
 

RESOLUTION NO. _____ 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ONTARIO 
ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT AND CERTIFYING THE 
EUCLID MIXED USE SPECIFIC PLAN FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2023020281), ADOPTING 
FINDINGS OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND A MITIGATION 
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM, THE EUCLID MIXED USE 
SPECIFIC PLAN, LOCATED WITHIN ONTARIO RANCH AND 
GENERALLY BORDERED BY SCHAEFER AVENUE ON THE NORTH, 
SULTANA AVENUE ON THE EAST, EDISON AVENUE ON THE SOUTH, 
AND EUCLID AVENUE ON THE WEST, AND MAKING FINDINGS 
IN SUPPORT THEREOF – APNS: 1053-071-01, -02, -03, -04; 1053-211-01, 
-02, -05; 1053-281-01, -02, -03, -04, -05, -07, -08; 1053-081-01, -02, -03, -04. 

 

WHEREAS, DISTINGUISHED HOMES (“Applicant”) proposes to develop 
the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan (“Project”), development would including up to 
290,110 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 466 residential units, and 
1,386,777 square feet of business park uses, and associated on-site and off-site 
infrastructure improvements on an approximately 84.1-acre site in the southwestern 
portion of the City of Ontario; and 

WHEREAS, the Project site consists of 18 parcels and is bound by Schaefer 
Avenue on the north, Sultana Avenue on the east, Edison Avenue on the south, and 
Euclid Avenue on the west; and  

WHEREAS, the City prepared The Ontario Plan 2050 Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (“TOP 2050 EIR”) (SCH # 2021070364) in association 
with the 2050 General Plan Update (“GPU”) and certified the TOP 2050 EIR on 
August 16, 2022; and 

WHEREAS, the TOP 2050 EIR is a Supplemental EIR, an update to the approved 
TOP 2009; therefore, TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR relies on the findings of the 2009 
Draft EIR, 2010 Recirculated Draft EIR, and 2010 Final EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the City originally issued a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) for the 
Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan for which the public review period extended from 
February 10, 2023, through March 13, 2023. The NOP was published in the Inland Valley 
Daily Bulletin, a newspaper of general circulation in the Project area. The City received 
comments from multiple agencies on the NOP; and  
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) §21083.9 and State 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15082(c) and 15083, a public 
scoping meeting was held on Tuesday February 22, 2023, where comments were 
received; and 

WHEREAS, a Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) was prepared, 
incorporating comments received in response to the NOP, and determined that mitigation 
measures were required to mitigate impacts to a less than significant level for air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, tribal cultural resources, and further concluded that 
despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, the proposed Project would 
nonetheless result in significant and unavoidable impacts relating to agriculture and 
forestry resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials; and  

WHEREAS, after completing the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse 
No. 2023020281), the City released the document for public review for a 45-day public 
comment period, beginning December 22, 2023, and concluding February 6, 2024. A 
Notice of Availability (“NOA”) was circulated along with the Draft EIR and was published 
in the Inland Valley Daily Bulletin and posted in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors of San Bernardino County. At that time, the City also provided a Notice of 
Availability to all organizations and individuals who had previously requested such notice; 
and 

WHEREAS, copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the Planning Commission, 
City departments, and federal, state, regional, local, and other agencies and individuals; 
and 

WHEREAS, during the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR, the City consulted 
with and requested comments from all responsible and trustee agencies, other regulatory 
agencies and others pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15086; and 

WHEREAS, during the official public review period for the Draft EIR, the City 
received four written comment letters, all of which the City responded to in the Final EIR; 
and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to PRC §21092.5, the City provided copies of its responses 
to commenting public agencies at least ten days prior to the City’s consideration of the 
Final EIR on XX, 2024; and  

WHEREAS, on July 23, 2024, the Planning Commission of the City of Ontario 
conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the EIR at which time all persons wishing to 
testify were heard and the EIR was fully studied and concluded said hearing on that date. 
After considering all public testimony, the Planning Commission issued Resolution No. 
PC22-053, recommending City Council certification of the Project EIR; and 
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WHEREAS, four written public comments were received prior to the Planning 
Commission hearing and several people spoke on the Project at said hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the City prepared the Final EIR, which consists of the Draft EIR, all 
technical appendices prepared in support of the Draft EIR, all written comment letters 
received on the Draft EIR, written responses to all written comment letters receive on the 
Draft EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the “EIR” consists of the Final EIR and its attachments and 
appendices, as well as the Draft EIR and its attachments and appendices (as modified by 
the Final EIR); and  

WHEREAS, pursuant to PRC §21092.5, the City provided copies of the Final EIR 
to all commenting public agencies; and  

WHEREAS, the City provided a Notice of Public Hearing and/or Intent to Certify 
an Environmental Impact Report to all organizations and individuals who had previously 
requested such notice, and published the Notice of Public Hearing, in the Inland Valley 
Daily Bulletin, a newspaper of general circulation in the Project area; and  

WHEREAS, all potential significant adverse environmental impacts were 
sufficiently analyzed in the Final EIR; and  

WHEREAS, the City of Ontario is the lead agency on the Project, and the City 
Council is the approving authority for the proposed approval to construct and otherwise 
undertake the Project; and 

WHEREAS, on August 20, 2024, the City Council of the City of Ontario conducted 
a hearing on the Project and concluded said hearing on that date; and  

WHEREAS, as contained herein, the City has endeavored in good faith to set forth 
the basis for its decision on the Project; and 

WHEREAS, all the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the 
City’s Local Guidelines have been satisfied by the City in the EIR, which is sufficiently 
detailed so that all of the potentially significant environmental effects of the Project have 
been adequately evaluated; and 

WHEREAS, the EIR prepared in connection with the Project sufficiently analyzes 
both the feasible mitigation measures necessary to avoid or substantially lessen the 
Project’s potential environmental impacts and a range of feasible alternatives capable of 
eliminating or reducing these effects in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA 
Guidelines and the City’s Local Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, all of the findings and conclusions made by the City Council pursuant 
to this Resolution are based upon all oral and written evidence presented to it as a whole 
and are not based solely on the information provided in this Resolution; and 
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WHEREAS, environmental impacts identified in the EIR which the City finds are 
less than significant and do not require mitigation are described in Section IV, B hereof; 
and 

WHEREAS, environmental impacts identified in the EIR as potentially significant 
but which the City finds can be mitigated to a level of less than significant, through the 
imposition of feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR and set forth herein and 
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit A, are 
described in Section IV, C hereof; and 

WHEREAS, environmental impacts identified in the EIR as potentially significant 
and which the City finds cannot be fully mitigated to a level of less than significant, despite 
the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and set forth 
herein, are described in Section IV, D hereof; and 

WHEREAS, the cumulative impacts of the Project identified in the EIR and set forth 
herein, are described in Section IV, E hereof; and  

WHEREAS, alternatives to the Project that might eliminate or reduce significant 
environmental impacts are described in Section IV, F hereof; and 

WHEREAS, the existence of any growth-inducing impacts and significant and 
irreversible environmental changes resulting from the proposed Project identified in the 
EIR and set forth herein, are described in Section IV, G hereof; and  

WHEREAS, because some environmental impacts identified in the EIR as 
potentially significant cannot be fully mitigated to a level of less than significant, despite 
the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures identified in the EIR and set forth herein, 
the City Council has balanced the economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
benefits of the Project against its significant and unavoidable impacts, and has 
determined that the benefits of the Project outweigh the unavoidable adverse impacts, 
and therefore, render those impacts “acceptable.” The City Council has documented its 
determination regarding significant and unavoidable impacts in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations in Section V hereof; and 

WHEREAS, prior to taking action, the City Council has heard, been presented with, 
reviewed and considered all of the information and data in the administrative record, 
including the EIR, and all oral and written evidence presented to it during all meetings 
and hearings on the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City Council and is 
deemed adequate for purposes of making decisions on the merits of the Project; and 
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WHEREAS, no comments made in the public hearings conducted by the City, or 
any additional information submitted to the City have produced substantial new 
information requiring recirculation or additional environmental review under State CEQA 
Guidelines §15088.5; and 

WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have 
occurred. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY FOUND, DETERMINED, AND RESOLVED 
by the City Council of the City of Ontario, as follows: 

SECTION I. RECITALS 

The recitals above are true and correct and are incorporated into this Resolution by 
reference as findings of fact. 

SECTION II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

The City Council hereby finds that it has been presented with the EIR, which it has 
reviewed and considered, and further finds that the EIR is an accurate and objective 
statement that has been completed in full compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. The City Council finds that the EIR reflects the independent judgment and 
analysis of the City. The City Council declares that no evidence of new significant impacts 
or any new information of “substantial importance” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines 
§15088.5, has been received by the City after circulation of the Draft EIR that would 
require recirculation. Therefore, the City Council hereby certifies the EIR based on the 
entirety of the record of proceedings.  

SECTION III. PROCEDURAL COMPLIANCE WITH CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT 

A. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the proposed 
Project consists of the following documents and other evidence, at a minimum: 

• The NOP, NOA, and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with 
the proposed Project. 

• The Draft EIR and Final EIR for the proposed Project. 

• All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the 
public review comment period on the Draft EIR. 

• All responses to written comments submitted by agencies or members of the public 
during the public review comment period on the Draft EIR. 
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• All written and verbal public testimony presented during noticed public hearings for 
the proposed Project. 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• The reports and technical memoranda included or referenced in the Final EIR. 

• All documents, studies, EIRs, or other materials incorporated by reference in the 
Draft EIR and Final EIR. 

• The Resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the proposed Project, and 
all documents incorporated by reference therein, including comments received 
after the close of the comment period and responses thereto. 

• Matters of common knowledge to the City, including but not limited to federal, state, 
and local laws and regulations. 

• Any documents expressly cited in these Findings. 

• Any other relevant materials required to be in the record of proceedings by 
PRC §21167.6(e). 

B. CUSTODIAN AND LOCATION OF RECORDS 

The documents and other materials that constitute the administrative record for the City's 
actions related to the proposed Project are at the City of Ontario - Planning Department, 
303 East "B" Street, Ontario, CA. The City Planning Department is the custodian of the 
administrative record for the Project. Copies of these documents, which constitute the 
record of proceedings, are and at all relevant times have been and will be available upon 
request at the offices of the Planning Department. This information is provided in 
compliance with PRC §21081.6(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines §15091 (e). 

C. PROJECT PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

The Project provides zoning regulations for development of the Project site by 
establishing permitted land uses, development standards, infrastructure requirements, 
and implementation requirements for development. The Project establishes the 
procedures and requirements to approve new development within the Project site. 

The following objectives have been established for the proposed Project and will aid 
decision makers in their review of the proposed Project and associated environmental 
impacts: 

• Optimize the movement of goods throughout the region by designing a mixed-use 
center to create a highly walkable and pedestrian-oriented site design and road 
network which leverages the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) investments; 
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• Create a mixed-use center to serve the populations of the newly developing 
Ontario Ranch and adjoining communities, by providing a range of housing types 
integrated within and alongside retail, commercial, and office uses, as well as 
public spaces and trails; 

• Develop and operate a large format mixed-use center to allow the City of Ontario 
to compete on a domestic scale through the efficient and cost-effective movement 
of goods; 

• Provide a flexible planning framework that responds to changing physical and 
market driven aspects of future development opportunities; 

• Specify a coordinated phasing of infrastructure, utilities, and public services for this 
area of Ontario Ranch; 

• Promote compatible uses and interfaces between adjacent properties; 

• Create a professional, well maintained and attractive environment for the 
development of a vibrant mixed-use development along Edison Avenue and a 
multi-purpose business park complex; 

• Provide the entitlement and framework for office retail development and multiple 
family residential units; 

• Provide the entitlements and framework for the development of business park 
uses; 

• Provide employment opportunities for the surrounding community; 

• Facilitate the implementation of roads, utilities, and other infrastructure 
investments that will be sufficiently sized to serve the Project site; 

• Expand Ontario’s retail, office and business park uses in proximity to local airports 
and regional transportation networks; 

• Create an economic driver for future growth in western portion of Ontario Ranch 
that acts as a catalyst for the development of infrastructure improvements in the 
area and implementation the City‘s long term planning vision; 

• Provide opportunities for residents to live, work and shop within close proximity; 

• Provide a logical extension of planned community trails and bikeways; and 

• Facilitate the establishment of design guidelines and development standards that 
create a unique, well‐defined identity for the proposed Project. Enhance Project 
identity through architecture, landscaping, walls, fencing, signage and entry 
treatments. 
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SECTION IV. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS 

CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, §21000 et seq.) requires that public agencies shall not 
approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report (EIR) has been 
certified that identifies one or more significant adverse environmental effects of a project 
unless the public agency makes one or more written Findings for each of those significant 
effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each Finding (State CEQA 
Guidelines [Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15000 et seq.], §15091). This document presents 
the CEQA Findings of Fact made by the City of Ontario, in its capacity as the CEQA lead 
agency, regarding the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan (Project), evaluated in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) and Final Environmental Impact Report 
(“Final EIR”) for the Project. 

The City Council hereby adopts the “CEQA Findings of Fact” which were prepared in 
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines §15091, and which are as follows: 

A. INTRODUCTION 

PRC §21002 states that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there 
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” 
Section 21002 further states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to 
assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed 
projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or 
substantially lessen such significant effects.” 

Pursuant to §21081 of the PRC, a public agency may only approve or carry out a project 
for which an EIR has been completed that identifies any significant environmental effects 
if the agency makes one or more of the following written finding(s) for each of those 
significant effects accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other 
agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report. 

As indicated above, §21002 requires an agency to “avoid or substantially lessen” 
significant adverse environmental impacts. Thus, mitigation measures that “substantially 
lessen” significant environmental impacts, even if not completely avoided, satisfy 



 

Page 9 of 201 

§21002’s mandate. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 
515, 521 [“CEQA does not mandate the choice of the environmentally best feasible 
project if through the imposition of feasible mitigation measures alone the appropriate 
public agency has reduced environmental damage from a project to an acceptable level”]; 
Las Virgenes Homeowners Fed., Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1986) 177 Cal. App. 3d 
300, 309 [“[t]here is no requirement that adverse impacts of a project be avoided 
completely or reduced to a level of insignificance . . . if such would render the project 
unfeasible”].) 

While CEQA requires that lead agencies adopt feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts, an agency 
need not adopt infeasible mitigation measures or alternatives. (Pub. Resources Code, 
§21002.1(c) [if “economic, social, or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or 
more significant effects on the environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be 
carried out or approved at the discretion of a public agency”]; see also State CEQA 
Guidelines, §15126.6(a) [an “EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are 
infeasible”].) CEQA defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Pub. Resources Code, §21061.1.). 
The State CEQA Guidelines add “legal” considerations as another indicia of feasibility. 
(State CEQA Guidelines, §15364.) Project objectives also inform the determination of 
“feasibility.” (Jones v. U.C. Regents (2010) 183 Cal. App. 4th 818, 828-829.). 
“‘[F]easibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is 
based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.” (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 
417; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 
23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.) “Broader considerations of policy thus come into play when the 
decision-making body is considering actual feasibility.]” (Cal. Native Plant Soc’y v. City of 
Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1000 (“Native Plant”); see also Pub. Resources 
Code, §21081(a)(3) [“economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations” may 
justify rejecting mitigation and alternatives as infeasible] (emphasis added).) 

Environmental impacts that are less than significant do not require the imposition of 
mitigation measures. (Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (1990) 
222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1347) 

The California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any 
development project, a delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily 
left to the sound discretion of the local officials and their constituents who are responsible 
for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply requires that those 
decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576). In addition, perfection in a project or a project’s 
environmental alternatives is not required; rather, the requirement is that sufficient 
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information be produced “to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as 
environmental aspects are concerned.” Outside agencies (including courts) are not to 
“impose unreasonable extremes or to interject [themselves] within the area of discretion 
as to the choice of the action to be taken.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Com. v. Board of 
Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 287) 

B. FINDINGS REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT REQUIRING 
MITIGATION 

The City Council hereby finds that the following potential environmental impacts of the 
Project are less than significant and therefore do not require the imposition of Mitigation 
Measures.  

1. AESTHETICS 

a. Scenic Vistas 

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

Finding: Less than significant (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-10 and 4.1-11) 

Explanation:  Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

There are no scenic vistas within the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan 
(Project) site, nor would the Project otherwise adversely affect a 
designated scenic vista. Views of the San Gabriel Mountains, located 
to the north of the City of Ontario (City), are the dominant scenic 
resource in the area. However, Project development would occur 
within developed area of the City, where views are already partially 
obstructed by existing development, powerlines, utility poles, etc. 
Implementation of The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 policies and 
adherence to the City’s Municipal Code, would ensure that the 
development of the Project does not substantially degrade scenic 
vistas in the City. Therefore, while the Project site structures and 
associated operations would change the existing views toward the 
mountains, impacts associated with adversely affecting a scenic 
vista would be less than significant. Therefore, the Project would not 
have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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b. Scenic Resources 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-12 and 4.1-13) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

The City is served by four freeways: Interstate 10 (I-10), I-15, State 
Route 83 (SR 83), and State Route 60 (SR 60). The Project site is 
bordered by Euclid Avenue (SR 83), which connects to SR 60 and 
I-10 to the north, I-15 approximately 5.5 miles to the east, and SR 71 
approximately 4.3 miles to the west and approximately 4.7 miles 
directly south. SR 71 connects the Project to SR 91 in unincorporated 
Riverside County. These segments of I-10, I-15, SR 83, and SR 60 
have not been officially designated as scenic highways by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Thus, the Project 
would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources 
within a state scenic highway, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c. Visual Character 

Threshold: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-13 and 4.1-14) 

Explanation: The existing visual character of the Project site is defined primarily 
by agricultural uses and related structures. The site is designated as 
Business Park, Mixed-Use, and Open Space – Non-Rec, in the City’s 
TOP 2050 Land Use Map. The Project is located in an urbanizing 
area and is subject to the City’s TOP 2050 and Development Code 
governing scenic quality. The City’s TOP Community Design Element 
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establishes multiple policies that protect scenic resources and 
promote high quality, visually compatible development.  

The City’s TOP 2050 measures governing scenic quality, ensure 
protection of scenic resources and promote visually compatible and 
appealing development. These policies are implemented through the 
City’s Development Code Chapter 6.0, Development and 
Subdivision Regulations, et al. The City would assure that the 
Project, as implemented, contains Development Regulations and 
Design Guidelines that would, at a minimum, conform to provisions 
of the City’s TOP 2050 and Development Code. All development 
within the Project area would be required to comply with the Specific 
Plan Development Regulations and Design Guidelines addressing 
visual and scenic qualities. Conformance with the Project Specific 
Plan would minimize the potential for the Project to adversely affect 
scenic resources or result in development that would conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality, and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

d. Light and Glare 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-14 through 4.1-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The urbanizing nature of the Project area would lead to a high 
baseline of light and glare from surrounding development and vehicle 
lights traveling at night. Construction of the Project site would be 
limited to daytime hours, and nighttime lighting may be utilized for 
security purposes. However, all lighting and light fixtures, including 
parking lot lighting, security lighting and decorative lighting, may be 
indirect or diffused, or, if not, shall be shielded or directed away from 
nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, no short-term impacts 
associated with light, and glare would occur. These lights would be 
used to improve visibility and safety on the site and would be directed 
to maximize site visibility and minimize glare to sensitive receptors. 
Lighting would also be properly screened to avoid further impact to 
nearby receptors. Additionally, the Project includes design guidelines 



 

Page 13 of 201 

and standards for lighting of on-site areas (Specific Plan Chapter 5, 
Design Guidelines). The Project requires lighting fixtures to be 
selected and located to confine the area of illumination to within the 
site boundaries, including lighting for parking areas, pedestrian 
walkways, graphics and signage, architectural and landscape 
features, and any additional exterior areas. This would reduce the 
potential for spill light. All subsequent development within the Project 
site would be required to conform with the Project Development 
Regulations and Design Guidelines addressing light, glare, and 
overspill from the Project Specific Plan. 

Additionally, the Project would be subject to the City’s Development 
Code, and Project lighting would be required to be shielded, diffused 
or indirect to avoid glare to both on- and off-site residents, 
pedestrians, and motorists. The City would assure that the proposed 
Project, as implemented, contains Development Regulations and 
Design Guidelines that would, at a minimum, conform to City 
regulations addressing lighting and light overspill. Therefore, the 
potential for the Project to create a new source of substantial light or 
glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views is considered 
less than significant. 

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

a. Williamson Contract 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-16 and 4.2-17)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is identified as having an Agricultural Overlay 
(SP-AG) and there are no active Williamson Act Contracts within the 
Project site. With Project approval, the Project’s existing SP-AG 
overlay zone would be removed as part of Project approval, 
consistent with TOP 2050 goals to transition agricultural areas to 
urban development. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract, and 
impacts are considered to be less than significant. 
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b. Forestland Zoning 

Threshold:  Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in PRC §12220(g)), timberland (as defined 
by PRC §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code §51104(g)? 

Finding: No impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-17 and 4.2-18)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is identified as having an Agricultural Overlay 
(SP-AG) and is not zoned for forest land, timberland, or Timber 
Production Zone. TOP 2050 does not designate any forest land or 
timberland land uses within the City. Therefore, the Project would 
have no adverse forest or timber land impacts. 

c. Loss of Forest Land 

Threshold:  Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

Finding: No impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-17 and 4.2-18)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

As stated above, the Project site is not zoned as forest land and 
currently contains agricultural uses. There is no land in the City that 
qualifies as forest land as defined in Public Resources Code (PRC) 
§12220(g). Consequently, the Project would not result in the loss or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, the Project 
would have no impact regarding loss of forest land. 

3. AIR QUALITY 

a. Other Adverse Emissions 

Threshold:  Would the Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-44 and 4.3-45) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 
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Construction 

Emissions from construction equipment, such as diesel exhaust, and 
from volatile organic compounds from architectural coatings and 
paving activities, may generate odors; however, these odors would 
be temporary, intermittent in nature, and not expected to affect a 
substantial number of people. Additionally, noxious odors would be 
confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction equipment. By 
the time such emissions reach any sensitive receptor sites, they 
would be diluted to well below any level of odor concern. 
Furthermore, short-term construction-related odors are expected to 
cease upon the drying or hardening of the odor-producing materials. 
Therefore, impacts associated with construction-generated odors 
are considered less than significant. 

Operations 

The type of facilities that are considered to have objectionable odors 
include wastewater treatments plants, compost facilities, landfills, 
solid waste transfer stations, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, 
paint/coating operations (e.g., auto body shops), dairy farms, 
petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing, 
and food manufacturing facilities. The warehouses and office uses 
proposed under the Project would not result in these types of uses. 
In addition, the proposed Project would be required to comply with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 402 
which prevents discharging nuisance odors. Therefore, the Project 
would not create objectionable odors. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Riparian Habitat and Wetlands 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4.-26 and 4.4.-27)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

Based on the field investigation of the Phase I area conducted by 
Cadre Environmental, no wetlands or jurisdictional resources 
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regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), or Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) were documented within the Phase I area. 

The on-site active dairy/effluent pond would not be subject to federal 
wetland regulatory requirements and would not be considered a 
freshwater pond. Furthermore, the active artificially created, 
unvegetated, dairy effluent retention ponds are devoid of wetland, 
riparian scrub, forest, and/or woodland habitats. The active 
dairy/effluent pond is not connected to a natural stream and does not 
divert natural flow from any river, stream, or lake. Since these waters 
are not a part of a natural stream, river, or lake, they would not be 
considered jurisdictional under the CDFW Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Program. The program states: “An entity shall not 
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially 
change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any 
river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other 
material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it 
may pass into any river, stream, or lake….” Furthermore, the active 
dairy/effluent pond is an isolated feature and is not tributary to, nor 
has a significant nexus (biological, chemical, or physical connection) 
to traditional navigable waters of the United States. Therefore, a less 
than significant impact would occur. 

b. Habitat Conservation Plans 

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

Finding: No impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-31)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

The Project site does not fall within the boundaries of any Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
local or regional conservation plan. Therefore, there would be no 
impact related to conflicting with the provisions of any of the 
aforementioned plans.  
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

a. Human Remains 

Threshold:  Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-31) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

No cemeteries or similar uses exist on the Project area. As well, no 
uses on the Project site would include the preservation, containment, 
or burial of human remains. Despite the lack of human remains on 
the Project area, there is still a remote possibility of encountering 
human remains buried since the existing uses were established in 
1963. As the records search and field survey did not reveal any 
resources known to contain human remains within or near the Project 
area, the Cultural Resources Assessment conducted for the Project 
concluded that the potential presence of archeological deposits, 
which include human remains, would be low.  
In order to maintain a conservative consideration of potential impacts 
to human remains, the Project would comply with the mandates 
provided by State regulations, including Health and Safety Code 
(HSC) §§ 7050.5-7055, PRC §5097.94, and PRC §5097.98-5097.99. 
HSC §§ 7050.5-7055 describe the general provisions for process for 
discovery and treatment of human remains. Specifically, HSC 
§7050.5 prescribes the requirements for the treatment of any human 
remains that are accidentally discovered during excavation of a 
Project area. HSC §7050.5 requires that all activities cease within 
the vicinity of the find and the County Coroner be contacted 
immediately to inspect the remains. As set forth in HSC §7050.5 and 
PRC §5087.98, for Native American human remains, the County 
Coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), who would then designate the Most Likely Descendant 
(MLD) of the unearthed human remains. Following compliance with 
the established regulatory framework (i.e., HSC §§ 7050.5-7055, 
PRC §5097.94, and PRC §§ 5097.98-5097.99), the Project’s impacts 
concerning potential to disturb human remains, would be reduced to 
less than significant. 
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6. ENERGY 

a. Wasteful Use of Energy 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-10 through 4.6-13)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction 

Impacts related to electrical and transportation energy use during 
construction would be temporary and would not require expanded 
energy supplies or the construction of new infrastructure. 
Additionally, over time as fuel efficiencies and fuel technologies 
improve, it is likely that transportation energy consumption will 
decrease. Overall, it is expected that construction fuel associated 
with land use developments accommodated under the Project would 
not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than similar 
development projects. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operation 

While the Project would increase energy demand at the Project site 
compared to existing conditions, it would be required to comply with 
the applicable Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the 
CALGreen Code. Because the Project would be consistent with the 
requirements of these energy-related regulations, it would not result 
in wasteful or unnecessary energy demands.  

The Project would consume transportation energy during operations 
from the use of motor vehicles. Because the efficiency of the motor 
vehicles in use, such as the average miles per gallon for motor 
vehicles involved with the Project are unknown, estimates of 
transportation energy use is assessed based on the overall vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) and related transportation energy use. The 
Project-related VMT would primarily come from future employees 
and for the commercial uses. The VMT for the Project is estimated 
to be 43,183,549. However, the Project would involve the 
construction of business park and mixed uses that would provide 
more opportunities for employment for residents of the City and 
would be within an urbanized area with nearby amenities and public 
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transit options. Furthermore, the Project includes a Circulation Plan 
to provide connectivity to the trails and bikeway corridors identified 
in the Ontario Multipurpose Trails and Bikeway Corridor Plan. The 
City is also coordinating with regional transit agencies to implement 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service that would include the segment of 
Euclid Avenue along the western boundary of the Project site. In 
addition, in compliance with the CALGreen Code, the Project would 
include bicycle racks and storage for employee use. These features 
and aspects of the Project would contribute to minimizing VMT and 
transportation related fuel usage. Overall, it is expected that 
operation-related fuel usage associated with the Project would not 
be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than similar 
development projects. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with respect to operation-related fuel usage. 

b. Energy Efficiency Plans 

Threshold:  Would the Project conflict with or obstruct a State of local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-13 through 4.5-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

City of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan (CAP) 

The primary purpose of the City’s Community CAP is to design a 
feasible strategy to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
generated by community activities that is consistent with statewide 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Scoping Plan GHG 
reduction efforts. The City has identified a series of reduction 
measures to be implemented by the City. These reduction measures 
include programs that relate to the energy efficiency of projects within 
the City. The Project would comply and would not conflict with the 
measures and goals established by the City’s Community CAP. 
Therefore, implementation of the Project would not be inconsistent 
with the energy efficiency and renewable energy standards of a 
City’s local plan. 

City of Ontario TOP 2050 

Draft EIR Table 4.6-5, Consistency with the TOP evaluates the 
consistency of the Project to the applicable policies of TOP 2050. As 
shown in the table, the Project would generally be consistent with the 
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applicable policies of TOP 2050. A less than significant impact would 
occur. 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

a. Fault Rupture  

Threshold:  Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-13 and 4.7-14)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault zone and 
there are no Alquist-Priolo fault zones within the immediate 
surrounding area of the Project. The nearest Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake fault zone is approximately 3.5 miles southwest from the 
Project. The nearest fault to the Project site is the Elsinore Fault 
located approximately four miles south. According to the 
Geotechnical Investigation, there was no evidence of faulting 
identified during the investigation. The Project site’s distance from 
the nearest fault line would minimize risks attributed to ground 
rupture and gapping. All Project construction would be developed in 
compliance with the Ontario Municipal Code (MC), the 
recommendations of a geotechnical investigation and all other 
ordinances adopted by the City related to construction and safety. 
The Ontario Building Department would review the building plans 
through building plan checks, issuance of a building permit, and 
inspection of the building during construction, which would ensure 
that all required California Building Code (CBC) seismic safety 
measures are incorporated into the buildings. The Project would be 
required to be compliant with these regulations. Therefore, impacts 
are less than significant. 
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b. Seismic Ground Shaking 

Threshold:  Would the Project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-15 and 4.7-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone, and no evidence of faulting was identified during the 
Geotechnical Investigation. Furthermore, the Project site is not 
located within a currently designated State of California or San 
Bernardino County Earthquake Fault. Therefore, the potential for 
surface rupture resulting from the movement of nearby or distant 
faults is considered very low. As part of the Geotechnical 
Investigation, 2022 CBC Seismic Design Parameters were 
generated for future structural improvements within the Project site. 
Structures for human occupancy must be designed to meet or 
exceed the most current CBC standards for earthquake resistance. 
The CBC contains provisions for earthquake safety based on factors 
including occupancy type, the types of soil and rock on-site, and the 
strength of ground motion with a specified probability at the Project 
site. Therefore, future development of habitable structures within the 
Project site would be conducted in accordance with the 2022 CBC 
Seismic Design Parameters generated as part of the Geotechnical 
Investigation, which would reduce impacts from seismic ground 
shaking to a less than significant level. 

c. Liquefaction 

Threshold:  Would the Project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-15 and 4.7 16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

Based on review of hazard maps, the Project site is not located within 
a State of California or San Bernadino County designated zone of 
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liquefaction susceptibility. Based on groundwater being deeper than 
approximately 137 feet below ground surface (bgs), it is estimated 
that the liquefaction induced settlement of the Project site is 
negligible. Therefore, Project development would not subject people 
or structures to liquefaction hazards, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

d. Landslides 

Threshold:  Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

iv) Would the Project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
landslides? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-15 and 4.7 16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The relatively flat topography of the Project site along with its location 
outside of identified landslide susceptibility and rockfall/debris-flow 
hazard areas would lead to a less than significant impact from 
occurring due to landslides. The Project would not directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. Impacts would be 
less than significant. 

e. Unstable Soils  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-20 through 4.7-22)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

Liquefaction and landslides are not considered to be a design 
concern for the Project, and potential for lateral spreading would be 
low. Generally due to the negligible risk for liquefaction and flat 
nature of the Phase I area, the risk of lateral spreading is considered 
low. Based on anticipated groundwater depths, it is not expected that 
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groundwater would affect excavations for the foundations and 
utilities. Collapse potential distress is typically considered a concern 
when collapse potential is over 2 percent, therefore the test results 
indicated a slight collapse potential. The consultant recommends 
that field-testing using the actual grading equipment and techniques 
be conducted. Additionally, the Project would be in compliance with 
all federal, State, and local policies and regulations including the 
CBC, and therefore impacts would be less than significant. 

f. Septic Tanks 

Threshold:  Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where 
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-24 and 4.7-25)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

No septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems are 
proposed. The Project proposes a sewer infrastructure plan that 
includes a network of new public sewer mains that would connect to 
the Inland Empire Utilities Agency (IEUA) sewer system. Water and 
wastewater systems and their development are further discussed in 
Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR. A less 
than significant Impact would occur. 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

a. Airport Noise 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-37 and 4.9-38)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

As shown in Draft EIR Figures 4.9-1 and 4.9-2, the Project site is 
within the Ontario International Airport (ONT) and Chino Airport’s 
airport influence area. In addition, the Project area is within Zone E 
of the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Zones. Zone E is 
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categorized as other airport environs and prohibits only hazards to 
flight. Zone E places no requirements on open land, no limit on 
residential densities, and discourages major spectator-oriented 
facilities such as sports stadiums, amphitheaters, and concert halls 
beneath principal flight tracks. In addition, airspace review is required 
for objects that exceed 100 feet tall. Zone E requirements align with 
the Project Specific Plan. Furthermore, the maximum building height 
for the Project is 45 feet in the Business Park district and 55 feet in 
the Mixed-Use district and the Project does not require Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUCP) review. In the San Bernardino County 
Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the Project site is not 
within a Safety Zone of the Chino Airport Overlay (Generic Safety 
Zones for General Aviation Airports from the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics – California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook). 
Therefore, Project implementation is not required to comply with the 
criteria of the Chino Airport final composite safety zones. 
Furthermore, the Project site is not within a ONT safety zone, noise 
impact zone, or airspace protection zone. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 
residing or working in the Project area and impacts would be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 

b. Emergency Plans 

Threshold:  Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-39 and 4.9-40)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities, nor does 
it serve as an emergency evacuation route, due to its historical 
agricultural uses. Furthermore, Project construction would be 
generally confined to the Project site and would not physically impair 
access to the site or the Project area. During both construction and 
long-term operation, the Project would be required to maintain 
adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles as required by 
the City and the Ontario Fire Department (OFD). Because the Project 
is required to comply with all applicable City codes, any emergency 
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evacuation or emergency response plan, impacts would less than 
significant. 

c. Wildland Fires 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-40 and 4.9-41)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is not located within a State Responsibility Area or a 
very high fire hazard severity zone. Neither the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) nor the 
County of San Bernardino identify the Project site within an area 
susceptible to wildland fires. Adjacent areas to the Project site are 
also urbanized; therefore, there are no wildlands adjacent to the site 
that may expose people or structures to wildland fire hazards. The 
Project would comply with all applicable local and state regulations 
related to fire safety, as evaluated through the City’s standard 
development review process. Impacts would be less than significant. 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

a. Water Quality Standards 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-12 through 4.10-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction 

Development of the Project would require compliance with 
the Construction General Permit (CGP) Water Quality Order 
2009-0009-DWQ (as amended by Order No. 2010 0014-DWQ and 
2012-006-DWQ), which requires the preparation and implementation 
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP 
requires the incorporation of best management practices (BMPs) to 
control sediment, erosion, and hazardous materials contamination of 
runoff during construction and prevent contaminants from reaching 
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receiving water bodies. The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) mandates that projects that disturb one or more acres of 
land must obtain coverage under the Statewide CGP. The Project 
would comply with all State, County, and local regulations regarding 
stormwater runoff during construction phases of the Project and the 
Project Applicant would prepare a SWPPP that would include and 
implement all construction BMPs identified in the SWPPP during 
construction activities. Categories of potential BMPs that would be 
implemented for this Project are described in Table 4.10-1, 
Construction BMPs, of the Draft EIR. 

In addition, the City requires that an erosion and sediment control 
plan be submitted prior to grading plan approval and the issuance of 
a grading permit. Implementation of the erosion control plan would 
address any potential erosion issues associated with the proposed 
grading and site preparation activities. 

Operations 

Once the Project has been constructed, a preliminary water quality 
management plan (WQMP) and a final WQMP would be required for 
the Project under the MS4 Permit. A preliminary WQMP has been 
prepared by JLC Engineering and Consulting Inc (2023) (see 
Appendix G2 of the Draft EIR) and a final WQMP would be submitted 
to the City prior to the start of construction. 

As specified in the preliminary WQMP, the Hydrologic Conditions of 
Concern (HCOC) requirements are achieved by using low impact 
development (LID) and hydromodification BMPs. The mitigation 
volume is approximately 161,261 cubic feet (cu-ft). The total storage 
volume is 430,485 cu-ft which is greater than the mitigation volume 
needed. As a result, the mitigation volume has been contained by 
the proposed BMPs. Thus, operational water quality impacts would 
be less than significant with the implementation of Plans, Programs, 
and Policies (PPP) HYD-3 and maintenance of the BMPs described 
above and as specified in the WQMP. Furthermore, the Project 
would comply with all state, county, and local regulations regarding 
stormwater runoff during construction and operational phases of the 
Project. Therefore, water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements would not be exceeded, and surface water and 
groundwater quality would not be degraded. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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b. Groundwater Supplies  

Threshold:  Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
Project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-16 through 4.10-18)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operation 

Water service to the Project would be provided by the City, which 
currently receives approximately 70 to 80 percent of its groundwater 
supply from the Chino Basin in addition to imported, local, and 
recycled water provided from the Water Facilities Authority (WFA), 
Chino Basin Desalter Authority (CDA), and IEUA, respectively. A 
Water Supply Assessment (WSA) has been prepared (Draft EIR 
Appendix J) to assess water use and water supply information upon 
total Project buildout (Phase I and Phase II); discussed further in 
Draft EIR Section 4.17: Utilities and Service Systems. The WSA 
demonstrates that the Project’s projected water demands are 
generally consistent with those assumed in the City’s Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP). Therefore, due to the availability of 
water supplies, payment of fees, and ability for the City to meet the 
Project’s water demand, the Project would not substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the Project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. 

c. Erosion or Siltation  

Threshold:  Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p.4.10-18 through 4.10-21)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 
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Construction and Operations 

Construction of the Project would alter the existing drainage pattern 
of the site, but not in a manner that would result in substantial erosion 
or siltation. The Project would include the use of an Erosion Control 
Plan and methods that reduce overall erosion during construction 
and operation, such as preserving vegetation, soil binders, mulching, 
soil roughening, and stabilization. Therefore, a less than significant 
impact would occur. 

d. Flooding and Runoff  

Threshold:  Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would: 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface run-off in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

iii)  Create or contribute run-off water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted run-off? 

iv)  Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p.4.10-18 through 4.10-21)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

With the implementation of PPP HYD-1 through HYD-3 which 
includes SWPPP, the BMPs and storm plan Project features, the 
Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner that would result in on- or off-site flooding. Also, 
the Project site design LID features and on-site detention facilities 
would ensure that stormwater runoff does not exceed the capacity of 
the storm drain system. The calculated stormwater runoff volume for 
the 100-year storm under post development conditions would be less 
than the amount of stormwater runoff for the 25-year storm under 
existing conditions. Therefore, this impact would be less than 
significant.  
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e. Flood Hazard 

Threshold:  Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-21 and 4.10-22)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 
Construction and Operations 

The Project site is not within a 100-year floodplain, as per Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood insurance rate map 
(FIRM) No. 06071C8620H and 06071C9335H, dated August 28, 
2008. It is designated as within Zone D, where no analysis of flood 
hazards has been conducted. However, the Project site is relatively 
flat and there are no nearby water bodies or streams or other 
conditions that would result in flooding at the Project site. 

The Project site, as well as a large portion of the City, is within the 
dam inundation zone of San Antonio Dam. The dam is owned and 
operated by the USACE and functions as a flood control and debris 
dam for the San Antonio River. Dams in California are monitored and 
inspected annually by the California Division of Safety of Dams 
(DSOD).  

The probability of dam failure is very low, and the City of Ontario has 
never been impacted by a major dam failure. In addition, the 
proposed BMPs and LID measures at the Project site would result in 
the treatment and biofiltration of any floodwaters that enter the site 
and prevent pollutants from entering the regional storm drain system.  

The Project site is also not located near any water storage tanks or 
reservoirs that would result in a seiche during seismic activity. The 
Project site is inland and approximately 30 miles from the ocean and 
therefore is not at risk of flooding due to tsunamis. Impacts 
associated with the release of pollutants due to inundation would be 
less than significant. 

f. Water Quality Control Plan  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-22 and 4.10-23)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 
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Construction and Operations 

Implementation of the Project per the TOP 2050 would not obstruct 
or conflict with the implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan. Implementation of 
PPP HYD-1 through PPP HYD-4, and compliance with all applicable 
regulatory framework and implementation of standards of approval 
governing water quality and groundwater would ensure that any 
water quality control plan or sustainable management plan cited 
above would not be obstructed by the Project. Impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels and no mitigation is required. 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

a. Established Communities 

Threshold:  Would the Project physically divide an established community? 

Finding: No impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-8 and 4.11-9)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

Project development would not include improvements which would 
substantially alter existing roadways and transportation corridors in 
a manner that would cause the removal or separation of existing 
adjacent communities from important resources and neighboring 
units. Roadway improvements associated with the Project would 
also increase transportation efficiency within the Project site and 
adjacent roadways without degrading the existing neighborhoods. 
Therefore, the Project would not physically divide an established 
community and there would be no impact.  

b. Conflict with any Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation 

Threshold:  Would the Project cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-9 through 4.11-30)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The 84.1-acre Project site’s proposed business park and mixed-use 
is consistent with the Project site’s TOP 2050 land use designation. 
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The Project would include up to 290,110 square feet of commercial 
retail/office uses, up to 466 residential units, and 1,386,777 square 
feet of business park uses. The Project would not conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation. The proposed Project Specific 
Plan proposes the same land uses as contained in the City’s TOP 
2050. Furthermore, the Project Specific Plan would promote orderly 
development to coincide with adjacent land uses. As shown on Draft 
EIR Tables 4.11-2 and 4.11-3, the Project embodies the goals and 
policies in the applicable long-range planning documents. No 
mitigation is required other than compliance with applicable plans, 
policies and programs, including the proposed Project Specific Plan 
and TOP 2050. 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES 

a. Regional and Statewide Mineral Resources 

Threshold:  Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State?  

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-1 and 7-2)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

The Project is within an Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ)-3 area, 
indicating that there are no known deposits of significant minerals 
and development of the Project site would not result in the loss of 
identified regional or local mineral resources, conversion of an 
identified mineral resource use, or conflict with existing mineral 
resource extraction activities. Therefore, impacts would continue to 
be less than significant. 

b. Locally-Important Mineral Resource 

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-1 and 7-2)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
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Construction and Operations  

The Project is within an MRZ-3 area, indicating that there are no 
known deposits of significant minerals and development of the 
Project site would not result in the loss of identified regional or local 
mineral resources, conversion of an identified mineral resource use, 
or conflict with existing mineral resource extraction activities. 
Therefore, impacts would continue to be less than significant. 

12. NOISE 

a. Noise Standards  

Threshold:  Would the Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-16 through 4.12-27)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

As demonstrated in Draft EIR Tables 4.12-11 through 4.12-15, 
implementation of the Project would not result in substantial 
temporary or permanent increases in ambient noise levels. Draft EIR 
Table 4.12-11 and Table 4.12-12 confirm that construction of Phase 
I and Phase II of the Project would not exceed construction noise 
thresholds. As discussed above, the operation of Phase I and Phase 
II individually would not result in noise levels that would exceed 
applicable daytime and nighttime thresholds. In addition, Draft EIR 
Table 4.12-13 through Table 4.12-15 demonstrate that operational 
noise levels from the entire site, both Phase I and Phase II combined 
would not exceed applicable noise standards during the existing and 
the Project’s opening year. Therefore, the Project would result in a 
less than significant impact.  

b. Vibration  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-27 through 4.12-29)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 
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Construction Vibration 

The nearest structure to the Project site is located 60 feet to the 
south. As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.12-16, at 60 feet the vibration 
velocities from construction equipment would not exceed 0.024 
in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV), which is below the Federal 
Transit Administration’s (FTA) 0.20 in/sec PPV threshold for building 
damage. Furthermore, the nearest sensitive receptor to the Phase I 
construction site is approximately 135 feet to the west (Sensitive 
Receptor 1), and the nearest receptor to the Phase II construction 
site is 110 feet to the east (Sensitive Receptor 2). As shown in 
Draft EIR Table 4.12-16, at 110 feet the vibration velocities from 
construction equipment would not exceed 0.0096 in/sec PPV, which 
is below the FTA’s 0.10 in/sec PPV annoyance threshold. It is also 
acknowledged that construction activities would occur throughout the 
Project site and would not be concentrated at the point closest to the 
nearest structure. Therefore, vibration impacts associated with 
Project construction and operation would be less than significant.  

Operational Vibration 

The proposed Project would include truck movement activity at the 
proposed Project site. These movements would generally be low-
speed (i.e., less than 15 miles per hour) and would occur over new, 
smooth surfaces. The distance from the centerline of the nearest 
lane to sensitive receptors along the truck route is a minimum of 
45 feet (14 meters), at this distance, roadway vibrations from trucks 
would not exceed the annoyance threshold. On-site, truck 
movements would be a low speed (not at freeway speeds) and over 
smooth surfaces (not under poor roadway conditions), Project-
related vibration associated with truck activity would not result in 
excessive ground borne vibrations; thus, no vehicle-generated 
vibration impacts would occur. In addition, there are no sources of 
substantial ground borne vibration associated with the Project, such 
as rail or subways. The proposed Project would not create or cause 
any vibration impacts due to operations. 

c. Airport Noise  

Threshold:  For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
Project expose people residing or working in the Project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
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Finding: No impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-29 and 4.12-30)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

The proposed Project is located approximately one mile north of 
Chino Airport and approximately 3.7 miles southwest of ONT. The 
Chino General Plan’s Noise Element has noise contours for the 
Chino Airport. The noise contours show the Project site outside the 
65 dBA CNEL contour and, in addition, the proposed Project would 
be an industrial business park, which is not considered a noise-
sensitive land use. The ONT Land Use Compatibility Plan Policy 
Map 2-3, Noise Impact Zones, shows airport noise contours. The 
map shows that the Project site is outside the 60-65 dB community 
noise equivalent level (CNEL) contour. As discussed above, the 
proposed Project would be an industrial business park, which is not 
considered a noise-sensitive land use. Therefore, there would be no 
impact. 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

a. Population Growth  

Threshold:  Would the Project induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-9 through 4.13-14)  

Explanation:  Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

 The Project would not cause substantial unplanned population 
growth in the area. The Project would provide 466 high-density 
residential units which would contribute to the City’s Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the 2021-2029 planning 
period. The Project site has been identified as a Housing Opportunity 
Area where residential neighborhoods would be balanced by mixed-
use, commercial, and public places and organized around a regional-
scale park. The City’s housing strategies for this area promote the 
creation of mixed-income communities in the western Ontario 
Ranch. The Project would be consistent with the goals and growth 
projection for the City and the region. While the development of new 
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business associated with Phase I development and the development 
of new residences associated with Phase II development would 
directly result in population growth, growth of 1,571 residents would 
be well within the growth projections assumed for the City and the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region, 
specifically, 96,900 by 2045 in the City and 674,000 by 2045 in the 
County (see Draft EIR Table 4.13-2). The proposed Project Specific 
Plan proposes the same land uses as contained in the City’s TOP 
2050. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required other than compliance with applicable plans, policies and 
programs, including the proposed Project Specific Plan and TOP 
2050.  

b. Displacement of Housing  

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

Finding: Less than significant impact. (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-14 and 4.13-15)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. The proposed Project Specific Plan proposes 
the same land uses as contained in the City’s TOP 2050. 
Additionally, all growth is planned and consistent with and according 
to TOP 2050, the City’s Housing Element goals and policies, and 
RHNA. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required other than compliance with applicable plans, policies and 
programs, including the proposed Project Specific Plan and 
TOP 2050.  

14. PUBLIC SERVICES 

a. Fire Protection  

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

i) Fire Protection? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-12 through 4.14-14)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

Project implementation would not create any deficiencies in current 
response times or staffing models, nor require provision of new or 
expanded fire facilities, construction of which would have the 
potential to cause significant environmental impacts. Further, based 
on the Project’s area’s proximity to three existing fire stations, the 
personnel staffed for each station, and the response times for service 
received, the Project would be adequately served by fire protection 
services, and no new or expanded unplanned facilities would be 
required. Development impact fees (DIFs) would also be collected in 
order to build and supply necessary infrastructure for fire protection 
services, as necessary. The City has a general City fee schedule as 
well as a separate fee schedule for the Ontario Ranch collected at 
building permit issuance to provide funding for fire protection 
services, among other public services. 

b. Police Protection  

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

ii) Police Protection? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-14 through 4.14-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

The Ontario Police Department (OPD) has prepared for growth of the 
Ontario Ranch area, where the Project site is located, and is 
expected to have adequate facilities and personnel to serve the 
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proposed development. The OPD would continue to add staff and 
equipment on an as-needed basis in order to accommodate the 
incremental increasing demands from buildout of land uses, as was 
identified in TOP 2050. Furthermore, buildout of the Project would 
require payment of police impact fees, and would not require 
construction of additional police facilities to maintain adequate police 
protection service. Thus, impacts related to police protection 
services would be less than significant. 

c. Schools  

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

iii) Schools? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-16 through 4.14-18)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

The Project site is located within the Chino Valley Unified School 
District (CVUSD), which is part of the Chaffey Joint Union High 
School District. Therefore, the Project applicant would be required to 
pay the impact fees levied by the CVUSD, set within the limits of 
California Senate Bill (SB) 50. SB 50 also relieves jurisdictions from 
having the authority of denying approval of a legislative or 
adjudicative action under CEQA in reference to real estate 
development based upon the inadequacy of school facilities. Since 
the Project will pay any applicable fees pursuant to SB 50, a less 
than significant impact would occur. 

d. Parks  

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

iii) Parks? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-18 and 4.14-19)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

There are numerous parks in proximity to Project site that could be 
used by existing local residents and future employees of the Project 
site. The Project would pay applicable development impact fees 
including Quimby Act park fees. These fees, along with additional 
funding accruing to the City’s general fund through direct and indirect 
economic benefit, would offset any additional demand caused by the 
Project’s business park and industrial uses. A less than significant 
impact is anticipated with payment of fees.  

e. Other Public Facilities  

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

iii) Other Public Facilities? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-19 through 4.14-21)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

Other public facilities generally refers to libraries and government 
buildings that serve the population within the jurisdiction. Project 
construction and operation would not require the physical 
modification of any of the City’s public facilities. The Community Life 
and Culture Department manages the City’s two public libraries, 
neither of which are near the Project site. Project construction and 
operation would not result in a substantial increase in demand for 
these services such that a significant deterioration of the existing 
facilities would occur, or such that new facilities would be required. 
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Regardless of any added level of use to existing libraries or other 
public facilities, the Project Applicant would be required to pay its fair 
share of DIF’s to help offset incremental impacts to libraries by 
helping fund capital improvements and expenditures. Because of the 
lack of substantial population growth, a less than significant impact 
is expected to occur on surrounding public facilities. Overall, a less 
than significant impact would occur to nearby public facilities.  

15. RECREATION 

a. Increased Use  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-2 and 7-3)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

The Project proposes 466 residential units along with business park 
and mixed-use land uses that would create additional demand for 
park and recreational facilities. The need for recreational amenities 
would be addressed through the Project’s provision of multi-purpose 
trails along Euclid and Schaefer Avenues and public accessible 
sidewalks along Euclid, Schaefer and Sultana Avenues and Edison 
Avenue. Furthermore, the Project will comply with the City’s 
Development Code Section 6.08.030: Park Dedication and In-Lieu 
Fee Regulations, to provide two acres of park per 1,000 residents 
onsite and pay an in-lieu fee for the equivalent of three acres of park 
per 1,000 residents for a total of five acres per 1,000 residents to 
ensure that recreational facilities are within walking distance of future 
residents within the Project area. With the development of the 
proposed open space, it is anticipated that the Project would not 
significantly increase the use of other nearby off-site neighborhood 
parks, regional parks, or recreational facilities. The Project would pay 
applicable park impact fees as established by the City, pursuant to 
the Quimby Act and local City Regulations. Based on the proposed 
development plans, the Project's estimated 1,570 residents 
(assumes an average of 3.37 occupants per residence for this type 
of community and 466 households) would equate to a dedication 
requirement of 7.8 acres. The Project will comply with Quimby Act 
and City regulations through the dedication of parkland and/or 
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payment of in-lieu fees for parks/recreation purposes, as determined 
by the City. Therefore, impacts to existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities will be less than significant. 

b. Construction and Expansion  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-2 and 7-3)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

Based on the proposed development plans, the Project's estimated 
1,570 residents (assumes an average of 3.37 occupants per 
residence for this type of community and 466 households) would 
equate to a dedication requirement of 7.8 acres. The Project will 
comply with Quimby Act and City regulations through the dedication 
of parkland and/or payment of in-lieu fees for parks/recreation 
purposes, as determined by the City. Therefore, the Project would 
not require recreational facilities or the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment and impacts will be less than significant. 

16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

a. Plans, Policies, and Ordinances  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-11 through 4.15-20)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

In compliance with the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service (LOS) 
Assessment, a Traffic Analysis (TA) (see Appendix I1 of the Draft 
EIR) was conducted for the Project which includes an LOS analysis.   
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TOP Mobility Element 

The Project would comply with the City’s DIF program which would 
require a payment of fees to ensure that the Project’s impact would 
not significantly impact the regional circulation and/or arterial 
expansions planned by the City and County (i.e., Congestion 
Management Program). The payment of fees pursuant to the DIF 
program would also help the City keep pace with improvements 
associated with the projected population increases or other identified 
roadway deficiencies. Refer to the following bicycle, pedestrian, and 
transit facilities discussion below for more information. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  

Multipurpose trails would be provided on the east side of Euclid 
Avenue, on the south side of Schaefer Avenue, and on the south side 
of Edison Avenue. Trails and bicycle paths would provide an 
additional mode of circulation in and around the Project area. 
Additionally, to improve safety and the pedestrian experience, 
connect the various parts of the Project area, and expand access to 
nearby land uses, sidewalks would be provided along all streets 
abutting the Project area. As such, the Project supports the City’s 
goal of encouraging bicycling and walking by increasing the 
connectivity of the City’s bicycle and pedestrian system. The 
sidewalks and trails would be designed to ensure pedestrian and 
bicyclist safety consistent with the City’s Mobility Element. Therefore, 
a less than significant impact would occur.  

Transit Facilities 

The Project would support transit use by improving existing 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Project area. The Project 
would also increase the number of employees in the area that may 
access the site by public transit. The Project would not introduce new 
features to any public road that would affect transit in the Project 
area. As such, a less than significant impact would occur. 

b. VMT  

Threshold:  Would the Project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-20 through 4.15-24)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
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Construction and Operations  

Based on the results of this analysis, it was concluded that the 
Project, both Phases I and II, were evaluated against screening 
criteria as outlined in the City Guidelines. The Project’s retail and 
truck/trailer lot was found to meet the Project Type screening criteria. 
However, the remaining components of the Project were not found 
to meet any available screening criteria, and a VMT analysis was 
performed. The Project’s VMT analysis found the Project to be below 
the City’s VMT per service population threshold by 1.56 percent for 
baseline (2022) conditions and 6.58 percent for buildout (2050) 
conditions. In addition, the Project’s cumulative effect on VMT was 
found to not increase the City’s VMT per service population with the 
inclusion of the Project using the City’s boundary and 10-mile 
boundary. The Project is found to have a less than significant impact. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.3, subdivision (b), and less than significant 
impact would occur. No other mitigation measures are feasible to 
reduce VMT below the City’s thresholds of significance. 

c. Design Hazards  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-24 and 4.15-25)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

In order to ensure the safe passage of persons and vehicles through 
construction zones, the Project would be required to comply with City 
MC Section 7-3.07, which requires that prior to any activity that would 
encroach into a right-of-way, the area be safeguarded through the 
installation of safety devices that would be specified by the City’s 
Engineering Department during the construction permitting process 
to ensure that construction activities would not increase hazards. 
Implementation of the Specific Plan through the City’s permitting 
process would reduce potential construction related increases in 
hazards to a less than significant level. Furthermore, the Project 
includes driveway and intersection improvements that would be 
implemented as part of the Project. In addition, the Project includes 
improvements to allow for heavy truck access to the Project site. 
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Conflicts have the potential to occur if: 1) there is inadequate site 
access or 2) there is inadequate turning radii in and out of the site. 
Implementation of the Specific Plan and its circulation plans would 
ensure avoidance of these inadequacies. 

 The Project includes the construction and/or improvement of 
17 driveways to and from the Project site from adjacent roadways. 
Exhibit 1-4 in the TA (Draft EIR Appendix I1) illustrates and describes 
access to the Project site. The Project’s proposed circulation and off-
site improvements would be constructed accordingly with 
Recommendations 1 through 16 listed in the Project TA to 
accommodate on-site access. Additionally, all roadway 
improvements would be designed consistently with the City’s TOP 
2050 Mobility Element programs, plans, goals and policies, and City 
Traffic and Transportation Guidelines, and PPP TR-1 and PPP TR-2. 
Therefore, direct access to the Project site would not substantially 
increase hazards due to geometric design features or dangerous 
intersections and a less than significant impact would occur. 

d. Emergency Access  

Threshold:  Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-25 and 4.15-26)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

Buildout of the Project would not result in any significant emergency 
access impacts. Access to the site is currently provided via multiple 
private driveway entrances located on Euclid Avenue, Edison 
Avenue, and Schaefer Avenue. The site shall be provided with an 
adequate number of driveways to facilitate circulation and also 
reduce the traffic impact along the surrounding arterials. Pedestrian 
crossing distances shall be minimized at driveways. All driveways 
and sidewalks shall be constructed per City Standards and to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Project access is proposed via 
seven full access driveways and eleven potential secondary access 
points along Euclid, Schaefer, Edison, and Sultana Avenues. 
Pedestrian sidewalks would be constructed along Euclid, Schaefer, 
Edison, and Sultana Avenues bordering the Project site. Additionally, 
upon Project operations, pedestrian walkways constructed shall 
provide for emergency access with a minimum clearance of 26 feet 
wide and 14 feet of vertical clearance. Off-site connections shall be 
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provided from the neighborhood center to the Project’s residential 
development. Project site conditions, during and after the workday, 
would be either maintained or left in a condition that adheres to 
Division of Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA) safety standards 
to prevent any hazardous condition that may affect construction staff 
and emergency responders. Further, the Project would implement 
both on- and off-site improvements, consistent with 
Recommendations 1 through 16 listed in the Project TA, to ensure 
the safe and efficient access to the Project site. Therefore, the 
Project would not result in inadequate emergency access and a less 
than significant impact would occur. 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

a. Expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric 
power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities  

Threshold:  Would the Project require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-19 through 4.17-23)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations 

The Project applicant proposes new on- and off-site public sewer, 
potable water, and storm drain infrastructure, and would receive 
Southern California Edison (SCE) electrical service. There are power 
poles and overhead facilities located opposite the site along 
Eucalyptus Avenue and Sultana Avenue. On-site improvements 
would include storm drains, water quality systems, a sewer main and 
sewer lines, water lines, and dry utility connections. 

 Water 

Although water line construction would be necessary for Project 
operation, these facilities have been planned by the City in its Water 
Master Plan, and no extensions or capacity expansions beyond the 
planned system would be required. Furthermore, any off-site 
construction of potable water infrastructure would be implemented in 
accordance with the City’s Water and Sewer Design Development 
Guidelines and the standards and specifications of the MC. Off-site 
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water mains required to serve the Project would need to be 
constructed prior to or concurrent with on-site water improvements. 
As previously mentioned, a private network of 2-to-4-inch water lines 
for domestic water service and 10-to-12-inch water lines for fire 
service water would be installed within the Project site, and the on-
site water system would include connections to the water main in 
Edison Avenue, Euclid Avenue, Schaefer Avenue and 
Sultana Avenue. On-site construction of the proposed infrastructure 
would be constructed in compliance with City’s Water and Sewer 
Design Development Guidelines and the MC. The necessary 
installation of on-site water lines is included as part of the Project and 
would not result in any physical environmental effects beyond those 
identified in other sections of the Draft EIR. 

Wastewater Treatment 

There are no sewer mains located in Euclid Avenue or the other 
streets adjacent to the Project area. The extension of City master 
planned sewer infrastructure is being developed within the western 
portion of Ontario Ranch. The City’s master planned sewer system 
has been constructed in Euclid Avenue at Eucalyptus Avenue and 
along Eucalyptus Avenue between Euclid and Sultana Avenues.  

As shown in the WSA (Draft EIR Appendix J) for the Project, the 
indoor water demand for the Project is less than the water demand 
anticipated in the TOP 2050 buildout scenario for the Project site. 
Therefore, wastewater generation from the Project would be less 
than wastewater generation rates assumed for the Project site in the 
TOP 2050. Since the Sewer Master Plan is based on the TOP 2050 
buildout scenario, the Project would not require expansion of the 
wastewater infrastructure specified for the Project site in the sewer 
plan. Therefore, no additional off-site extensions or expansions to 
the planned sewer system serving the region would be required. 
On-site construction of the proposed sewer infrastructure would 
provide for connections throughout the site. Sewer laterals would 
connect buildings to sewer mains. Sizing and alignment of sewers 
would be within constructed in compliance with the City’s Water and 
Sewer Design Development Guidelines and the MC. The necessary 
installation of on-site sewer lines and connections to the existing line 
is included as part of the Project and would not result in any physical 
environmental effects beyond those identified in other sections of the 
Draft EIR. 
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Electricity 

Undergrounding of existing overhead power lines would be subject 
to Section 7-7 of the MC. Existing power poles along Edison Avenue 
would need to be relocated. The existing location is within the 
ultimate roadway. Project operation is expected to use approximately 
12.9 million kilowatt hours (kWh) annually (see Draft EIR Section 4.6, 
Energy for further details). While the Project would increase energy 
demand at the Project site compared to existing conditions, it would 
be required to comply with the applicable Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards and the CALGreen Code. Because the Project would be 
consistent with the requirements of these energy-related regulations, 
it would not result in wasteful or unnecessary electricity demands. In 
addition, it is projected that 100 percent of the total outdoor water 
demand would be served by recycled water, which would contribute 
to minimizing the energy associated with the distribution and 
treatment of water. 

   Natural Gas 

Project operation is estimated to use about 31.2 million kilo British 
Thermal Units (kBTU) per year (see Draft EIR Section 4.6: Energy 
for further details). SoCalGas’ residual supplies were forecast to 
remain constant at 3,775 million cubic feet per day (MMCF/d) from 
2020 through 2035. Total natural gas consumption in Southern 
California Gas Company’s (SoCalGas) service area is forecast to 
decline slightly from 2,591 MMCF/d in 2019 to 2,313 MMCF/d in 
2035. SoCalGas forecasts that it will have sufficient natural gas 
supplies to meet Project gas demands, and Project development 
would not require SoCalGas to obtain new or expanded gas supplies. 
Therefore, Project development would not require or result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded natural gas supplies, 
of which could cause significant environmental effects, and impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Telecommunications 

Like the other dry utilities, telecommunication services would be 
extended to serve the Project site. This may involve the extension of 
services for existing providers and the petition for additional services 
from additional providers not currently present on the Project site. 
However, the construction of substantial new telecommunication 
infrastructures would not be required. 
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b. Water Supplies  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-23 through 4.17-26)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  
Construction and Operations  

In 2020, the City’s total demand was 39,921 acre feet per year (AFY). 
The total water supply (potable and non-potable) demands in the 
year 2045 are projected to be 73,668 AFY. Potable water demands 
are projected to be 57,609 AFY and recycled water demands are 
projected to be 16,059 AFY. Projected water demand for the Project 
site is included in the 2020 UWMP projections but is based on the 
TOP 2050 and the City’s 2020 Water Master Plan. The estimated 
total water demand for the Project site that was assumed in the 2020 
UWMP is approximately 459 AFY (Draft EIR Table 4.17-3) and the 
proposed Project’s total water demand is approximately 340 AFY 
(Draft EIR Table 4.17-4). Because the City’s water demand 
projections in the 2020 UWMP were based on a land use scenario 
with a greater water demand than that which is proposed by the 
Project, it can be deduced that the water demand for the Project was 
accounted for in the most recently adopted 2020 UWMP. Therefore, 
implementation of the Project would not obstruct the City’s ability to 
meet water demands of its customers in normal, single dry, and 
multiple dry years. In addition to the City having adequate water 
supply to service the Project, these water conservation measures 
would decrease water demand and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Therefore, the Project would have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and a less than significant 
impact will occur. 

c. Wastewater Capacity  

Threshold:  Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the Project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 
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Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-26 and 4.17-27)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is located in Ontario Ranch and is within IEUA’s 
wastewater service area boundary. The Project would be served by 
the Regional Plant (RP)-5 wastewater treatment plant. Buildout of 
the Project would generate approximately 303,532 gallons per day 
(gpd), which is equivalent to 0.304 million gallons per day (mgd), as 
shown in Draft EIR Table 4.17-3. As stated above, the current liquid 
treatment capacity of RP-5 is 15 mgd, and the plant treats an 
average of 9 mgd. Thus, RP-5 has a remaining wastewater treatment 
capacity of 6 mgd. The Project’s generated wastewater would 
represent five percent of the RP-5’s remaining treatment capacity. 
Therefore, wastewater generated by the Project would be 
adequately treated at the RP-5. 

RP-5 is required by federal and State law to meet applicable 
standards of treatment plant discharge requirements subject to 
Order No. RS-2015-0036 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) No. CA8000409. The permit includes the 
conditions needed to meet minimum applicable technology-based 
requirements. The NPDES permit regulates the amount and type of 
pollutants that the system can discharge into receiving waters. RP-5 
is operating in compliance with and would continue to operate 
subject to State waste discharge requirements and federal NPDES 
permit requirements, as set forth in the NPDES permit and order. 
Furthermore, the Project would comply with IEUA’s Ordinance 
No. 97 ensuring that wastewater discharge into the sewer system is 
compliant with the NPDES permit conditions, bio-solid use, and 
disposal requirements, and any other federal or State laws. 

The additional wastewater (quantity and type) that would be 
generated by the Project and treated by the RP-5 would not impede 
the treatment plant’s ability to continue to meet its wastewater 
treatment requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant as the wastewater treatment provider, will have adequate 
capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments. 
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d. Solid Waste  

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

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-27 and 4.17-28)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

Buildout of the Project is estimated to generate 14,745 pounds per 
day (ppd) of solid waste, as shown in Draft EIR Table 4.17-5: 
Estimated Solid Waste Generation. As detailed in Draft EIR 
Table 4.17-5, the two landfills serving the City have residual capacity 
of 7,860 tons per day (tpd). The estimated 14,745 ppd or 7.4 tpd 
generated by the Project would be adequately served by the 
Badlands Sanitary Landfill or El Sobrante Landfill. Overall, sufficient 
landfill capacity is available in the region for the estimated solid waste 
generated by the Project during operations, and Project development 
would not require an expansion of landfill capacity. Impacts would be 
less than significant for the operational phase. 

e. Solid Waste Laws  

Threshold:  Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-27 and 4.17-28)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 
(U.S. Code Title 42, §6901 et seq.) governs the creation, storage, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous wastes and operators of 
hazardous waste disposal sites.  

Assembly Bill (AB) 939, the Integrated Waste Management Act of 
1989 (California PRC §40000 et seq.) requires all local governments 
to develop source reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting 
programs to reduce tonnage of solid waste going to landfills. Cities 
must divert at least 50 percent of their solid waste generation into 
recycling. As required by Title 6, Chapter 3 of the Ontario MC, the 
City must comply with State law to reduce solid waste generation, 
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promote reuse, and require solid waste collection for recycling and 
composting. The City would require the Project to reduce solid waste 
generation and recycle materials as much as feasible to reduce solid 
waste. Since the proposed Project would be required by the City to 
recycle, the Project would have a less than significant impact to any 
federal, State, or local statutes or regulations related to solid waste.  

18. WILDFIRE 

a. Response Plans 

Threshold:  If located in or near SRA or lands classified as Very High FHSZ, 
would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  

Finding: No Impact. (Draft EIR, p. 7-3)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project is not within a State Responsibility Area (SRA). 
According to CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) Viewer, 
the Project site is not within Very High FHSZ (VHFHSZ) zone and is 
within a Local Responsibility Areas (LRA) zone. Within the LRA, the 
Project site is not designated as a VHFHSZ. The nearest VHFHSZ 
to is approximately five miles south from the Project site. Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

b. Pollutant Concentrations 

Threshold:  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the Project, due to 
slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildlife risks, 
and thereby expose Project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-4)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

Due to the presence of surrounding development, non-contiguous 
nature of the existing undeveloped areas, presence of area 
roadways, lack of steep slopes, and fire-resistant materials utilized 
for construction of the Project, it is not likely to be affected by a 
wildfire during construction or operations. In addition, the 
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surrounding agricultural areas would be separated from the 
structures by roads, landscaping, parking, and other accommodating 
Project features. Lastly, the construction of the Project would be 
designed in accordance with the latest CBC standards, which utilizes 
fire-resistant materials. Specifically, the site would be built consistent 
with the CBC Chapter 7A requiring new buildings to use ignition-
resistant construction methods and materials. It is anticipated that 
these design elements would reduce exposure of the Project site and 
structure to wildfire. Furthermore, the City’s plan for fire prevention 
requires that all plans are reviewed and are required for all new 
buildings and for changes to existing buildings. OFD reviews these 
plans to help ensure that the applicable codes, ordinances, and 
standards are being followed, and to prevent unnecessary hazards. 
Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.  

c. Infrastructure Risks 

Threshold:  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the Project require the 
installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary 
or ongoing impacts to the environment?  

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-5)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site is not within VHFHSZ zone nor is it within an SRA. 
The Project would include the construction of roadways, 
landscaping, signage, lighting, and utility improvements. The Project 
site is consistent with the area’s land use and would be consistent 
with the City’s zoning designation. The Project site would include 
installation of utilities and roads within the Project area. The Project 
does not include any fuel breaks and does not require a fuel break. 
In addition, emergency water sources are not required beyond water 
supply needed to comply with applicable building codes as well as 
the City’s MC. No elements of the Project would exacerbate the risk 
of wildfire. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.  
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d. Runoff Risks 

Threshold:  If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the Project expose 
people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Finding: Less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-5 and 7-6)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

Development of the Project would alter existing ground contours of 
the Project site and would increase the impervious surface area on 
the site, all of which would result in changes to the existing drainage 
patterns interior to the site. The overall Project would result in a 
network of drainage lines on- and off-site to accommodate 
stormwater runoff flows. The drainage plan for the Project site is 
designed according to the City of Ontario’s Master Plan standards. 
The new storm drain would increase the efficiency of the drainage 
infrastructure in that area and provide an updated conveyance 
system. Additional on-site storm drain improvements would include 
stormwater detention/retention/water quality basins, which would 
capture, treat, and/or gradually release stormwater into the 
downstream public storm drain system. On-site stormwater 
treatment would incorporate underground chambers installed within 
each building’s parking area. The installation of the drainage design 
features would prevent flooding on- and off-site. Therefore, the 
Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes and a 
less than significant impact would occur.  
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C. FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT 
CAN BE REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

The City Council hereby finds that Mitigation Measures have been identified in the EIR 
and these Findings that will avoid or substantially lessen the following potentially 
significant environmental impacts to a less-than-significant level. The potentially 
significant impacts, and the Mitigation Measures that will reduce them to a less-than-
significant level, are as follows: 

1. AIR QUALITY  

a. Sensitive Receptors 

Threshold: Would the proposed project expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-30 through 
4.3-44) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I  

 Construction LST 

LSTs apply to CO, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Based on Draft EIR 
Table 4.3-13, Project construction is anticipated to disturb a 
maximum of 4.0 acres in a single day. Draft EIR Table 4.3-14 shows 
that emissions of these pollutants on the peak day of construction 
would not result in significant concentrations of pollutants at nearby 
sensitive receptors. Significant impacts would not occur concerning 
LSTs during construction. 

Operational LST 

The Phase I operational localized emissions shown in Draft EIR 
Table 4.3-15: Phase I – Localized Significance of Operational 
Emissions, indicates that Phase I mitigated emissions would not 
exceed thresholds with the exception of PM2.5. Therefore, PM2.5 

dispersion modeling has been conducted to determine if Project 
Phase I operations would result in significant PM2.5 concentrations at 
nearby sensitive receptors in accordance with SCAQMD Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LST) methodology. Draft EIR Table 4.3-16 
shows on-site operational PM2.5 emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD’s 24-hour average PM2.5 operational standard. Therefore, 
the Project would result in a less than significant localized operational 
impact. 
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Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hotspots 

CO hotspots would not be experienced at any vicinity intersections 
resulting from 2,267 additional vehicle trips attributable to the Phase 
I of the Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Related Diesel Particulate Matter 

The construction phase Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was 
conducted for the Phase I (see Draft EIR Appendix B2 for HRA 
modeling results). Results of the assessment indicate that the 
highest unmitigated cancer risk would be 12-in-one-million near the 
residence at the southeast corner of Edison Avenue and Sultana 
Avenue, which exceeds the SCAQMD threshold of 10-in-one-million. 
Therefore, MM AQ-8, requiring the use of Tier 4 construction 
equipment is required to reduce the cancer risk. With MM AQ-8 the 
cancer risk would be reduced to 1-in-one-million which is below the 
SCAQMD threshold of 10-in-one-million. With the implementation of 
MM AQ-8 non-cancer hazards for DPM would be below SCAQMD 
threshold of 1.0, with a chronic hazard index computed at 0.0006. 
Therefore, construction risk levels would be less than SCAQMD 
thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) 

The highest unmitigated concentrations at future on-site sensitive 
receptors would be 0.1076 μg/m3, with a carcinogenic risk of 60 in 
one million. Therefore, MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-5 and MM AQ-7 
are required to reduce impacts. Implementation of operational 
mitigation measures reduces the diesel exhaust PM10 concentrations 
at the northeast corner of Schaefer Avenue and Sultana Avenue to 
0.0010 μg/m3. As such, the mitigated carcinogenic risk at the 
northeast corner of Schaefer Avenue and Sultana Avenue would be 
reduced to 0.57 in one million. Sensitive receptors located near the 
southeast corner of Edison Avenue and Sultana Avenue would be 
exposed to the highest mitigated PM10 concentrations of 0.0018 
μg/m3, with a mitigated carcinogenic risk of 1.01 in one million. 
Future on-site sensitive receptors would be exposed to mitigated 
concentrations of 0.021 μg/m3, with a carcinogenic risk of 0.57 in 
one million. Impacts would be less than significant. 

MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-7 have been identified to reduce 
operational emissions. MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo handling 
equipment used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) 
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be electric. MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce 
single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-4 
requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate electric 
vehicle (EV) infrastructure, and MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when 
engines are not in use. MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse 
space/cold storage. 

Chronic impacts were also evaluated in the HRA. A chronic hazard 
index of 1.0 is considered individually significant. The hazard index 
is calculated by dividing the chronic exposure by the Reference 
Exposure Level (REL). After incorporating operational MM AQ-2 
through MM AQ-5 and MM AQ-7, the highest maximum chronic 
hazard index associated with DPM emissions from Phase I 
operations would be 0.0004 at the southeast corner of Edison 
Avenue and Sultana Avenue and 0.0002 at future on-site sensitive 
receptors. As a result, non‐carcinogenic hazards are calculated to be 
within acceptable limits. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Phase II Future Development Areas 

 Construction and Operational LST 

Draft EIR Table 4.3-18: Phase II – Unmitigated Localized 
Significance of Operational Emissions, indicates that Phase II 
unmitigated emissions would not exceed thresholds. Therefore, the 
Phase II operations would result in a less than significant localized 
operational impact. 

Criteria Pollutant Health Impacts 

None of the health-related information can be directly correlated to 
the pounds/day or tons/year of emissions estimated from a single, 
proposed project. Therefore, without thresholds and standards there 
is no way to ascertain if there is a significant environmental impact. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

The Project considered herein would not produce the volume of 
traffic required to generate a CO hot spot in the context of 
SCAQMD’s CO Hotspot Analysis. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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Construction-Related Diesel Particulate Matter (DMP) 

Results of the assessment indicate that the highest cancer risk would 
be 1.02 in one million, which would not exceed the SCAQMD 
threshold of 10 in-one-million. Non-cancer hazards for DPM would 
be below SCAQMD threshold of 1.0, with a chronic hazard index 
computed at 0.0010. Therefore, construction risk levels would be 
less than SCAQMD thresholds. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Operational Diesel Particulate Matter 

The highest maximum chronic hazard index associated with DPM 
emissions from Phase II operations would be 0.0285. The highest 
calculated carcinogenic risk resulting from the Phase II operations at 
future on-site sensitive receptors is 21 in one million. Therefore, 
MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-5 and MM AQ-7 are required to reduce 
impacts. Implementation of operational mitigation measures reduces 
the diesel exhaust PM10 concentrations at off-site sensitive receptors 
to 0.0021 μg/m3, with a mitigated carcinogenic risk of 1 in one million. 
Future on-site sensitive receptors would be exposed to mitigated 
concentrations of 0.0006 μg/m3, with a carcinogenic risk of 0.32 in 
one million. The highest maximum chronic hazard index associated 
with DPM emissions from Phase II operations would be 0.0004 at 
off-site receptors and 0.0001 at on-site receptors. As a result, the 
carcinogenic risk would not exceed 10 in one million and non‐
carcinogenic hazards would not exceed 1. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

Project construction and operations would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Construction and 
operations would not exceed SCAQMD LST thresholds, would not 
create a CO hotspot, and would not generate concentrations of DPM 
that would result in carcinogenic, chronic, or acute health risk effects. 
Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant in this 
regard. 

In addition, the recent adoption of SCAQMD’s proposed Rule 2305 
(refer to SCAQMD under Draft EIR Section 4.3.3: Regulatory Setting) 
means that the Project operator could potentially be required to pay 
mitigation fee if the Project does not generate enough Warehouse 
Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) Points. The 
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Project operator may be required to implement additional emission 
reduction strategies. Conservatively, the EIR is not taking credit for 
these potential reductions. Compliance with proposed Rule 2305 
would reduce emissions below what is currently analyzed. The 
impact is less than significant with mitigation. 

MM AQ-1 The Project shall utilize “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints which 
have been reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC limits 
(i.e., have a lower VOC content than what is required) put forth by 
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 for all architectural coatings. Super-compliant 
low VOC paints shall be no more than 10g/L of VOC. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the Ontario Building and Safety 
Department shall confirm that plans specify that all architectural 
coatings will be super-compliant low VOC paints. 

MM AQ-2 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers, 
forklifts, indoor material handling equipment, etc.) shall be utilized 
onsite for daily warehouse and business operations. The Project 
developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all 
tenants/business entities prior to the signing of any lease agreement. 
In addition, the limitation to use only electric-powered off-road 
equipment shall be included in all leasing agreements. 

 Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business 
entity, the Project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity 
shall provide to the City of Ontario Planning Department 
and Business License Department a signed document 
(verification document) noting that the Project development/facility 
owner has disclosed to the tenant/business entity the requirement to 
use only electric-powered equipment for daily operations. This 
verification document shall be signed by authorized agents for the 
Project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. In 
addition, if applicable, the tenant/business entity shall provide 
documentation (e.g., purchase or rental agreement) to the City of 
Ontario Planning Department and Business License Department to 
verify, to the City’s satisfaction, that any off-road equipment utilized 
will be electric-powered. 

 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Ontario Building 
Department shall confirm that if emergency generators are 
proposed, the Project applicant shall explore non-diesel options. If 
non-diesel generators are determined to not be feasible due 
commercial availability or the energy requirements of the project, the 
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Project applicant shall provide written justification to be approved by 
the City’s Building Department. 

MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall 
prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program detailing strategies that would reduce the use of single 
occupant vehicles by employees by increasing the number of trips 
by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. The TDM shall 
include, but is not limited to the following: 

• Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM 
coordinator to educate residents, employers, employees, and 
visitors of surrounding transportation options; 

• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as 
showers for employees, self-service bicycle repair area, etc. 
around the Project site; 

• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make 
only occasional use of a vehicle, as well as others who would like 
occasional access to a vehicle of a different type than they use 
day-to-day; 

• Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through 
parking incentives and administrative support, such as ride-
matching service; and 

• Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as 
preferential load/unload areas or convenient designated parking 
spaces for carpool/vanpool users. 

MM AQ-4  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Planning Department 
shall confirm that the Project is designed to include the following: 

• The buildings’ electrical room shall be sufficiently sized to hold 
additional panels that may be needed to supply power for the 
future installation of electric vehicle (EV) truck charging stations 
on the site. Conduit should be installed from the electrical room 
to tractor trailer parking spaces in a logical location(s) on the site 
determined by the Project Applicant during construction 
document plan check, for the purpose of accommodating the 
future installation of EV truck charging stations at such time this 
technology becomes commercially available and the buildings 
are being served by trucks with electric-powered engines. 
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MM AQ-5 All truck access gates and loading docks within the Project site shall 
have a sign posted that states: 

• Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use 

• Truck drivers shall shut down the engine after five minutes of 
continuous idling operation (pursuant to Title 13 of the California 
Code of Regulations, Section 2485). Once the vehicle is stopped, 
the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and the parking 
brake is engaged. 

• Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB 
to report violations. 

• Truck travel is restricted to truck routes identified in Figure M-04 
of the Mobility Element in TOP 2050. 

 In addition, signage shall be installed to direct trucks to the 
appropriate designated truck routes. 

MM AQ-6 In residential uses, the installation of wood-burning and natural gas 
fireplaces and stoves shall be prohibited. The purpose of this 
measure is to limit emissions of ROG, CO, particulate matter, and 
visible emissions from wood-burning and natural gas fireplaces and 
stoves used for primary heat, supplemental heat, or ambiance. This 
prohibition shall be noted on the deed and/or lease agreements for 
future residential property owners/tenants to obey. 

MM AQ-7 The installation of cold storage logistics (warehouse) space is 
prohibited. Should cold storage logistics (warehouse) space be 
considered in the future, a separate discretionary approval would be 
required. 

MM AQ-8  Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall prepare and 
submit documentation to the City of Ontario that demonstrate that all 
off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 
horsepower meets California Air Resources Board Tier 4 Final off-
road emissions standards. Requirements for Tier 4 Final equipment 
shall be included in applicable bid documents and successful 
contractor(s) must demonstrate the ability to supply such equipment. 
A copy of each unit’s Best Available Control Technology (BACT) 
documentation (certified tier specification or model year 
specification), and CARB or SCAQMD operating permit (if 
applicable) shall be provided to the City at the time of mobilization of 
each applicable unit of equipment. 
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2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Sensitive Species 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-18 through 
4.4-24) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I  

Construction and Operations  

Sensitive Plants 

Phase I area development would not eliminate significant amounts 
of habitat for potentially occurring special-status plant species, nor 
reduce population size of sensitive plant species below self-
sustaining levels on a local or regional basis (if present). Therefore, 
the development of the Project would not result in a substantial 
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any 
plant specifies identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulation or by the 
CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the Phase I 
area. Hence, no significant impact to special-status plant species or 
their habitat would occur. 

Sensitive Wildlife 

Most remaining potentially occurring sensitive wildlife species are not 
expected to occur on-site due to lack of suitable habitat. Impacts to 
agricultural-related habitats could amount to an incremental 
reduction of potential foraging habitat for certain species that may be 
considered locally adverse. However, development would not 
eliminate significant amounts of habitat for these species, nor reduce 
population size below self-sustaining levels on a local or regional 
basis, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Nesting Birds and Bats 

Most native bird species are protected under the federal MBTA and 
CDFG Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3800 which prohibit take, 
possession, or destruction of birds, their nests, or eggs. If it were 
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later determined that active nests of any of special-status or native 
species would be lost or indirectly impacted as a result of site-
preparation, it could result in adverse impacts and would be in 
conflict with these regulations. If construction activities (e.g., site 
disturbances) are proposed during the nesting season, a nesting bird 
survey(s) may be required prior to development. Development 
activities performed outside of the avian breeding season (generally 
September 1 to December 31) usually eliminates the need to conduct 
pre-activity nesting surveys for most native species known from the 
site vicinity and ensure that there were no constraints to construction 
relative to the MBTA/CDFG Code. Compliance with the 
MBTA/CDFG Code would be necessary prior to development; 
however, no special permit or approval is typically required in most 
instances where BUOW are not present. Development activities 
performed outside of the avian breeding season would generally 
eliminate the need to conduct pre-activity nesting surveys for most 
common native species (other than BUOW) known from the Project 
site vicinity, and likely ensure that there were no constraints to 
construction relative to the MBTA/CDFG codes. 

Suitable foraging and nesting habitat for the Cooper’s hawk (SSC), 
sharp-shinned hawk (CWL), golden eagle (CWL, SFP), great egret 
(Nesting Colony), great blue heron (Nesting Colony), ferruginous 
hawk (CWL), snowy egret (Nesting Colony), white-tailed kite (SFP), 
California horned lark (CWL), Swainson’s hawk (ST), merlin (CWL), 
prairie falcon (CWL), loggerhead shrike (SSC), California gull (CWL), 
long-billed curlew (CWL), and double crested cormorant (CWL) was 
observed in the Phase I area within the agricultural fields and the 
artificially created unvegetated dairy effluent retention ponds. The 
Project would adhere to the required Ontario Ranch development 
impact fees which include a habitat mitigation fee of $4,320 per net 
acre for proposed residential, commercial, hotel and restaurant, 
office, and industrial development. These paid mitigation fees would 
then be collected by the City and be deposited into a trust fund to 
use for the acquisition, restoration, rehabilitation, and maintenance 
of lands deemed to have long-term conservation value. As stated in 
Section 4.4.3: Regulatory Setting, the City has approved a 
Memorandum of Agreement with Inland Empire Resource 
Conservation District to administer the Greater Prado Basin Habitat 
Conservation Program and associated Ontario Ranch Habitat 
Mitigation Fees. Additionally, MM BIO-1 would require a qualified 
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biologist to conduct a nesting bird survey(s) to be reviewed by the 
City to reduce impacts to nesting birds to less than significant levels. 

Many North American bat species tend to congregate at preferred 
roosting sites or at isolated water sources, several field methods are 
available to identify species and broad habitat associations (e.g., tree 
cavities, exfoliating bark, bark fissures, crevices, cliff faces, and/or 
dense foliage). Suitable foraging and roosting habitat for the pallid 
bat (SSC), Townsend’s big-eared bat (SSC), and the western mastiff 
bat (SSC) was observed within the Phase I area. Potential impacts 
to foraging habitat for these species would be mitigated to a level of 
less than significant level with implementation of MM BIO-2. 
MM BIO-2 would require a qualified biologist to determine whether 
potential roosting sites for bats may be affected through exit counts 
and acoustic surveys that would be performed prior to ground 
disturbance activities. If the results of the bat survey find a total of 
one single roosting individual of a special status bat species or 25 or 
more individuals of a non-special status bat species with potential to 
be present in the Phase I area (i.e., western Mastiff bat, big free-
tailed bat, or pallid bat), a Bat Management Plan shall be developed 
to ensure mortality to bats does not occur. The plan would be 
reviewed and approved by the CDFW.  

Although there is suitable foraging and nesting habitat located on the 
Project site for the aforementioned species, suitable habitat for 
breeding was not documented within the Project site, and mitigation 
would reduce potential impacts to these species to less than 
significant levels. Furthermore, the biological assessment prepared 
did not document any sensitive or undisturbed native habitats within 
the Project site. 

Burrowing Owl (BUOW) 

Although there is suitable habitat for the BUOW, potential impacts to 
refugia, nesting and foraging habitat for this species would be 
mitigated to a level of less than significant following implementation 
of MM BIO-3 which would ensure BUOW surveys are completed 
prior to construction. MM BIO-3 would implement focused and 
preconstruction surveys to ensure potential impacts to refugia, 
nesting, and foraging habitat for the BUOW would be reduced to less 
than significant levels. 
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MM BIO-1 Nesting Bird and Raptor Preconstruction Survey. Regulatory 
requirement for potential direct/indirect impacts to nesting common 
and sensitive bird and raptor species will require compliance with the 
CDFG Code Section 3503. Construction outside the nesting season 
(between September 1st and January 31st) do not require pre-
removal nesting bird surveys. If construction is proposed during 
nesting season (February 1st and August 31st), a qualified biologist 
will conduct a nesting bird survey(s) no more than three (3) days prior 
to initiation of grading to document the presence or absence of 
nesting birds within or directly adjacent (200 ft -500 ft for raptors) to 
the Project site. 

 The survey(s) will focus on identifying any raptors and/or bird nests 
that are directly or indirectly affected by construction activities. If 
active nests are documented, the qualified biologist will prepare and 
implement specific measures to prevent abandonment of the active 
nest. At a minimum, grading in the vicinity of a nest will be postponed 
until the young birds have fledged. The perimeter of the nest setback 
zone will be fenced or adequately demarcated with stakes and 
flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction personnel and 
activities will be restricted from the area. 

 The biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around each 
active nest. The buffer area will be determined by the biologist based 
on the species present, surrounding habitat, and type of construction 
activities proposed in the area. The survey report will be submitted 
by the qualified biologist to the City of Ontario for review and approval 
prior to initiation of grading in the nest-setback zone. 

 Additionally, the qualified biologist will serve as a construction 
monitor during those periods when construction activities occur near 
active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these 
nests occur. A final monitoring report of the findings, prepared by a 
qualified biologist, will be submitted to the City of Ontario 
documenting compliance with the CDFG Code. Any nest 
permanently vacated for the season would not warrant protection 
pursuant to the CDFG Code. 

MM BIO-2 Focused Bat Survey. Prior to implementation of Project activities, a 
qualified biologist shall be retained to determine whether potential 
roosting sites for bats may be affected. For large ornamental trees 
suitable for bat roosting/nursery, exit counts and acoustic surveys 
shall be performed prior to initial ground disturbance, vegetation or 
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structure removal to determine whether the Project Site and a 
300-foot buffer supports a nursery or roost, and by which species. 
This work will occur between late -spring and late summer and/or in 
the fall (generally mid-March through late October). 

 If the results of the bat survey find a total of a single roosting 
individual of a special status bat species or 25 or more individuals of 
a non-special status bat species with potential to be present in the 
Project Site (i.e., western Mastiff bat, big free-tailed bat, or pallid bat), 
a Bat Management Plan shall be developed to ensure mortality to 
bats does not occur. For each location confirmed to be occupied by 
bats, the plan will provide details both in text and graphically where 
exclusion devises/and or staged tree removal will need to occur, the 
timing for exclusion work and the timeline and methodology needed 
to exclude the bats. The plan will need to be reviewed and approved 
by CDFW prior to disturbance of the roost(s). 

MM BIO-3  Focused and Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Surveys. Focused 
surveys for burrowing owl will be conducted in accordance with the 
March 7, 2022, CDFG staff report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 
Specifically, A total of 4 surveys will be conducted: 1) at least one 
site visit between February 15th and April 15th, and 2) a minimum of 
three (3) surveys, at least three weeks apart, between April 15th and 
July 15th, with at least one visit after June 15th. A report of the 
findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the 
City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for ground disturbing 
activities. 

A 14-day burrowing owl preconstruction survey will also be 
conducted immediately prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing 
construction to ensure protection for this species. The survey will be 
conducted in compliance with CDFW guidelines (CDFW 2012). A 
report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be 
submitted to the City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for 
ground disturbing activities. 

If burrowing owls are detected on-site during the focused surveys or 
14-day preconstruction survey efforts, during the breeding season 
(February 1st to August 31st) then construction activities shall be 
limited to beyond 300 feet of the active burrows until a qualified 
biologist has confirmed that nesting efforts are compete or not 
initiated. In addition to monitoring breeding activity, if construction is 
proposed to be initiated during the breeding season or active 
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relocation is proposed, a burrowing owl relocation plan will be 
developed and approved by the City of Ontario, CDFW and USFWS. 

b. Riparian Habitat  

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-24 through 
4.4-26) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I   

Construction and Operations  

A total of 70.04 acres of vegetation communities would be directly 
impacted as a result of project implementation as summarized in 
Draft EIR Table 4.4-3: Project Site Vegetation Community Impacts. 
However, no riparian, sensitive, or undisturbed native/natural 
habitats were documented during the biological assessment. In 
addition, no riparian scrub, forest, or woodland habitat was observed 
within the artificially created dairy effluent retention ponds located 
within the Phase I area. Furthermore, the adherence to the City’s 
Biological Resources habitat mitigation fee, described previously, 
would reduce potential impacts to Burrowing Owl, raptor foraging, 
loss of open space, and agricultural lands to a less than significant 
level. 

c. Wildlife Movement 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-27 through 
4.4-29) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

Wildlife Movement Corridors  

 The Phase I area does not represent a wildlife movement corridor or 
route between open space habitats. Additionally, the Phase I area is 
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separated from regional wildlife movement corridors associated with 
the Prado Dam Flood Control Basin and Santa Ana River. Therefore, 
the Phase I area does not function as a wildlife movement corridor. 
With implementation of MM BIO-1, Project development would not 
impede on any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
and would not be located in a migratory wildlife corridor. Therefore, 
with mitigation incorporated, impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

MM BIO-1 Nesting Bird and Raptor Preconstruction Survey. Regulatory 
requirement for potential direct/indirect impacts to nesting common 
and sensitive bird and raptor species will require compliance with the 
CDFG Code Section 3503. Construction outside the nesting season 
(between September 1st and January 31st) do not require 
pre-removal nesting bird surveys. If construction is proposed during 
nesting season (February 1st and August 31st), a qualified biologist 
will conduct a nesting bird survey(s) no more than three (3) days prior 
to initiation of grading to document the presence or absence of 
nesting birds within or directly adjacent (200 ft -500 ft for raptors) to 
the Project site. 

 The survey(s) will focus on identifying any raptors and/or bird nests 
that are directly or indirectly affected by construction activities. If 
active nests are documented, the qualified biologist will prepare and 
implement specific measures to prevent abandonment of the active 
nest. At a minimum, grading in the vicinity of a nest will be postponed 
until the young birds have fledged. The perimeter of the nest setback 
zone will be fenced or adequately demarcated with stakes and 
flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction personnel and 
activities will be restricted from the area. 

 The biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around each 
active nest. The buffer area will be determined by the biologist based 
on the species present, surrounding habitat, and type of construction 
activities proposed in the area. The survey report will be submitted 
by the qualified biologist to the City of Ontario for review and approval 
prior to initiation of grading in the nest-setback zone. 

 Additionally, the qualified biologist will serve as a construction 
monitor during those periods when construction activities occur near 
active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these 
nests occur. A final monitoring report of the findings, prepared by a 
qualified biologist, will be submitted to the City of Ontario 
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documenting compliance with the CDFG Code. Any nest 
permanently vacated for the season would not warrant protection 
pursuant to the CDFG Code. 

d. Tree Preservation Policy 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-29 through 
4.4-31) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

 Several blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus) and red gum (Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis) are located in the northeast and western portions of 
the Project site boundaries, although these trees do not meet the 
City’s Heritage Tree policy criteria. Prior to any site clearing or 
grading, a tree inventory would be prepared to ensure compliance 
with Ontario MC Section 6.05.020, Tree Preservation Policy and 
Protection Measures (refer to MM BIO-5). This policy would ensure 
healthy Heritage Trees that are approved for removal would be 
replaced with new trees with a total trunk diameter equal to the trees 
removed, or as deemed appropriate by the Approve Authority. With 
implementation of MM BIO-5, impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant levels. 

MM BIO-5 Tree Inventory. Prior to implementation of Project site clearing or 
grading, a qualified biologist shall provide a tree inventory to ensure 
compliance with Ontario MC Section 6.05.020, Tree Preservation 
Policy and Protection Measures. Healthy Heritage Trees that are 
approved for removal shall be replaced with new trees with a total 
trunk diameter equal to the tree(s) removed, or as deemed 
appropriate by the Approving Authority based on lot size and 
available planting space. Replacement trees are to be in addition to 
the quantity of trees required for landscaping. The Approving 
Authority is responsible for reviewing the landscape plan and 
approving appropriate species for tree replacement (The Ontario 
Plan 2050). 
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3. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a. Archaeological Resources 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-30 and 4.5-31) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

One purpose of the Cultural Resources Assessment was to 
determine whether significant archaeological deposits were present 
within the proposed Project area. Although none were identified 
during the records search and field survey, ground-disturbing 
activities have the potential to reveal buried deposits not observed 
on the surface. If discovered, impacts to those resources would be 
potentially significant. In order to minimize any potential impact to the 
environment, impacts to archaeological resources are considered 
potentially significant and mitigation measures are required to ensure 
the proper treatment of undiscovered archaeological resources that 
may be encountered during grading. The application of mitigation 
measures MM CUL-9 and MM CUL-10 below requiring Cultural 
Awareness training for all construction and field personnel and 
ensure the proper treatment of undiscovered archaeological 
resources that may be encountered during grading would reduce the 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

Following the completion of construction of the Project and 
disturbances to the site, the Project operation will not include further 
ground disturbing activities, and it is not anticipated to cause a 
substantial or adverse change in the significant of an archaeological 
resource since construction will be completed and mitigation 
measures applied. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.  

MM CUL-9 Prior to the issuance of any grading permits for the Project area, a 
Cultural Awareness Training Program shall be provided to all 
construction managers and construction personnel prior to 
commencing any ground disturbance work within the Project area. 
The training shall be prepared and conducted by a Qualified 
Archaeologist to the satisfaction of the City Planning Department. 
The training may be discontinued when ground disturbance is 
completed. Construction personnel shall not be permitted to operate 
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equipment within the construction area unless they have attended 
the training. A copy of the training transcript and/or training video, as 
well as a list of the names of all personnel who attended the training 
and copies of the signed acknowledgment forms shall be submitted 
to the City Planning Department for their review and approval. 

MM CUL-10 Should any cultural resources be discovered during Project 
implementation; the City Planning Department and a Qualified 
Archaeologist shall be notified to assess the nature and significance 
of the find. Should any cultural resources be deemed significant, the 
Qualified Archaeologist shall draft a treatment plan for review and 
approval by the City Planning Department. Tribes listed on the City’s 
contact list for the Project shall be notified of any significance 
discovery that is Native American in origin and be given the 
opportunity to comment on the treatment plan prior to 
implementation. All final site records, reports, etc. associated with 
the discovery, evaluation, and treatment of cultural resources 
discovered during Project implementation shall be submitted to the 
South-Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC). 

4. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

a. Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil 

Threshold:  Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-16 through 
4.7-20)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

In addition to the excavation and removal of the fill material, the 
development of the Project would require grading preparation, 
excavation, trenching and paving activities that could result in soil 
erosion if exposed to periods of high wind or storm-related events. 
MM GEO-1 would be implemented to ensure future structure stability 
and guide over excavation and fill activities. Dust control measures 
such as watering would be utilized to control the potential for erosion 
to occur. Construction contractors would also be required to 
implement a dust control plan in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 
to reduce wind erosion (further information about dust control can be 
found in Section 4.2: Air Quality of the Draft EIR). 
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Construction activities such as excavation and grading would be 
minimal given that the Phase I area is relatively flat. No major grading 
or excavation would be needed to substantially alter the slope of the 
site, create, or remove steep slopes, create retaining walls, or make 
other landform modifications. Nevertheless, grading and earthwork 
activities during construction would expose soils to potential short-
term erosion by wind and water. During construction, the Phase I 
area would be required to comply with erosion and siltation control 
measures. This would include measures such as sand-bagging, 
placement of silt fencing, erosion control blankets, straw wattles, 
mulching, etc., to reduce runoff from the site and to hold topsoil in 
place during all grading activities. As mass grading proceeds, finish 
grading commences, and construction begins the erosion measures 
would be removed or relocated as necessary. Additionally, the 
construction on the Phase I area would be required to comply with 
the NPDES; refer to Draft EIR Section 4.10: Hydrology and Water 
Quality for discussion of the anticipated NPDES permitting process. 
Construction impacts on the Phase I area would be minimized 
through compliance with the CGP. The NPDES permit requires 
development and implementation of a SWPPP and monitoring plan, 
which must include erosion-control and sediment-control BMPs. The 
BMPs would be required to meet or exceed measures required by 
the CGP to control potential construction-related pollutants and 
would comply with the Ontario MC Title 6, Chapter 6 – Stormwater 
Drainage System. Erosion-control BMPs are designed to prevent 
erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to trap sediment 
once it has been mobilized. All required permits and the erosion 
control plan would be verified by the City prior to initiation of any 
construction and prior to the issuance of any grading permit. 
Conformance to these requirements and verification by the City as 
part of the development approval process for the Phase I area would 
ensure that potential impacts from construction are less than 
significant.  

MM GEO-1  As specified in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation & Organic 
Soil/Manure Evaluation Report for the Euclid Mixed Use Specific 
Plan Project by Converse Consulting, cut/fill transitions should be 
eliminated from all level portions of the building pad areas. This 
should be accomplished by over excavating the entire “cut” portion 
of the building pad area by at least 5.0 feet below proposed grade 
and replacing the excavated materials as properly compacted fill, so 
that all footings for structures and walls are founded into engineered 
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fill with a minimum of 3.0 feet of fill below footings for proposed 
structures and 2.0 feet below footings for proposed walls. 

No fill should be placed until excavations and/or natural ground 
preparation have been observed by the geotechnical consultant. The 
native soils encountered within the project sites are generally 
considered suitable for re-use as compacted fill. Excavated soils 
should be processed, including removal of roots and debris, removal 
of oversized particles, mixing, and moisture conditioning, before 
placing as compacted fill. On-site soils used as fill should meet the 
following criteria. 

• No particles larger than 8 inches in largest dimension. 

• Rocks larger than 4 inches should not be placed within the upper 
12 inches of subgrade soils. 

• Free of all significant organic matter, debris, or other deleterious 
material. 

• Expansion index of 50 or less. 

• Sand Equivalent greater than 15 (greater than 30 for pipe 
bedding). 

• Contain less than 30 percent by weight retained in 3/4-inch sieve. 

• Contain less than 40 percent fines (passing #200 sieve). 

b. Expansive Soils 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-22 through 
4.7-24)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I  

Construction and Operations  

Expansive soils are soils that expand and contract depending on 
their moisture level. This change can occur seasonally as water 
levels and precipitation changes throughout the year. These soils 
normally occur within the first five feet below the surface. Expansive 
soils can lead to structural damage as their compositions and volume 
changes dramatically. The composition of the near surface soils at 
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the Phase I site ranges from sands, silty sands, and sandy silts to 
silty clays, sandy clays, and clayey silts. Laboratory testing 
performed on representative samples of these materials indicate that 
the upper 5 to 9 feet of the general site soils had a very low potential 
(Expansion Index = 0 to 4), and the stockpiled soils possess a 
medium expansion potential (Expansion Index = 53 to 79). 
MM GEO-2 would be implemented to further reduce expansion 
potential. Corrosive soils present on-site can pose additional risk to 
structures and infrastructure, particularly those composed of ferrous 
metals that are in context with the soils. MM GEO-3 would be 
implemented to reduce impacts associated with corrosive soils. 
Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur with mitigation 
incorporated. 

MM GEO-2 Stockpiled fill soils would be placed in deeper fills (at least 5 feet 
below proposed grade), landscaped areas, or non-structural fills, or 
blended with sandier soils on site outside of the subject fill stockpile 
in order to reduce the expansion potential of the stockpiled soils. The 
expansion potential of the finish-grade soils shall be tested at grading 
completion. 

Slabs-on-grade shall have a minimum thickness of 5 inches for 
support of nominal live loads and be reinforced with No. 3 bars 
spaced 24 inches or less on-centers both ways. Slab reinforcement 
shall be supported on concrete chairs so that the desired placement 
is properly placed per the design engineer. Structural design 
elements of slabs-on-grade, including but not limited to thickness, 
reinforcement, and joint spacing of more heavily loaded slabs shall 
be dependent upon the anticipated loading conditions and the 
modulus of subgrade reaction (200kcf) of the supporting materials 
and shall be designed by a structural engineer. 

Subgrade for slabs-on-grade shall be firm and uniform. All loose or 
disturbed soils, including under-slab utility trench backfill shall be 
recompacted. Prior to placing concrete, the subgrade soils below all 
floor slabs shall be pre-watered to achieve a moisture content that is 
equal to 100 percent of the optimum moisture content of the 
subgrade soils. The moisture content should penetrate to a minimum 
depth of 12 inches. This should promote uniform curing of the 
concrete and minimize the development of shrinkage cracks. 
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MM GEO-3 Corrosive Materials. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the 
Director of the City Public Works Department, or designee, shall 
verify that the Project Applicant/Developer has retained the services 
of a licensed corrosion engineer to provide detailed corrosion 
protection measures. Where steel may come in contact with on-site 
soils, project construction shall include the use of steel that is 
protected against corrosion. Corrosion protection may include, but is 
not limited to, sacrificial metal, the use of protective coatings, and/or 
cathodic protection. Additional site testing and final design evaluation 
regarding the possible on-site presence of significant volumes of 
corrosive soils shall be performed by the Project Geotechnical 
Consultant to refine and enhance these recommendations. On-site 
inspection during grading shall be conducted by a qualified corrosion 
consultant and City of Director of Public Works/City Engineer, or 
designee, to ensure compliance with geotechnical specifications as 
incorporated into Project plans.  

c. Paleontological Resources 

Threshold:  Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-14 through 
4.6-15)  

Explanation: Specific Plan - Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project site currently operates with agricultural uses and is 
frequently disturbed by human and machine activity. A 
paleontological resource overview was prepared for the Project to 
review the susceptibility of subsurface geologic units to provide 
paleontological resources as well as review records for fossil 
localities near the Project site. Additionally, no paleontological 
resources or unique geologic formations were identified on the 
Phase I area during the field survey. A records search within a one-
mile radius of the Project site did not yield any fossil localities and 
there were no fossil localities identified within the Phase I area 
boundaries. Development of the Project would include grading and 
other ground disturbing activities that could potentially disturb 
paleontological resources or unearth previously recorded resources. 
Therefore, the implementation of MM GEO-4 would reduce the 
impact of Project development on paleontological resources or 
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unique geologic features to less than significant impact levels with 
mitigation incorporated. 

Because fossils may be present at depths greater than 10 feet below 
the existing ground surface, paleontological spot-
checking/monitoring in these areas is required. MM GEO-4 would 
require a paleontological monitor to ensure that any paleontological 
finds are properly collected and recorded, and that construction is 
relocated to assess the find for significance. With the implementation 
of MM GEO-4 potential impacts associated with paleontological 
resources would be less than significant. Therefore, no significant 
unavoidable adverse impacts relating to paleontological resources 
have been identified. 

MM GEO-4  In areas of documented or inferred archaeological and/or 
paleontological resource presence, City staff shall require applicants 
for development permits to provide studies to document the 
presence/absence of such resources. On properties where 
resources are identified, such studies shall provide a detailed 
mitigation plan based on the recommendations of a qualified cultural 
preservation expert. Additionally, a paleontological resource 
monitoring plan (PRMP) would be prepared and implemented. 
Periodic paleontological spot checks would be conducted when 
excavation exceeds depths of 5 feet to determine if older, 
paleontologically sensitive sediments are present. If present, 
monitoring would be implemented. Prior to the start of construction, 
a paleontological resource monitoring plan (PRMP) would be 
prepared and implemented. The Project’s PRMP would implement 
the following procedures: 

• A trained and qualified paleontological monitor would perform 
spot-check and/or monitoring of any excavations on the Project 
that have the potential to impact paleontological resources in 
undisturbed native sediments below five feet in depth. The 
monitor would have the ability to redirect construction activities to 
ensure avoidance of adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources. 

• The Project paleontologist may re-evaluate the necessity for 
paleontological monitoring after examination of the affected 
sediments during excavation, with approval from Lead Agency 
and Client representatives. 
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• Any potentially significant fossils observed shall be collected and 
recorded in conjunction with best management practices and 
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology professional standards. 

• Any fossils recovered during mitigation shall be deposited in an 
accredited and permanent scientific institution for the benefit of 
current and future generations. 

• A report documenting the results of the monitoring, including any 
salvage activities and the significance of any fossils, shall be 
prepared and submitted to the appropriate personnel. 

5. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

a. GHG Emissions 

Threshold:  Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that could have a significant impact on the environment?  

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-18 through 
4.8-24)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.8-7, Project Buildout would generate 
approximately 36,129 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
(MTCO2e) per year with the implementation of operational air quality 
MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6. Since the majority of emissions are 
from mobile sources and neither the Project Applicant nor the City 
have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible 
mitigation measures exist that would reduce the Project’s impacts 
with respect to mobile operational emissions. While the Project has 
some control over GHG emissions (refer to MM AQ-2 through 
MM AQ-6), the majority of emissions are beyond the Project’s 
control. MM GHG-1 would require that the Project incorporate project 
design features to achieve a minimum score of 100 points on the 
Screening Tables. As stated in the Community CAP, projects that 
achieve a minimum score of 100 points are considered less than 
significant. At the time of this analysis, the Project is in the design 
phase, where project design features needed to achieve consistency 
with the Screening Tables are being considered and implemented. A 
preliminary set of the screening tables has been completed to show 
that the Project can feasibly achieve 100 points (refer to Draft EIR 
Appendix B). The applicant must complete and submit a final set of 
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screening tables showing the achievement of the required 100 points 
prior to issuance of the building permit, as required by MM GHG-1. 
Therefore, even with the implementation of MM AQ-2 through 
MM \AQ-6 and MM GHG-1, this Project impact is less than 
significant. 

The Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a 
consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned 
pattern of development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch 
area. The City has long anticipated that this area would transition 
from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is 
implementing TOP 2050. Pursuant to TOP 2050, implementation of 
the Project Specific Plan would represent a consistent and logical 
continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in 
Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. Therefore, Project 
emissions have been included in emissions forecasts for TOP 2050 
and impacts are less than significant. 

MM AQ-2  Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers, 
forklifts, indoor material handling equipment, etc.) shall be utilized 
onsite for daily warehouse and business operations. The Project 
developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all 
tenants/business entities prior to the signing of any lease agreement. 
In addition, the limitation to use only electric-powered off-road 
equipment shall be included in all leasing agreements. 

Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business 
entity, the Project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity 
shall provide to the City of Ontario Planning Department and 
Business License Department a signed document (verification 
document) noting that the Project development/facility owner has 
disclosed to the tenant/business entity the requirement to use only 
electric-powered equipment for daily operations. This verification 
document shall be signed by authorized agents for the Project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. In addition, if 
applicable, the tenant/business entity shall provide documentation 
(e.g., purchase or rental agreement) to the City of Ontario Planning 
Department and Business License Department to verify, to the City’s 
satisfaction, that any off-road equipment utilized will be electric-
powered. 

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Ontario Building 
Department shall confirm that if emergency generators are 
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proposed, the Project applicant shall explore non-diesel options. If 
non-diesel generators are determined to not be feasible due 
commercial availability or the energy requirements of the project, the 
Project applicant shall provide written justification to be approved by 
the City’s Building Department. 

MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall 
prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program detailing strategies that would reduce the use of single 
occupant vehicles by employees by increasing the number of trips 
by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. The TDM shall 
include, but is not limited to the following: 

• Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM 
coordinator to educate residents, employers, employees, and 
visitors of surrounding transportation options; 

• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as 
showers for employees, self-service bicycle repair area, etc. 
around the Project site; 

• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make 
only occasional use of a vehicle, as well as others who would like 
occasional access to a vehicle of a different type than they use 
day-to-day; 

• Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through 
parking incentives and administrative support, such as ride-
matching service; and 

• Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as 
preferential load/unload areas or convenient designated parking 
spaces for carpool/vanpool users. 

MM AQ-4  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Planning Department 
shall confirm that the Project is designed to include the following: 

• The buildings’ electrical room shall be sufficiently sized to hold 
additional panels that may be needed to supply power for the 
future installation of electric vehicle (EV) truck charging stations 
on the site. Conduit should be installed from the electrical room 
to tractor trailer parking spaces in a logical location(s) on the site 
determined by the Project Applicant during construction 
document plan check, for the purpose of accommodating the 
future installation of EV truck charging stations at such time this 
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technology becomes commercially available and the buildings 
are being served by trucks with electric-powered engines. 

MM AQ-5 All truck access gates and loading docks within the Project site shall 
have a sign posted that states: 

• Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use 

• Truck drivers shall shut down the engine after five minutes of 
continuous idling operation (pursuant to Title 13 of the California 
Code of Regulations, Section 2485). Once the vehicle is stopped, 
the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and the parking 
brake is engaged. 

• Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB 
to report violations. 

• Truck travel is restricted to truck routes identified in Figure M-04 
of the Mobility Element in TOP 2050. 

 In addition, signage shall be installed to direct trucks to the 
appropriate designated truck routes. 

MM AQ-6 In residential uses, the installation of wood-burning and natural gas 
fireplaces and stoves shall be prohibited. The purpose of this 
measure is to limit emissions of ROG, CO, particulate matter, and 
visible emissions from wood-burning and natural gas fireplaces and 
stoves used for primary heat, supplemental heat, or ambiance. This 
prohibition shall be noted on the deed and/or lease agreements for 
future residential property owners/tenants to obey. 

MM GHG-1 Project development proposals with building permit applications on 
file with the City shall implement Screening Table Measures that 
achieve at least 100 points per the Screening Tables. The City shall 
verify that Screening Table Measures achieving the 100-point 
performance standard are incorporated in development plans prior 
to the issuance of building permit(s) and/or site plans (as applicable). 
The City shall verify implementation of the selected Screening Table 
Measures prior to the issuance of Certificate(s) of Occupancy. At the 
discretion of the City, measures that provide GHG reductions 
equivalent to GHG emissions reductions achieved via the Screening 
Table Measures may be implemented. Multiple development 
proposals may, at the discretion of the City, be allowed to collectively 
demonstrate achievement of at least 100 points per the Screening 
Tables. 
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b. Emission Reduction Plans 

Threshold:  Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse 
gases? 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-24 through 
4.8-38)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

As seen in Draft EIR Table 4.8-9 and Table 4.8-10, the Project would 
be consistent with applicable plan goals. In addition, the Project 
would include several sustainable design features as required by 
MM GHG-1 that would help reduce GHG emissions. 

Regarding goals for 2050 under Executive Order S-3-05, at this time 
it is not possible to quantify the emissions savings from future 
regulatory measures, as they have not yet been developed; 
nevertheless, it can be anticipated that operation of the proposed 
Project would benefit from the implementation of current and 
potential future regulations (e.g., improvements in vehicle emissions, 
SB 100/renewable electricity portfolio improvements, etc.) enacted 
to meet an 80 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The majority of the GHG reductions from the Scoping Plan would 
result from continuation of the Cap-and-Trade regulation. AB 398 
extends the State’s Cap-and-Trade program through 2030 and the 
Scoping Plan provide a comprehensive plan for the state to achieve 
its GHG targets through a variety of regulations enacted at the State 
level. Additional reductions are achieved from electricity sector 
standards (i.e., utility providers to supply 60 percent renewable 
electricity by 2030 and 100 percent renewable by 2045), doubling the 
energy efficiency savings at end uses, additional reductions from the 
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), implementing the short-lived 
GHG strategy (e.g., hydrofluorocarbons), and implementing the 
Mobile Source Strategy and Sustainable Freight Action Plan. 

The Project would not obstruct or interfere with efforts to increase 
zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) or state efforts to improve system 
efficiency. As discussed in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 
MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 would reduce mobile source emissions 
and would support the State’s transition to ZEVs. The Project would 
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also benefit from implementation of the State programs for ZEVs and 
goods movement efficiencies that reduce future GHG emissions 
from trucks. 

The CAP establishes a city points system that assigns values for 
each GHG emissions mitigation design element or operational 
program feature incorporated into a given development project. The 
CAP Screening Tables point values correspond to the minimum 
GHG emissions reduction expected from each feature. Projects with 
features that yield at least 100 Screening Table points are 
considered consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the 
City’s CAP. Such projects would be determined to have a less than 
significant individual and cumulative GHG emissions impact. As 
discussed above, both Phase I and Phase II of the Project can 
feasibly achieve 100 points individually, based on the completion of 
preliminary Screening Tables (see Draft EIR Appendix B). Achieving 
100 points ensures that the Project would not impede California’s 
statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 and 2050. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

6. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

a. Hazardous Materials 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-26 through 
4.9-32)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I  

Construction 

Project-related construction activities would involve the use of larger 
amounts of hazardous materials than would Project operation. 
Construction activities would include the use of materials such as 
fuels, lubricants, and greases in construction equipment and 
coatings used in construction. According to the City’s Fire 
Department Hazardous Materials standards, the materials used 
would be in small quantities or stored in such a manner as to reduce 
any safety hazards. The use of these materials would also be 
temporary and short-term or single-use in nature and would cease 
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upon completion of the proposed Project’s construction phase. 
Project construction workers would also be required to conduct the 
safe handling of hazardous materials use as proposed in MM HAZ-1. 

Additionally, as with Project operation, the use, storage, transport, 
and disposal of construction-related hazardous materials would be 
required to conform to existing laws and regulations. Compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations governing the use, storage, 
transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials would ensure 
that all potentially hazardous materials are used and handled in an 
appropriate manner and would minimize the potential for safety 
impacts. For example, all spills or leakage of petroleum products 
during construction activities are required to be immediately 
contained, the hazardous material identified, and the material 
remediated in compliance with applicable state and local regulations 
for the cleanup and disposal of that contaminant. All contaminated 
waste would be required to be collected and disposed of at an 
appropriately licensed disposal or treatment facility. Furthermore, 
strict adherence to all emergency response plan requirements set 
forth by San Bernardino County Fire Protection District (SBCFPD) 
would be required through the duration of the Project construction 
phase. Therefore, with implementation of MM HAZ-1, hazards to the 
public or the environment arising from the routine use of hazardous 
materials during Project construction would be less than significant. 

Grading Activities 

Contaminated soils encountered during grading would be required to 
be removed and disposed of off-site in accordance with all applicable 
regulatory guidelines. The handling and transport of these materials 
and exposure to contaminated soils for workers and the surrounding 
environment could result in a significant impact. MM HAZ-5 would 
further reduce these risks, as a Phase II subsurface assessment 
would be required. 

Site grading also requires the removal of aboveground storage tanks 
(ASTs), where areas of staining were observed, and septic tanks 
prior to site development. A demolition permit from San Bernardino 
County Building & Safety Division would be required to remove the 
septic tank(s). MM HAZ-2 and HAZ-3 would be applied to these 
activities prior to the commencement of construction activities. 

MM HAZ-2 requires a Soil Management Plan (SMP) that details 
procedures and protocols for on-site management of soils containing 
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potentially hazardous materials, to be implemented during grading 
activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual levels of 
hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, and 
managed during construction. MM HAZ-3 would require the proper 
removal and disposal of all ASTs and underground storage tanks 
(USTs), such as by a State licenses contractor in compliance with 
SBCFPD regulations, and, in the even that contaminated soils are 
encountered, a SMP shall be prepared to management 
contaminated soils during redevelopment. 

The historic and current use of the Project site as various agricultural 
operations – including a dairy-farm and the raising of livestock – may 
produce methane gas in the subsurface from animal wastes. A 
methane assessment should be conducted to assess subsurface 
methane levels across the site. MM HAZ-4 would be applied in order 
to minimize risks associated with the risk of methane encountered 
on the Project site.  

Demolition 

Demolition of buildings and equipment on-site has the potential to 
expose and disturb Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACMs), 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), lead based paint (LBP), and 
mercury. Project site buildings were constructed prior to bans on 
ACMs, PCBs, and LBP coming into effect. Such releases could pose 
significant risks to persons living and working in and around the 
Project site, as well as to Project construction workers. Before 
demolition, a comprehensive ACM survey would be conducted to 
identify the locations and quantities of ACM in above-ground 
structures, pursuant to MM HAZ-6. MM HAZ-6 would be 
incorporated to reduce the risk from ACMs. The removal of 
hazardous materials, such as PCBs, mercury-containing light ballast, 
and mold, shall be completed in accordance with applicable 
regulations pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 761 
(PCBs), 40 CFR 273 (mercury-containing light ballast), and 29 CFR 
1926 (molds) by workers with the HAZWOPER training, as outlined 
in 29 CFR 1910.120 and 8 California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
5192. The removal of LBP material shall be implemented in 
accordance with CCR, Title 8 Section 1532.1, the CFR (Title 40, 
Part 745, and Title 29, Part 1926), the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) Lead Renovation, Repair and Painting Program 
Rules and Residential Lead-Based Paint Disclosure Program, and 
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sections 402/404 and 403, and Title IV of the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA). 

The potential exposure of construction workers to ACMs, PCBs, 
LBP, or mercury is a potentially significant impact. Through 
MM HAZ-6, a survey of existing structures prior to demolition will 
characterize the potential exposure and further reduce impacts from 
the potential release of these materials. Additionally, PPP HAZ-5 
would reduce the potential of demolition activities to expose 
construction workers and/or the public to LBP through compliance 
with Cal/OSHA regulations, CFR Title 40 and 29, U.S. EPA 
regulations regarding LBP, and Sections 402/404 and 403, and 
Title IV of the TSCA. 

Operation 

Operation of the Project would involve the use of small amounts of 
hazardous materials, such as industrial and household cleansers, 
greases, and oils for cleaning and maintenance purposes as well as 
the storage and periodic application of pesticides, herbicides, and 
fertilizers, and use of toxic fuels and solvents. The use, storage, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be governed 
by existing regulations of several agencies, including the U.S. EPA, 
U.S. Department of Transportation, California Division of 
Occupational Safety and Health, and the SBCFPD. Compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations governing the use, storage, 
transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials would ensure 
that all potentially hazardous materials are used and handled in an 
appropriate manner and would minimize the potential for safety 
impacts. Additionally, the Project would also be operated with strict 
adherence to all emergency response plan requirements set forth by 
the SBCFPD. Mandatory compliance with laws and regulations, 
would ensure that operational impacts would be less than significant. 

MM HAZ-1 Construction period testing. Construction at the Project site shall 
be conducted under a Project-specific Construction Risk 
Management Plan (CRMP) to protect construction workers, the 
general public, and the environment from subsurface hazardous 
materials previously identified and to address the possibility of 
encountering unknown contamination or hazards in the subsurface. 
The CRMP shall summarize soil and groundwater analytical data 
collected on the Project sites during past investigations and during 
site investigation activities; delineate areas of known soil and 
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groundwater contamination, if applicable; and identify soil and 
groundwater management options for excavated soil and 
groundwater, in compliance with local, state, and federal statutes 
and regulations. The CRMP shall: 

• Provide procedures for evaluating, handling, storing, testing, and 
disposing of soil and groundwater during Project excavation and 
dewatering activities, respectively. 

• Require the preparation of a Project-specific Health and Safety 
Plan that identifies hazardous materials present, describes 
required health and safety provisions and training for all workers 
potentially exposed to hazardous materials in accordance with 
State and Federal worker safety regulations, and designates the 
personnel responsible for Health and Safety Plan 
implementation. 

• Require the preparation of a contingency plan that shall be 
applied should previously unknown hazardous materials be 
encountered during construction activities. The contingency plan 
shall include provisions that require collection of soil and/or 
groundwater samples in the newly discovered affected area by a 
qualified environmental professional prior to further work, as 
appropriate. The analytical results of the sampling shall be 
reviewed by the qualified environmental professional and 
submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency. The 
environmental professional shall provide recommendations, as 
applicable, regarding soil/waste management, worker health and 
safety training, and regulatory agency notifications, in 
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements. Work 
shall not resume in the area(s) affected until these 
recommendations have been implemented under the oversight of 
the County or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 

• Designate personnel responsible for implementation of the 
CRMP. The CRMP shall be submitted to the County for review 
and approval prior to the issuance of construction and demolition 
permits. 

MM HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project applicant shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to 
prepare a Soil Management Plan that details procedures and 
protocols for on-site management of soils containing potentially 
hazardous materials. The SMP would be implemented during 
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grading activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual 
levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, 
and managed on-site, and include the following: 

• A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially 
hazardous soils. In addition, sampling of soil shall be conducted 
during excavation to ensure that all petroleum hydrocarbon and 
arsenic impacted soils are removed, and that Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for non-residential uses are not 
exceeded. Excavated materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted by 
the State to accept hazardous materials. 

• Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities 
that appear suspect of contamination, either from visual staining 
or suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation of excavation 
activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be tested for 
potential contamination. If contamination is found to be present 
per the Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening 
Levels for industrial/commercial land use (DTSCSLi) and the U.S. 
EPA Regional Screening Levels for industrial/commercial land 
use (EPARSLi), it shall be transported and disposed of per state 
regulations to an appropriately permitted landfill. 

• The SMP shall include a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) that 
addresses potential safety and health hazards and includes the 
requirements and procedures for employee protection; each 
contractor will be required to have their own HSP tailored to their 
particular trade that addresses the general project safety 
requirements. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling 
procedures and health and safety requirements to minimize 
worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

• The SMP shall be prepared and executed in accordance with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 
1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination of Soil. The SMP shall require the timely testing 
and sampling of soils so that contaminated soils can be separated 
from inert soils for proper disposal. The SMP shall specify the 
testing parameters and sampling frequency. Anticipated testing 
includes total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and semi-volatile organic compounds 
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(SVOCs). During excavation, Rule 1166 requires that soils 
identified as contaminated shall be sprayed with water or another 
approved vapor suppressant or covered with sheeting during 
periods of inactivity of greater than an hour, to prevent 
contaminated soils from becoming airborne. Under Rule 1166, 
contaminated soils shall be transported from the project site by a 
licensed transporter and disposed of at a licensed 
storage/treatment facility to prevent contaminated soils from 
becoming airborne or otherwise released into the environment.  
All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction 
documents, contracts, and project plans prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

• The SMP would also include procedures for the safe handling and 
transportation of soils on the Project Site that may impact 
sensitive receptors such as schools. 

MM HAZ-3 Prior to the commencement of any construction-related site activities 
(clearing, demolition, grading etc.), all above-ground storage tanks 
(ASTs) and underground storage tanks (USTs) shall be removed. 
ASTs storing diesel shall be disposed of by a State of California 
licensed contractor and in compliance with the required San 
Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) Hazardous Materials 
Division regulations for tank removals. For stained soils in the vicinity 
of diesel containing ASTs, as identified in the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) dated July 29, 2021 soil samples shall be 
collected, as directed by the SBCFD inspector, for chemical analysis 
at a laboratory licensed by the State of California. If contaminated 
soils are encountered, a soil management plan shall be prepared to 
manage the stained soils during redevelopment. USTs shall be 
removed through reviewing available files at the SBCFD and 
ensuring the proper removal of the UST and a subsurface 
investigation to determine if the UST had impacted the subsurface. 

MM HAZ-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant shall 
conduct testing for the presence of methane on the Project site, in 
accordance with DTSC methane assessment guidelines. The Project 
applicant shall prepare a methane gas soil survey and implement 
grading activity recommendations to the satisfaction of the City 
Building Department. This survey and recommendation shall include 
a post-construction soil gas investigation and installation of methane 
gas mitigation systems where post-grading methane levels exceed 
5,000 ppmv, should any such levels occur.  



 

Page 87 of 201 

MM HAZ-5 Following drainage of the on-site ponds, the Project applicant shall 
conduct a limited Phase II subsurface assessment of sediments to 
evaluate the sediments for chemical risks to human health and the 
environment. If contamination from dairy and animal-related wastes 
is encountered at a level above Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) for non-residential uses, the appropriate environmental 
agency (Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic 
Substance Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
shall be notified. Any contamination identified as a result of such 
testing/sampling shall be investigated and removed or remediated to 
the satisfaction of the environmental agency and established 
Regional Screening Levels with evidence provided to the City, such 
that there are no residual significant impacts following mitigation. 
Prior to allowing the commencement of any soil removal or hauling 
activities at the Proposed Project, the City will review and/or evaluate 
potential air quality impacts (criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants from equipment exhaust, earthmoving, and other on-
site remedial activities, as applicable) to verify that impacts are 
properly assessed and disclosed in accordance with CEQA. 

MM HAZ-6 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any buildings or 
structures on-site, the Project applicant shall conduct comprehensive 
ACM and mercury contamination surveys to identify the locations 
and quantities of ACM and mercury in above-ground structures. The 
Project applicant shall retain a licensed or certified asbestos 
consultant to inspect buildings and structures on-site. The 
consultant’s report shall include requirements for abatement, 
containment, and disposal of ACM, if encountered, in accordance 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1403. 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit of the onsite structure, 
preparation of a demolition plan for the safe dismantling and removal 
of building components and debris including a plan for lead and 
asbestos abatement shall be required. The demolition plan shall be 
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to commencement 
of construction activities. 

b. Accident or Upset 

Threshold:  Would the Project be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
§65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 
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Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-32 through 
4.9-34)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

The construction of new developments such as the Project site could 
result in hazards to the public or the environment through the 
accidental upset or release of hazardous materials caused by 
accidental spillage of hazardous materials used during construction 
phases, or as a result of the exposure of contaminated soil during 
grading activities. Database searches did not reveal any active 
USTs. The Project site itself is not on a Cortese list. The closest UST 
that is listed is a site 1.2 miles away, located at the Chino Road Yard 
at 7000 Merrill Avenue, Chino, CA 91710, which is currently under 
military evaluation and the status remains inactive. Additionally, the 
Project site has been cited or issued violation notices by applicable 
environmental regulatory agencies for improper use or disposal of 
hazardous materials. However, the majority of the violations incurred 
within the Project site have been brought up to compliance as of 
2018. For those that are potentially out of compliance, 
implementation of MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-6 would reduce the 
potential for accidental upset conditions incurred by any present 
hazards. 

Compliance with applicable laws and regulations concerning 
hazardous materials would ensure that all potentially hazardous 
materials are used and handled in an appropriate manner and would 
minimize the potential for safety impacts. For example, all spills or 
leakage of petroleum products during construction activities are 
required to be immediately contained, the hazardous material 
identified, and the material remediated in compliance with applicable 
regulations, such as RCRA, for the clean-up and disposal of that 
contaminant. All contaminated waste would be required to be 
collected and disposed of at an appropriately licensed disposal or 
treatment facility under SCAQMD Rule 1166. Furthermore, strict 
adherence to all emergency response plan requirements set forth by 
SBCFPD would be required through the duration of the Project 
construction phase. Project construction workers would also be 
required to conduct safe handling of hazardous materials as 
proposed in MM HAZ-1. Implementation of MM HAZ-1 through 
MM HAZ-6 will further reduce the potential for accidental upset 
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conditions by conducting additional site investigations to quantify, 
manage and mitigate hazardous materials conditions on the site. As 
a result, with the implementation of mitigation measures, impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Compliance with the applicable regulatory framework would ensure 
Project operations would not create a significant hazard due to the 
use of routine hazardous materials such as cleaners, solvents, and 
pesticides related to landscaping. A less than significant impact 
would occur in this regard. 

MM HAZ-1 Construction period testing. Construction at the Project site shall be 
conducted under a Project-specific Construction Risk Management 
Plan (CRMP) to protect construction workers, the general public, and 
the environment from subsurface hazardous materials previously 
identified and to address the possibility of encountering unknown 
contamination or hazards in the subsurface. The CRMP shall 
summarize soil and groundwater analytical data collected on the 
Project sites during past investigations and during site investigation 
activities; delineate areas of known soil and groundwater 
contamination, if applicable; and identify soil and groundwater 
management options for excavated soil and groundwater, in 
compliance with local, state, and federal statutes and regulations. 
The CRMP shall: 

• Provide procedures for evaluating, handling, storing, testing, and 
disposing of soil and groundwater during Project excavation and 
dewatering activities, respectively. 

• Require the preparation of a Project-specific Health and Safety 
Plan that identifies hazardous materials present, describes 
required health and safety provisions and training for all workers 
potentially exposed to hazardous materials in accordance with 
State and Federal worker safety regulations, and designates the 
personnel responsible for Health and Safety Plan 
implementation. 

• Require the preparation of a contingency plan that shall be 
applied should previously unknown hazardous materials be 
encountered during construction activities. The contingency plan 
shall include provisions that require collection of soil and/or 
groundwater samples in the newly discovered affected area by a 
qualified environmental professional prior to further work, as 
appropriate. The analytical results of the sampling shall be 
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reviewed by the qualified environmental professional and 
submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency. The 
environmental professional shall provide recommendations, as 
applicable, regarding soil/waste management, worker health and 
safety training, and regulatory agency notifications, in 
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements. Work 
shall not resume in the area(s) affected until these 
recommendations have been implemented under the oversight of 
the County or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 

• Designate personnel responsible for implementation of the 
CRMP. The CRMP shall be submitted to the County for review 
and approval prior to the issuance of construction and demolition 
permits. 

MM HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project applicant shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to 
prepare a Soil Management Plan that details procedures and 
protocols for on-site management of soils containing potentially 
hazardous materials. The SMP would be implemented during 
grading activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual 
levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, 
and managed on-site, and include the following: 

• A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially 
hazardous soils. In addition, sampling of soil shall be conducted 
during excavation to ensure that all petroleum hydrocarbon and 
arsenic impacted soils are removed, and that Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for non-residential uses are not 
exceeded. Excavated materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted by 
the State to accept hazardous materials. 

• Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities 
that appear suspect of contamination, either from visual staining 
or suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation of excavation 
activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be tested for 
potential contamination. If contamination is found to be present 
per the Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening 
Levels for industrial/commercial land use (DTSCSLi) and the 
U.S. EPA Regional Screening Levels for industrial/commercial 
land use (EPARSLi), it shall be transported and disposed of per 
state regulations to an appropriately permitted landfill. 
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• The SMP shall include a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) that 
addresses potential safety and health hazards and includes the 
requirements and procedures for employee protection; each 
contractor will be required to have their own HSP tailored to their 
particular trade that addresses the general project safety 
requirements. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling 
procedures and health and safety requirements to minimize 
worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

• The SMP shall be prepared and executed in accordance with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 
1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination of Soil. The SMP shall require the timely testing 
and sampling of soils so that contaminated soils can be separated 
from inert soils for proper disposal. The SMP shall specify the 
testing parameters and sampling frequency. Anticipated testing 
includes total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOCs). During excavation, Rule 1166 requires that soils 
identified as contaminated shall be sprayed with water or another 
approved vapor suppressant or covered with sheeting during 
periods of inactivity of greater than an hour, to prevent 
contaminated soils from becoming airborne. Under Rule 1166, 
contaminated soils shall be transported from the project site by a 
licensed transporter and disposed of at a licensed 
storage/treatment facility to prevent contaminated soils from 
becoming airborne or otherwise released into the environment. 
All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction 
documents, contracts, and project plans prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

• The SMP would also include procedures for the safe handling and 
transportation of soils on the Project Site that may impact 
sensitive receptors such as schools. 

MM HAZ-3 Prior to the commencement of any construction-related site activities 
(clearing, demolition, grading etc.), all above-ground storage tanks 
(ASTs) and underground storage tanks (USTs) shall be removed. 
ASTs storing diesel shall be disposed of by a State of California 
licensed contractor and in compliance with the required 
San Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) Hazardous 
Materials Division regulations for tank removals. For stained soils in 
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the vicinity of diesel containing ASTs, as identified in the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) dated July 29, 2021 soil 
samples shall be collected, as directed by the SBCFD inspector, for 
chemical analysis at a laboratory licensed by the State of California. 
If contaminated soils are encountered, a soil management plan shall 
be prepared to manage the stained soils during redevelopment. 
USTs shall be removed through reviewing available files at the 
SBCFD and ensuring the proper removal of the UST and a 
subsurface investigation to determine if the UST had impacted the 
subsurface. 

MM HAZ-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant shall 
conduct testing for the presence of methane on the Project site, in 
accordance with DTSC methane assessment guidelines. The Project 
applicant shall prepare a methane gas soil survey and implement 
grading activity recommendations to the satisfaction of the City 
Building Department. This survey and recommendation shall include 
a post-construction soil gas investigation and installation of methane 
gas mitigation systems where post-grading methane levels exceed 
5,000 ppmv, should any such levels occur.  

MM HAZ-5 Following drainage of the on-site ponds, the Project applicant shall 
conduct a limited Phase II subsurface assessment of sediments to 
evaluate the sediments for chemical risks to human health and the 
environment. If contamination from dairy and animal-related wastes 
is encountered at a level above Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) for non-residential uses, the appropriate environmental 
agency (Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic 
Substance Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
shall be notified. Any contamination identified as a result of such 
testing/sampling shall be investigated and removed or remediated to 
the satisfaction of the environmental agency and established 
Regional Screening Levels with evidence provided to the City, such 
that there are no residual significant impacts following mitigation. 
Prior to allowing the commencement of any soil removal or hauling 
activities at the Proposed Project, the City will review and/or evaluate 
potential air quality impacts (criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants from equipment exhaust, earthmoving, and other 
on-site remedial activities, as applicable) to verify that impacts are 
properly assessed and disclosed in accordance with CEQA. 
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MM HAZ-6 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any buildings or 
structures on-site, the Project applicant shall conduct comprehensive 
ACM and mercury contamination surveys to identify the locations 
and quantities of ACM and mercury in above-ground structures. The 
Project applicant shall retain a licensed or certified asbestos 
consultant to inspect buildings and structures on-site. The 
consultant’s report shall include requirements for abatement, 
containment, and disposal of ACM, if encountered, in accordance 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1403. 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit of the onsite structure, 
preparation of a demolition plan for the safe dismantling and removal 
of building components and debris including a plan for lead and 
asbestos abatement shall be required. The demolition plan shall be 
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to commencement 
of construction activities. 

c. Hazardous Emissions near a School 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-34 through 
4.9-36)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction 

The transport of hazardous substances or materials to-and-from the 
Project site during construction and long-term operational activities 
would be required to comply with applicable federal, State, and local 
regulations intended to reduce public safety hazards. 
Implementation of MM HAZ-2 would implement a Soil Management 
Plan that details procedures and protocols for on-site management 
of soils containing potentially hazardous materials. The SMP would 
be implemented during grading activities on-site to ensure that soils 
containing residual levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly 
identified, monitored, and managed on-site, and would also include 
procedures for the safe handling and transportation of soils on the 
Project Site that may impact sensitive receptors such as schools. As 
a result, with the implementation of mitigation measures, impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Operations 

Operation of the Project would involve the use of small amounts of 
hazardous materials, such as industrial and household cleansers, 
greases, pesticides related to landscaping, and oils for cleaning and 
maintenance purposes. Compliance with applicable laws and 
regulations governing the use, storage, transportation, and disposal 
of hazardous materials would ensure that all potentially hazardous 
materials are used and handled in an appropriate manner and would 
minimize the potential for safety impacts. Due to the nature of the 
proposed land uses, the Project would not emit hazardous emissions 
or include the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, and/or wastes within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school. 

Refer to Draft EIR Section 4.3: Air Quality for analysis pertaining to 
human health risks associated with the Project’s air pollutant 
emissions. As concluded in Draft EIR Section 4.3, the Project’s toxic 
air contaminant emissions (and their associated health risks) would 
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated to all sensitive 
receptors, including school children near the Project site and the 
primary truck travel routes to/from the Project site. 

MM HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project applicant shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to 
prepare a Soil Management Plan that details procedures and 
protocols for on-site management of soils containing potentially 
hazardous materials. The SMP would be implemented during 
grading activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual 
levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, 
and managed on-site, and include the following: 

• A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially 
hazardous soils. In addition, sampling of soil shall be conducted 
during excavation to ensure that all petroleum hydrocarbon and 
arsenic impacted soils are removed, and that Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for non-residential uses are not 
exceeded. Excavated materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted by 
the State to accept hazardous materials. 

• Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities 
that appear suspect of contamination, either from visual staining 
or suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation of excavation 
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activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be tested for 
potential contamination. If contamination is found to be present 
per the Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening 
Levels for industrial/commercial land use (DTSCSLi) and the 
U.S. EPA Regional Screening Levels for industrial/commercial 
land use (EPARSLi), it shall be transported and disposed of per 
state regulations to an appropriately permitted landfill. 

• The SMP shall include a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) that 
addresses potential safety and health hazards and includes the 
requirements and procedures for employee protection; each 
contractor will be required to have their own HSP tailored to their 
particular trade that addresses the general project safety 
requirements. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling 
procedures and health and safety requirements to minimize 
worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

• The SMP shall be prepared and executed in accordance with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Rule 1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination of Soil. The SMP shall require the timely testing 
and sampling of soils so that contaminated soils can be separated 
from inert soils for proper disposal. The SMP shall specify the 
testing parameters and sampling frequency. Anticipated testing 
includes total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOCs). During excavation, Rule 1166 requires that soils 
identified as contaminated shall be sprayed with water or another 
approved vapor suppressant or covered with sheeting during 
periods of inactivity of greater than an hour, to prevent 
contaminated soils from becoming airborne. Under Rule 1166, 
contaminated soils shall be transported from the project site by a 
licensed transporter and disposed of at a licensed 
storage/treatment facility to prevent contaminated soils from 
becoming airborne or otherwise released into the environment. 
All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction 
documents, contracts, and project plans prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

• The SMP would also include procedures for the safe handling and 
transportation of soils on the Project Site that may impact 
sensitive receptors such as schools. 
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d. List of Hazardous Materials 

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

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-36 through 
4.9-37)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I 

Construction and Operations  

The Project site was not identified on the Waste Discharge System 
database as a site that would pose a significant threat to water 
quality. Furthermore, this site is not listed to have any Cortese List 
items. The nearest active facility to the Project site listed under the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Cortese List is 
located approximately 1.9 miles north. Lastly, according to the 
SWRCB Geotracker for leaking underground storage tanks, the 
Project site is approximately one mile north from an open Clean-up 
Program Site dedicated to remediation. Therefore, with incorporation 
of MM HAZ-5, the Project site would not create a significant impact 
to the public environment.  

MM HAZ-5 Following drainage of the on-site ponds, the Project applicant shall 
conduct a limited Phase II subsurface assessment of sediments to 
evaluate the sediments for chemical risks to human health and the 
environment. If contamination from dairy and animal-related wastes 
is encountered at a level above Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) for non-residential uses, the appropriate environmental 
agency (Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic 
Substance Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
shall be notified. Any contamination identified as a result of such 
testing/sampling shall be investigated and removed or remediated to 
the satisfaction of the environmental agency and established 
Regional Screening Levels with evidence provided to the City, such 
that there are no residual significant impacts following mitigation. 
Prior to allowing the commencement of any soil removal or hauling 
activities at the Proposed Project, the City will review and/or evaluate 
potential air quality impacts (criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants from equipment exhaust, earthmoving, and other 
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on-site remedial activities, as applicable) to verify that impacts are 
properly assessed and disclosed in accordance with CEQA. 

7. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  

a. Tribal Cultural Resources  

Threshold:  Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in PRC §21074 as 
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American 
tribe, and that is: 

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

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and 
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC §5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe? 

Finding: Less than significant with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-9 and 
4.16-10)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are sites, features, places, cultural 
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe that is either eligible or listed in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or local register 
of historical resources (PRC §21074). Conducting consultation early 
in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, public lead 
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of 
environmental review, identify and address potential adverse 
impacts to TCRs, and reduce the potential for delay in the 
environmental review process. The intent of the consultations is to 
provide an opportunity for interested Native American contacts to 
collaborate with the City during the project approval process to 
identify and protect TCRs. 
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Sacred Lands File Search 

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was conducted through the NAHC 
to determine if any sacred lands or traditional cultural properties on 
file with the NAHC were within or near the Project site. The NAHC’s 
SLF record search found no record of sacred lands on or within one 
mile of the Project site (see Draft EIR Appendix D).  

Tribal Consultation 

In accordance with SB 18 and AB 52, the City sent Tribal consultation 
letters to the Native American Tribes in March 2023. Yuhaaviatam of 
San Manuel Nation (formerly known as the San Manuel Band of 
Mission Indians) responded, indicating the Project is outside of the 
Tribes ancestral territory and, as such, the Tribe did not elect to 
consult. Additionally, Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – 
Kizh Nation responded, stating that the Tribe agrees with the 
Specific and requests consultation for all future projects within this 
location. No other responses have been received. 

Conclusion 

As stated above, no TCRs were identified within the Project area. 
However, impacts to cultural resources, including TRCs, are 
considered potentially significant and mitigation measures are 
required to ensure the proper treatment of undiscovered cultural 
resources that may be encountered during grading. As discussed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.5: Cultural Resources, the application of 
mitigation measures MM CUL-6 and MM CUL-7 below requiring 
Cultural Awareness training for all construction and field personnel 
and ensure the proper treatment of undiscovered resources that may 
be encountered during grading would reduce the impacts to less than 
significant levels. 

MM CUL-6 Prior to issuance of a demolition building permit, a feasibility study of 
the relocation and adaptive reuse shall be completed by a qualified 
architect and structural engineer who specializes in historic buildings 
in consultation with contractors who specialize in moving buildings 
for the Milk Parlor within the area identified as Phase II. MM CUL-1 
shall be implemented if determined relocation is feasible. 

MM CUL-7  A comparative study of other dairy areas within California such as 
the San Joaquin Valley, Arcata Bottoms in Humboldt County, and the 
Fresno region to further understand the significance of dairy farming 
at a local, regional, and statewide level shall be submitted to the 
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Planning Department for review and acceptance, prior to issuance of 
the Certificate of Final Occupancy for the first building constructed 
within the project area. 

D. FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS THAT 
CANNOT BE MITIGATED TO A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

The City Council hereby finds that, despite the incorporation of Mitigation Measures 
identified in the EIR and in these Findings, the following environmental impacts cannot 
be fully mitigated to a less than significant level and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations is therefore included herein: 

1. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES  

a. Farmland Conversion 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-10 through 4.2-16)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

 Construction and Operations  

The Project site has historically been used for agricultural purposes, 
primarily dairy operations, and field crops. A total of 37.67 acres is 
identified as Prime Farmland in the northern and southern portion of 
the site, and the remainder of the site is identified as “Other Land” 
totaling 40.93 acres, and “Urban and Built-Up Land” totaling 
5.56 acres. The Project would convert the 37.67 acres of Prime 
Farmland from agriculture to urban use, which was identified as a 
significant impact within TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR. 

As identified in the TOP 2010 EIR, build out of the Ontario Policy 
Plan would result in conversion of all agricultural-designated land to 
urban uses; remaining agricultural uses would be retained within 200 
acres of the SoCALF preserves. It was determined that the mitigation 
proposed and considered would not prevent significant impacts from 
occurring, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable. The 
City adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations in 2018 for 
significant and unavoidable impacts to agricultural lands with full 
buildout of the Policy Plan, which allows the decision-making body 
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of the City to approve a project despite one or more unmitigated 
significant environmental impacts identified in the TOP Final EIR. 
Therefore, consistent with Findings made at the time of certification 
of the City’s TOP 2010 Certified EIR and the City’s TOP 2050 Final 
Supplemental SEIR, this impact is significant and unavoidable.  

Lastly, although implementation of MM AG-1 would reduce the 
potential for pressure to convert nearby agricultural land to other 
uses, with full buildout of the City in accordance with TOP, all 
agricultural lands would be converted to urban land uses, which 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

MM AG-1 Deed disclosure – In order to reduce conflicts issued between 
sensitive receptors and agricultural uses, all property owners in the 
Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan shall be provided with a deed 
disclosure or similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding 
the proximity and nature of neighboring agricultural uses. This 
disclosure shall be applied at the tentative map stage to the affected 
properties, or otherwise prior to finalizing the sale or rental 
agreement of any property. The written disclosure shall be supplied 
to the property purchaser or renter by the vendor or vendor’s agent. 
The content and text of the disclosure shall be approved by the City 
Attorney and shall include language to inform new residents that 
existing agricultural uses may create nuisances such as flies, odors, 
dust, night light, and chemical spraying. 

In accordance with the findings of the TOP 2010 Certified EIR , there are no other 
feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the Project’s significant impacts 
regarding agricultural conversion to levels that would be less than significant. 

Further, according to the TOP 2010 Certified EIR findings, while the City maintains 
a Right-to-Farm ordinance, use of farm equipment and odors associated with dairy 
farming in the Ontario Ranch area is not compatible with densities proposed in the 
City’s Land Use Plan. Furthermore, several mitigation measures to reduce the 
impacts of TOP on agriculture were considered and were considered again as to 
the EIR for the Project Specific Plan; however, none of the mitigation measures 
considered by the City, and detailed below, would feasibly be able to reduce the 
significant impacts to levels less than significant and therefore impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. The measures considered are discussed 
further below. 

Mitigation Measures Considered But Rejected 
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The Project build-out area is designated for urban development pursuant to the 
City’s Policy Plan. Existing agricultural uses are in various stages of converting to 
urban uses that are consistent with the Policy Plan. As the agricultural uses 
diminish, so too are the needed support uses such as feed stores, agricultural 
equipment sales and rentals, and manure services. In addition, as described 
previously, dairy farming has become less and less viable in the City region. The 
dairy industry in San Bernardino County has consistently and sharply declined 
since 2000, and incentives to convert to urban uses increase. Existing agricultural 
uses within the City are becoming economically unsustainable and represent land 
uses that are increasingly incongruous with continuing urbanization of the City. 
Transition of existing agricultural uses and farmland to non-agricultural uses is an 
unavoidable effect of implementing the TOP. TOP 2010 Certified EIR considered 
various mitigation measures which were considered again for the EIR for the 
Project specific plan that could reduce impacts to agricultural resources. The City 
again concluded that there are no feasible measures that would reduce the loss of 
agriculture to levels that would be less than significant. The TOP 2010 Certified 
EIR Mitigation Measures that were considered before are, again, considered and 
rejected and are described below. 

Considered TOP 2010 EIR Mitigation Measure: Retention of On-Site 
Agricultural Uses. Retention of agricultural uses within the City of Ontario would 
create or maintain islands of agricultural uses within an urbanized setting, 
exacerbating potential land use conflicts and land use incompatibilities. Moreover, 
TOP does not envision long-term use of City properties for agricultural purposes. 
This is evidenced in the adopted Land Use Plan, which does not establish or 
maintain any “Agricultural” Land Use designations within the City. Preservation of 
agricultural land uses would therefore conflict with the adopted Land Use Plan. 
The “Retention of On-Site Agricultural Uses” mitigation strategy would require 
comprehensive amendment of the Policy Plan. Neither the City nor applicant has 
indicated that such amendment is warranted or desired, and neither has initiated 
such action.  

Additionally, economic viability of agricultural uses in the City has declined as a 
result of losing many of the necessary support services. Increasing urbanization, 
rising land values, and relatively high operational costs have also put City 
agricultural and dairy farming uses at a competitive disadvantage in regional 
markets. Ultimately, the long-term viability of agriculture within the City is limited 
due to the increasing land values, increased water costs, higher labor costs, higher 
property taxes, competition from other parts of the state, and the growing 
urbanization of the area. Based on the preceding, retention of on-site agricultural 
uses is considered infeasible. 
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Considered TOP 2010 EIR Mitigation Measure: Replacement of Agricultural 
Resources Off-Site. Replacement of agricultural resources at an off-site location 
would require the applicant to purchase off-site replacement acreage not 
designated as Farmland and improve or restore it to Farmland status. Creation of 
additional Farmland in the City is contrary to the Land Use Plan policies and vision 
as summarized previously and would require comprehensive amendment of the 
Policy Plan. Neither the City nor applicant has indicated that such amendment is 
warranted or desired, and neither has initiated such action. The potential to provide 
off-site mitigation for the loss of agricultural land and agricultural uses was 
considered but rejected as infeasible in the TOP 2010 EIR. Using another area 
within Ontario Ranch for mitigation of impacts related to the Project would result in 
the same issues as previously described in consideration of on-site mitigation. 
Therefore, similar to the reasons why on-site mitigation is not feasible, off-site 
mitigation within Ontario Ranch is also infeasible. In addition, off-site mitigation 
within the region is also considered infeasible due to the decreasing economic 
vitality of agriculture in Ontario Ranch and Southern California and increased 
urbanization pressures on existing agricultural lands.  

Further, creation of new Farmland-status properties outside the City is beyond the 
Lead Agency and Project applicant’s control. The Farmland status at any site 
would be assigned through the California Department of Conservation Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program Important Farmland Series mapping protocol. 
Moreover, creation of new Farmland-status properties at extra-jurisdictional 
locations could result in land use conflicts at the interface of agricultural uses and 
urban uses similar to those the City has experienced and seeks to avoid through 
implementation of the Land Use Plan.  

Additionally, the “Replacement of Agricultural Resources Off-Site” mitigation 
strategy would likely result in potentially adverse environmental impacts including, 
but not limited to, impacts to biological resources, hydrology/water quality, air 
quality, GHG emissions, and land use and planning. In this regard, the mitigation 
strategy would likely result in increased, rather than diminished environmental 
impacts. Based on the preceding, replacement of agricultural resources at off-site 
locations is considered infeasible.  

Considered 2010 TOP EIR Mitigation Measure: Relocation of Farmland 
Topsoil. Relocation of Farmland topsoil would entail removal of the top 12 to 18 
inches of topsoil from Farmland properties and the placement of this soil at sites 
that have lesser quality soil. This would promote creation of new or additional 
Farmland status properties in the City, rather than provide for their transition to 
urban uses. This would be contrary to the Land Use Plan policies and vision as 
summarized previously and would require comprehensive amendment of the 
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Policy Plan. Neither the City nor applicant has indicated that such amendment is 
warranted or desired, and neither has initiated such action.  

Further, creation of new Farmland-status by means of imported Farmland topsoil 
is beyond the Lead Agency and Project applicant’s control. The Farmland status 
at any site would be assigned through the California Department of Conservation 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Important Farmland Series mapping 
protocol. Moreover, creation of new Farmland-status properties at extra-
jurisdictional locations could result in land use conflicts at the interface of 
agricultural uses and urban uses similar to those the City has experienced and 
seeks to avoid through implementation of the Land Use Plan. 

Additionally, excavation and relocation of topsoil would likely result in potentially 
adverse environmental impacts affecting biological resources, hydrology/water 
quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and land use and planning. Based 
on the preceding, relocation of Farmland topsoil is considered infeasible. 

Considered 2010 TOP EIR Mitigation Measure: Establishment of 
Conservation Easement or Preserves. Establishment of conservation 
easements or preserves is contrary to the Land Use Plan policies and vision 
providing for transition of agricultural uses to urban uses. This mitigation strategy 
would require comprehensive amendment to the Policy Plan. The City has not 
indicated that such amendment is warranted or desired and has initiated no such 
action. At the Project site, establishment of agricultural conservation easements or 
preserves would negate the Project, resulting in a No-Build condition. Based on 
the preceding, the “Establishment of Conservation Easement or Preserves” 
mitigation strategy is considered infeasible.  

Considered 2010 TOP EIR Mitigation Measure: Transfer of Development 
Rights. SCAG provides the following summary of description and application of 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) programs:  

• TDR “is a device by which the development potential of a site is severed 
from its title and made available for transfer to another location. The owner 
of a site within a transfer area retains property ownership, but not approval 
to develop. The owner of a site within a receiving area may purchase 
transferable development rights, allowing a receptor site to be developed at 
a greater density.”  

TDR is most commonly used to preserve agricultural lands, but it can also be used 
for preserving natural, open space. TDR programs can vary depending on the 
need of the local jurisdiction but in general there are a few common factors that 
contribute to the success of a TDR program. These include having a donor site 
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with development constraints, appropriate zoning regulations, and infrastructure 
requirements.”  

The Project Site is not currently entitled for development absent an adopted 
Specific Plan, and it is unclear what if any development rights would be transferred 
under a TDR program. Further, there is no designated or contemplated receiving 
area to accept these development rights. Moreover, a TDR program would 
preserve agricultural uses at the Project Site rather than further planned transition 
of agricultural uses to non-agricultural uses as envisioned under the Policy Plan. 
This would be contrary to the Land Use Plan policies and vision as summarized 
previously.  

The City of Ontario has not implemented a TDR Program. Implementation of a 
TDR program would require amending the City Development Code and 
comprehensive amendment of the Policy Plan. Neither the City nor applicant has 
indicated that such amendments are warranted or desired, and neither has initiated 
such actions. Based on the preceding, implementation of a “Transfer of 
Development Rights Program” mitigation strategy is considered infeasible. 

The City has considered but rejected the collection of fees for off-site mitigation of 
agricultural impacts. Neither the City nor the adjoining counties have adopted fee 
programs. Absent viable programs in the region, the imposition of fees would not 
serve to mitigate the impacts of the Project. Furthermore, an off-site fee mitigation 
program would not avoid the loss of farmland; would not minimize the effect of the 
Project; would not repair, rehabilitate, or restore the affected farmland; and, absent 
a viable fee program, would not replace affected farmland with substitute farmland. 
Thus, such a program would not actually mitigate or substantially lessen the 
significant impact of the Project (State CEQA Guidelines §15370; San Franciscans 
for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 
Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519). The same factors that make on-site mitigation infeasible 
would apply off-site in the region as well. The challenges to continued agricultural 
production in the Chino Basin area, also challenge agriculture throughout Southern 
California (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine [2004] 119 Cal. App. 4th 1261, 
1270-72).  

Off-site mitigation would require the City to purchase replacement acreage for 
Important Farmland currently not in use elsewhere in California and restore it as 
viable farmland. However, distant mitigation would not reduce impacts because 
these mitigation parcels could have no bearing or relationship on the loss of 
agricultural lands within the City or the County. In addition, experience indicates a 
program consisting of the required purchase of agricultural easements on other 
land or through fee programs for the acquisition of agricultural easements would 
be of limited utility or benefit. Such a program is inherently dependent upon 



 

Page 105 of 201 

voluntary agreements by farm owners to sell such easements on their property for 
an agreed price, which, within the City, is largely driven by the City’s TOP land use 
designations, population growth, urbanization of the surrounding area, and the 
limited supply of suitable farmland. In remote areas not planned for development 
in the near-term, owner’s may be more willing to sell such an easement at a 
reasonable price but within the region much of the land is already subject to 
development pressure.  

As a result, the most likely result would be a “patchwork” of easements, with some 
owners more willing than others to sell them, potentially creating a more dispersed 
development pattern and loss of viability of farmland over time, which would not 
serve as a feasible measure to mitigate the loss of farmland by the Project. Neither 
the City nor the County have adopted programs for the acquisition of off-site 
agricultural easements. Consequently, for the reasons previously outlined, it is 
determined that off-site mitigation of agricultural resources is neither feasible nor 
effective in mitigating such impacts.  

Overall, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified, which would 
substantially lessen the Project’s significant impacts related to the loss of Prime 
Farmland and conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. This finding is 
consistent with the finding in TOP EIR; that there are no feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts on Important Farmland or the conversion of 
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, and thus impacts would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

b. Agricultural Zoning 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-18 through 4.2-20)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations 

As discussed above, the development of the Project will result in the 
conversion of the existing agricultural uses that include a total of 
37.67 acres of Prime Farmland to an urban or non-agricultural use. 
The City does not have any prohibitions that prevent the transition of 
agricultural land uses to urban land uses. While existing agricultural 
uses would be allowed to persist, the proposed land use plan for the 
City designates these areas for nonagricultural land uses provided 
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that equivalent Important Farmland is preserved elsewhere, or funds 
associated with the 1988 Park Bond Act are returned. Therefore, 
these existing agricultural uses would be converted to 
nonagricultural uses upon buildout of TOP 2050. Furthermore, 
although the intent of the SoCALF Preserves was to preserve 
Important Farmland in perpetuity in this area of the City, the 
preserves do not guarantee that Important Farmland would not be 
converted to nonagricultural uses. Important farmland outside of 
these preserves may be converted to nonagricultural uses without 
requiring the County to repay the funding to the state or relocating 
the farmland elsewhere in the San Bernardino County Agricultural 
Land Preserve. Development and implementation of the Project 
would have significant and unavoidable impacts on agricultural 
resources in the Project area. 

The Project Specific Plan could promote and encourage urban 
growth by contributing to the urban development of other nearby 
agricultural lands. Development proposals for substantial portions of 
the area around the site are pending (as described in Draft EIR 
Section 4.0) and development of the Project Specific Plan could 
facilitate the conversion of other farmland within the Project vicinity 
through the extension of public infrastructure and increases in land 
values. Properties surrounding the Project site are currently utilized 
for agricultural operations; however, there is encroaching land 
development consistent with TOP 2050. 

Although implementation of the Project Specific Plan would result in 
the conversion of agricultural land to other uses, it is occurring 
consistently with the previously identified policies in the TOP 2050 
Final Supplement EIR. Thus, and consistent with the findings of the 
TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR and which were acknowledged in 
a previously adopted Statement of Overriding Considerations, 
Project impacts related to other changes in the environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland 
to non-agricultural would be significant and unavoidable.  

Implementation of MM AG-1 would reduce the potential for pressure 
to convert nearby agricultural land to other uses. Nevertheless, with 
full buildout of the City in accordance with the Policy Plan, all 
agricultural lands would be converted to urban land uses, which 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 
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MM AG-1 Deed disclosure – In order to reduce conflicts issued between 
sensitive receptors and agricultural uses, all property owners in the 
Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan shall be provided with a deed 
disclosure or similar notice approved by the City Attorney regarding 
the proximity and nature of neighboring agricultural uses. This 
disclosure shall be applied at the tentative map stage to the affected 
properties, or otherwise prior to finalizing the sale or rental 
agreement of any property. The written disclosure shall be supplied 
to the property purchaser or renter by the vendor or vendor’s agent. 
The content and text of the disclosure shall be approved by the City 
Attorney and shall include language to inform new residents that 
existing agricultural uses may create nuisances such as flies, odors, 
dust, night light, and chemical spraying. 

2. AIR QUALITY 

a. Air Quality Plans and Air Quality Standards 

Threshold:  Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-16 through 4.3-18)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB or 
SCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the SCAQMD. The 
SCAQMD is required, pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA), 
to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants for which the SoCAB is in 
nonattainment. To reduce such emissions, the SCAQMD adopted 
the 2016 and 2022 AQMPs (AQMPs). The AQMPs establish a 
program of rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollutant 
emissions and achieving State (California) and national air quality 
standards. The AQMPs are a regional and multi-agency effort 
including the SCAQMD, the CARB, the SCAG, and the U.S. EPA. 
The AQMPs pollutant control strategies are based on the latest 
scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, 
including SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), updated emission inventory 
methodologies for various source categories, and SCAG’s latest 
growth forecasts. SCAG’s latest growth forecasts were defined in 
consultation with local governments and with reference to local 
general plans. The Project is subject to the SCAQMD’s AQMPs. 
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Consistency Criterion No. 1  

As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.3-8: Construction-Related Emissions, 
the Project (Phase I) would not exceed construction emission 
standards with MM AQ-1. As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.3-10 
(Phase II) would not exceed construction emissions standards with 
MM AQ-1. However, the combined Project (Phase I and Phase II) 
operational emissions would exceed the operational standard for 
reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOX despite the implementation 
of all feasible mitigation, as shown in Draft EIR Table 4.3-12: Project 
Buildout – Total Maximum Daily Operational Emissions. MM AQ-2 
through MM AQ-7 are included to reduce operation emissions to the 
greatest amount feasible. However, even with mitigation, operational 
emissions would remain above the SCAQMD threshold. Therefore, 
the Project would potentially contribute to an existing air quality 
violation. Thus, the Project is not consistent with the first criterion.  

Consistency Criterion No. 2  

The AQMP contains air pollutant reduction strategies based on 
SCAG’s latest growth forecasts, and SCAG’s growth forecasts were 
defined in consultation with local governments and with reference to 
local general plans. The Project would not result in a change of land 
use designations reflected in the AQMP. Therefore, the Project is 
assumed to generate emissions reflected within the current 2022 
AQMP regional emissions inventory for the SCAB and is considered 
to be consistent with the AQMP. 

The Project’s operational emissions would result in air pollutant 
emissions that exceed SCAQMD’s operational emission thresholds. 
Although feasible mitigation would reduce emissions levels they 
would remain significant and would contribute to the nonattainment 
designations in the SCAB. Therefore, the Project would be 
inconsistent with the AQMP, resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact despite the implementation of all feasible 
mitigation. 

In addition, in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 2305 the Project 
operator would be required to pay a mitigation fee if the Project does 
not generate enough WAIRE Points. The Project operator may be 
required to implement additional emission reduction strategies. 
Conservatively, this analysis does not take credit for these potential 
reductions. Compliance with proposed Rule 2305 may reduce 
emissions below what is currently analyzed. 
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MM AQ-1 The Project shall utilize “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints which 
have been reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC limits 
(i.e., have a lower VOC content than what is required) put forth by 
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 for all architectural coatings. Super-compliant 
low VOC paints shall be no more than 10g/L of VOC. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the Ontario Building and Safety 
Department shall confirm that plans specify that all architectural 
coatings will be super-compliant low VOC paints. 

MM AQ-2 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers, 
forklifts, indoor material handling equipment, etc.) shall be utilized 
onsite for daily warehouse and business operations. The Project 
developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all 
tenants/business entities prior to the signing of any lease agreement. 
In addition, the limitation to use only electric-powered off-road 
equipment shall be included in all leasing agreements. 

 Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business 
entity, the Project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity 
shall provide to the City of Ontario Planning Department and 
Business License Department a signed document (verification 
document) noting that the Project development/facility owner has 
disclosed to the tenant/business entity the requirement to use only 
electric-powered equipment for daily operations. This verification 
document shall be signed by authorized agents for the Project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. In addition, if 
applicable, the tenant/business entity shall provide documentation 
(e.g., purchase or rental agreement) to the City of Ontario Planning 
Department and Business License Department to verify, to the City’s 
satisfaction, that any off-road equipment utilized will be electric-
powered. 

 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Ontario Building 
Department shall confirm that if emergency generators are 
proposed, the Project applicant shall explore non-diesel options. If 
non-diesel generators are determined to not be feasible due 
commercial availability or the energy requirements of the project, the 
Project applicant shall provide written justification to be approved by 
the City’s Building Department. 

MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall 
prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program detailing strategies that would reduce the use of single 
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occupant vehicles by employees by increasing the number of trips 
by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. The TDM shall 
include, but is not limited to the following: 

• Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM 
coordinator to educate residents, employers, employees, and 
visitors of surrounding transportation options; 

• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as 
showers for employees, self-service bicycle repair area, etc. 
around the Project site; 

• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make 
only occasional use of a vehicle, as well as others who would like 
occasional access to a vehicle of a different type than they use 
day-to-day; 

• Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through 
parking incentives and administrative support, such as ride-
matching service; and 

• Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as 
preferential load/unload areas or convenient designated parking 
spaces for carpool/vanpool users. 

MM AQ-4  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Planning Department 
shall confirm that the Project is designed to include the following: 

• The buildings’ electrical room shall be sufficiently sized to hold 
additional panels that may be needed to supply power for the 
future installation of electric vehicle (EV) truck charging stations 
on the site. Conduit should be installed from the electrical room 
to tractor trailer parking spaces in a logical location(s) on the site 
determined by the Project Applicant during construction 
document plan check, for the purpose of accommodating the 
future installation of EV truck charging stations at such time this 
technology becomes commercially available and the buildings 
are being served by trucks with electric-powered engines. 

MM AQ-5 All truck access gates and loading docks within the Project site shall 
have a sign posted that states: 

• Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use 

• Truck drivers shall shut down the engine after five minutes of 
continuous idling operation (pursuant to Title 13 of the California 
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Code of Regulations, Section 2485). Once the vehicle is stopped, 
the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and the parking 
brake is engaged. 

• Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB 
to report violations. 

• Truck travel is restricted to truck routes identified in Figure M-04 
of the Mobility Element in TOP 2050. 

 In addition, signage shall be installed to direct trucks to the 
appropriate designated truck routes. 

MM AQ-6 In residential uses, the installation of wood-burning and natural gas 
fireplaces and stoves shall be prohibited. The purpose of this 
measure is to limit emissions of ROG, CO, particulate matter, and 
visible emissions from wood-burning and natural gas fireplaces and 
stoves used for primary heat, supplemental heat, or ambiance. This 
prohibition shall be noted on the deed and/or lease agreements for 
future residential property owners/tenants to obey. 

MM AQ-7 The installation of cold storage logistics (warehouse) space is 
prohibited. Should cold storage logistics (warehouse) space be 
considered in the future, a separate discretionary approval would be 
required. 

b. Cumulatively Considerable Pollutant Emissions 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-18 through 4.3-30) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas  

Construction and Operations  

Total operation emissions for Project at buildout would exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds for VOC and NOX. As mentioned previously, 
the majority of the Project’s VOC emissions are from consumer 
products and cannot be reduced below the SCAQMD threshold with 
mitigation. Even with the implementation of lease or property 
agreements, enforceability of the mitigation would not be feasible. 
The majority of NOX emissions are from mobile sources. MM AQ-2 
through MM AQ-7 have been identified to reduce operational 
emissions. MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo handling equipment 
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used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric. 
MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a TDM program to reduce 
single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-4 
requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate EV 
infrastructure, MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when engines are not in use, 
and MM AQ-6 prohibits the installation of wood-burning and natural 
gas devices. MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold 
storage. Draft EIR Table 4.3-10: Mitigated Operational Emissions 
shows that despite the implementation of MM AQ-2 through 
MM AQ-7, operational emissions of NOX would remain above the 
SCAQMD’s thresholds; therefore, impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.3-8, Table 4.3-9, Table 4.3-10, 
Table 4.3-11, and Table 4.3-12; construction and operation of the 
Project would result in air pollutant emissions that exceed 
SCAQMD’s emission thresholds. The implementation of MMs AQ-1 
through AQ-7 would reduce Project emissions by the greatest 
amount feasible; however, operation related Project emissions would 
remain significant and would potentially contribute to the O3, NO2, 
PM10, and PM2.5 nonattainment designations of the SCAB. 
Therefore, the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact. 

In addition, SCAQMD Rule 2305 requires the Project operator to 
directly reduce NOX and particulate matter emissions or to otherwise 
facilitate emission and exposure reductions of these pollutants in 
nearby communities. Alternatively, warehouse operators can choose 
to pay a mitigation fee. Funds from the mitigation fee would be used 
to incentivize the purchase of cleaner trucks and charging/fueling 
infrastructure in communities nearby. 

Warehouse owners and operators are required to earn WAIRE 
points each year. WAIRE points are a menu-based system earned 
by emission reduction measures. Warehouse operators are required 
to submit an annual WAIRE Report which includes truck trip data and 
emission reduction measures. WAIRE points can be earned by 
completing actions from a menu that can include acquiring and using 
natural gas, NZE and/or ZE on-road trucks, zero-emission cargo 
handling equipment, solar panels or ZE charging and fueling 
infrastructure, or other options. Therefore, the Project operator would 
be required to implement additional emission reduction strategies. 
Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 2305 would reduce emissions 
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below what is currently analyzed. Conservatively, this analysis does 
not take credit for these potential reductions. 

MM AQ-1 The Project shall utilize “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints which 
have been reformulated to exceed the regulatory VOC limits 
(i.e., have a lower VOC content than what is required) put forth by 
SCAQMD’s Rule 1113 for all architectural coatings. Super-compliant 
low VOC paints shall be no more than 10g/L of VOC. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the Ontario Building and Safety 
Department shall confirm that plans specify that all architectural 
coatings will be super-compliant low VOC paints. 

MM AQ-2 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers, 
forklifts, indoor material handling equipment, etc.) shall be utilized 
onsite for daily warehouse and business operations. The Project 
developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all 
tenants/business entities prior to the signing of any lease agreement. 
In addition, the limitation to use only electric-powered off-road 
equipment shall be included in all leasing agreements. 

 Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business 
entity, the Project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity 
shall provide to the City of Ontario Planning Department and 
Business License Department a signed document (verification 
document) noting that the Project development/facility owner has 
disclosed to the tenant/business entity the requirement to use only 
electric-powered equipment for daily operations. This verification 
document shall be signed by authorized agents for the Project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. In addition, if 
applicable, the tenant/business entity shall provide documentation 
(e.g., purchase or rental agreement) to the City of Ontario Planning 
Department and Business License Department to verify, to the City’s 
satisfaction, that any off-road equipment utilized will be electric-
powered. 

 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Ontario Building 
Department shall confirm that if emergency generators are 
proposed, the Project applicant shall explore non-diesel options. If 
non-diesel generators are determined to not be feasible due 
commercial availability or the energy requirements of the project, the 
Project applicant shall provide written justification to be approved by 
the City’s Building Department. 
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MM AQ-3 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the Project operator shall 
prepare and submit a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program detailing strategies that would reduce the use of single 
occupant vehicles by employees by increasing the number of trips 
by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit. The TDM shall 
include, but is not limited to the following: 

• Provide a transportation information center and on-site TDM 
coordinator to educate residents, employers, employees, and 
visitors of surrounding transportation options; 

• Promote bicycling and walking through design features such as 
showers for employees, self-service bicycle repair area, etc. 
around the Project site; 

• Provide on-site car share amenities for employees who make 
only occasional use of a vehicle, as well as others who would like 
occasional access to a vehicle of a different type than they use 
day-to-day; 

• Promote and support carpool/vanpool/rideshare use through 
parking incentives and administrative support, such as ride-
matching service; and 

• Incorporate incentives for using alternative travel modes, such as 
preferential load/unload areas or convenient designated parking 
spaces for carpool/vanpool users. 

MM AQ-4  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Planning Department 
shall confirm that the Project is designed to include the following: 

• The buildings’ electrical room shall be sufficiently sized to hold 
additional panels that may be needed to supply power for the 
future installation of electric vehicle (EV) truck charging stations 
on the site. Conduit should be installed from the electrical room 
to tractor trailer parking spaces in a logical location(s) on the site 
determined by the Project Applicant during construction 
document plan check, for the purpose of accommodating the 
future installation of EV truck charging stations at such time this 
technology becomes commercially available and the buildings 
are being served by trucks with electric-powered engines. 

MM AQ-5 All truck access gates and loading docks within the Project site shall 
have a sign posted that states: 
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• Truck drivers shall turn off engines when not in use 

• Truck drivers shall shut down the engine after five minutes of 
continuous idling operation (pursuant to Title 13 of the California 
Code of Regulations, Section 2485). Once the vehicle is stopped, 
the transmission is set to “neutral” or “park,” and the parking 
brake is engaged. 

• Telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and CARB 
to report violations. 

• Truck travel is restricted to truck routes identified in Figure M-04 
of the Mobility Element in TOP 2050. 

 In addition, signage shall be installed to direct trucks to the 
appropriate designated truck routes. 

MM AQ-6 In residential uses, the installation of wood-burning and natural gas 
fireplaces and stoves shall be prohibited. The purpose of this 
measure is to limit emissions of ROG, CO, particulate matter, and 
visible emissions from wood-burning and natural gas fireplaces and 
stoves used for primary heat, supplemental heat, or ambiance. This 
prohibition shall be noted on the deed and/or lease agreements for 
future residential property owners/tenants to obey. 

MM AQ-7 The installation of cold storage logistics (warehouse) space is 
prohibited. Should cold storage logistics (warehouse) space be 
considered in the future, a separate discretionary approval would be 
required. 

3. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

a. Sensitive Species 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-18 through 4.4-24) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

Refer to Phase I discussion above. The Phase II area is being 
evaluated only at a programmatic level, and there are no specific 
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development proposals at this time. Upon commencement of project-
level CEQA review for the Phase II area, a focused biological 
resources assessment and site reconnaissance survey would be 
conducted, similar to that of the Phase I analysis. During future 
development of the Phase II area, existing vegetation and habitat 
would be removed by grading, excavation, and other construction 
activities. Note that, in its current state, the Project site is devoid of 
vegetation or dominated by ornamental, non-native and native 
species commonly detected in disturbed habitats. These disturbed 
habitats would be removed upon implementation of Phase II. Similar 
to Phase I, development occurring within the Phase II area would be 
subject to MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3 to reduce potential impacts 
to special status wildlife species. However, in the absence of focused 
biological surveys, impacts within the Phase II area are not fully 
known and could be potentially significant. At the time of the project-
level CEQA analysis and associated biological resources 
assessment of the Phase II area, unforeseen site conditions could 
be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially significant impact. 
In that case, a subsequent CEQA analysis, in the form of a 
subsequent EIR or EIR Addendum, may be required pursuant to 
Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This 
determination will be made by City staff at the time of future Phase II 
area site-specific development applications. 

A focused biological resources assessment and impact analysis 
would be conducted for future development areas prior to approval 
of any development in this region to ensure potential adverse effects 
to sensitive species and resources would be minimized. 
Furthermore, any focused surveys and required mitigation measures 
would be implemented prior to Project approval and construction 
initiation (refer to MM BIO-4 below). Future development would 
modify the existing habitat when Planning Areas 2B and 3B are 
completed; however, impacts on sensitive species due to habitat 
modifications would be minimized with mitigation incorporated along 
with compliance with applicable plans, policies and programs, 
including the proposed Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
TOP 2050. As mentioned above, a subsequent CEQA analysis may 
be required should the new information presented by the focused 
surveys or focused biological resources assessment indicate that the 
Project will have significant impacts relating to biological resources. 
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MM BIO-1 Nesting Bird and Raptor Preconstruction Survey. Regulatory 
requirement for potential direct/indirect impacts to nesting common 
and sensitive bird and raptor species will require compliance with the 
CDFG Code Section 3503. Construction outside the nesting season 
(between September 1st and January 31st) do not require pre-
removal nesting bird surveys. If construction is proposed during 
nesting season (February 1st and August 31st), a qualified biologist 
will conduct a nesting bird survey(s) no more than three (3) days prior 
to initiation of grading to document the presence or absence of 
nesting birds within or directly adjacent (200 ft -500 ft for raptors) to 
the Project site. 

 The survey(s) will focus on identifying any raptors and/or bird nests 
that are directly or indirectly affected by construction activities. If 
active nests are documented, the qualified biologist will prepare and 
implement specific measures to prevent abandonment of the active 
nest. At a minimum, grading in the vicinity of a nest will be postponed 
until the young birds have fledged. The perimeter of the nest setback 
zone will be fenced or adequately demarcated with stakes and 
flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction personnel and 
activities will be restricted from the area. 

 The biologist shall establish a no-disturbance buffer around each 
active nest. The buffer area will be determined by the biologist based 
on the species present, surrounding habitat, and type of construction 
activities proposed in the area. The survey report will be submitted 
by the qualified biologist to the City of Ontario for review and approval 
prior to initiation of grading in the nest-setback zone. 

 Additionally, the qualified biologist will serve as a construction 
monitor during those periods when construction activities occur near 
active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these 
nests occur. A final monitoring report of the findings, prepared by a 
qualified biologist, will be submitted to the City of Ontario 
documenting compliance with the CDFG Code. Any nest 
permanently vacated for the season would not warrant protection 
pursuant to the CDFG Code. 

MM BIO-2 Focused Bat Survey. Prior to implementation of Project activities, a 
qualified biologist shall be retained to determine whether potential 
roosting sites for bats may be affected. For large ornamental trees 
suitable for bat roosting/nursery, exit counts and acoustic surveys 
shall be performed prior to initial ground disturbance, vegetation or 
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structure removal to determine whether the Project Site and a 
300-foot buffer supports a nursery or roost, and by which species. 
This work will occur between late -spring and late summer and/or in 
the fall (generally mid-March through late October). 

 If the results of the bat survey find a total of a single roosting 
individual of a special status bat species or 25 or more individuals of 
a non-special status bat species with potential to be present in the 
Project Site (i.e., western Mastiff bat, big free-tailed bat, or pallid bat), 
a Bat Management Plan shall be developed to ensure mortality to 
bats does not occur. For each location confirmed to be occupied by 
bats, the plan will provide details both in text and graphically where 
exclusion devises/and or staged tree removal will need to occur, the 
timing for exclusion work and the timeline and methodology needed 
to exclude the bats. The plan will need to be reviewed and approved 
by CDFW prior to disturbance of the roost(s). 

MM BIO-3  Focused and Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Surveys. Focused 
surveys for burrowing owl will be conducted in accordance with the 
March 7, 2022, CDFG staff report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 
Specifically, A total of 4 surveys will be conducted: 1) at least one 
site visit between February 15th and April 15th, and 2) a minimum of 
three (3) surveys, at least three weeks apart, between April 15th and 
July 15th, with at least one visit after June 15th. A report of the 
findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the 
City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for ground disturbing 
activities. 

A 14-day burrowing owl preconstruction survey will also be 
conducted immediately prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing 
construction to ensure protection for this species. The survey will be 
conducted in compliance with CDFW guidelines (CDFW 2012). A 
report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be 
submitted to the City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for 
ground disturbing activities. 

If burrowing owls are detected on-site during the focused surveys or 
14-day preconstruction survey efforts, during the breeding season 
(February 1st to August 31st) then construction activities shall be 
limited to beyond 300 feet of the active burrows until a qualified 
biologist has confirmed that nesting efforts are compete or not 
initiated. In addition to monitoring breeding activity, if construction is 
proposed to be initiated during the breeding season or active 
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relocation is proposed, a burrowing owl relocation plan will be 
developed and approved by the City of Ontario, CDFW and USFWS. 

MM BIO-4  Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. The 
Programmatic Assessment Area located within the southwest region 
of the Specific Plan Boundary, including APN’s 1053-281-01, -02, -
03, -04, -05, 07 and – 08, was not evaluated for biological resources 
as part of this analysis. To ensure that potential adverse effects to 
sensitive species and resources are reduced to a less than 
significant level, a focused biological resources assessment and 
impact analysis shall be conducted in the un-surveyed portion of the 
Specific Plan Boundary prior to approval of development within this 
region. In addition to completing CEQA review, any focused surveys 
and required mitigation measures shall be implemented prior to 
project approval and initiation of construction. 

b. Riparian Habitat  

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-24 through 4.4-26) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
TOP 2050. When Phase II Planning Areas 2B and 3B are completed, 
impacts to riparian habitat would be minimized with compliance with 
applicable plans, policies and programs, including the proposed 
Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. However, in the absence of 
focused biological surveys, impacts within the Phase II area are not 
fully known and could be potentially significant. At the time of the 
project-level CEQA analysis and associated biological resources 
assessment of the Phase II area, unforeseen site conditions could 
be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially significant impact. 
In that case, subsequent CEQA analysis, in the form of a subsequent 
EIR or EIR Addendum, may be required pursuant to Sections 
15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This 
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determination will be made by City staff at the time of future Phase II 
area site-specific development applications. 

A focused biological resources assessment and impact analysis 
would be conducted for Future Development Areas area prior to 
approval of any development in this region to ensure potential 
adverse effects to sensitive species and resources would minimized. 
Furthermore, any focused surveys and required mitigation measures 
would be implemented prior to Project approval and construction 
initiation (refer to MM BIO-4). As mentioned above, a subsequent 
CEQA analysis may be required should the new information 
presented by the focused surveys or focused biological resources 
assessment indicate that the Project will have significant impacts 
relating to biological resources.  

MM BIO-4  Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. The 
Programmatic Assessment Area located within the southwest region 
of the Specific Plan Boundary, including APN’s 1053-281-01, -02, -
03, -04, -05, 07 and – 08, was not evaluated for biological resources 
as part of this analysis. To ensure that potential adverse effects to 
sensitive species and resources are reduced to a less than 
significant level, a focused biological resources assessment and 
impact analysis shall be conducted in the un-surveyed portion of the 
Specific Plan Boundary prior to approval of development within this 
region. In addition to completing CEQA review, any focused surveys 
and required mitigation measures shall be implemented prior to 
project approval and initiation of construction. 

c. Wetlands 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-26 and 4.4-27) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

 The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
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TOP 2050. Phase II would be located on Planning Areas 2B and 3B. 
Furthermore, any focused surveys and required mitigation measures 
would be implemented prior to Project approval and construction 
initiation (refer to MM BIO-4). However, because the extent of 
impacts within the Phase II area cannot be known at this time, Project 
impacts relating to biological resources within the Phase II area are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable even with the 
implementation of recommended mitigation. 

MM BIO-4  Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. The 
Programmatic Assessment Area located within the southwest region 
of the Specific Plan Boundary, including APN’s 1053-281-01, -02, -
03, -04, -05, 07 and – 08, was not evaluated for biological resources 
as part of this analysis. To ensure that potential adverse effects to 
sensitive species and resources are reduced to a less than 
significant level, a focused biological resources assessment and 
impact analysis shall be conducted in the un-surveyed portion of the 
Specific Plan Boundary prior to approval of development within this 
region. In addition to completing CEQA review, any focused surveys 
and required mitigation measures shall be implemented prior to 
project approval and initiation of construction. 

d. Wildlife Movement 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-27 through 4.4-29) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Area 

Construction and Operations 

 Similar to the Phase I area, the Phase II area has been previously 
disturbed for agricultural use with multiple manmade structures 
present. Operation of the Project would involve mixed-use and 
business park infrastructure within the Phase II area. This usage 
would be consistent with previous uses of the site in that both would 
reduce the area’s ability to act as a natural wildlife corridor. 
Additionally, the Project site (both the Phase I and II areas) is 
separated from regional wildlife movement corridors associated with 
the Prado Dam Flood Control Basin and Santa Ana River. Therefore, 
the Phase II area does not function as a wildlife movement corridor. 



 

Page 122 of 201 

Therefore, development of the Phase II area would not interfere with 
the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species. 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
TOP 2050. In consideration of the above, when the development of 
Phase II Planning Areas 2B and 3B are completed, impacts to wildlife 
corridors are anticipated to remain less than significant with 
mitigation and compliance with applicable plans, policies and 
programs, including the proposed Project Specific Plan and 
TOP 2050. 

A focused biological resources assessment and impact analysis 
would be conducted for Phase II Future Development Areas prior to 
approval of any development in this region to ensure potential 
adverse effects to sensitive species and resources would be reduced 
to a less than significant level. Furthermore, any focused surveys and 
required mitigation measures would be implemented prior to Project 
approval and construction initiation (refer to MM BIO-4). A 
subsequent CEQA analysis may be required should the new 
information presented by the focused surveys or focused biological 
resources assessment indicate that the Project will have significant 
impacts relating to biological resources. 

MM BIO-4  Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. The 
Programmatic Assessment Area located within the southwest region 
of the Specific Plan Boundary, including APN’s 1053-281-01, -02, -
03, -04, -05, 07 and – 08, was not evaluated for biological resources 
as part of this analysis. To ensure that potential adverse effects to 
sensitive species and resources are reduced to a less than 
significant level, a focused biological resources assessment and 
impact analysis shall be conducted in the un-surveyed portion of the 
Specific Plan Boundary prior to approval of development within this 
region. In addition to completing CEQA review, any focused surveys 
and required mitigation measures shall be implemented prior to 
project approval and initiation of construction. 
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e. Tree Preservation Policy 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-29 through 4.4-31) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Area 

Construction and Operations 

 The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
TOP 2050. When Phase II Planning Areas 2B and 3B are completed, 
impacts to local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources would be minimized with mitigation incorporated and 
would comply with applicable plans, policies and programs, including 
the proposed Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. However, in the 
absence of focused biological surveys, impacts within the Phase II 
area are not fully known and could be potentially significant. At the 
time of the project-level CEQA analysis and associated biological 
resources assessment of the Phase II area, unforeseen site 
conditions could be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially 
significant impact. In that case, subsequent CEQA analysis, in the 
form of a subsequent EIR or EIR Addendum, may be required 
pursuant to Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. This determination will be made by City staff at the time 
of future Phase II area site-specific development applications. 

A focused biological resources assessment and impact analysis 
would be conducted for the Phase II area prior to approval of any 
development in this region to ensure potential adverse effects to 
biological resources would minimized. The site-specific biological 
resources studies would include a Heritage Tree survey prior to 
approving any future development within the Project’s Phase II area 
(refer to MM BIO-5). As mentioned above, a subsequent CEQA 
analysis may be required should the new information presented by 
the focused surveys or focused biological resources assessment 
indicate that the Project will have significant impacts relating to 
biological resources. 
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MM BIO-5 Tree Inventory. Prior to implementation of Project site clearing or 
grading, a qualified biologist shall provide a tree inventory to ensure 
compliance with Ontario MC Section 6.05.020, Tree Preservation 
Policy and Protection Measures. Healthy Heritage Trees that are 
approved for removal shall be replaced with new trees with a total 
trunk diameter equal to the tree(s) removed, or as deemed 
appropriate by the Approving Authority based on lot size and 
available planting space. Replacement trees are to be in addition to 
the quantity of trees required for landscaping. The Approving 
Authority is responsible for reviewing the landscape plan and 
approving appropriate species for tree replacement (The Ontario 
Plan 2050). 

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

a. Historical Resources 

Threshold:  Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-26 through 4.5-30) 

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase I and Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

Potential historical resources in the Project study area consist of the 
historic-period Grant Dairy at 13813 Euclid Avenue, the historic-
period Dairy at 7275 Schaefer Avenue, and the historic-period dairy 
at 7244 and 7260 Edison Avenue. As proposed, these buildings 
would be demolished to facilitate development of the Project. 

Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts 
to historical resources under CEQA. Based on results of the current 
study, the Art Deco Milk Parlor located at the Grant Dairy merits 
preservation. If preservation of the Art Deco Milk Parlor is feasible, 
no other cultural resources work, or monitoring is recommended for 
the portions of the Project site that have been subject to inventory. 
The significance of a historical resource is impaired when a project 
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical 
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its eligibility for the CRHR. If an impact 
on a historical or archaeological resource is significant, CEQA 
requires feasible measures to minimize the impact (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a)(1)). Mitigation of significant impacts 
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must lessen or eliminate the physical impact that the project will have 
on the resource. Where preservation is not an option, a data 
collection mitigation program has been developed in which potential 
adverse effects of any proposed demolition would be reduced. 
Preservation in place is considered infeasible in regard to the three 
potential historic resources, identified above. Preserving these 
buildings in place would inhibit the attainment of basic Project 
objectives, as described in Draft EIR Section 6.0: Alternatives. 
Therefore, it is required to assess the feasibility of relocating the 
three historic milk parlors. However, relocation would not mitigate 
impacts to historic resources to less than significant levels. 

A Feasibility Study (Draft EIR Appendix D2) for the relocation 
of two historic milk parlors, located on the Venegas Farm 
(13813 Euclid Avenue) and the Drake Farm (7275 Schaefer 
Avenue), was conducted by Structural Focus in November 2023. The 
Feasibility Study makes determinations on the feasibility of relocation 
for the two milk parlors located within the Phase I area of the Project 
site. The findings are based on visual observations made while on 
both milk parlor sites on October 25, 2023. Structural Focus 
observed that the Drake Farm Milk Parlor is in relatively good 
condition and is currently functioning as a working parlor. The 
Venegas Farm Milk Parlor is also functioning as a working parlor, but 
the wood and corrugated metal roof of the back portion is in bad 
condition. Additionally, approximately 20 feet at the back of the 
building has been demolished, and the back 20 feet of the existing 
building is severely deteriorated and in danger of collapse. 

Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant (impacts to 
residences and/or dairy properties) and mitigation would be required. 
The application of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-8 would ensure that 
every effort would be made to reduce impacts to the historical 
resources on-site to the extent feasible. MM CUL-1 ensures that 
every effort would be made to relocate the eligible historic buildings 
on the Project site, including offering relocation for the historical 
buildings off-site at no cost; and advertisements notifying the public 
of the opportunity to relocate the buildings would be placed on-site 
with temporary signage, in at least three local publications 
(newspapers, magazines, local organization newsletters), and on 
local bulletin boards (realtor’s offices, local business), for a minimum 
of 45 days. MM CUL-2 would require full documentation of the 
historical buildings following Historic American Buildings Survey 
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standards, of the historical resource be submitted to the Planning 
Department for review and approval and subsequent release to the 
Ovitt Family Community Library, Model Colony History Room prior to 
issuance of demolition building permit. MM CUL-3 ensures a 
mitigation fee payment is made to the Planning Department, 
pursuant to Section 7.01.030 of the Ontario Development Code. 
MM CUL-4 requires that the Planning Department determine 
whether items within or on the historical resource should be 
salvaged. The applicant shall be responsible for the removal, 
relocation and donation of such items selected for salvaging. An 
inventory of salvaged items shall be provided by the applicant to the 
Planning Department prior to be to issuance of demolition permit. 
MM CUL-5 requires the applicant to obtain a building permit prior to 
any demolition, relocation, or construction. 

In the absence of a relocation feasibility study for the historic milk 
parlor located in the Phase II area, impacts within the Phase II area 
are not fully known. Thus, MM CUL-6 would apply. MM CUL-6 
requires that a feasibility study of the relocation and adaptive reuse 
be completed for the milk parlor located within the Phase II area 
(at 7244 and 7260 Edison Avenue), such as that conducted for the 
Phase I area historic resources (at 13813 Euclid Avenue and 
7275 Schaefer Avenue; refer to Draft EIR Appendix E3). Should 
relocation be deemed infeasible, MM CUL-1 would apply to the milk 
parlor within the Phase II area. Further, MM CUL-7 would require 
that a comparative study of other dairy areas within California be 
conducted to further understand the significance of dairy farming at 
a local, regional, and statewide level. 

Finally, MM CUL-8 would require the creation of a 12–15-minute 
documentary that focuses on the dairy history, themes, site, building, 
and stories gathered from new and archived oral interviews, dairy 
context and recent dairy surveys. Implementation of MM CUL-1 
through MM CUL-8 would reduce impacts to historic resources, 
however impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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MM CUL-1 If determined by the feasibility study pursuant MM CUL-6 that the 
historic property is able to be relocated, every effort shall be made to 
facilitate the relocation. The buildings shall be offered at no cost for 
those who can relocate off-site. Advertisements notifying the public 
of the opportunity to relocate the building shall be placed for a 
minimum of 30 days: on-site with temporary signage, in at least three 
local publications (newspapers, magazines, local organization 
newsletters), and on local bulletin boards. 

MM CUL-2 Prior to issuance of a building permit for demolition of historic 
properties addressed to 13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer 
Avenue, or 7244 & 7260 Edison Avenue at the same time or 
separately, a HABS (level 3) documentation, including but not limited 
to as built drawing, historical narrative, and Historic American 
Building Survey (HABS) photographs of the subject historic resource 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review, approval, 
and subsequent release to the Ovitt Family Community Library, 
Model Colony History Room. Digital files and 2 printed copies are 
required (one archival and one non-archival). 

MM CUL-3 A mitigation fee pursuant to Section 7.01.030 of the Ontario 
Development Code shall be paid to the Planning Department prior to 
issuance of building permit for demolition of the historic resources 
located at 13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer Avenue, and 7244 
& 7260 Edison Avenue. Mitigation fee is equal to 30% of the price 
per square foot construction cost as established in the most current 
International Code Council Building Valuation Data. The fee amount 
will be provided by the Planning Department at the time of payment. 
Funds will be deposited into the City’s Historic Preservation Trust 
Fund. 

MM CUL-4  Prior to issuance of a building permit for demolition of historic 
properties addressed to 13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer 
Avenue, or 7244 & 7260 Edison Avenue, a determination shall be 
made by the Planning Department whether items within or on the 
historic properties should be salvaged. The applicant shall be 
responsible for the removal, relocation and donation of such items 
selected for salvaging. An inventory of salvaged items shall be 
provided by the applicant to the Planning Department prior to the 
issuance of building permit. 

MM CUL-5  The applicant shall obtain a building permit prior to any demolition, 
relocation, or construction. 
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MM CUL-6  Prior to issuance of a demolition building permit, a feasibility study of 
the relocation and adaptive reuse shall be completed by a qualified 
architect and structural engineer who specializes in historic buildings 
in consultation with contractors who specialize in moving buildings 
for the Milk Parlor within the area identified as Phase II. MM CUL-1 
shall be implemented if determined relocation is feasible. 

MM CUL-7  A comparative study of other dairy areas within California such as 
the San Joaquin Valley, Arcata Bottoms in Humboldt County, and the 
Fresno region to further understand the significance of dairy farming 
at a local, regional, and statewide level shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department for review and acceptance, prior to issuance of 
the Certificate of Final Occupancy for the first building constructed 
within the project area. 

MM CUL-8  A short video documentary (12-15 minute) on the operations of a 
functioning dairy located within the Ontario Ranch area focusing on 
the dairy history, themes, site, building, and stories gathered from 
new and archived oral interviews, dairy context and recent dairy 
surveys shall be produced and submitted to the Planning 
Department for review and acceptance prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Final Occupancy for the first building constructed within 
the project area. 

5. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

a. Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil 

Threshold:  Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-16 through 4.7-20)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Area 

  Construction and Operations 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. Upon 
commencement of project-level CEQA review for the Phase II area, 
a geotechnical would be conducted, similar to that of the Phase I 
analysis. During future development of the Phase II area, existing 
vegetation and habitat would be removed by grading, excavation, 
and other construction activities. Note that, in its current state, the 
Project site is devoid of vegetation or dominated by ornamental, non-
native and native species commonly detected in disturbed habitats. 
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These disturbed habitats would be removed upon implementation of 
Phase II. Similar to Phase I, development occurring within the Phase 
II area would be subject to MM GEO-1 to reduce potential geological 
impacts. However, in the absence of a geotechnical investigation for 
Phase II, impacts within the Phase II area are not fully known and 
could be potentially significant. At the time of the project level CEQA 
analysis and associated geotechnical investigation of the Phase II 
area, unforeseen site conditions could be discovered that warrant a 
finding of potentially significant impact. In that case, a subsequent 
CEQA analysis, in the form of a subsequent EIR or EIR Addendum, 
may be required pursuant to Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. This determination will be made by City staff 
at the time of future Phase II area site-specific development 
applications. 

A geotechnical investigation and impact analysis would be 
conducted for future development areas prior to approval of any 
development in this region to ensure potential adverse effects to 
geological resources would be minimized. Furthermore, any 
geotechnical investigation and required mitigation measures would 
be implemented prior to Project approval and construction initiation 
(refer to MM GEO-1 below). However, no major grading or 
excavation would be needed to substantially alter the slope of the 
site, create, or remove steep slopes, create retaining walls, or make 
other landform modifications. Furthermore, construction on the 
Phase II area would be required to comply with the NPDES 
permitting process. Future development would modify the existing 
conditions when Planning Areas 2B and 3B are completed; however, 
geological impacts would be minimized with mitigation incorporated 
along with compliance with applicable plans, policies and programs, 
including the proposed Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. 
Furthermore, the proposed Project Specific Plan land use 
designations are the same land use designations as contained in 
TOP 2050. As mentioned above, a subsequent CEQA analysis may 
be required should the new information presented by the 
geotechnical investigation indicate that the Project will have 
significant impacts relating to geological resources. 

MM GEO-1  As specified in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation & Organic 
Soil/Manure Evaluation Report for the Euclid Mixed Use Specific 
Plan Project by Converse Consulting, cut/fill transitions should be 
eliminated from all level portions of the building pad areas. This 
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should be accomplished by over excavating the entire “cut” portion 
of the building pad area by at least 5.0 feet below proposed grade 
and replacing the excavated materials as properly compacted fill, so 
that all footings for structures and walls are founded into engineered 
fill with a minimum of 3.0 feet of fill below footings for proposed 
structures and 2.0 feet below footings for proposed walls. 

No fill should be placed until excavations and/or natural ground 
preparation have been observed by the geotechnical consultant. The 
native soils encountered within the project sites are generally 
considered suitable for re-use as compacted fill. Excavated soils 
should be processed, including removal of roots and debris, removal 
of oversized particles, mixing, and moisture conditioning, before 
placing as compacted fill. On-site soils used as fill should meet the 
following criteria. 

• No particles larger than 8 inches in largest dimension. 

• Rocks larger than 4 inches should not be placed within the upper 
12 inches of subgrade soils. 

• Free of all significant organic matter, debris, or other deleterious 
material. 

• Expansion index of 50 or less. 

• Sand Equivalent greater than 15 (greater than 30 for pipe 
bedding). 

• Contain less than 30 percent by weight retained in 3/4-inch sieve. 

• Contain less than 40 percent fines (passing #200 sieve). 

b. Expansive Soils 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-22 through 4.7-24)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Area 

Construction and Operations 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. Based 
on available soil data, soils within the Phase II future development 
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area are anticipated to be similar to those within the Phase I area. 
Therefore, expansive and corrosive soil characteristics are expected 
to be similar throughout the entire Project site. Upon commencement 
of project-level CEQA review for the Phase II area, a geotechnical 
investigation would be conducted, similar to that of the Phase I 
analysis. During future development of the Phase II area, existing 
vegetation and habitat would be removed by grading, excavation, 
and other construction activities. Note that, in its current state, the 
Project site is devoid of vegetation or dominated by ornamental, non-
native and native species commonly detected in disturbed habitats. 
These disturbed habitats would be removed upon implementation of 
Phase II. Similar to Phase I, development occurring within the 
Phase II area would be subject to subject to MM GEO-2 and 
MM GEO-3, which would reduce impacts associated with soil 
expansion potential and corrosive soils. However, in the absence of 
a geotechnical investigation for Phase II, impacts within the Phase II 
area are not fully known and could be potentially significant. At the 
time of the project-level CEQA analysis and associated geotechnical 
investigation of the Phase II area, unforeseen site conditions could 
be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially significant impact. 
In that case, a subsequent CEQA analysis, in the form of a 
subsequent EIR or EIR Addendum, may be required pursuant to 
Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This 
determination will be made by City staff at the time of future Phase II 
area site-specific development applications. 

A geotechnical investigation and impact analysis would be 
conducted for future development areas prior to approval of any 
development in this region to ensure potential adverse effects to 
geological resources would be minimized. Furthermore, any 
geotechnical investigation and required mitigation measures would 
be implemented prior to Project approval and construction initiation 
(refer to MM GEO-2 and MM GEO-3 below). Future development 
would modify the existing conditions when Planning Areas 2B and 
3B are completed; however, geological impacts would be minimized 
with mitigation incorporated along with compliance with applicable 
plans, policies and programs, including the proposed Project Specific 
Plan and TOP 2050. As mentioned above, a subsequent CEQA 
analysis may be required should the new information presented by 
the geotechnical investigation indicate that the Project will have 
significant impacts relating to geological resources. 



 

Page 132 of 201 

MM GEO-2 Stockpiled fill soils would be placed in deeper fills (at least 5 feet 
below proposed grade), landscaped areas, or non-structural fills, or 
blended with sandier soils on site outside of the subject fill stockpile 
in order to reduce the expansion potential of the stockpiled soils. The 
expansion potential of the finish-grade soils shall be tested at grading 
completion. 

Slabs-on-grade shall have a minimum thickness of 5 inches for 
support of nominal live loads and be reinforced with No. 3 bars 
spaced 24 inches or less on-centers both ways. Slab reinforcement 
shall be supported on concrete chairs so that the desired placement 
is properly placed per the design engineer. Structural design 
elements of slabs-on-grade, including but not limited to thickness, 
reinforcement, and joint spacing of more heavily loaded slabs shall 
be dependent upon the anticipated loading conditions and the 
modulus of subgrade reaction (200kcf) of the supporting materials 
and shall be designed by a structural engineer. 

Subgrade for slabs-on-grade shall be firm and uniform. All loose or 
disturbed soils, including under-slab utility trench backfill shall be 
recompacted. Prior to placing concrete, the subgrade soils below all 
floor slabs shall be pre-watered to achieve a moisture content that is 
equal to 100 percent of the optimum moisture content of the 
subgrade soils. The moisture content should penetrate to a minimum 
depth of 12 inches. This should promote uniform curing of the 
concrete and minimize the development of shrinkage cracks. 

MM GEO-3 Corrosive Materials. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the 
Director of the City Public Works Department, or designee, shall 
verify that the Project Applicant/Developer has retained the services 
of a licensed corrosion engineer to provide detailed corrosion 
protection measures. Where steel may come in contact with on-site 
soils, project construction shall include the use of steel that is 
protected against corrosion. Corrosion protection may include, but is 
not limited to, sacrificial metal, the use of protective coatings, and/or 
cathodic protection. Additional site testing and final design evaluation 
regarding the possible on-site presence of significant volumes of 
corrosive soils shall be performed by the Project Geotechnical 
Consultant to refine and enhance these recommendations. On-site 
inspection during grading shall be conducted by a qualified corrosion 
consultant and City of Director of Public Works/City Engineer, or 
designee, to ensure compliance with geotechnical specifications as 
incorporated into Project plans. 
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6. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

a. Hazardous Materials 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-26 through 4.9-32)  

Explanation: Specific Plan –Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations  

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. The 
future development areas are comprised of Assessor Parcel 
Numbers (APNs) 1053-281-01, -02, -03, -04, -05, -07, and 1053-211-
05 which are characterized by agricultural uses and urban 
development consisting of a private recreational vehicle facility and 
a scrap yard. The Phase II future development areas have not been 
previously subject to a Phase I of the Project. In the absence of a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the Phase II area, 
impacts within the Phase II area are not fully known and could be 
potentially significant. At the time of the project-level CEQA analysis 
and associated site assessment of the Phase II area, unforeseen site 
conditions could be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially 
significant impact. In that case, subsequent CEQA analysis, in the 
form of a subsequent EIR or EIR Addendum, may be required 
pursuant to Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. This determination will be made by City staff at the time 
of future Phase II area site-specific development applications. 

Similar to the Phase I area, potential future development under 
Phase II could result in impacts related to the routine transport, use, 
or disposal of hazardous materials. However, no specific 
development is proposed at this time. Any potential future 
development within the Phase II future development areas would be 
subject to the City’s standard discretionary review process and 
existing local, state, and federal regulations as described under 
Regulatory Setting above, including the City MC and CEQA 
compliance. In consideration of the above, and with implementation 
of MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-6 and compliance with applicable 
plans, policies, and programs, including the proposed Specific Plan 
and TOP 2050, potential impacts would be minimized. However, in 
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the absence of a Phase I ESA, current site conditions relating to 
hazards and hazardous materials are yet unknown, and impacts 
could be potentially significant. As mentioned above, a subsequent 
CEQA analysis may be required should the new information from the 
Phase I ESA for Phase II show that the Project will have significant 
impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials. However, 
because the extent of impacts within the Phase II area cannot be 
known at this time, Project impacts relating to hazardous materials 
within the Phase II area are considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable even with the implementation of recommended 
mitigation. 

MM HAZ-1 Construction period testing. Construction at the Project site shall 
be conducted under a Project-specific Construction Risk 
Management Plan (CRMP) to protect construction workers, the 
general public, and the environment from subsurface hazardous 
materials previously identified and to address the possibility of 
encountering unknown contamination or hazards in the subsurface. 
The CRMP shall summarize soil and groundwater analytical data 
collected on the Project sites during past investigations and during 
site investigation activities; delineate areas of known soil and 
groundwater contamination, if applicable; and identify soil and 
groundwater management options for excavated soil and 
groundwater, in compliance with local, state, and federal statutes 
and regulations. The CRMP shall: 

• Provide procedures for evaluating, handling, storing, testing, and 
disposing of soil and groundwater during Project excavation and 
dewatering activities, respectively. 

• Require the preparation of a Project-specific Health and Safety 
Plan that identifies hazardous materials present, describes 
required health and safety provisions and training for all workers 
potentially exposed to hazardous materials in accordance with 
State and Federal worker safety regulations, and designates the 
personnel responsible for Health and Safety Plan 
implementation. 

• Require the preparation of a contingency plan that shall be 
applied should previously unknown hazardous materials be 
encountered during construction activities. The contingency plan 
shall include provisions that require collection of soil and/or 
groundwater samples in the newly discovered affected area by a 
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qualified environmental professional prior to further work, as 
appropriate. The analytical results of the sampling shall be 
reviewed by the qualified environmental professional and 
submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency. The 
environmental professional shall provide recommendations, as 
applicable, regarding soil/waste management, worker health and 
safety training, and regulatory agency notifications, in 
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements. Work 
shall not resume in the area(s) affected until these 
recommendations have been implemented under the oversight of 
the County or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 

• Designate personnel responsible for implementation of the 
CRMP. The CRMP shall be submitted to the County for review 
and approval prior to the issuance of construction and demolition 
permits. 

MM HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project applicant shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to 
prepare a Soil Management Plan that details procedures and 
protocols for on-site management of soils containing potentially 
hazardous materials. The SMP would be implemented during 
grading activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual 
levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, 
and managed on-site, and include the following: 

• A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially 
hazardous soils. In addition, sampling of soil shall be conducted 
during excavation to ensure that all petroleum hydrocarbon and 
arsenic impacted soils are removed, and that Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for non-residential uses are not 
exceeded. Excavated materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted by 
the State to accept hazardous materials. 

• Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities 
that appear suspect of contamination, either from visual staining 
or suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation of excavation 
activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be tested for 
potential contamination. If contamination is found to be present 
per the Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening 
Levels for industrial/commercial land use (DTSCSLi) and the 
U.S. EPA Regional Screening Levels for industrial/commercial 
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land use (EPARSLi), it shall be transported and disposed of per 
state regulations to an appropriately permitted landfill. 

• The SMP shall include a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) that 
addresses potential safety and health hazards and includes the 
requirements and procedures for employee protection; each 
contractor will be required to have their own HSP tailored to their 
particular trade that addresses the general project safety 
requirements. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling 
procedures and health and safety requirements to minimize 
worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

• The SMP shall be prepared and executed in accordance with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Rule 1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination of Soil. The SMP shall require the timely testing 
and sampling of soils so that contaminated soils can be separated 
from inert soils for proper disposal. The SMP shall specify the 
testing parameters and sampling frequency. Anticipated testing 
includes total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOCs). During excavation, Rule 1166 requires that soils 
identified as contaminated shall be sprayed with water or another 
approved vapor suppressant or covered with sheeting during 
periods of inactivity of greater than an hour, to prevent 
contaminated soils from becoming airborne. Under Rule 1166, 
contaminated soils shall be transported from the project site by a 
licensed transporter and disposed of at a licensed 
storage/treatment facility to prevent contaminated soils from 
becoming airborne or otherwise released into the environment. 
All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction 
documents, contracts, and project plans prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

• The SMP would also include procedures for the safe handling and 
transportation of soils on the Project Site that may impact 
sensitive receptors such as schools. 

MM HAZ-3 Prior to the commencement of any construction-related site activities 
(clearing, demolition, grading etc.), all above-ground storage tanks 
(ASTs) and underground storage tanks (USTs) shall be removed. 
ASTs storing diesel shall be disposed of by a State of California 
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licensed contractor and in compliance with the required 
San Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) Hazardous 
Materials Division regulations for tank removals. For stained soils in 
the vicinity of diesel containing ASTs, as identified in the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) dated July 29, 2021 soil 
samples shall be collected, as directed by the SBCFD inspector, for 
chemical analysis at a laboratory licensed by the State of California. 
If contaminated soils are encountered, a soil management plan shall 
be prepared to manage the stained soils during redevelopment. 
USTs shall be removed through reviewing available files at the 
SBCFD and ensuring the proper removal of the UST and a 
subsurface investigation to determine if the UST had impacted the 
subsurface. 

MM HAZ-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant shall 
conduct testing for the presence of methane on the Project site, in 
accordance with DTSC methane assessment guidelines. The Project 
applicant shall prepare a methane gas soil survey and implement 
grading activity recommendations to the satisfaction of the City 
Building Department. This survey and recommendation shall include 
a post-construction soil gas investigation and installation of methane 
gas mitigation systems where post-grading methane levels exceed 
5,000 ppmv, should any such levels occur.  

MM HAZ-5 Following drainage of the on-site ponds, the Project applicant shall 
conduct a limited Phase II subsurface assessment of sediments to 
evaluate the sediments for chemical risks to human health and the 
environment. If contamination from dairy and animal-related wastes 
is encountered at a level above Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) for non-residential uses, the appropriate environmental 
agency (Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic 
Substance Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
shall be notified. Any contamination identified as a result of such 
testing/sampling shall be investigated and removed or remediated to 
the satisfaction of the environmental agency and established 
Regional Screening Levels with evidence provided to the City, such 
that there are no residual significant impacts following mitigation. 
Prior to allowing the commencement of any soil removal or hauling 
activities at the Proposed Project, the City will review and/or evaluate 
potential air quality impacts (criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants from equipment exhaust, earthmoving, and other 
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on-site remedial activities, as applicable) to verify that impacts are 
properly assessed and disclosed in accordance with CEQA. 

MM HAZ-6 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any buildings or 
structures on-site, the Project applicant shall conduct comprehensive 
ACM and mercury contamination surveys to identify the locations 
and quantities of ACM and mercury in above-ground structures. The 
Project applicant shall retain a licensed or certified asbestos 
consultant to inspect buildings and structures on-site. The 
consultant’s report shall include requirements for abatement, 
containment, and disposal of ACM, if encountered, in accordance 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1403. 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit of the onsite structure, 
preparation of a demolition plan for the safe dismantling and removal 
of building components and debris including a plan for lead and 
asbestos abatement shall be required. The demolition plan shall be 
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to commencement 
of construction activities. 

b. Accident or Upset 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-32 through 4.9-34)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Area 

 Construction and Operations 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. These 
potential impacts are anticipated to be similar to that described above 
for the Project site. The Phase II future development areas would be 
subject to MM HAZ-1 through MM HAZ-6, as well as other applicable 
local, state, and federal regulations as described in the Regulatory 
Setting section, including the City’s standard discretionary review 
process, the City’s municipal code, and CEQA compliance. 
However, in the absence of a Phase I ESA, current site conditions 
relating to hazards and hazardous materials are yet unknown, and 
impacts could be potentially significant. As mentioned above, a 
subsequent CEQA analysis may be required should the new 
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information from the Phase I ESA for Phase II show that the Project 
will have significant impacts relating to hazards and hazardous 
materials. However, because the extent of impacts within the Phase 
II area cannot be known at this time, Project impacts relating to 
hazardous materials within the Phase II area are considered 
potentially significant and unavoidable even with the implementation 
of recommended mitigation. 

MM HAZ-1 Construction period testing. Construction at the Project site shall 
be conducted under a Project-specific Construction Risk 
Management Plan (CRMP) to protect construction workers, the 
general public, and the environment from subsurface hazardous 
materials previously identified and to address the possibility of 
encountering unknown contamination or hazards in the subsurface. 
The CRMP shall summarize soil and groundwater analytical data 
collected on the Project sites during past investigations and during 
site investigation activities; delineate areas of known soil and 
groundwater contamination, if applicable; and identify soil and 
groundwater management options for excavated soil and 
groundwater, in compliance with local, state, and federal statutes 
and regulations. The CRMP shall: 

• Provide procedures for evaluating, handling, storing, testing, and 
disposing of soil and groundwater during Project excavation and 
dewatering activities, respectively. 

• Require the preparation of a Project-specific Health and Safety 
Plan that identifies hazardous materials present, describes 
required health and safety provisions and training for all workers 
potentially exposed to hazardous materials in accordance with 
State and Federal worker safety regulations, and designates the 
personnel responsible for Health and Safety Plan 
implementation. 

• Require the preparation of a contingency plan that shall be 
applied should previously unknown hazardous materials be 
encountered during construction activities. The contingency plan 
shall include provisions that require collection of soil and/or 
groundwater samples in the newly discovered affected area by a 
qualified environmental professional prior to further work, as 
appropriate. The analytical results of the sampling shall be 
reviewed by the qualified environmental professional and 
submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency. The 
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environmental professional shall provide recommendations, as 
applicable, regarding soil/waste management, worker health and 
safety training, and regulatory agency notifications, in 
accordance with local, state, and federal requirements. Work 
shall not resume in the area(s) affected until these 
recommendations have been implemented under the oversight of 
the County or regulatory agency, as appropriate. 

• Designate personnel responsible for implementation of the 
CRMP. The CRMP shall be submitted to the County for review 
and approval prior to the issuance of construction and demolition 
permits. 

MM HAZ-2 Soil Management Plan. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the 
Project applicant shall retain a qualified environmental consultant to 
prepare a Soil Management Plan that details procedures and 
protocols for on-site management of soils containing potentially 
hazardous materials. The SMP would be implemented during 
grading activities on-site to ensure that soils containing residual 
levels of hydrocarbons or arsenic are properly identified, monitored, 
and managed on-site, and include the following: 

• A certified hazardous waste hauler shall remove all potentially 
hazardous soils. In addition, sampling of soil shall be conducted 
during excavation to ensure that all petroleum hydrocarbon and 
arsenic impacted soils are removed, and that Environmental 
Screening Levels (ESLs) for non-residential uses are not 
exceeded. Excavated materials shall be transported per 
California Hazardous Waste Regulations to a landfill permitted by 
the State to accept hazardous materials. 

• Any subsurface materials exposed during construction activities 
that appear suspect of contamination, either from visual staining 
or suspect odors, shall require immediate cessation of excavation 
activities. Soils suspected of contamination shall be tested for 
potential contamination. If contamination is found to be present 
per the Department of Toxic Substances Control Screening 
Levels for industrial/commercial land use (DTSCSLi) and the 
U.S. EPA Regional Screening Levels for industrial/commercial 
land use (EPARSLi), it shall be transported and disposed of per 
state regulations to an appropriately permitted landfill. 

• The SMP shall include a Health and Safety Plan (HSP) that 
addresses potential safety and health hazards and includes the 
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requirements and procedures for employee protection; each 
contractor will be required to have their own HSP tailored to their 
particular trade that addresses the general project safety 
requirements. The HSP shall also outline proper soil handling 
procedures and health and safety requirements to minimize 
worker and public exposure to hazardous materials during 
construction. 

• The SMP shall be prepared and executed in accordance with 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
Rule 1166, Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination of Soil. The SMP shall require the timely testing 
and sampling of soils so that contaminated soils can be separated 
from inert soils for proper disposal. The SMP shall specify the 
testing parameters and sampling frequency. Anticipated testing 
includes total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and semi-volatile organic compounds 
(SVOCs). During excavation, Rule 1166 requires that soils 
identified as contaminated shall be sprayed with water or another 
approved vapor suppressant or covered with sheeting during 
periods of inactivity of greater than an hour, to prevent 
contaminated soils from becoming airborne. Under Rule 1166, 
contaminated soils shall be transported from the project site by a 
licensed transporter and disposed of at a licensed 
storage/treatment facility to prevent contaminated soils from 
becoming airborne or otherwise released into the environment. 
All SMP measures shall be printed on the construction 
documents, contracts, and project plans prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 

• The SMP would also include procedures for the safe handling and 
transportation of soils on the Project Site that may impact 
sensitive receptors such as schools. 

MM HAZ-3 Prior to the commencement of any construction-related site activities 
(clearing, demolition, grading etc.), all above-ground storage tanks 
(ASTs) and underground storage tanks (USTs) shall be removed. 
ASTs storing diesel shall be disposed of by a State of California 
licensed contractor and in compliance with the required San 
Bernardino County Fire Department (SBCFD) Hazardous Materials 
Division regulations for tank removals. For stained soils in the vicinity 
of diesel containing ASTs, as identified in the Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessment (ESA) dated July 29, 2021 soil samples shall be 
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collected, as directed by the SBCFD inspector, for chemical analysis 
at a laboratory licensed by the State of California. If contaminated 
soils are encountered, a soil management plan shall be prepared to 
manage the stained soils during redevelopment. USTs shall be 
removed through reviewing available files at the SBCFD and 
ensuring the proper removal of the UST and a subsurface 
investigation to determine if the UST had impacted the subsurface. 

MM HAZ-4 Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project applicant shall 
conduct testing for the presence of methane on the Project site, in 
accordance with DTSC methane assessment guidelines. The Project 
applicant shall prepare a methane gas soil survey and implement 
grading activity recommendations to the satisfaction of the City 
Building Department. This survey and recommendation shall include 
a post-construction soil gas investigation and installation of methane 
gas mitigation systems where post-grading methane levels exceed 
5,000 ppmv, should any such levels occur.  

MM HAZ-5 Following drainage of the on-site ponds, the Project applicant shall 
conduct a limited Phase II subsurface assessment of sediments to 
evaluate the sediments for chemical risks to human health and the 
environment. If contamination from dairy and animal-related wastes 
is encountered at a level above Environmental Screening Levels 
(ESLs) for non-residential uses, the appropriate environmental 
agency (Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Toxic 
Substance Control, South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
shall be notified. Any contamination identified as a result of such 
testing/sampling shall be investigated and removed or remediated to 
the satisfaction of the environmental agency and established 
Regional Screening Levels with evidence provided to the City, such 
that there are no residual significant impacts following mitigation. 
Prior to allowing the commencement of any soil removal or hauling 
activities at the Proposed Project, the City will review and/or evaluate 
potential air quality impacts (criteria pollutants and toxic air 
contaminants from equipment exhaust, earthmoving, and other 
on-site remedial activities, as applicable) to verify that impacts are 
properly assessed and disclosed in accordance with CEQA. 

MM HAZ-6 Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit for any buildings or 
structures on-site, the Project applicant shall conduct comprehensive 
ACM and mercury contamination surveys to identify the locations 
and quantities of ACM and mercury in above-ground structures. The 
Project applicant shall retain a licensed or certified asbestos 
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consultant to inspect buildings and structures on-site. The 
consultant’s report shall include requirements for abatement, 
containment, and disposal of ACM, if encountered, in accordance 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1403. 

Prior to issuance of a demolition permit of the onsite structure, 
preparation of a demolition plan for the safe dismantling and removal 
of building components and debris including a plan for lead and 
asbestos abatement shall be required. The demolition plan shall be 
submitted to the City for review and approval prior to commencement 
of construction activities. 

a. Hazardous Emissions near a School 

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

Finding: Significant and unavoidable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-34 through 4.9-36)  

Explanation: Specific Plan – Phase II Future Development Areas 

Construction and Operations 

The Phase II area is being evaluated only at a programmatic level, 
and there are no specific development proposals at this time. No 
existing or proposed schools are located within one-quarter mile of 
the Phase II future development areas. The nearest existing school 
is Options for Youth, a charter school located at 7011 Schaefer 
Avenue, Chino approximately 0.28-miles northwest of the Phase II 
future development areas. The Phase II future development areas 
would be subject to applicable local, state, and federal regulations as 
described in the Regulatory Setting section, including the City’s 
standard discretionary review process, the City’s municipal code, 
and CEQA compliance. In consideration of the above, a less than 
significant impact is anticipated. However, in the absence of a Phase 
I ESA, current site conditions relating to hazards and hazardous 
materials are yet unknown, and impacts could be potentially 
significant. As mentioned above, a subsequent CEQA analysis may 
be required should the new information from the Phase I ESA for 
Phase II show that the Project will have significant impacts relating 
to hazards and hazardous materials. However, because the extent 
of impacts within the Phase II area cannot be known at this time, 
Project impacts relating to hazardous materials within the Phase II 
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area are considered potentially significant and unavoidable even with 
the implementation of recommended mitigation. 

E. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

Regarding the Project’s potential to result in cumulative impacts, the City hereby finds as 
follows: 

1. AESTHETICS 

Construction of the Project site would result in alterations to the scenic vistas views. The 
cumulative change in visual condition that would result from the Specific Plan, in 
combination with nearby projects would not be considered adverse, because the Specific 
Plan would implement design features and the City’s Development Code with respect to 
architecture, landscaping, signs, lighting, and other related items. The City’s Development 
Code regulations have the goal of improving the visual quality of the City by providing 
guidelines to ensure consistent, quality development. Thus, with implementation of the 
applicable Development Code regulations and the Specific Plan design guidelines, 
implementation of the Project would result in a less than significant cumulatively 
considerable impact related to degradation of the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings. 

The cumulative study area for light and glare for the Project area is immediately adjacent 
to lands that could receive light or glare from new development within the Project or could 
generate daytime glare or nighttime lighting that would be visible within the Project area. 
All such areas contain a variety of sources of nighttime lighting, such as roadways, vehicle 
lights, exterior security lighting, as well as sources of daytime glare, such as glass 
windows on buildings. Because cumulative projects would result in more intense 
development than currently exists, the Project, in combination with past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects could create significant cumulative nighttime 
lighting and daytime glare impacts. However, application of the City’s Development Code 
regulations require compliance with light and glare performance standards that would 
avoid significant effects. These regulations state that lighting shall be shielded to prevent 
light from shining onto adjacent properties or inclusion of features that could create glare. 
Further, the TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR found that, with implementation of 
Community Design Element policies, the City’s Development Code, and Specific Plans 
(as required by the General Plan), impacts to the character and quality of the City 
(including the proposed Specific Plan area) would be less than significant. Here, with 
implementation of the existing City regulations, the development that would occur by the 
related projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution of light and 
glare. Thus, the cumulative effects of development from the Project in combination with 
cumulative projects related to light and glare are less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.1-16 
and 4.1-17) 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

The cumulative study area for agriculture includes the County. Throughout the County, 
numerous related projects exist that would result in the additional conversion of 
agricultural land, including Prime Farmland and Important Farmland, to nonagricultural 
uses. Important Farmland in the County has continually declined and all of the prime 
agricultural land in the southern area of the City is planned for development by the City’s 
TOP 2050. Continued conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses would substantially 
reduce overall agricultural productivity in the City and the region. According to the 
TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR, agricultural land within the Ontario Ranch area has 
the potential to be converted to non-agricultural uses, upon buildout of TOP 2050 and the 
Specific Plan overlay. This was identified as a significant cumulative impact in TOP 2010 
Certified EIR and TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR. Implementation of the proposed 
Project would contribute to the reduction of agricultural resources in the region and 
cumulatively contribute to the loss of agricultural resources. Although the proposed 
conversion is consistent with the projected decline in agricultural productivity of the 
region, the Ontario Ranch area, and the Project site, the Project would result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact to agricultural resources. Significant and unavoidable 
impacts to agriculture resources have been identified; refer to Impacts 4.2-1 and 4.1-5. 
(Draft EIR, p. 4.2-20). 

3. AIR QUALITY 

Regional 

In accordance with SCAQMD’s methodology, any project that produces a significant 
project-level regional air quality impact in an area that is in nonattainment contributes to 
the cumulative impact. Cumulative projects in the local area include new mixed-use and 
residential development and general growth in the surrounding area. The greatest source 
of emissions in the SCAB is mobile sources. Due to the extent of the area potentially 
impacted from cumulative project emissions (i.e., the SCAB), SCAQMD considers a 
project cumulatively significant when project-related emissions exceed the SCAQMD 
regional emissions thresholds.  

Construction 

The SCAB is designated nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5 under both the California and 
federal standards and nonattainment for PM10 and lead (Los Angeles County only) under 
the federal standards. O3 is created by chemical reactions between NOX and VOCs; thus, 
NOX and VOCs are precursor to O3. Construction of cumulative projects will further 
degrade the regional and local air quality. The Project would not make a cumulative 
considerable contribution to PM2.5 or PM10, but air quality from VOCs would potentially be 
impacted during construction activities. Implementation of MM AQ-1 would reduce 
Project-related construction emissions to below the SCAQMD regional significance 
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thresholds on a Project and cumulative basis. Therefore, the proposed Project’s 
contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable with 
incorporation of mitigation. Additionally, the Project cumulative construction impacts 
would be consistent with the findings of TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR. 

Operation 

For operational air quality emissions, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated 
to less than the daily regional threshold values is not considered by SCAQMD to be a 
substantial source of air pollution and does not add significantly to a cumulative impact. 
Operation of the Project, after incorporation of mitigation, would still result in emissions in 
excess of the SCAQMD regional emissions thresholds for ROGs and NOX. Therefore, the 
air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed Project would be cumulatively 
considerable and therefore significant and unavoidable. Additionally, the Project 
cumulative operation impacts would be consistent with the findings of TOP 2050 Final 
Supplemental EIR. 

Localized 

Under SCAQMD guidance, projects that exceed the project-specific significance 
threshold of 10 in a million are considered to be cumulatively considerable 
(SCAQMD 2003). Per the MATES IV study, the proposed Project is in an area that has 
an estimated cancer risk of about 898.83 in a million. Project-related construction 
activities would result in a cancer risk of 1.08 in a million to the maximally exposed 
individual resident (MEIR). Development and operation of the proposed Project would 
result in cancer risk of 2.07 in a million to the MEIR, which would be below 10 in a million. 
As a result, the Project would not cumulatively contribute to the overall elevated levels of 
DPM in the SCAB. Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would 
represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of 
development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long 
anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the 
Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to 
health risk impacts in the SCAB is less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
(Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-45 through 4.3-46) 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative study area for biological resources includes the southwestern 
San Bernardino County. This area consists of a variety of land uses that includes 
agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial uses. The agricultural areas may 
include sensitive habitats which may contain special-status plants, migratory bird species, 
and jurisdictional resources. However, as discussed above the Project would implement 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the identified species to less than significant 
levels. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant contribution to 
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cumulative impacts to these resources, and impacts would be less than cumulatively 
significant. 

Project development would not involve the removal of critical habitat and would not make 
a considerable contribution to the decline of wildlife species. The Project would remove 
potential raptor foraging habitat through development of the mixed-use and business park 
structures. Although the existing agriculture may provide foraging habitat for raptors, it is 
not expected to be valuable, as the lands are actively maintained to minimize use by small 
mammals (prey for raptors) and active ground squirrel management programs are 
continually implemented. This loss of potential raptor foraging habitat would not make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the regional decline of raptors. 

Mitigation has been incorporated into the Project that would avoid direct impacts to any 
potentially sensitive wildlife species that may occur on-site. Therefore, the mitigation 
measures for the Project would mitigate the potential of the Project to cumulatively 
combine with other projects; and the Project Specific Plan would not contribute to the 
cumulative loss of any special status wildlife species. 

Additionally, MM BIO-3 would ensure focused surveys for BUOW would be conducted 
and potential BUOW impacts to less than significant levels. 

The types of birds affected are common to the region and the number of individuals would 
be limited given the type of vegetation proposed for removal (i.e., agriculture, ornamental 
plantings). Based on the types of species and expected limited number of nesting pairs 
affected, development of the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to the regional decline of native nesting bird populations. However, because 
native birds are protected by Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), mortality to a single native 
bird due to the Project would be in violation of the MBTA, California Endangered Species 
Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Therefore, cumulative impacts 
related to nesting birds would be less than cumulatively significant. 

The Biological Resource Assessment also indicated that the Project would not impact 
CDFW jurisdictional waters and riparian habitats. Thus, the Project would not make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to the regional decline of jurisdictional waters. 

Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent 
and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is 
implementing TOP 2050. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-31 and 4.4-32) 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources impacts are site specific and generally do not combine to result in 
cumulative impacts. In the immediate vicinity of the Project area, no significant cultural 



 

Page 148 of 201 

resources were identified that could combine with the effects of the Project to result in a 
cumulatively significant impact to cultural resources. However, cultural resources 
investigations would be required for other projects before the City of Ontario would permit 
ground disturbances or demolition or substantial alteration of existing structures. Such 
investigations would identify resources on the affected Project areas that are or appear 
to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or CRHR. Such 
investigations would also recommend mitigation measures to protect and preserve 
cultural resources. The Project includes mitigation measures to ensure proper 
identification, treatment, and preservation of cultural resources on the Project. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant. 

The Project could result in potential site-specific impacts to currently unknown 
archaeological and cultural resources discovered during grading and trenching activities. 
Other projects within the cumulative study area also have the potential to result in damage 
and/or loss to these resources. The combination of the Project as well as past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable projects in the City and County would be required to comply 
with all applicable state, federal, County, and local regulations concerning preservation, 
salvage, or handling of cultural resources, including compliance with required mitigation. 
Similar to the Project, these projects also would be required to implement and conform to 
mitigation measures, which would be likely to reduce impacts to less than significant. 
Although in the process of development, some known or unknown resources may be lost, 
it is not anticipated that these impacts would be cumulatively considerable. In addition, 
implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-10 would reduce Project-specific impacts 
to the extent feasible. However, despite implementation of all applicable mitigation 
measures, Project-specific impacts relating to historic resources would be significant and 
unavoidable. Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would 
represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of 
development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long 
anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the 
Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. Therefore, in consideration of the 
findings of the TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR, the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.5-32 and 4.5-33) 

6. ENERGY 

The areas considered for cumulative impacts to electricity and natural gas supplies are 
the service areas of SCE and SoCalGas, respectively. Other projects would generate 
increased electricity and natural gas demands. However, all projects within the SCE and 
SoCalGas service areas would be required to comply with the Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards and the CALGreen Code, which would contribute to minimizing wasteful 
energy consumption. Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would 
represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of 
development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long 
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anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the 
Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant, and Project impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
(Draft EIR, p. 4.6-16) 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Geology and soils impacts are site-specific and generally do not combine to result in 
cumulative impacts. Like the Project, future development projects would be required to 
comply with applicable state and local building regulations, including the most recent 
CBC. Site-specific geologic hazards would be addressed in each project’s geotechnical 
investigation. Further, future developments would be required to comply with 
environmental analysis and review. Therefore, no significant cumulative impact would 
occur. 

Additionally, other projects in the area would involve ground disturbance and could 
damage paleontological resources that could be buried in those project sites. As with the 
Project, other projects would require site-specific paleontological analysis that could lead 
to mitigation requiring monitoring and recovery, identification, and curation of any 
resources discovered. Cumulative impacts to paleontological resources would be less 
than significant, and Project contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Lastly, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent and 
logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is 
implementing TOP 2050. (Draft EIR, p. 4.7-27 and 4.7-28) 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Project-related GHG emissions are not confined to a particular air basin but are dispersed 
worldwide. Therefore, impacts under Section C, Greenhouse Gas Emissions are not 
Project-specific impacts, but the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative GHG 
impact. As discussed previously, incorporation of mitigation would minimize emissions 
and both Phase I and Phase II of the Project can achieve 100 points on the CAP 
Screening Tables. Projects with features that yield at least 100 Screening Table points 
are considered consistent with the reduction quantities anticipated in the City’s CAP. Such 
projects would be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative 
GHG emissions impact. Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and 
would represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern 
of development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long 
anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the 
Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. Therefore, Project-related GHG 
emissions and their contribution to global climate change would not be cumulatively 
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considerable, and GHG emissions impacts would be less than significant. Pursuant to 
TOP 2050, implementation of the Project Specific Plan would represent a consistent and 
logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is 
implementing TOP 2050. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-38) 

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazards and hazardous waste impacts are typically unique to each site and do not usually 
contribute to cumulative impacts. Cumulative development projects would be required to 
assess potential hazardous materials impacts on the development site prior to grading. 
The Project and other cumulative projects would be required to comply with laws and 
regulations governing hazardous materials and hazardous wastes used and generated 
as described previously. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous 
materials would be less than significant after regulatory compliance. 

The areas considered for cumulative airport-related hazards impacts are the airport 
influence areas of ONT and Chino Airport. Some related projects may be proposed within 
the safety compatibility zones of the ONT and Chino airport influence areas, and thus 
could expose the nearby population to potential hazards such as aircraft crashes. Airport 
land use planning agencies for ONT and Chino Airport regulate development within their 
safety compatibility zones. Related projects proposed within safety compatibility zones 
would be required to comply with each safety zone’s respective land use regulations set 
forth by the affected agencies. Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 
and would represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned 
pattern of development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long 
anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the 
Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. After regulatory compliance, cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.9-41) 

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Hydrology and Drainage 

The Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent and logical 
continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, specifically 
the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would transition from 
dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. 

Cumulative projects within the Chino Creek Watershed would increase impervious areas 
and increase stormwater runoff rates. However, all projects within the watershed would 
be required to comply with all regulative framework and prepare and implement WQMPs 
that include provisions for the capture and infiltration of runoff or the temporary detention 
of stormwater runoff in HCOC areas so that post-development runoff discharges do not 
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exceed pre-development runoff rates, in accordance with the NPDES Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit. Thus, no significant cumulative drainage impacts 
would occur, and Project drainage impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Water Quality 

Cumulative projects have the ability to generate pollutants during project construction and 
operation. All construction projects that disturb one acre or more of land would be required 
to prepare and implement SWPPPs in order to obtain coverage under the statewide GCP. 
All projects within the watershed would also be required to prepare and implement 
WQMPs specifying BMPs, including LID measures, which would be applied during project 
design and project operation to minimize water pollution from project operation. 
Furthermore, all future development would be required to comply with applicable local, 
state and federal requirements, as part of the City’s discretionary review process. This 
includes compliance with the City’s municipal code, which specifically addresses water 
quality (Municipal Code Article 5, Construction Requirements). Thus, no significant 
cumulative water quality impacts would occur, and project water quality impacts would 
not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-23 and 4.10-24) 

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

The geographic context for this cumulative analysis includes the City in relation to the 
City’s TOP 2050. Cumulative development would result in substantial changes to existing 
land use patterns through conversion of agricultural and dairy lands into urban uses 
pursuant to the General Plan land use designations. Cumulative development would also 
be subject to site-specific environmental and planning reviews that would address 
consistency with adopted General Plan goals, objectives, and policies, as well as with the 
City’s Development Code and ALUCP policies. As part of environmental review, projects 
would be required to provide mitigation for any inconsistencies with the General Plan and 
environmental policies that would result in adverse physical environmental effects. The 
cumulative projects as a whole would result in a more intensely developed built 
environment than currently exists, as it currently exists as an underutilized portion of land 
and would be required to be consistent with local General Plan policies. 

Additionally, the Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent 
and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is 
implementing TOP 2050. 

Cumulative projects could include General Plan amendments and/or zone changes, and 
modifications to existing land uses. However, such amendments do not necessarily 
represent an inherent negative effect on the environment, particularly if the proposed 
changes involve changes in types and intensity of uses, rather than eliminating 
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application of policies that were specifically adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects. Past and present cumulative projects do not involve 
amendments that would eliminate application of policies that were adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. Determining whether any future 
project might include such amendments and determining the cumulative effects of any 
such amendments would be speculative since it cannot be known what applications that 
are not currently filed might request. Thus, it is expected that the land uses of cumulative 
projects would be consistent with policies that avoid an environmental effect; therefore, 
cumulatively considerable impacts from cumulative projects related to policy consistency 
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-30) 

12. MINERAL RESOURCES 

The Project site is within the City and its Sphere of Influence is designated MRZ-3, which 
is defined as areas where the significance of mineral deposits cannot be determined 
from available data. Only areas in the far north of the City have been designated as 
areas where significant mineral deposits are present or there is a likelihood of their 
presence, and development should be controlled. Therefore, the development of 
the Project site would not result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources or 
locally important mineral resource recovery sites. No cumulative impact would occur. 
(Draft EIR, p. 7-1 and 7-2) 

13. NOISE 

Construction Noise 

Project-related construction activities would not result in a substantial temporary increase 
in ambient noise levels. Construction noise impacts would be periodic and temporary and 
would cease upon completion of construction activities. The Project would contribute to 
other proximate construction Project noise impacts if construction activities were 
conducted concurrently. However, based on the noise analysis above, the Project’s 
construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction activities at other planned and approved projects near the Project site would 
be required to comply with applicable City rules related to noise. Activities would take 
place during daytime hours on the days permitted by the applicable Municipal Code, and 
projects requiring discretionary City approvals would be required to evaluate construction 
noise impacts, comply with the City’s standard conditions of approval, and implement 
mitigation, if necessary, to minimize noise impacts. Construction noise impacts are by 
nature localized. Based on the fact that noise dissipates as it travels away from its source, 
noise impacts would be limited to the Project site and immediate vicinity. Therefore, 
Project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to significant cumulative impacts, assuming such a cumulative impact existed, 
and impacts in this regard would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, 
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cumulative construction noise would be consistent with the findings of TOP 2050 
Final Supplemental EIR. 

Operational Noise 

Cumulative Off-Site Traffic Noise 

Cumulative noise impacts describe how much noise levels are projected to increase over 
existing conditions with the development of the proposed Project and other foreseeable 
projects. Cumulative noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic 
on local roadways due to buildout of the Project and other projects in the vicinity. 
Cumulative increases in traffic noise levels were estimated by comparing the Existing and 
Future Without Project scenarios to the Future Plus Project scenario. The traffic analysis 
considers cumulative traffic from future growth assumed in the transportation model, as 
well as cumulative projects. 

A project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic noise increase would be considered 
significant when the combined effect exceeds perception level (i.e., auditory level 
increase) threshold. The following criteria is used to evaluate the combined and 
incremental effects of the cumulative noise increase. 

• Combined Effect. The cumulative with Project noise level (“Cumulative With 
Project”) would cause a significant cumulative impact if a 3.0 dB increase over 
“Existing” conditions occurs and the resulting noise level exceeds the applicable 
exterior standard at a sensitive use. Although there may be a significant noise 
increase due to the proposed Project in combination with other related projects 
(combined effects), it must also be demonstrated that the Project has an 
incremental effect. In other words, a significant portion of the noise increase must 
be due to the proposed Project.  

• Incremental Effects. The “Cumulative With Project” causes a 1.0 dBA increase in 
noise over the “Cumulative Without Project” noise level. 

A significant impact would result only if both the combined and incremental effects criteria 
have been exceeded. Noise by definition is a localized phenomenon and reduces as 
distance from the source increases. Consequently, only the proposed Project and growth 
due to occur in the general area would contribute to cumulative noise impacts.  

Draft EIR Table 4.12-17: Cumulative Plus Project Conditions Predicted Traffic Noise 
Levels – Project Buildout, identifies the traffic noise effects along roadway segments in 
the Project vicinity for “Existing,” “Cumulative Without Project,” and “Cumulative With 
Project,” conditions, including incremental and net cumulative impacts. 

A significant cumulative traffic noise increase would be identified if a cumulative traffic 
noise increase of greater than the 3 dBA significance threshold of perceptibility is 
calculated, and the relative contribution from project traffic is calculated to contribute more 
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than 1 dBA to this cumulative impact, it would be considered cumulatively considerable. 
The largest increase in future levels with the Project is along Edison Avenue with an 
increase of 1.2 dBA. Therefore, the cumulative traffic noise at this roadway segment 
would be less than significant. The proposed Project’s contribution to noise levels would 
not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, cumulative off-site traffic noise would be 
consistent with the findings of TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR. 

Cumulative Stationary Noise 

Stationary noise sources associated with the Project would result in an incremental 
increase in non-transportation noise sources in the Project vicinity. However, as 
discussed above, operational noise caused by the Project would be less than significant. 
Additionally, due to Project site’s distance to sensitive receptors, cumulative stationary 
noise impacts would not occur. Similar to the proposed Project, other planned and 
approved projects would be required to mitigate for stationary noise impacts at nearby 
sensitive receptors, if necessary. As stationary noise sources are generally localized, 
there would be a limited potential for other projects to contribute to cumulative noise 
impacts. 

No known past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would combine with the 
operational noise levels generated by the Project to increase noise levels above 
acceptable standards because each project must comply with applicable City regulations 
that limit operational noise. Therefore, the Project, together with other projects, would not 
create a significant cumulative impact. 

Given that noise dissipates as it travels away from its source, operational noise impacts 
from on-site activities and other stationary sources would be limited to the Project site 
and the immediate vicinity. Thus, cumulative operational noise impacts from related 
projects, in conjunction with Project-specific noise impacts, would not be cumulatively 
significant. Additionally, cumulative stationary noise would be consistent with the findings 
of TOP 2050 Final Supplemental EIR. 

Pursuant to TOP 2050, implementation of the Specific Plan would represent a consistent 
and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Specific Plan is implementing 
TOP 2050. (Draft EIR, p. 4.12-30 through 4.12-33) 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

The area considered for cumulative impacts is the County. Impacts are analyzed using 
County projections in SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Demographics and Growth Forecast. 
Development of the Project in conjunction with the related project list in Draft EIR 
Table 4-1: Related Approved and Pending Projects, in Draft EIR Section 4.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR, would not result in cumulative wide 
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population and/or housing impacts, as mixed-use business park projects would further 
improve the jobs housing balance. This would encourage alignment with objectives set 
by SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS as it would increase employment opportunities in an 
area that is predominantly residential. Furthermore, the Project would be consistent with 
the goals set forth in TOP 205014 by providing long-term employment opportunities 
associated with the buildout of the Project. Related projects would be reviewed by the 
City, and development would be required to be consistent with adopted State and City 
development standards, regulations, plans, and policies to minimize the effect of the 
increase in population on physical impacts on the environment. Additionally, the indirect 
effect of Project employment on housing and population growth in the City has been 
anticipated in TOP, and therefore in regional housing and population forecasts provided 
in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. As such, the Project would not contribute to cumulatively 
adverse growth impacts. Upon approval, the Project would improve the jobs-housing 
balance in the County which is considered a housing-rich area. Therefore, the Project 
combined with related projects would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to 
population and housing as no substantial new unplanned growth would occur. (Draft EIR, 
p. 4.13-15 and 4.13-16) 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES 

The Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent and logical 
continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, specifically 
the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would transition from 
dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050. 

Fire Project Services  

The cumulative study area for fire protection services is the City of Ontario. Future 
development projects are anticipated to occur throughout the City, specifically in the 
Ontario Ranch area, including the Project site. As indicated in the City’s TOP, 
development of the Ontario Ranch area would generate a proportional increase in 
demand for additional fire protection and Emergency Medical Services. The City is in the 
process of constructing two new fire stations with one proposed in the Ontario Ranch 
area that would help accommodate cumulative increases to fire protection services in the 
southern portion of the City, including the Project site. 

As stated above, the Project would increase the demand for fire protection services 
through the incorporation of additional people on-site in addition to the cumulative 
development of projects within the City. Thus, a periodic review process would ensure 
that adequate service would be maintained throughout the City and would add staffing 
and equipment as necessary. The OFD can presently serve the Project site without the 
need for additional fire facilities with payment of DIFs. 
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Since the Project would be consistent with the buildout assumptions of TOP and other 
applicable plans and regulations, and payment of general DIFs, implementation of the 
Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in the need for fire 
protection and EMS facilities or personnel. 

Police Project Services 

Similarly, future development projects are anticipated to occur within the City. This overall 
development would generate a proportional increase in calls for police services. All future 
cumulative projects would be reviewed by OPD staff prior to issuance of any development 
permit to ensure adequate security measures are provided for each site-specific 
development in the City, including this Project. It is anticipated that future development 
would result in the need of additional sworn officers and equipment, but with payment of 
DIFs, implementation of the Project would not create a cumulatively considerable need 
for new or expanded police stations. Therefore, cumulative impacts associated with the 
implementation of the Project would be less than significant.   

Schools, Parks, and Other Public Services  

The Project is not anticipated to cumulatively increase the need for schools, parks, and 
other public services in the City. The anticipated increased demands for schools, parks, 
and other public services within the City was accounted for in the City’s TOP 2050 and 
analyzed in TOP EIR, which accounts for the cumulative growth in the City. In addition, 
cumulative development projects would pay the required DIFs that would be appropriately 
allocated, in this case, to schools and parks. In addition, the TOP concluded that 
additional library services would not be required with buildout of the TOP. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts associated with schools, parks, and other public services from 
the Project would be less than cumulatively significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.14-21 through 
4.14-22) 

16. RECREATION 

The Project proposes 466 residential units along with business park and mixed-use land 
uses that would create additional demand for park and recreational facilities. The need 
for recreational amenities would be addressed through the Project’s provision of multi-
purpose trails along Euclid and Schaefer Avenues and public accessible sidewalks along 
Euclid, Schaefer and Sultana Avenues and Edison Avenue. Pursuant to the Quimby Act 
and local City Regulations. Based on the proposed development plans, the Project's 
estimated 1,570 residents (assumes an average of 3.37 occupants per residence for this 
type of community and 466 households) would equate to a dedication requirement of 
7.8 acres. The Project will comply Quimby Act and City regulations through the dedication 
of parkland and/or payment of in-lieu fees for. Furthermore, any future development, such 
as the Project, would be required to comply with the City’s standard discretionary review 
process, including provision of adequate on-site recreational amenities, as well as 
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payment of applicable DIF fees to offset impacts to recreational facilities parks/recreation 
purposes, as determined by the City. Therefore, impacts to existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities will be less than significant. Thus, no 
cumulative impacts would occur. (Draft EIR, p. 7-2 and 7-3) 

17. TRANSPORTATION 

Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in the Project Traffic Analysis (Draft EIR 
Appendix I1) and summarized above. The Project’s contribution to operational LOS 
deficiencies would be fully addressed through implementing the recommended measures 
and providing construction or funding for the identified improvements (note that 
operational LOS is no longer a significant impact under CEQA per SB 743). There were 
no other LOS cumulative effects identified or cumulatively considerable contributions to 
significant cumulative impacts for the Project. The Project’s VMT analysis (Draft EIR 
Appendix I2, summarized above) provides an analysis of the Project’s cumulative impacts 
on VMT. Cumulative analysis is based on the Project’s effect on VMT using total VMT 
within the City (boundary method). The Project’s cumulative effect on VMT was found to 
not increase the City’s VMT per service population with the inclusion of the Project using 
the City’s boundary and 10-mile boundary. 

Pursuant to TOP 2050, implementation of the Specific Plan would represent a consistent 
and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, 
specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City has long anticipated that this area would 
transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Specific Plan is implementing 
TOP 2050. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-26) 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cumulative impacts to TCRs would occur when the impacts of the Project, in conjunction 
with other projects and development in the region, result in multiple and/or cumulative 
impacts to TCRs in the Ontario Ranch area. The cultural records search and pedestrian 
survey did not identify any resources that could potentially be TCRs, and no sacred lands 
are on file with the NAHC within or adjacent to the Project site. Through tribal consultation, 
no TCRs or concerns about potential TCRs were identified. Each future Project 
considered for approval by the City would be required to do its own consultation and 
include mitigation measures to protect resources if they are uncovered during grading 
activities. The Project would not combine with other projects in the region to create a 
cumulative impact to TCRs. Therefore, cumulative impacts to TCRs would be less than 
significant. (Draft EIR, p. 4.16-10 and 4.16-11) 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The area considered for cumulative water supply impacts is the City. Other projects in the 
service area would increase water demands. The City forecasts that it will have sufficient 
water supplies in its service area over the 2020 to 2040 period. Other projects of certain 
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sizes and types that would meet the requirements of SB 610 would be required to have 
a WSA prepared to show reliability of water supplies for the project, considering normal, 
single dry, and multiple dry years over a 20-year horizon. Cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant, and Project impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
Additionally, future projects would be served by existing and planned future water 
infrastructure and facilities, as planned within the City’s Water Master Plan and no 
extensions or capacity expansions beyond the planned system would be required. Any 
future water infrastructure or facility would be constructed in compliance with City’s Water 
and Sewer Design Development Guidelines and the Ontario MC. Cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant, and Project impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

The area considered for cumulative impacts to wastewater treatment is IEUA’s RP-5 
service area. The area considered for cumulative impacts to wastewater conveyance 
systems is the Ontario Ranch (OR) area. Future growth in the OR, in accordance with 
TOP, would result in increases in wastewater flow. These include increases in residential, 
office space, and mixed-use effluent. Expansion and/or capacity upgrades to the existing 
sewer collection lines would be required due to the change in land use in the OR. The 
Sewer Master Plan projects daily wastewater generation in line with land use changes 
associated with TOP. The sewer master plan presents preliminary sizes, alignments and 
construction cost estimates needed to mitigate existing drainage deficiencies and support 
future build-out conditions. Sewer collection system expansions would be based on the 
Sewer Master Plan and would be constructed with development in the OR. Through the 
use of connection fees and agreements, the IEUA is able to maintain and expand its 
wastewater collection system as necessary and is able to ensure that new developments 
pay their fair-share costs associated with increased demand. Therefore, there would be 
no significant cumulative impacts on wastewater collection. 

The City wastewater effluent in the OR is directed mainly to RP-5. The 2035 projected 
quantities of wastewater that need to be treated at RP-5 is 18.4 mgd, an increase of 
9.4 mgd from current production rates. The 20-year IEUA’s CIP includes expanding the 
capacity of RP-5 to 22.5 mgd. The CIP also developed a capacity fee charged to new 
development to fund the needed capacity. Furthermore, IEUA annually prepares a 
wastewater treatment master plan and flow projections for all its contracting agencies, 
including the City. The IEUA improvement plan is sequenced considering the rate of 
development to ensure adequate treatment capacity exists at time of building permits but 
is phased to eliminate premature construction of unneeded capacity. Assuming the 
proposed plant expansions would be completed prior to increased urban development 
and the treatment of water at these plants would continue to meet the water quality 
standards of the Santa Ana RWQCB, there would be no significant cumulative impacts 
on wastewater treatment. 
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The area considered for cumulative impacts to electricity supplies and facilities is SCE’s 
service area, and the area considered for natural gas is SoCalGas’ service area. Forecast 
total electricity and natural gas supplies for the respective service areas are identified 
above. Other projects would increase electricity and natural gas demands. 

Electricity demand forecasts are based on climate zones; economic and demographic 
growth forecasts, and the California Department of Finance; forecast electricity rates; 
effects of reasonably foreseeable energy efficiency and energy conservation efforts; 
anticipated partial electrification of portions of the transportation sector, including 
increasing adoption of light-duty plug-in electric vehicles; demand response measures, 
such as electricity rates that increase during high-demand times of day; and effects of 
climate change. 

Natural gas demand forecasts are based on economic outlook; California Public Utilities 
Commission– mandated energy efficiency standards and programs; renewable electricity 
goals; and conservation savings linked to Advanced Metering Infrastructure. 

It is anticipated that electricity and natural gas demands by most other projects would be 
accounted for in the above-referenced demand forecasts. Other projects would be subject 
to independent CEQA review, including analysis of impacts to electricity and natural gas 
supplies. Implementation of all feasible mitigation measures would be required for any 
significant impacts identified. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant, and 
Project impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The area considered for cumulative impacts is the area serviced by the Badlands and the 
El Sobrante Landfills. Collectively, Badlands and El Sobrante Landfills have a remaining 
disposal capacity of approximately 160 million cubic yards and El Sobrante Landfill has a 
disposal capacity beyond the 15-year horizon, as required by AB 939. Thus, there is 
sufficient landfill capacity in the region for the cumulative increase in solid waste disposal. 
Cumulative impacts would be less than significant, and Project impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR p. 4.17-29 and 4.17-30) 

20. WILDFIRE 

The Project site is not within VHFHSZ zone and is within a LRA zone. Cumulative projects 
near the Project site would also be located within LRA zone, and therefore no impact 
would occur. Moreover, future projects, such as this project, would be required to comply 
with applicable local and state requirements, including applicable provisions of the City’s 
MC related to fire safety and emergency access. (The Project would not result in 
significant wildfire hazard impacts following conformance with applicable local and state 
requirements. Thus, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, p. 7-3 
through 7-6) 
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F. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The City Council hereby declares that it has considered and rejected as infeasible the 
alternatives identified in the EIR and described below. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines requires an EIR to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, 
or to the location of the Project, which could feasibly achieve most of its basic objectives, 
but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects identified in the EIR 
analysis. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed 
project. Rather, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that are 
potentially feasible; an EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible. In 
addition, an EIR should evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. Therefore, 
this section sets forth the potential alternatives to the Project analyzed in the EIR and 
evaluates them in light of the objectives of the Project, as required by CEQA.  

Key provisions of the State CEQA Guidelines relating to the alternatives’ analysis 
(§15126.6 et seq.) are summarized below (Draft EIR at p. 6-1 through 6-2): 

• [T]he 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, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of the Project objectives or would be more costly.” (§15126.6[b]). 

• “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its 
impact.” (§15126.6[e][1]) 

• “The no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice 
of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as 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. If the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, 
the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives.” (§15126.6[e][2]) 

• “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (§15126.6[f]) 

• “Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility 
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries…, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 
proponent)” (§15126.6[f][1]) 
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• “Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” 
(§15126.6[f][2][A]) 

• “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably 
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.” 
(§15126.6[f][3]) 

1. RATIONALE FOR SELECTING POTENTIALLY FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES  

The alternatives must include a no-project alternative and a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Project if those reasonable alternatives would attain most of the Project 
objectives while substantially lessening the potentially significant Project impacts. The 
range of alternatives discussed in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason,” which the 
State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(3) defines as: 

. . . set[ting] forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those 
alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead 
agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed 
in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-
making.  

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives (as described in the State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)([1]) are 
environmental impacts, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, 
and whether the Project proponent could reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have 
access to an alternative site. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects could 
not be reasonably identified, and whose implementation is remote or speculative.  

For purposes of this analysis, the Project alternatives are evaluated to determine the 
extent to which they attain the basic Project objectives, while significantly lessening any 
significant effects of the Project.  

2. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE 
SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS 

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines specifies that an EIR should (1) identify 
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were eliminated from detailed 
consideration because they were determined to be infeasible during the scoping process; 
and (2) briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. Among 
the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an 
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EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives; (ii) infeasibility; and/or 
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.  

The following is a discussion of the land use alternative considered during the scoping 
and planning process and the reasons why it was not selected for detailed analysis in the 
EIR. 

a. Alternative Development Areas 

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the Project or 
its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects 
of the Project. The key question and first step in the analysis is whether any of the 
significant effects of the Project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the 
Project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the Project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered 
when implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is 
beyond the control of a project applicant. 

There are no suitable alternative sites within the control of the Project Applicant. In the 
event land could be purchased of suitable size and developmental characteristics, based 
on the known general conditions in the southern portion of the City, an alternative site 
would likely have similar impacts as the Project. Given the size and nature of the Project 
and the Project objectives, it would be impractical and infeasible to propose the Project 
on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental impacts. 

Additionally, other land in the vicinity of the Project site or within the southern portion of 
the City are similarly used for agricultural purposes and include agricultural soils. The loss 
of Prime Farmland would still occur with an alternative site. Given the size and type of the 
Project, a similarly sized project and use elsewhere in the SCAB would result in the same 
Project-level and cumulative air quality and GHG emission impacts. VMT is not likely to 
be changed by a different location. Also, an alternative site would have similar traffic 
impacts in other jurisdictions that would be significant and unavoidable because the City 
cannot guarantee implementation of improvements outside of its jurisdiction. Therefore, 
analysis of an alternative site for the proposed 290,110 square feet of commercial 
retail/office uses, up to 466 residential units, and 1,386,777 square feet of business park 
uses is neither meaningful nor necessary, because the significant impacts resulting from 
the Project would not be avoided or substantially lessened by its implementation. 
(Draft subsequent EIR, p. 6-2 and 6-3) 

Finding: The City Council rejects the Alternative Development Areas alternative, on the 
following grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient justification for rejection 
of this alternative: (1) the alternative does not avoid any significant and unavoidable 
impacts, (2) the alternative would likely not further reduce any of the proposed project’s 
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significant impacts; and (3) the alternatives are technically, financially, and legally 
infeasible given that there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of the Project 
applicant. Therefore, the Alternative Development Areas alternative is eliminated from 
further consideration.  

3. ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS 

Based on the Project objectives listed above, the following three alternatives have been 
determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives which have the potential to 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the Project, but which may avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. These alternatives are 
analyzed in detail in the following sections. 

• Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative 

• Alternative 2: No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative 

• Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative 

a. Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative  

Description:  Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires analysis of the 
No Project Alternative. In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the 
No Project/No Build Alternative for a development project on an identifiable 
property consists of the circumstance under which the Project does not 
proceed as provided by §15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) provides that, “In certain instances, the no project 
alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing environmental setting is 
maintained.” Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the Project would 
not be developed, and no new development would occur; however, the 
existing conditions would remain in operation. 

 The Project site is occupied by agricultural uses, including the raising of 
livestock, dairy farming activities, and a commercial nursery. The majority 
of the site exists as fallow or cultivated fields. There is a private recreational 
vehicle facility in the southwestern portion of the site and a scrap yard at the 
intersection of Euclid Avenue and Edison Avenue. Numerous single family 
residential structures, as well as agricultural related buildings and open 
structures are located within the Project site. Two SCE easements extend 
across the Project site. No structures are located within the SCE 
easements; however, they have been used for various agricultural uses 
historically. The agricultural uses, SCE easements, structures, and single-
family residential uses would remain. Accordingly, the No Project/No Build 
Alternative provides a comparison between the environmental impacts of 
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the Project as compared to the current environmental conditions, resulting 
from not approving or denying the Project. (Draft EIR, p. 6-4) 

Impacts: Aesthetics 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the visual character and quality 
of the Project site would be maintained in its existing condition. No new 
structures, landscaping, or lighting would be introduced on the Project site. 
The No Project/No Build Alternative would not have the potential to conflict 
with the character or quality of existing and planned development 
surrounding the Project site and would not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would impact nighttime views in the area. No 
impacts related to aesthetics would occur under the No Project/No Build 
Alternative. Therefore, under this Alternative, impacts regarding aesthetics, 
light, and glare would be reduced when compared to the Project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agricultural 
uses on the Project site. Implementation of the No Project/No Build 
Alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts to 
agricultural and forestry resources that would occur from implementation of 
the proposed Project and impacts would be reduced compared to the 
proposed Project. No future development areas would be developed under 
this alternative; therefore, impacts would be reduced compared to the 
proposed Project. 

 Air Quality 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new development would 
occur, and no construction or demolition activities and related emissions 
would occur. In addition, by maintaining existing dairy, agricultural, and 
residential uses throughout the Project site, the increase in operational 
traffic-related air emissions would not occur. Therefore, overall air quality 
impacts would be reduced, and the significant and unavoidable 
construction-related and operational-related emission impacts would be 
eliminated. Further, this alternative would eliminate significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to inconsistency with the AQMP. No impacts 
related to air quality would occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative. 
Therefore, impacts under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be 
reduced compared to the Project. 

 Biological Resources 
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The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses on the Project site. No grading or development would 
occur under this alternative, and there would be no potential impacts to 
sensitive wildlife species and migratory and nesting birds that may be 
present on the Project site. Therefore, the No Project/No Build Alternative 
would avoid all on- and off-site disturbances. Phase I of the Project would 
have a less than significant impact on biological resources after 
implementation of mitigation measures. However, because the extent of 
impacts within the Phase II area cannot be known at this time, Project 
impacts relating to biological resources within the Phase II area are 
considered potentially significant and unavoidable even with the 
implementation of recommended mitigation. Therefore, impacts under this 
alternative would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

 Cultural Resources 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses on the Project site. No grading or development would 
occur under this alternative, and there would be no potential impacts to 
historical resources or subsurface archaeological resources that may exist 
beneath the ground surface. Additionally, the three historic Milk Parlors 
would not be removed under the No Project/No Build Alternative. Therefore, 
the alternative would avoid the Project’s significant impact on historic 
resources and would avoid the Project’s less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated impacts on archaeological resources. Impacts would be 
reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

 Energy  

Under this alternative, no demolition of existing structures or construction of 
new buildings would occur. Therefore, energy demand for electricity, natural 
gas and fuel consumption would remain as is, and no impact would occur 
under this alternative. The Project would have a less than significant impact 
on energy. Compared to the proposed Project, impacts on energy would be 
reduced. 

Geology and Soils 

No new construction activities, including demolition and grading, would 
occur under the No Project/No Build Alternative. Therefore, impacts 
concerning seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, or collapse within the Project site would not occur. However, 
the buildings and structures that exist on the Project site were built before 
current seismic safety codes; therefore, by retaining older buildings and 
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structures, this alternative could expose some people to greater hazards 
from strong seismic ground shaking than the proposed Project. Phase I of 
the Project would have a less than significant impact on geological hazards 
after implementation of mitigation measures. Despite the potentially 
significant and unavoidable geological impacts, development within the 
Phase II area would remove the hazards posed by the existing buildings 
and structures. However, because the extent of impacts within the Phase II 
area cannot be known at this time, Project impacts relating to geological 
hazards within the Phase II area are considered potentially significant and 
unavoidable even with the implementation of recommended mitigation. 
Therefore, impacts under the alternative would be greater than the Project 
for geological hazards. 

This alternative would not result in impacts to paleontological resources 
since no grading would occur. Therefore, the paleontological resources 
impacts under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be reduced 
compared to the Project.  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new development would 
occur, and no construction, demolition, or operational activities would 
generate GHG emissions. Under the No Project/No Build Alternative the 
existing, minimal emissions would continue. These emissions would be 
incorporated and accounted for in the City’s long-range planning efforts and 
would therefore act as a baseline for the City’s air quality goals. 
Furthermore, this alternative would not increase GHG emissions by 24,271 
MTCO2e per year, unlike the proposed Project and would avoid the 
proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. Therefore, impacts 
under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be reduced compared to 
the Project. 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Because no development would occur under the No Project/No Build 
Alternative, no impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials would 
occur. Under this alternative, fuels, lubricants, and greases in construction 
equipment and coatings would not be utilized. The fallow or cultivated fields, 
private recreational vehicle facility, scrap yard, agricultural related buildings, 
and residential structures would remain on-site. The agricultural uses and 
contaminated soils would remain on-site. Although this alternative would 
avoid the Project’s potential effects related to hazards and hazardous 
materials, no cleanup of contaminated soils would occur as a result of the 
Project. Phase I of the Project would have a less than significant impact 
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related to hazards and hazardous materials after implementation of 
mitigation measures. However, because the extent of impacts within the 
Phase II area cannot be known at this time, Project impacts relating to 
hazards and hazardous materials within the Phase II area are considered 
potentially significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of 
recommended mitigation. While portions of the Project would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on hazards and hazardous materials 
with mitigation incorporated, remediation of on-site contamination is a 
benefit of the proposed Project that would not be realized under this 
alternative. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be 
greater under the alternative than compared to the proposed Project. 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Clearing, grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with 
the Project have the potential to impact water quality through soil erosion 
and increasing the amount of silt and debris carried in runoff. Existing water 
quality conditions, groundwater supplies, drainage patterns, and runoff 
water amounts would remain “as is” under this alternative because no new 
development would occur and no new sources of water pollutants from 
either the construction or operation phases of development to the Project 
would be introduced. Additionally, this alternative would not require off-site 
storm drain facility improvements required by the proposed Project. 
However, this alternative would not include installation of new LID, source 
control, site design, and treatment control BMPs to minimize runoff and 
water pollution, which would occur under the proposed Project. Under 
existing conditions, stormwater leaving the site would not be filtered and 
would continue to contain sediment and other potential pollutants 
associated with the dairy, agricultural, and residential uses and the water 
quality improvements that would occur under the proposed Project would 
not occur, therefore hydrology and water quality impacts would be greater 
compared to the proposed Project. 

 Land Use and Planning 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses. The proposed Project is consistent with TOP 2050 
land use designations for the site and would result in a less than significant 
impact. However, under the No Project/No Build Alternative, the existing 
agriculture and residential uses would be inconsistent with the TOP 2050 
land use designations for business park and mixed-use uses. Therefore, 
impacts under this alternative would be greater compared to the proposed 
Project. 
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 Noise 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not result in construction; 
therefore, would not generate any noise or vibration associated with 
construction. Mobile-source and stationary noise volumes would be lower 
under this alternative compared to the proposed Project, given the lack of 
urban development, and associated vehicular traffic noise; noise from 
business park and mixed-use uses; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC) equipment; and other noise sources. Therefore, impacts under this 
alternative would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

 Population and Housing 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses. Employment growth would not occur under the No 
Project/No Build Alternative because no new businesses or other 
infrastructure would be constructed. Employees on the Project site would 
remain as is under this alternative, and the alternative would have no impact 
to population and housing. The employment growth under the proposed 
Project was determined to be within the growth projections for the area and 
impacts to population and housing were determined to be less than 
significant, but would still result in more residential uses and employment 
opportunities compared to the No Project/No Build Alternative. Therefore, 
population and housing impacts under this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed Project. 

 Public Services 

The existing number of residents and workers on the Project site would 
remain under the No Project/No Build Alternative. There would be no 
increase in demand for fire or police services, and the alternative would 
have no impact on public services. Although the proposed Project’s impacts 
related to fire and police services were determined to be less than 
significant, the public services impacts would be reduced under this 
alternative compared to the proposed Project. 

 Transportation and Traffic 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses on the Project site. Under this alternative, no new 
employees or structures would be introduced on the Project site, and 
existing VMT would be maintained. Therefore, there would be no impacts 
under this alternative, and the less than significant traffic impacts that would 
occur from the proposed Project would be avoided. Impacts under this 
alternative would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 
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 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would continue the existing agriculture 
and residential uses on the Project site. No grading or development would 
occur under this alternative, and there would be no potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources that may exist beneath the ground surface. Therefore, 
the No Project/No Build Alternative would avoid site disturbances on the 
Project site and the Project’s potential impacts to tribal cultural resources 
would not occur. Impacts under this alternative would be reduced compared 
to the proposed Project. 

 Utilities and Service Systems 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would not demand more utilities or 
service systems than those currently servicing the Project site. No new 
development or employee increases would occur under the No Project/ 
No Build Alternative and no new water or wastewater infrastructure would 
be constructed. No additional demand for regional water supplies would 
occur, and no additional wastewater would be conveyed to the regional 
wastewater treatment facilities. The alternative would have no impacts on 
utilities and service systems. Project operations would create a demand for 
water, and increase wastewater and solid waste generation, but impacts to 
utilities and service systems would be less than significant. Therefore, the 
impacts related to water supplies and wastewater would be reduced 
compared to the Project. 

Similarly, no additional drainage infrastructure would be developed by the 
No Project/No Build Alternative, and runoff in the Project site would remain 
in its current condition and would not connect to or require capacity in the 
regional stormwater system. Solid waste generation would remain the same 
as existing conditions and increases in solid waste generation would not 
occur with the No Project/No Build Alternative. Furthermore, the demand on 
dry utilities would remain the same as existing conditions and increases in 
dry utilities would not occur with the No Project/No Build Alternative. There 
would be no impacts under the alternative. Therefore, impacts to utilities 
and service systems would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

Attainment of Project Objectives:  

Ability to Reduce Impacts 

The No Project/No Build Alternative would reduce impacts related to 
aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, 
land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, 
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transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems 
that would occur from implementation of the proposed Project. However, 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials, as well as hydrology 
and water quality would be greater under this alternative.  

Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 

Implementation of the No Project/No Build Alternative means that new 
development would not occur on the Project site, and none of the Project 
objectives would be achieved under this alternative. The No Project/No 
Build Alternative would not create a professional, well-maintained and 
attractive environment for the development of a vibrant Mixed-Use 
development along Edison Avenue and a multi-purpose business park 
complex (Objective 1); provide the entitlement and framework for a total of 
approximately 290,000 square feet of office retail development and a 
maximum of 466 residential units (Objective 2); provide the entitlements and 
framework for the development of approximately 1.39 million square feet of 
business park uses (Objective 3); provide employment opportunities for the 
surrounding community (Objective 4); facilitate the implementation of roads, 
utilities, and other infrastructure investments that will be sufficiently sized to 
serve the Project site (Objective 5); expand Ontario’s retail, office and 
business park uses in proximity to local airports and regional transportation 
networks (Objective 6); create an economic driver for future growth in the 
western portion of Ontario Ranch that acts as a catalyst for the development 
of infrastructure improvements in the area and implementation of the City’s 
long term planning vision (Objective 7); provide opportunities for residents 
to live, work and shop within close proximity (Objective 8); and provide a 
logical extension of planned community trails and bike ways. 

Finding: The City Council rejects Alternative 1: No Project/No Build Alternative, on 
the following grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient 
justification for rejection of this alternative: (1) the alternative fails to meet 
any of the Project objectives and would not provide any of the Project 
benefits that would occur with the implementation of the proposed Project, 
including creating a professional, well-maintained and attractive 
environment for development; and (2) TOP 2050 envisions the Ontario 
Ranch area will include housing, commercial and Business Park areas, 
parks, recreational uses, trails and bike links. Specific plans are required to 
guide development in Ontario Ranch to ensure the City objectives are 
achieved. The Euclid Mixed-Use Specific Plan, the proposed Project, is a 
major “next step,” creating a specific plan to implement the vision outlined 
by the City of Ontario for the western portion of the Ontario Ranch area, 
formerly New Model Colony. 
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b. Alternative 2: No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative 

Description: Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 
evaluate and analyze the impacts of the “No-Project” Alternative. When the 
project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or 
ongoing operation, the no-project alternative is the continuation of the plan, 
policy, or operation into the future. Therefore, under the No Project/Existing 
General Plan Alternative, the current General Plan land uses and zoning 
would remain in effect. Development in accordance with the existing 
General Plan and zoning would occur. According to Exhibit LU-01: Land 
Use Plan of TOP, the Project site is currently designated for development 
of Business Park (BP) (0.6 FAR) and Mixed-Use (MU) at 14.0 to 65.0 du/ac; 
1.5 FAR office; 1.0 FAR retail. The existing zoning designation is Specific 
Plan (SP) Zoning District with an Agricultural (SP AG) Overlay. The SP 
District designation requires approval of a specific plan by the City for urban 
development of the Project site. The Specific Plan will be the zoning for the 
Project site, consistent with TOP 2050.  

Additionally, the southern portion of the Project site is within the Great Park 
Corridor. Sites within the Great Park Corridor are currently zoned Specific 
Plan (SP) Zoning District with an Agricultural Overlay (SP-AG), but no 
specific plan has been adopted, and they will be rezoned to SP-AG 
Affordable Housing (AH) for inclusion in the Affordable Housing Overlay 
District described within the City’s Housing Element. The SP-AG-AH 
Overlay will establish a minimum density of 20 du/ac, and allow the TOP 
2050 designation to govern the maximum densities for each site. The 
Agriculture Overlay District will remain in place until the parcel is ready for 
development consistent with the TOP 2050 and Affordable Housing Overlay 
District. Property owners and developers alike have expressed interest in 
redeveloping this area, so existing agricultural operations are not expected 
to limit development potential. Sites in this area would have TOP 2050 
designations of Medium Density Residential and Mixed-Use. Medium-
Density Residential will allow a range of 20-30 du/ac for projects with 
at least 25 percent of units affordable to lower incomes, and a range of 
20-25 du/ac for all other projects. Two different MU areas are proposed in 
this opportunity area, Mixed-Use Eucalyptus/Chino Airport (MU-EU) 
allowing 20-45 du/ac and Mixed-Use Great Park 20-65 du/ac respectively. 
With the TOP 2050 and zoning changes noted in Program 13, all sites 
identified support densities necessary to facilitate lower- and moderate-
income housing development. (Draft EIR, p. 6-9) 

Impacts: Aesthetics 
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The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
development area as the proposed Project. The existing dairy, agricultural, 
and residential uses would be removed from the Project site and replaced 
with buildings, parking lots, and landscaping characteristic of mixed-use 
and business park uses. However, the Specific Plan will be the zoning for 
the Project site, consistent with TOP 2050. Therefore, implementation of the 
No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in less than 
significant impacts to aesthetics, similar to the proposed Project. Thus, 
impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to the proposed 
Project. All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 
under this alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural 
uses. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same 
compared to the proposed Project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
development area as the proposed Project. The existing dairy, agricultural, 
and residential uses would be removed from the Project site. However, the 
Specific Plan will be the zoning for the Project site, consistent with TOP 
2050. Therefore, implementation of the No Project/Existing General Plan 
Alternative would result in significant impacts to agricultural and forestry 
resources, similar to the proposed Project. Thus, impacts under this 
alternative would be the same compared to the proposed Project. All future 
development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Air Quality 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would generate a similar 
amount of employment-generating building square footage and would result 
in a similar number of employees. This alternative would result in up to 466 
dwelling units, 1,517 residents, and 1,655 employees. The No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in similar impacts to 
the proposed Project. Therefore, construction and operation related air 
quality emissions would be similar and would remain significant and 
unavoidable. All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 
2050 under this alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than 
agricultural uses. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the 
same compared to the proposed Project. 

  Biological Resources 
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The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. Impacts to sensitive wildlife 
species, and migratory and nesting birds would continue to occur, and 
similar mitigation measures from the Project would be implemented to 
reduce impacts to such resources to a less than significant level wherever 
feasible. Therefore, impacts would be similar when compared to the 
proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Cultural Resources 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. The No Project/Existing 
General Plan Alternative would result in a similar potential to adversely 
affect any undiscovered archaeological resources on the Project site as the 
proposed Project and would result in a significant impact to historic 
resources. Grading or development would occur under this alternative, 
therefore there would be potential impacts to subsurface archaeological 
resources that may exist beneath the ground surface. This No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would be similar to the Project’s 
potential for disturbing human remains. Therefore, impacts under the No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would be similar compared to the 
Project. All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 
under this alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural 
uses. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same 
compared to the proposed Project.  

  Energy 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. Therefore, building energy and 
fuel consumption would be similar to the proposed Project under this 
alternative and would result in a less than significant impact. All future 
development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project.  
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Geology and Soils 

Under the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, grading and 
development of the Project site would still occur and would still result in 
exposing additional persons and structures in the Project area to risks 
associated with seismic ground shaking and geologic hazards. Therefore, 
the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would be required to meet 
the same regulatory requirements as the proposed Project. Impacts to 
geological hazards under the alternative would be similar to those 
associated with the proposed Project. 

This alternative would result in a similar potential to adversely affect any 
undiscovered paleontological resources on the Project site on the proposed 
Project. However, like the proposed Project, mitigation measures would be 
required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Therefore, 
impacts to paleontological resources from the No Project/Existing General 
Plan Alternative would be similar to those associated with the proposed 
Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. This alternative would result in 
up to 466 dwelling units, 1,517 residents, and 1,655 employees. The No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in similar impacts to 
the proposed Project. Therefore, construction and operation related 
greenhouse gas emissions would be similar and would remain significant 
and unavoidable. All future development areas would be consistent with 
TOP 2050 under this alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than 
agricultural uses. Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the 
same compared to the proposed Project.  

  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. The use and storage of 
hazardous materials would be regulated by the same federal, State, and 
local laws and permitting requirements as would be done by the proposed 
Project. In addition, this alternative would include cleanup of contaminated 
soils that exist on the Project site during construction activities and would 
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be required to implement the same type of mitigation measures that would 
be implemented for the proposed Project. No more severe impacts are 
anticipated under this alternative because the uses of the proposed Project 
would be similar to the uses identified in TOP 2050. All future development 
areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this alternative and be 
zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. Therefore, impacts 
under this alternative would be the same compared to the proposed Project. 

  Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, the area of 
impervious surfaces would be similar compared to the proposed Project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar runoff and potential for 
impacts to drainage, erosion, and water quality. This alternative would 
introduce new sources of water pollutants from construction and operation 
activities as well. However, this alternative would be required to include 
storm drain facility improvements, LID, source control, site design, and 
treatment control BMPs similar to the proposed Project. Overall, hydrology 
and water quality impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in impacts to 
hydrology and water quality that are similar to those that would occur from 
the proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Land Use and Planning 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. TOP 2050 designates the 
Project site for development of Business Park (0.6 FAR), and Mixed-Use at 
14.0 to 65.0 du/ac; 1.5 FAR office; 1.0 FAR retail. This alternative would be 
consistent with TOP 2050 and zoning designations and would result in a 
less than significant impact. Therefore, the No Project/Existing General 
Plan Alternative would result in a less than significant impact, same as the 
proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Noise 
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The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same 
overall impact area as the proposed Project. This alternative would result in 
up to 466 dwelling units, 1,517 residents, and 1,655 employees. Overall, 
there would be a similar impact compared to the proposed Project in total 
building square footage. Additionally, this alternative would result in a 
similar number of vehicle trips when compared to the proposed Project. The 
No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would still implement similar 
mitigation to that of the proposed Project. Therefore, the alternative would 
result in a less than significant impact, same as the proposed Project. All 
future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Population and Housing 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would increase 
employees and residents on the Project site. Under this alternative, the 
population, housing, and employment at buildout would be consistent with 
the City’s growth projections identified in SCAG’s RTP/SCS. The addition 
of housing under this alternative would be consistent with TOP 2050. 
Growth associated with the proposed Project was also within growth 
projections. The proposed Project would involve the development of up to 
466 residential units within Planning Area (PA) 3B consistent with 
TOP 2050. Impacts under the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative 
would be less than significant, the same as the proposed Project. All future 
development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Public Services 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would introduce Business 
Park and Mixed-Use development to the area. This would generate new 
residents at the Project site which would increase the demand for public 
services, including fire and police. The proposed Project would have less 
than significant impacts to fire and police services. Similar to the Project, 
this alternative would require payment of fees, and compliance with 
applicable plans and regulations. This alternative would have the same 
environmental impacts as compared to the proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
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Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

  Transportation 

The Project is consistent with TOP 2050 land use designations. Therefore, 
under the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, transportation and 
traffic impacts would be similar when compared to the proposed Project due 
to the amount of vehicle trips associated with business park, office spaces, 
and residential uses. Additionally, the alternative would be required to 
implement similar roadway improvements as the Project. Therefore, 
impacts that could occur by the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative 
would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project.  

  Tribal Cultural Resources 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in a similar 
potential to adversely affect tribal cultural resources on the Project site as 
the proposed Project, as this alternative would require the same ground 
disturbing activities as the Project. However, like the proposed Project, 
mitigation measures would be required to reduce potential impacts to less 
than significant. Therefore, impacts that could occur by the No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would be similar to those 
associated with the proposed Project. All future development areas would 
be consistent with TOP 2050 under this alternative and be zoned for urban 
uses rather than agricultural uses. Therefore, impacts under this alternative 
would be the same compared to the proposed Project. 

  Utilities and Service Systems 

The Project is consistent with the land use designations approved in 
TOP 2050. The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in 
similar impacts to utilities and service systems due to the Business Park 
and Mixed-Use land uses that comply with TOP 2050. This No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would increase the demand for 
water and wastewater, solid waste services, and gas and electricity services 
compared to the Project sites existing conditions. Under the No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative, similar improvements to water or 
wastewater infrastructure would be constructed to accommodate the mixed-
use and business park designations. Similar to the proposed Project, 
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demand for regional water supplies would occur, and additional wastewater 
would be conveyed to the regional wastewater treatment facilities. 

Similarly, additional drainage infrastructure would be developed by the No 
Project/ Existing General Plan Alternative, and runoff in the Project area site 
would increase and would connect to or require capacity in the regional 
stormwater system. Increases in solid waste generation would occur with 
the No Project/ Existing General Plan Alternative due to the mix of land uses 
allowed under the TOP 2050. Therefore, impacts to utilities and service 
systems would be similar compared to the proposed Project. 

All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 under this 
alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. 
Therefore, impacts under this alternative would be the same compared to 
the proposed Project. 

Ability to Reduce Impacts 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in similar 
impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG 
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 
land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, 
transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems 
would be similar compared to the proposed Project as the proposed Project 
is also consistent with TOP 2050.  

 Ability to Achieve Project Objectives 

Implementation of the No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would 
meet seven of the nine Project objectives as the proposed Project is 
consistent with TOP 2050. For example, this alternative would not provide 
the entitlement and framework for a total of approximately 290,000 sf of 
office retail development and a maximum of 466 residential units (Objective 
2); and provide the entitlements and framework for the development of 
approximately 1.39 million sf of business park uses (Objective 3). The No 
Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would create a professional, 
well-maintained and attractive environment for the development of a vibrant 
Mixed-Use development along Edison Avenue and a multi-purpose 
business park complex (Objective 1); and it be an economic driver for future 
growth in the western portion of Ontario Ranch that acts as a catalyst for 
the development of infrastructure improvements in the area and 
implementation of the City’s long term planning vision (Objective 7). This 
alternative would provide employment opportunities for the surrounding 
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community (Objective 4); facilitate the implementation of roads, utilities, and 
other infrastructure investments that will be sufficiently sized to serve the 
Project site (Objective 5); expand Ontario’s retail, office and business park 
uses in proximity to local airports and regional transportation networks 
(Objective 6); provide opportunities for residents to live, work and shop 
within close proximity (Objective 8); and provide a logical extension of 
planned community trails and bike ways (Objective 9). 

TOP 2050 envisions the Ontario Ranch area will include housing, 
commercial and Business Park areas, parks, recreational uses, trails, and 
bike links. Specific plans are required to guide development in Ontario 
Ranch to ensure the City objectives are achieved. The Euclid Mixed-Use 
Specific Plan, the proposed Project, is a major “next step,” creating a 
specific plan to implement the vision outlined by the City of Ontario for the 
western portion of the Ontario Ranch area, formerly New Model Colony.  

Finding:  The City Council rejected Alternative 2: No Project/Existing General Plan 
Alternative, which was analyzed against the TOP 2050. TOP 2050 
envisions the Ontario Ranch area will include housing, commercial and 
Business Park areas, parks, recreational uses, trails, and bike links. Specific 
plans are required to guide development in Ontario Ranch to ensure the 
City objectives are achieved. The Euclid Mixed-Use Specific Plan, the 
proposed Project, is a major “next step,” creating a specific plan to 
implement the vision outlined by the City of Ontario for the western portion 
of the Ontario Ranch area, formerly New Model Colony. 

c. Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative 

Description: The Reduced-Intensity Alternative proposes a 25 percent reduction in 
building area of the proposed mixed-use and business park uses. Under 
this alternative, a total of 1,040,083 square feet of business park uses, and 
217,582 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, and up to and 
approximately 350 residential units. The development impact area would 
generally remain the same as the Project. This alternative would generate 
approximately 1,242 employees. Access to the site would be similar to the 
Project with a reduction in the number of parking spaces. Given the 
infrastructure costs, including off-site improvements, a 25 percent reduction 
was considered aggressive and further reduction is likely not financially 
feasible. (Draft EIR, p. 6-14) 

Impacts: Aesthetics  

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses and have the same impact 
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area to the proposed Project. The existing dairy, agricultural, and residential 
uses would be removed from the Project site and replaced with buildings, 
parking lots, and landscaping characteristic of mixed-use and business park 
uses. Construction-related impacts would be similar to the Project, as would 
light and glare impacts, although at slightly reduced intensity. Therefore, 
implementation of the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in less 
than significant impacts to aesthetics that would occur from implementation 
of the proposed Project. Thus, impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to those of the proposed Project. 

All future development areas under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would 
be developed with the same mixed-use and business park uses as the 
proposed Project, and therefore Impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to those of the proposed Project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources  

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses and have the same impact 
area to the proposed Project. The existing dairy, agricultural, and residential 
uses would be removed from the Project site. Therefore, implementation of 
the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts to 
agricultural and forestry resources that would occur from implementation of 
the proposed Project. Thus, impacts under this alternative would be similar 
to those of the proposed Project. 

All future development areas under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would 
be developed with the same mixed-use and business park uses as the 
proposed Project, and therefore Impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to those of the proposed Project. 

  Air Quality 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, but with less intensity than 
the proposed Project. Therefore, with similar mitigation incorporated, a 
reduced volume of construction activities and the related emissions would 
occur; however, the alternative would still result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact for Project operations-related air quality from NOx as 
they would remain above the SCAQMD’s thresholds. In addition, the 
reduced amount of square footage that would be developed by this 
alternative would result in less stationary source emissions from equipment 
on-site and less transportation-related air emissions than the proposed 
Project. Therefore, overall air quality impacts would be reduced in 
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comparison to the proposed Project. However, the volume of NOX 
emissions from mobile sources generated by the Reduced-Intensity 
Alternative would remain significant and unavoidable due to the volume of 
trips that would occur from operation of 1,230,517 square feet of business 
park and mixed-use uses. With mitigation implemented, the air quality 
emissions would be reduced to approximately 135 pounds per day of NOX 
generated for this alternative. The SCAQMD threshold for NOX is 55 pounds 
per day. Therefore, significant and unavoidable impacts due to exceedance 
of NOX emissions would continue to occur. Impacts under this alternative 
would be reduced compared to the proposed Project but would remain 
significant and unavoidable. All future development areas under the 
Reduced-Intensity Alternative would be developed with the same mixed-
use and business park uses as the proposed Project, and therefore Impacts 
under this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project . 

Biological Resources 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would continue to cover the same impact 
area as the Project site. Impacts to sensitive wildlife species and migratory 
and nesting birds would continue to occur, and similar mitigation measures 
would be implemented to reduce impacts to such resources to a less than 
significant level wherever feasible. Therefore, impacts would be similar to 
those of the proposed Project. 

  Cultural Resources 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in similar impacts to existing 
historic resources with a potential to adversely affect any undiscovered 
historical or archaeological resources on the Project site. Grading or 
development would occur under this alternative, and there would be 
potential impacts to subsurface archaeological resources that may exist 
beneath the ground surface. Similar to the Project, significant and 
unavoidable impacts would occur to historical resources under the 
Reduced-Intensity Alternative. This Reduced-Intensity Alternative would be 
similar to the Project’s potential for impacts to archaeological resources and 
disturbing human remains and would require similar mitigation. Therefore, 
impacts under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would be similar compared 
to the Project. 

  Energy 

Under this alternative, allowable building square footage would be reduced, 
and the associated energy demand would also be reduced by 
approximately 25 percent. Additionally, the reduction in vehicle trips 
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associated with this alternative would reduce fuel consumption. Impacts 
under the alternative would remain less than significant. Construction and 
operational activities associated with this alternative would have reduced 
energy demand compared to the proposed Project and impacts under the 
alternative would be reduced compared to the proposed Project.  

Geology and Soils 

Grading and development of the Project site would still occur under the 
Reduced-Intensity Alternative. The new structures under this alternative 
would still result in additional persons and structures in the Project area that 
would be subject to risks associated with seismic ground shaking and 
geologic hazards. The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would be required to 
meet the same regulatory requirements as the proposed Project. Impacts 
to geological hazards would be similar to those of the Project. 

Regarding paleontological resources, the alternative would have similar 
potential to adversely affect any undiscovered resources. This alternative 
would result in a similar potential to impact paleontological resources, and 
implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to 
less than significant wherever feasible. Therefore, impacts to 
paleontological resources under the alternative would be similar to those of 
the proposed Project. 

  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, but with less intensity than 
the proposed Project. Therefore, a reduced volume of construction activities 
and associated GHG emissions would occur. In addition, the reduced 
square footage would result in less stationary source emissions from 
equipment on-site, and less traffic related GHG emissions than the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project would result in the generation of 
approximately 24,271 MTCO2e per year, which would be reduced by 
approximately 25 percent to 18,204 MTCO2e per year under the Reduced-
Intensity Alternative. This alternative would still result in significant and 
unavoidable GHG impacts, since it would exceed the threshold of 3,000 
MTCO2e per year, and mitigation measures would not reduce emissions to 
less than significant levels. Therefore, the alternative would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on GHG emissions, but would be 
reduced compared to the proposed Project.  

  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, and therefore the same 
type of hazardous materials typically used for construction and operation of 
the proposed Project would be used under the Reduced-Intensity 
Alternative. Similarly, the use and storage of hazardous materials would be 
regulated by the same federal, State, and local laws and permitting 
requirements as would be done by the proposed Project. In addition, this 
alternative would include cleanup of contaminated soils that exist on the site 
during construction activities and would be required to implement the same 
type of mitigation measures proposed for the Project. Therefore, impacts 
under the alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Project. 

All future development areas under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would 
be developed with the same mixed-use and business park uses as the 
proposed Project, and therefore Impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to those of the proposed Project. 

  Hydrology and Water Quality 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would reduce the total building square 
footage; however, the area of impervious surfaces would be similar 
compared to the proposed Project as the area would be paved. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in similar runoff and potential for impacts to 
drainage, erosion, and water quality. Like the proposed Project, this 
alternative would introduce new sources of water pollutants from 
construction and operation activities. Additionally, this alternative would be 
required to include storm drain facility improvements, LID, source control, 
site design, and treatment control BMPs. Overall, hydrology and water 
quality impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the Reduced-
Intensity Alternative would result in impacts to hydrology and water quality 
that are similar to those that would occur from the proposed Project. 

  Land Use and Planning 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would still be consistent with TOP 2050 
and the SCAG RTP/SCS policies. Furthermore, this alternative would 
comply to the City’s Development code and airport plans. Therefore, like 
the proposed Project, the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in a 
less than significant impact related to land use. 

  Noise 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, but with less intensity than 
the proposed Project. Construction and operation noise impacts would be 
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reduced under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative because this alternative 
would decrease the development area by 25 percent. Although construction 
of this alternative would still generate the same peak noise volumes and 
similar type and volume of construction noise as the proposed Project, the 
duration of construction and the associated noise would be slightly reduced 
compared to the Project (due to less total building square footage). 
Operational noise would also be slightly reduced under this alternative as 
traffic-generated and stationary noise sources would decrease in relation to 
the proposed Project. Noise impacts from the Reduced-Intensity Alternative 
would be less than significant and reduced compared to the proposed 
Project. 

  Population and Housing 

Under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative, buildout would result in an 
approximate 25 percent reduction in residential units along with residents 
and employees on-site. Under this alternative, the population, housing, and 
employment at buildout would be consistent with the City’s growth 
projections identified in SCAG’s RTP/SCS. However, growth associated 
with the proposed Project was also within growth projections. Furthermore, 
the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would provide fewer employment 
opportunities. Overall, impacts to population and housing would remain less 
than significant with this alternative and reduced to the proposed Project. 

  Public Services 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, but with less intensity than 
the proposed Project. This alternative would reduce buildout of the Project 
area by 25 percent compared to the proposed Project. This would reduce 
the number of residents and employees on the Project site. This alternative 
would reduce the amount of new residences on the Project site, which could 
lessen the demand on public services, such as fire and police protection 
services, schools, or other public facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant with compliance of other applicable plans and regulations, 
and payment of fees. Overall, the need for public services would be reduced 
under this alternative compared to the proposed Project. 

  Transportation and Traffic  

Construction and operation-related traffic and truck trips would be reduced 
under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative because this alternative would 
decrease the business park and mixed-use development area by 25 percent 
in comparison to the proposed Project. Transportation impacts are 
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determined to be less than significant for the proposed Project, and 
therefore these impacts would remain less than significant under the 
Reduced-Intensity Alternative. Impacts would remain less than significant 
and overall traffic would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

  Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in similar impacts with a 
potential to adversely affect any undiscovered tribal cultural resources on 
the Project site. However, like the proposed Project, mitigation measures 
would be required to reduce the alternative’s potential impacts on tribal 
cultural resources to less than significant. Therefore, impacts under the 
alternative would be similar to those associated with the proposed Project. 

  Utilities and Service Systems 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the 
same type of mixed-use and business park uses, but with less intensity than 
the proposed Project. The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would reduce 
buildout of the Project site by 25 percent compared to the proposed Project. 
This would reduce the number of residents and employees on the Project 
site in relation to the proposed Project, and would therefore also reduce the 
demand for utilities and service systems. 

The demand for regional water supplies and generation of wastewater and 
solid waste would be approximately 25 percent less than the proposed 
Project. Thus, the impacts related to water supplies, wastewater, and solid 
waste would result in less than significant impacts. Therefore, impacts 
under the alternative would be reduced compared to those of the proposed 
Project. 

Attainment of Project Objectives:  

 Ability to Reduce Impacts 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would result in similar impacts related to 
aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use 
and planning, and tribal cultural resources. The Reduced-Intensity 
Alternative would result in reduced impacts related to noise, population and 
housing, public services, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service 
systems due to the reduction in square footage, residents, employees, and 
associated vehicular trips. 

 Ability to Achieve Project Objectives  



 

Page 186 of 201 

 Implementation of the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would achieve the nine 
Project objectives, but not to the extent as would be achieved by the 
proposed Project. The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would create a 
professional, well-maintained and attractive environment for the 
development of a vibrant Mixed-use development along Edison Avenue and 
a multi-purpose business park complex (Objective 1); provide employment 
opportunities for the surrounding community (Objective 4); facilitate the 
implementation of roads, utilities, and other infrastructure investments that 
will be sufficiently sized to serve the Project site (Objective 5); expand 
Ontario’s retail, office and business park uses in proximity to local airports 
and regional transportation networks (Objective 6); create an economic 
driver for future growth in the western portion of Ontario Ranch that acts as 
a catalyst for the development of infrastructure improvements in the area 
and implementation of the City’s long term planning vision (Objective 7); 
provide opportunities for residents to live, work and shop within close 
proximity (Objective 8); and provide a logical extension of planned 
community trails and bike ways (Objective 9). However, the 25 percent 
project reduction would provide less housing and commercial uses. This 
alternative would not fully meet Objective 2 to provide the entitlement and 
framework for a total of approximately 290,110 square feet of office retail 
development and a maximum of 466 residential units. Furthermore, the 
25 percent Project reduction would attract fewer or smaller businesses and 
less employment opportunities to area residents. In addition, the smaller 
development would provide less flexibility to meet the needs of an ever-
changing business market. This alternative would not fully meet Objective 
3 to provide the entitlements and framework for the development of 
approximately 1.39 million square feet of business park uses. 

Finding: The City Council rejects Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative, on the 
following grounds, each of which individually provides sufficient justification 
for rejection of this alternative: (1) the alternative would not achieve the 
project benefits to the extent the proposed Project does since a reduction 
in intensity would generate less job opportunities in the City; (2) the 
alternative fails to avoid or reduce the Project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts relating to agricultural and forestry resources, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and hazards and 
hazardous materials; and (3) the alternative is infeasible. 

4. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  

CEQA requires a lead agency to identify the “environmentally superior alternative” and, 
in cases where the “No Project” Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed 
Project, the environmentally superior development alternative must be identified. The 
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Reduced Intensity Alternative has been identified as “environmentally superior” to the 
proposed Project. 

Reduced-Intensity Alternative 

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative has been identified as the environmentally-superior 
alternative because it would result in reduced impacts related to noise, population and 
housing, public services, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems and 
similar impacts related to agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, and tribal 
cultural resources. However, the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would still result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to agricultural and forestry resources, air 
quality, cultural resources, GHG emissions, and transportation and traffic. Impacts related 
to aesthetics, biological resources, geology and soils, hazardous and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, and tribal cultural resources would be similar to 
the proposed Project. 

CEQA does not require the lead agency (the City of Ontario) to choose the 
environmentally superior alternative. Instead, CEQA requires the City to consider 
environmentally superior alternatives, weigh those considerations against the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and make findings that the benefits of 
those considerations outweigh the harm. “Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most 
of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[c]).  

G. ADDITIONAL CEQA CONSIDERATIONS  

1. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES DUE TO THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT 

Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any 
significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the proposed 
project should it be implemented. Specifically, the State CEQA Guidelines state: 

“Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases 
of the project may be Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts 
(such as highways improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses. 
Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents 
associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should 
be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.” 

Generally, a project would result in significant irreversible environmental changes if: 
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• The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to 
similar uses; 

• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 

• The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental accidents associated with the project; or 

• The proposed irretrievable commitments of nonrenewable resources are not 
justified (e.g., the project involves the wasteful use of energy). 

In the case of the proposed Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan Project (Project), its 
implementation would involve a land use, development, and implementation framework 
to support up to a maximum build-out of 1,676,887 square feet (sf) of business park and 
mixed-use land uses, in addition to up to 466 residential units and associated onsite and 
off-site infrastructure improvements within the City of Ontario (City). Significant 
irreversible changes that would be caused by implementation of the Project would be: 

• Construction activities that would entail the commitment of nonrenewable and/or 
slowly renewable energy resources; human resources; and natural resources such 
as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, steel, copper, lead, 
other metals, water, and fossil fuels. 

• Operation that would require the use of natural gas and electricity, petroleum-
based fuels, fossil fuels, and water. The commitment of resources required for the 
operation of the Project would limit the availability of such resources for future 
generations or for other uses during the life of the Project.  

o Increased traffic on area roadways (see Draft EIR Section 4.15: Transportation 
and Traffic);  

o Emissions of air pollutants associated with operations (see Draft EIR Section 
4.3: Air Quality); and  

o Consumption of non-renewable energy associated with operation of the Project 
due to the use of automobiles, lighting, heating, and cooling systems, and 
appliances (see Draft EIR Sections 4.6: Energy and 4.8: Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions). 

• An increased commitment of social services and public maintenance services 
(e.g., police, fire, sewer, and water services) would also be required. The energy 
and social service commitments would be long-term obligations in view of the low 
likelihood of returning the land to its original condition once it has been developed. 

• Employment growth related to Project implementation would increase vehicle trips 
over the long term. Emissions associated with such vehicle trips would continue to 
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contribute to the SoCAB’s nonattainment designations for ozone, particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5), under the California and National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (CAAQS and NAAQS, respectively), and nonattainment for nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) under the CAAQS. 

Given the low likelihood that the land would revert to lower intensity uses or to its current 
form, the Project would generally commit future generations to these environmental 
changes. However, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project 
is committed to sustainable design strategies that integrate principles of environmental 
stewardship into the design and construction process. Appropriate strategies would be 
determined for each phase of the Project. Strategies include, but are not limited to:  

Sustainable Construction & Technology Concepts 

• Design and construct energy-efficient buildings to reduce air, water, and land 
pollution and environmental impacts from energy production and consumption. 

• Employ passive design including skylights, building orientation, landscaping, and 
strategic colors to improve building energy performance. 

• Reduce the heat island effect by providing shade structures and trees that produce 
large canopies. In addition, choose roof and paving materials that possess a high 
level of solar reflectivity. 

• Use recycled and other environmentally-friendly building materials wherever 
possible.  

• Incorporate skylights into at least two percent of warehouse/distribution building 
roof area to provide natural light and reduce electric lighting demand. 

• Use energy-efficient light-emitting diode (LED) (or similar) products.  

• Provide interior or exterior bicycle storage consistent with the CALGreen.  

• Use drought-tolerant landscaping with drip irrigation and include plantings such as 
trees, shrubs, groundcovers and/or vines. Optional amenities include benches, 
trellises, thematic fencing, and decorative walkways. 

• Employ high-performance dual-pane window glazing in office storefronts. 

Water Quality 

• Utilize landscape areas including retention/infiltration swales and basins, or 
employ bio-treatment when infiltration is infeasible, as required by the San 
Bernardino County MS4 Permit and Water Quality Management Plan. 

• Select native and drought-tolerant plants to reduce water demand. 
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• Integrate permeable pavement and perforated curbs throughout the Project area 
as feasible to allow stormwater to enter planter areas, assist with filtration, and 
control runoff. 

• Use captured runoff to augment irrigation systems whenever possible.  

• Employ irrigation systems that respond to changing weather conditions, irrigate by 
hydro zone, and use micro-irrigation techniques. 

• Use recycled water to irrigate landscape areas and for other appropriate uses. The 
use of recycled water for certain purposes is required by the City Recycled Water 
Master Plan 

The commitment of resources to the Project is not unusual or inconsistent with projects 
of this type and scope. However, once these commitments are made, it is improbable that 
the Project area would revert back to its current condition. Thus, the Project would result 
in significant irreversible changes to the environment throughout the lifespan of the 
structures. (Draft EIR, p. 5-1 through 5-3) 

2. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Pursuant to §§ 15126(d) and 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, this section is provided 
to examine ways in which the Project could foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. To address this issue, potential growth-inducing effects will be examined 
through analysis of the following questions: 

• Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or 
extension of major infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project 
area, or through changes in existing regulations pertaining to land development? 

• Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to 
maintain desired levels of service? 

• Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other 
activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

• Would approval of this project involve some precedent-setting action that could 
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the 
environment? 

Please note that growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial, 
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. This issue is presented to provide 
additional information on ways in which this Project could contribute to significant changes 
in the environment, beyond the direct consequences of developing the land use concept 
examined in the preceding sections of the Draft EIR. 
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1. Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the 
construction or extension of major infrastructure facilities that do not 
presently exist in the project area, or through changes in existing regulations 
pertaining to land development? 

The removal of a physical obstacle to growth, such as the construction or extension of 
major infrastructure facilities that are not presently in the area, would be considered a 
potentially growth inducing impact. As discussed in Draft EIR Sections 3.0: Project 
Description, 4.15: Transportation, and 4.17: Utilities and Service Systems, the Project 
would include various new infrastructure improvements onsite and off-site, including 
water, wastewater, storm drain facilities, roadway improvements, and dry utilities (natural 
gas, electricity, telecommunications). 

Implementation of the Project would require the construction and improvement of 
roadways and extension of major infrastructure into areas off-site that would facilitate 
additional planned growth pursuant to TOP 2050. Although the infrastructure 
improvements are planned for in the City’s master plans, the improvements would allow 
further development to occur within the Ontario Ranch area. The Project is consistent 
with TOP 2050 and its associated Final Supplemental EIR, which evaluated long-term 
implications associated with the site’s land use designations. Therefore, the Project would 
remove obstacles to growth to accommodate the demands of this Project at full buildout, 
which could allow for future development in the area once adequate infrastructure is in 
place and would be considered growth inducing.  

2. Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services 
to maintain desired levels of service? 

As the City continues to develop, it requires the further commitment of public services in 
the form of fire protection, police services, and other public facilities. As discussed in Draft 
EIR Section 4.14: Public Services, none of the public service agencies consulted during 
the preparation of the Draft EIR indicated that the proposed Project would necessitate the 
immediate expansion of their existing resources in order to maintain desired levels of 
service. The Project is consistent with TOP 2050 and its associated Final Supplemental 
EIR, which evaluated long-term implications associated with the site’s land use 
designations. The Project would not, therefore, have significant growth-inducing 
consequences with respect to public services. 

3. Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result 
in other activities that could significantly affect the environment? 

During Project construction, a number of design, engineering, and construction-related 
jobs would be created. However, construction related jobs would not result in a significant 
population increase because they would be filled by workers in the region and the 
construction phase would be temporary. 
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13: Population and Housing, the Project would result 
in the creation of approximately 1,655 new long-term jobs (Draft EIR Table 4.13-6: Project 
Generated Employment). As the number of employees in the Project area grows, these 
employees would seek shopping, entertainment, auto maintenance, and other economic 
opportunities in the surrounding area. This would facilitate economic goods and services 
and could, therefore, encourage the creation of new businesses and/or the expansion of 
existing businesses to address these economic needs. 

However, the increase in opportunities for employees would not create substantial growth 
inducement because it would improve the jobs-housing ratio, growth could be 
accommodated within regional and local projections, and jobs would be filled by the local 
workforce. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.13: Population and Housing, the proposed 
Project would result in an improvement in the jobs-household balance, which is currently 
in a housing-rich area. The majority of new jobs that would be created by implementation 
of the Project would be positions that do not require a specialized workforce, and this type 
of workforce exists in the City and surrounding areas. Thus, due to the availability of a 
workforce within the City, it is anticipated that new jobs would be filled by people within 
the City and the immediately surrounding communities and would not induce an 
unanticipated influx of new labor into the City. Although, the proposed Project would result 
in new permanent employment opportunities and stimulate economic activity, it would 
meet future employment demands anticipated in SCAG’s regional growth projections. 
Lastly, the Project is consistent with TOP 2050 and its associated Final Supplemental 
EIR, which evaluated long-term implications associated with the site’s land use 
designations. Overall, the Project would not result in increased levels of growth that would 
otherwise not occur. Therefore, the Project would not encourage or facilitate economic 
effects that could significantly affect the environment. 

4. Would approval of this project involve some precedent-setting action that 
could encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect 
the environment? 

The Project consists of a Specific Plan to allow for business park and mixed-use 
development on 18 parcels covering 84.1 acres in the City. The development would 
include up to 290,110 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 466 residential 
units, and 1,386,777 square feet of business park. Pressures to develop other land in the 
surrounding area would derive from regional economic conditions and market demands 
for housing, commercial, and mixed-use land uses that are not directly or indirectly 
influenced by zoning actions on a particular property. Lastly, the Project is consistent with 
TOP 2050 and its associated Final Supplemental EIR, which evaluated long-term 
implications associated with the site’s land use designations. Approval of the proposed 
Project would not, therefore, involve a precedent-setting action that could be applied to 
other properties and thereby encourage or facilitate growth that would not otherwise 
occur. 
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Environmental Impacts of Induced Growth 

As described above, implementation of the proposed Project would provide development 
to accommodate City forecasted employment demands. All physical environmental 
effects from construction of development have been analyzed in all technical sections of 
the Draft EIR. For example, activities such as excavation, grading, and construction as 
required for the proposed business park and mixed-use uses were analyzed in Draft EIR 
Sections 4.3: Air Quality; 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 4.12: Noise; and 4.15: 
Transportation and Traffic. Therefore, construction of the Project has been analyzed in 
the Draft EIR and would be adequately mitigated either through implementation of Plans, 
Programs, and Policies (PPPs) and/or mitigation measures contained in Draft EIR 
Sections 4.1: Aesthetics, through Section 4.17: Utilities and Service Systems, of the 
Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 5-1 through 5-5) 

SECTION V. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of the proposed Project against 
its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If 
the benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects, those effects may 
be considered “acceptable” (State CEQA Guidelines §15093[a]). CEQA requires the 
agency to support, in writing, the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable 
when significant impacts are infeasible to mitigate. Such reasons must be based on 
substantial evidence in the FEIR or elsewhere in the administrative record (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15093 [b]). The agency’s statement is referred to as a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 

The following provides a description of the project’s significant and unavoidable adverse 
impact and the justification for adopting a statement of overriding considerations. 

A. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

The City identifies the following significant unavoidable adverse impacts of the Project, 
which would continue to be applicable upon implementation of the proposed Project: 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

• Impact 4.2-1: Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

• Impact 4.2-5: Would the Project Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Air Quality 
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• Impact 4.3-1: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

• Impact 4.3-2: Would the proposed project, result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Biological Resources 

• Impact 4.4-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.4-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.4-3: Have substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.4-4: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.4-5: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (Phase II Only)  

Cultural Resources 

• Impact 4.5-1: Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

Geology and Soils 

• Impact 4.7-3: Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.7-5: Would the Project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect 
risks to life or property? (Phase II Only) 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials   

• Impact 4.9-1 Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.9-2 Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? (Phase II Only) 

• Impact 4.9-3 Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school? (Phase II Only) 

B. PROJECT BENEFITS IN SUPPORT OF THE STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING 
CONSIDERATIONS 

The following section describes the benefits of the proposed Project that outweigh the 
project’s unavoidable adverse effects and provides specific reasons for considering the 
Project acceptable even though the Final EIR has indicated that there will be fifteen 
significant and unavoidable project impacts if the mitigation measures for Impact 4.2-1, 
Impact 4.2-5, Impact 4.3-1, Impact 4.3-2, Impact 4.4-1, Impact 4.4-2, Impact 4.4-3, 
Impact 4.4-4, Impact 4.4-5, Impact 4.5-1, Impact 4.7-3, Impact 4.7-5, Impact 4.9-1, 
Impact 4.9-2, Impact 4.9-3, are implemented. Accordingly, this Statement of Overriding 
Considerations regarding potentially significant adverse environmental impacts resulting 
from the proposed Project, as set forth below, has been prepared. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15093(c), the Statement of Overriding Considerations will be included in the 
record of the Project approval and will also be noted in the Notice of Determination. Each 
of the benefits identified below provides a separate and independent basis for overriding 
the significant environmental effects of the proposed Project.  

Having reduced the potential effects of the proposed Project through all feasible mitigation 
measures as described previously herein, and balancing the benefits of the proposed 
Project against its potential unavoidable adverse impacts, the City finds that the following 
legal requirements and benefits of the proposed Project individually and collectively 
outweigh the potentially significant unavoidable adverse impacts for the following 
reasons: 

1. Implements the Objectives Established for the Proposed Project  

The Project objectives include creating a professional, well-maintained, and attractive 
environment for development; providing entitlements and framework for development of 
mixed-uses; providing employment opportunities for community residents; facilitating the 
construction of utilities, roads, and other major infrastructure; expanding Ontario’s mixed 
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uses in proximity to local airports and regional transportation networks; and creating an 
economic engine to drive future growth and spur improvements in the area.  

2. Provides Employment Opportunities 

The Project would provide for high-quality mixed uses within the City and the TOP area 
and would increase employment opportunities for City and area residents. The proposed 
Project would include 466 high-density residential units generating 1,571 residents and a 
maximum development of 1,676,887 sf of business park and mixed-use land uses would 
generate 1,655 employment opportunities.  

3. Provides Substantial Infrastructure Improvements 

The Project will be responsible for the construction of area-wide infrastructure 
construction within the Ontario Ranch area, including roadway, water, and sewer and 
storm drains as set forth in the Draft EIR and Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan. The Project 
would construct improvements and infrastructure consistent with the 2050 TOP and the 
City’s various master plans for roadways and sewers, among others. 

4. Consistency with the Regional Goals in the RTP/SCS 

SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS was adopted September 3, 2020. The RTP/SCS identifies 
that land use strategies that focus on new housing and job growth in areas served by high 
quality transit and other opportunity areas would be consistent with a land use 
development pattern that supports and complements the proposed transportation 
network. The overarching strategy in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS is to provide for a plan that 
allows the southern California region to grow in more compact communities in existing 
urban areas; provide neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit and 
abundant and safe opportunities to walk, bike, and pursue other forms of active 
transportation; and preserve more of the region’s remaining natural lands.  

The proposed Project would create an economic engine to drive future growth in 
Ontario Ranch, spur infrastructure improvements in the area, and would allow for the 
development of urban uses on currently underutilized land. The implementation of the 
proposed Project would facilitate the construction of roads and other major infrastructure 
investments that will ensure that mobility accessibility for people and goods would be 
maximized. The Specific Plan would expand Ontario’s mixed uses in proximity to local 
airports and regional networks, and the vehicular and pedestrian improvements called for 
in the Specific Plan would be implemented and maintained to meet the needs of 
employees and visitors. Additionally, all modes of public and commercial transit 
throughout the Project area would be required to follow safety standards set by state, 
regional, and local regulations. The proposed Specific Plan would preserve and ensure 
access to the local public transportation near the Project site. The proposed Project would 
improve and maintain local and area-serving transportation systems to maximize 
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efficiency and productivity. Moreover, the proposed Project would incorporate energy 
efficiency and sustainability strategies.  

5. Consistency with the City’s Community Climate Action Plan 

The Project will implement GHG emissions reduction measures specified in the Draft EIR 
and will comply with the City’s adopted CAP, which strives to achieve GHG reductions 
City-wide that comply with the State’s reduction requirements. The primary purpose of 
the City’s Community CAP is to design a feasible strategy to reduce GHG emissions 
generated by community activities that is consistent with statewide Scoping Plan GHG 
reduction efforts. The GHG emissions reduction target established under the CAP is 
30 percent under year 2020 business-as-usual (BAU) levels. To meet this goal and to 
supplement statewide initiatives, the City has identified a series of reduction measures to 
be implemented by the City before 2020. These reduction measures include programs 
that improve building energy efficiency, increase use of public and active transit and 
decrease VMT, increase use of alternative-fueled vehicles, increase use of renewable 
energy, reduce water consumption, and reduce waste.  

Draft EIR Table 4.8-8: Community CAP Consistency evaluates the consistency of the 
proposed Project to the applicable measures of the Community CAP. As discussed in the 
table, the proposed Project would be consistent with all applicable measures. By using 
energy more efficiently, harnessing renewable energy to power buildings, recycling 
waste, and enhancing access to sustainable transportation modes, the City can keep 
dollars in local economy, create new green jobs, and improve community quality of life. 
As shown in Draft EIR Table 4.8-8, the Project would not conflict with the goals of the 
Community CAP. 

6. Remediates On-site Contamination 

The Project would remediate existing site conditions, which consist of historic agricultural 
and dairy-related uses that contributed to on-site contamination. 

C. CONCLUSION 

The City Council of Ontario has balanced the Project’s benefits against the significant 
unavoidable impacts. The City Council finds that the proposed Project’s benefits, which 
aim to meet the goals and policies of the City of Ontario General Plan (TOP) 2050, 
outweigh the Project’s significant unavoidable impacts, and these impacts, therefore, are 
considered acceptable in the light of the Project’s benefits. The City Council finds that 
each of the benefits described above is an overriding consideration, independent of the 
other benefits, that warrants approval of the Project notwithstanding the Project’s 
significant unavoidable impact. 
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SECTION VI. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 

Pursuant to PRC §21081.6, the City Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A. Implementation of the Mitigation 
Measures contained in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is hereby made 
a condition of approval of the Project. In the event of any inconsistencies between the 
mitigation measures as set forth herein and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan shall control.  

SECTION VII. PROJECT APPROVAL 

Based upon the entire record before it, including the EIR, Findings of Fact, Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, and all written and oral evidence presented, City Council 
hereby approves the proposed Project.  

SECTION VIII. STAFF DIRECTION 

A Notice of Determination shall be filed with the County of San Bernardino within five (5) 
working days of final Project approval  

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this ____ day of _________ 20__. 

 

_____________________________________ 

PAUL S. LEON, MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

 

_________________________________ 

SHEILA MAUTZ, CITY CLERK 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

_______________________________ 

BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 

CITY ATTORNEY 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA   ) 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO ) 
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CITY OF ONTARIO     ) 

 

I, SHEILA MAUTZ, City Clerk of the City of Ontario, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that 
foregoing Resolution No. ____ was duly passed and adopted by the City Council of the 
City of Ontario at their regular meeting held __________, 20__, by the following roll call 
vote, to wit: 

 

AYES:  COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: 

 

 

 

_________________________________ 

SHEILA MAUTZ, CITY CLERK 

 

(SEAL) 

 

 

 

 

The foregoing is the original of Resolution No. ____ duly passed and adopted by 
the Ontario City Council at their regular meeting held __________, 20__. 

 

 

_________________________________ 

SHEILA MAUTZ, CITY CLERK 
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(SEAL) 
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EXHIBIT A: 

 

Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan  

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
 

 

(Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program follow this page) 
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