based on that analysis, 150 

single-family dwelling units or 200 multifamily dwelling units (or a combination), would be below the applicable 

SCAQMD threshold of significance of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. Therefore, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and 

Development Area Alternative, which proposes 107 units, would screen out of VMT analysis and would have a less-

than-significant VMT impact.  

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would require construction equipment to 

mobilize and demobilize to and from the Project site, which could temporarily affect the circulation systems. The 

Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would be required to design 

and construct access ways to the Project site in compliance with local, regional, and state requirements related to 

emergency vehicle access. More specifically, the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development 

Area Alternative would have to comply with the City’s construction traffic controls, which would minimize traffic 

hazard impacts to all road users and the circulation systems to less than significant. As part of the construction 

coordination, the Project and the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would be 

required to coordinate with the City in regard to traffic control measures necessary to maintain emergency vehicle 

access during construction. With compliance with City traffic control requirements, potential short-term construction 

traffic impacts associated with the emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Neither the Project nor 

the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  are anticipated to result in a conflict with 

the provision of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities per City programs and policies. Due to its fewer number of 

dwelling units compared to the Project, there would be an overall decrease in trip generation in the Reduced 

Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative. Because no queuing issues were noted under the Project 

analysis, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would also not have a potential 

impact on Caltrans facilities.  

As mentioned under Wildfire, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative would be 

designed to meet fire codes and standards, as well as emergency access requirements. Compared to the Project, 

emergency access impacts would be the same. the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative would result in a reduced level of transportation impacts, as significant and unavoidable impacts to VMT 

would be avoided. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would result in grading of a reduced area 

and would therefore result in lower potential to encounter unknown Tribal Cultural Resources. The Project and the 

Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area Alternative  would both be required to implement MM-CUL-

4, MM-CUL-5, MM-CUL-6, and MM-CUL-7 to reduce impacts to unknown Tribal Cultural Resource to less than 

significant, and as compared to the proposed Project, the Reduced Residential Unit Count and Development Area 

Alternative  would result in a similar level of impact as it affects Tribal Cultural Resources.  
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