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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared to comply with Sections 15088 
and 15089 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Guidelines). The 
City of Rancho Cucamonga (City) has prepared the Final EIR pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, 
including Sections 15086 (Consultation Concerning Draft EIR) and 15088 (Evaluation of and 
Responses to Comments). As noted in Section 15089(b) of the Guidelines, the focus of a FEIR 
should be on responses to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In 
conformance with these guidelines, the Final EIR consists of the following volumes: 
 
(1) The Draft EIR circulated for a 45-day public agency and public review and comment period 

commencing on April 29, 2025, and ending on June 13, 2025. A Notice of Availability was 
sent to neighboring cities, other government agencies and non-governmental interested 
parties. The City’s Notification List for the DEIR is provided in Section 4.0 (Public Circulation) 
of this FEIR. 

 
(2) This Final EIR document includes all written comments received on the Draft EIR during the 

45-day public review period, the written responses of the City to these comments, revisions 
to the Draft EIR in response to comments (presented in Section 3, Errata) and the public 
circulation record. None of the revisions to the Draft EIR represents a substantial increase in 
the severity of an identified significant impact or the identification of a new significant impact,  
or alternative considerably different from those already considered in the Draft EIR.  

 
Certification of this Final EIR by the Rancho Cucamonga City Council must occur prior to approval 
of the El Camino Project (proposed Project or Project). 
 
Availability of EIR Materials 
 
All materials related to the preparation of this EIR, including information incorporated by 
reference, were available for public review. The Notice of Preparation and the Draft EIR were 
posted on the City’s website: 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fo/ezgw6i02xipw2atbx5iv8/AEd9DB51IJZvnP3RkgI0-
u8/El%20Camino?dl=0&rlkey=is2wz9w5mgwjiezsbt50d6c1e&subfolder_nav_tracking=1 

 
All materials related to the preparation of this EIR were also available for public review at the three 
local libraries and at the following location: 
 

Rancho Cucamonga Planning Department  
10500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
 

Following the 45-day period of circulation and public review of the Draft EIR, all comments and 
the City’s responses to the comments have been incorporated into this Final EIR prior to 
certification of the document by the City of Rancho Cucamonga. 
 

 
 

https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fo/ezgw6i02xipw2atbx5iv8/AEd9DB51IJZvnP3RkgI0-u8/El%20Camino?dl=0&rlkey=is2wz9w5mgwjiezsbt50d6c1e&subfolder_nav_tracking=1
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fo/ezgw6i02xipw2atbx5iv8/AEd9DB51IJZvnP3RkgI0-u8/El%20Camino?dl=0&rlkey=is2wz9w5mgwjiezsbt50d6c1e&subfolder_nav_tracking=1
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Summary Project Description 
 
A private company, Lone Oak – Rancho LLC, is proposing to expand an existing beverage 
distribution facility. Existing development currently occupies the southern and northern portions 
of the site (approx. 17.9 acres) while the central portion (a former vineyard) occupies 12.2 acres 
of the site. The southern portion is developed with a beverage distribution facility and two office 
buildings. The northern portion of the site contains an existing 62,210-square foot warehouse on 
approximately three acres. The Project applicant is proposing to demolish up to 237,895 square 
feet of existing buildings and construct up to 1,054,541 square feet of new manufacturing, light 
industrial, and office uses on the Project site. Building heights will range from 34 to 130 feet and 
the Project will have a solar energy/battery storage system and a cogeneration system to help 
reduce energy consumption. 
 
The proposed Project includes two different development options. Phase 1 plus Phase 2A results 
in 783,741 net square feet of building area of non-residential uses (Industrial and Office), not 
including a new parking structure which does not generate vehicular trips or house employees. In 
contrast, Phase 1 plus Phase 2B results in 761,616 square feet of building area, or 22,125 less 
square feet than Phase 1 plus Phase 2A. The difference between the two options is that Phase 
2A would reuse an existing 62,210 square-foot warehouse building while Phase 2B would 
demolish the existing warehouse building and construct a new 40,085 square foot light industrial 
building.  
 
IMPORTANT NOTE:  The applicant originally submitted a request for a Tentative Parcel Map but 
during the public review period of the EIR decided to eliminate the Development Agreement and 
instead use a Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (VTPM) to memorialize the various development fees 
associated with the parcel map. With the VTPM, there would no longer be a need for a 
Development Agreement. These changes to the Project Description are outlined in FEIR Section 
3, Errata. 
 
Contents of this Final EIR 
 
The contents of this FEIR include the following sections: 
 
Section 1:  Introduction 
 
Provides an overview of the EIR process and how comments on the Draft EIR will be addressed.  
 
Section 2:  Responses to Comments   
 
The City published a Notice of Availability and circulated the Draft EIR for public review and 
comment for a 45-day review period from April 29, 2025, through June 13, 2025. Ten (10) pieces 
of correspondence were submitted to the City during the review period (either written letters or 
emails). This section includes a list of all correspondence submitted to the City of Rancho 
Cucamonga, each identified by a letter for later reference, together with the authors and the dates 
the letters were issued. Following this list, each comment letter is presented, with numbered 
brackets to highlight specific comments, followed by a written responses to each bracketed 
comment. 
 
Review of Environmental Documents. Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines provides guidance 
to the public and public agencies in reviewing CEQA documents. This section is designed not to 
limit the scope of comments that can be submitted but to focus comments on issues that are 
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substantive to the environmental analysis. Commenting entities should focus on the adequacy of 
the document in identifying and analyzing impacts to the environment, and should identify any 
areas they believe to be inadequate. The guidance indicates that comments should be submitted 
in a manner that: 
 

▪ Identifies a specific environmental effect 
▪ Supports the effect and its significance with substantial evidence 

 
Comments should include alternatives or mitigation measures to avoid or reduce identified, 
specific environmental effects. This section reiterates that the lead agency is bound by 
“reasonableness” and “good faith” in its analysis and that the lead agency is not required to 
respond to comments on the FEIR that do not identify significant environmental issues. 
 
Each response provided in this Final EIR is coded to correspond to the individual comment/author 
and each of the bracketed comments in that letter. The response will identify if the response 
introduces “new significant information” under any of the four categories identified in Section 
15088 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Evaluation of Comments. Section 15088 et seq. of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance 
on the evaluation and response to comments received during circulation of the Draft EIR. To 
summarize: 
 

▪ The lead agency must evaluate all comments received during the public review period and 
prepare a written response to comments on significant environmental issues. 

▪ The lead agency must provide the response to the commenting entity at least 10 days 
prior to certification of the EIR. 

▪ The response must: 
o Identify any significant environmental issues raised in the comment; 
o Explain, if necessary, why any recommendations provided in the comment were 

not accepted; and 
o Be supported by reasoned analysis. 

▪ Responses may be provided as direct revisions to the DEIR or as a separate section of 
the FEIR with marginal notes in the DEIR text indicated that it was subsequently revised. 

 
A lead agency is required to recirculate the DEIR if “significant new information” is introduced 
during the public comment period. “Significant new information” includes: 
 

1. New significant impacts 
2. Substantial increases in the severity of impacts 
3. Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts 
4. Identification of inadequacies in the analysis 

 
Recirculation is not required when new information is not significant; this includes: 
 

▪ Revisions that clarify or amplify an adequate analysis 
▪ Insignificant modifications (such as spelling and grammar corrections) 

 
Section 3:  Errata 
 
This section identifies revisions to the Draft EIR to incorporate clarifications developed in 
response to comments on the Draft EIR. Additions to the text are underlined and deletions have 
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been stricken through. No substantial revisions were made to the Draft EIR, and recirculation of 
the document is not required pursuant to CEQA. 
 
Section 4:  Notices and Distribution 
 
This consists of notices concerning the City’s intent to prepare an EIR (Notice of Preparation) and 
release of the Draft EIR for public review and comment (Notice of Completion and Availability), 
and the list of agencies, groups and individuals who were sent notices and/or a copy of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
Section 5:  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines (PRC Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15091[d] and 15097) require public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring 
program for changes to the project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) is required for the proposed project because the EIR identifies potential 
significant adverse impacts related to the project implementation, and mitigation measures have 
been identified to reduce those impacts. Adoption of the MMRP would occur along with approval 
of the project. 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 
The Draft EIR was circulated for 45-day public review and comment period beginning April 29, 
2025 and ending on June 13, 2025. A Notice of Availability was sent to government agencies, 
neighboring cities, and non-governmental interested parties. The City’s Local Agency Notification 
List, showing who received notice of the Draft EIR, is provided in Section 4.0 - Public Circulation 
- of this FEIR. Ten (10) comment letters or emails were received from various agencies, 
conservation organizations, and private groups, as well as electronic notice from the California 
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) acknowledging receipt of the Draft EIR. 
 
The correspondence listed in Table 2-1 (Draft EIR Comments) was submitted to the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga concerning the Draft EIR. Written responses to comments are subsequently 
provided.  The following responses to comments include a summary statement to identify if the 
response will introduce “new significant information” under any of the four categories identified in 
Section 15088 et seq. of the CEQA Guidelines or if it does not introduce “new significant 
information.”  The four general categories are: 
 

1. New significant impacts 
2. Substantial increases in the severity of impacts 
3. Feasible alternatives or mitigation that would reduce significant impacts 
4. Identification of inadequacies in the analysis 

 
A copy of each comment letter, followed by the City’s written responses to those comments follow.  
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Table 2-1  
DEIR Comments 

ID Agency/Organization/Individual Date 

State Agencies 

A 

California Office of Planning & Research, State 
Clearinghouse acknowledging receipt and posting 
of the DEIR 

4-29-25 

B California Air Resources Board (CARB) 6-13-25 

C State Water Resources Control Board 6-12-25 

Regional Agencies/Companies 

D Southern California Gas Company 4-29-25 

E Cucamonga Valley Water District (CVWD) 6-12-25 

F 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) 6-13-25 

Regional Organizations 

G 
Lozeau-Drury LLP representing Supporters 
Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) 4-29-25 

H 

Blum, Collins, & Ho LLP representing Golden State 
Environmental Justice Alliance (GSEJA) including 
supporting analysis letter from SWAPE 

6-11-25 

I Advocates for the Environment 6-12-25 

City Organizations 

J City of Ontario 6-12-25 

Private Individuals/Organizations/Companies 

 None NA 
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COMMENT LETTER A – CALIFORNIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
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ID Response to Comment Email A - State Clearinghouse 

A-1 The City acknowledges this notice from the State Clearinghouse of receipt of the Draft 
EIR and that they were distributed to state agencies for their review and comment. 
We also acknowledge the 45-day public review period runs from April 29, 2025, to 
June 13, 2025, consistent with our local distribution and newspaper notification date. 
Thank you for your assistance in this regard. 
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COMMENT LETTER B – CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD (CARB) 
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ID Response to Comment Letter B – California Air Resources Board 

B-1 The California Air Resources Board (CARB) provides introductory remarks that 
provide an accurate summary of the Project. Since the comment does not raise any 
specific questions or comments on the DEIR, no further response is warranted.  

B-2 CARB presents information on the Project’s environmental and regulatory setting, its 
potential cumulative air quality impacts, and the Project’s obligation to be constructed 
using zero-emission (ZE) technologies. As described in more detail, below the 
environmental and regulatory information provided by CARB is commensurate with 
the information in the DEIR, and the DEIR incorporates feasible mitigation measures 
into the Project that reduce the Project’s potential adverse air quality impacts.  

First, CARB expresses concern that the Project will expose nearby residential and 
school receptors to elevated levels of air pollution. Specifically, CARB identifies that 
residential receptors are located 1,798 feet from the Project’s northwesternmost 
boundary, that the Cucamonga Elementary School, Ontario Charter Elementary 
School, and Rancho Cucamonga Middle School are all located within two miles of the 
Project site, and that these residences and schools are exposed to toxic air 
contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), from existing 
industrial facilities, air and rail facilities, and Interstate 10 (I-10) and I-15. As a point of 
clarification, the three schools identified by CARB are all located at least 
approximately 0.7 miles (3,650 feet) from the Project boundary and even farther from 
on-site emissions sources like truck docks and stationary sources. The DEIR (pp. 4.3-
10 and 4.3-11) defines and identifies the sensitive air quality receptors located closest 
to the Project site, including a daycare and residences approximately 370 feet and 
1,430 feet east of the Project, respectively, both of which are closer than the 
residences identified by CARB. Furthermore, the DEIR also specifically states (p. 4.3-
11): “The existing sensitive air quality receptors located adjacent to or in proximity of 
the Project site, are exposed to air pollution associated with light industrial / 
warehousing activities in proximity of the site, motor vehicles operating on the I-10 
and I-15 (as well as the local streets around the Project site), and overhead aircraft 
from Ontario International Airport.” Thus, the DEIR already accurately identifies the 
locations and environmental setting for the sensitive air quality receptors that would 
be most affected by the Project.  

Second, CARB presents information on Assembly Bill (AB) 617 and notes the 
California Environmental Protection Agency is charged with a duty to identify 
disadvantaged communities, defined as a community that scores within the top 25% 
of the census tracts as analyzed by the California Communities Environmental Health 
Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen), Version 4.0. CARB also notes the census tract 
that contains the Project site is within the top 74% for pollution burden.  However, the 
history of the census tract’s scoring under the previous 2017 version of 
CalEnviroScreen (Version 3.0) should be mentioned. In order to maintain funding and 
program consistency, SB 535 continues to designate areas that were in the top 25th 
percentile under CalEnviroScreen Version 3.0, but that are no longer in the top 25th 
percentile under CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0, as disadvantaged communities. 
CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0 was updated with improvements to data and 
methodology, and is considered an accurate reflection of the most recent pollution 
exposures and population vulnerabilities that communities face. As shown in the DEIR 
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(pp. 4.3-13 and 4.13-4), under CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0, the Project site is not 
located in a census tract in the top 25th percentile for statewide pollution burden. 

The DEIR (pp. 4.3-11 to 4.3-14) includes a detailed description of existing sources of 
air pollution that could affect local air quality conditions, including information on the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) Multiple Air Toxics 
Evaluation Study (MATES V),  CalEnviroScreen information for the census tract the 
Project is located in (6071002110), and a list of  existing light industrial, 
manufacturing, and warehousing facilities within approximately ¼ mile of the Project 
site. Thus, the DEIR already includes pollution burden information that is 
commensurate with that provided by CARB. The City notes the DEIR did not include 
a description of AB 617 in DEIR (4.3.2 (Air Quality Regulatory Framework) because 
the Project area is not specifically subject to any community emission reduction plan 
requirements pursuant to this legislation. Thus, AB 617 is not an applicable regulation 
that requires discussion in the EIR. However, it should be noted that AB 617 is a 
distinct and separate process from SB 535 disadvantaged community status and most 
SB 535 disadvantaged communities do not have AB 617 emission reduction plans. 

Finally, CARB generally states that industrial developments, such as the proposed 
Project, can result in high levels of truck traffic and on-site equipment operations that 
emit diesel PM and contribute to regional air pollution and global climate change. 
CARB then notes that given the Project’s proximity to residences and schools already 
disproportionately burdened by pollution, the remainder of CARB’s comments focus 
on the potential cumulative air quality impacts of the Project and the need to construct 
and operate the Project using ZE technologies. As described above, the DEIR already 
includes environmental and regulatory setting information commensurate with 
information provided by CARB that supports the DEIR’s evaluation of potential 
individual and cumulative air quality impacts. Refer to response to comments B3 to 
B8 for additional details on the DEIR’s air quality analysis. However, it should be noted 
that MM-AIR-2E has been revised to include a commitment to initially use 8 ZE trucks. 

B-3 CARB asserts the DEIR’s use of an average truck trip length of approximately 38 
miles per one-way trip is not supported by substantial evidence and underestimates 
potential emissions from trucks because the Project site is located 57 miles from the 
Ports of Long Angeles and Long Beach (POLA/LB). As described in more detail 
below, the DEIR’s analysis of potential emissions from truck travel is based on 
SCAQMD-methodology and is consistent with information on the existing and 
anticipated future trucking activity at the site provided by the applicant (see FEIR 
Appendix I). The DEIR’s methodology and analysis of truck emissions, therefore, are 
substantiated, and there is no specific evidence presented by the SCAQMD to support 
its assertion that the DEIR underestimates truck emissions.  

First, as explained on DEIR pp. 4.3-16 and 4.3-35, the DEIR’s average one-way truck 
trip length for existing (37.4 miles per one-way trip) and Project (37.8 miles per one 
way trip) conditions was derived using a combination of Project-specific truck trip 
generation rates and truck trip length data from the Southern California Association 
of Governments’ (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that was used by 
the SCAQMD in its development of SCAQMD Rule 2305 (Warehouse Indirect Source 
Rule - Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions [WAIRE] Program). 
The SCAG and SCAQMD data identify a 15.3-mile trip length for Class 2b-3 trucks, a 
14.2-mile trip length for Class 4-7 trucks, and a 39.9-mile trip length for Class 8 trucks. 
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The DEIR’s analysis weights the truck trip length based on the Project-specific truck 
trip characteristics identified in the Project’s transportation impact study (TIS)(DEIR 
Appendix K-2). Thus, the DEIR’s methodology considers the fact that some trucks 
may travel farther than others to reach the Project and applies Project-specific 
information to derive a weighted average trip length for the Project.  

Second, CARB asserts the DEIR underestimates truck emissions based solely on the 
fact that the Project site is located more than 38-miles from the POLA/LB. While, as 
a general fact, it is true the Project site is located more than 38 miles from the 
POLA/LB, CARB provides no specific evidence that Project truck trips would travel 
directly between these ports and the Project site. Therefore, the use of a 57-mile one-
way truck trip length is not appropriate for the Project.  

Third, the proposed Project does not consist of a speculative warehouse building that 
may or may not be served by trucks from POLA/LB. Rather, the proposed Project is 
a beverage manufacturing and distribution facility that would replace existing 
beverage distribution operations. In the case of the proposed Project, the existing 
trucking operations at the site consist of a mix of Direct Store Distribution trips, or 
DSD trips, that go from the existing Rancho Cucamonga distribution center to retail 
and other point of sale locations, and shuttles that bring product from Rancho 
Cucamonga to another distribution center located in Victorville, approximately 43 
miles from Rancho Cucamonga. The proposed Project would expand these existing 
operations and result in the displacement of other truck trips that currently travel from 
production centers in Downey and Los Angeles to distribution centers in Orange, 
Oceanside, Coachella, and Las Vegas. The City has reviewed information provided 
by the applicant on the average truck trip length based on existing and future 
anticipated operations at the Ranch Cucamonga site that indicates (see FEIR 
Appendix I):  

• The existing average trip distance for DSD, Victorville, and 
production/distribution routes is 44.0 miles per one-way trip, which is more 
than the EIR’s 37.4-mile one-way trip length assumption. The DEIR, 
therefore, likely underestimated existing Project truck trip lengths.  

• The future average trip distance for DSD, Victorville, and 
production/distribution center routes with the proposed Project would be 37.4 
miles per one-way trip, which is less than the EIR’s 37.8-mile one-way trip 
length assumption. The DEIR, therefore, slightly overestimates future Project 
truck trip lengths.   

• Existing and future truck trip generation rates are likely to be lower than 
assumed by the DEIR. Thus, the DEIR’s estimates of mobile source 
emissions are likely overestimated (see applicant info in FEIR Appendix I). 

Thus, since the DEIR underestimates existing truck trip lengths and overestimates 
future truck trip lengths, the resulting net change in emissions shown in DEIR Tables 
4.3-23, 4.3-24, and 4.3-25 are slight overestimates of potential Project emissions and 
air quality impacts.   

For the reasons described above, the DEIR’s weighted average truck trip length 
methodology represents a fact-based methodology that is consistent with existing and 
future trucking operations at the site. CARB does not present any specific evidence 
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that the Project’s would result in a weighted average trip length that is substantially 
higher than that assumed in the DEIR, nor does it present any additional, specific 
information regarding why the DEIR underestimates truck emissions. 

B-4 CARB accurately summarizes the findings of the DEIR’s construction and operational 
health risk assessment (HRA) and expresses concern that DEIR may have 
underestimated health risk impacts by relying on modeling assumptions that are not 
supported by substantial evidence. As described in more detail below, the DEIR’s 
HRA is based on fact-based assumptions for truck idling and changes to the air quality 
analysis are not warranted at this time.  

CARB states that the DEIR’s idling duration assumption (15 minutes per truck that 
accesses the site) is not supported by substantial evidence because: 1) State 
regulations permit trucks to idle for more than 5 minutes when certain engine 
specification and location requirements are met, and 2) the EMFAC2021 Volume III 
Technical Document indicates certain trucks may idle for up to five hours per day. The 
City has reviewed the EMFAC Technical Document (pp. 159 to 161) and concluded 
the documentation shows only “out-of-state” registered trucks idle for up to five hours 
at a time. As noted in response to comment B-3, the existing and proposed Project 
trucking operations include primarily in-state routes that would be served by trucks 
registered in-state. While the EMFAC Technical Document (Table 4.4.2-5) does 
indicate that in-state truck idling times can vary between approximately 13 minutes 
and 4 hours and 17 minutes per day (i.e., not per stop), this general statewide data is 
not representative of the Project for the following reasons:  

• Existing and proposed Project trucking operations at the Project site are and 
would be subject to the Reyes Holdings Idle Policy (see FEIR Appendix I). 
This company-wide policy manages vehicle idle times, promotes fuel 
efficiency, reduces emissions, and ensures compliance with manufacturer 
engines specifications. The policy requires all fleet-owned vehicles to be set 
to automatically shut down after 5 minutes of idling unless ambient 
temperatures are above 100 degrees Fahrenheit or below 20 degrees 
Fahrenheit.  

• Fleet maintenance logs between March 25, 2025, and July 7, 2025, indicate 
that fleet trucks averaged less than 6 minutes of idling per stop (see FEIR 
Appendix I). 

• Existing and proposed non-fleet trucks are and would be informed of site policy 
that limits idling to 15 minutes or less under most conditions. 

As described above, the DEIR’s assumption that trucks accessing the Project may 
idle for up to 15 minutes is supported by factual evidence including company policies 
and maintenance logs, and no change to the DEIR’s evaluation of idling emissions is 
warranted at this time.   

B-5 CARB states that the DEIR’s operational HRA did not evaluate potential health risk 
impacts from the operation of trucks and trailers with TRUs. CARB is correct. As 
shown in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata, the City has revised the operational HRA to include 
the operation of TRUs and address other comments provided by CARB and the 
SCAQMD (see responses to comments F-7 and F-19. As shown in FEIR Chapter 3, 
the results of the revised HRA continue to show that the proposed Project would not 
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result in significant adverse health risks. Furthermore, the City notes that Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2E, as revised (see Chapter 3, Errata, requires the applicant to limit the 
use of diesel-fueled TRUs at the Project site. The TRU assumptions used in the 
revised HRA are described below.  

As noted in the DEIR (p. 4.3-39), the proposed Project includes 1,000 square feet of 
cold storage. This space would be used for limited storage of dry ingredients used in 
the beverage manufacturing process. Based on the operations at other beverage 
production centers, the applicant has estimated that up to two trucks per month would 
deliver cold storage ingredients to the Project site. Each truck was assumed to be 
equipped with a 33-horsepower TRU that meet Tier 2 emissions standards, and each 
truck would remain on-site for two hours. These assumptions are likely to 
overestimate TRU-related emissions because they assume diesel TRUs used at the 
site do not meet ultra-low emissions standards and have not yet been phased out 
pursuant to CARB’s Airborne Toxic Control Measure for In-Use Diesel-Fueled TRUs 
and TRU Generator Sets, and Facilities Where TRUs Operate.  

B-6 CARB states the DEIR’s HRA does not account for all nearby residential receptors, 
specifically identifying residential receptors that are located 1,798 feet to the 
northwest of the Project site. As described in response to comment B-2, the DEIR (pp. 
4.3-10 and 4.3-11) defines and identifies the sensitive air quality receptors that are 
located closest to the Project site, including a daycare and residences approximately 
370 feet and 1,430 feet east of the Project site, respectively, and downwind of the 
Project’s emissions sources (see DEIR Figure 4.3.1 and Figure 4.3.2). Thus, these 
receptors would be more impacted by the Project than receptors located farther away 
and upwind of the Project. The City has revised the modeled receptor grid (see FEIR 
Appendix H) to capture the CARB-identified residential area to the northwest and to 
include a discrete receptor point at the nearest school identified by CARB (Rancho 
Cucamonga Middle School) and these points have been used to estimate adverse 
health risks at the CARB-identified receptors. The results of the revised HRA indicate 
the residential area approximately 1,800 feet to the northwest of the Project would be 
exposed to annual average diesel PM concentrations and corresponding health risks 
that are approximately 91.3% less than the MEIR located 1,430 feet to the east of the 
Project site. Thus, the DEIR did accurately estimate worst-case health risks at 
sensitive receptor locations. 

B-7 CARB restates that the DEIR’s evaluation of potential air quality impacts does not 
include trucks and trailers with TRUs. As described in response to comment B-5, the 
City has revised the HRA to include the operation of TRUs at the site based on similar 
operations at other production facilities, and the inclusion of TRU operations in the air 
quality analysis did not result in a new or more severe air quality impact than identified 
in the DEIR. 

B-8 CARB accurately summarizes the findings of the DEIR’s air quality analysis and 
commends the City for certain actions incorporated into Mitigation Measure AIR-2E; 
however, CARB recommends additional requirements for mitigation measures.  

With regard to TRUs, CARB recommends the City either 1) require contractual 
language in tenant lease agreements that prohibits tenants from operating diesel-
powered TRUs within the Project-site; or 2) include a restrictive covenant over the 
parcel that prohibits the applicant’s use of TRUs on the property unless the applicant 
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seeks and receives an amendment to its conditional use permit allowing such use. 
The City has reviewed these recommendations and determined they are not 
necessary for the Project for several reasons. First, the proposed Project consists of 
the replacement of an existing beverage distribution with a larger beverage production 
and distribution center that would be constructed, owned, and operated by the 
applicant. The Project, therefore, would not involve speculative tenants that would 
necessitate contractual language in tenant least agreements. Second, as discussed 
in more detail in response to comment B-5, Mitigation Measure AIR-2E, as revised 
(see Chapter 3), requires the applicant to power TRUs at the site using electricity or 
limit the amount of diesel TRUs at the site to know more than two trucks per month. 
Third, as shown in the proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) for the Project, the requirements of all EIR mitigation measures will be 
incorporated into the Project’s Conditional Use Permit (CUP; DRC-2023-00068). The 
inclusion of these measures in the CUP provides a legal enforcement mechanism to 
ensure EIR mitigation measures are implemented. As such, the inclusion of land use 
covenants in Mitigation Measure AIR-2E would not provide additional mitigation action 
and, therefore, is unnecessary. 

With regard to other sources of TACs, including diesel PM, CARB recommends the 
use of contractual language in tenant lease agreements to exclusively use ZE light 
and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans, service equipment, and heavy-duty trucks, 
to limit idling to no longer than two minutes on-site, and to require emergency 
generators to be powered by non-diesel fuel. As noted above, the proposed Project 
would not involve tenant lease agreements. Nonetheless, the City has reviewed the 
measured suggested by CARB and determined:   

• Light and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans and heavy-duty trucks: While 
ZE technologies in the heavy-duty transportation sector do exist, the City does 
not consider it feasible for the Project to require all light-, medium-, and heavy-
duty trucks to be ZE vehicles from the start of operations because such 
technology has not yet been fully demonstrated at the distribution scale 
proposed by the Project. The applicant anticipates eventually having a full ZE 
fleet but will be dependent on potential electrical infrastructure planned for the 
future. In addition, goods movement is a complex process that may involve 
multiple stops. Trucks may be owned, operated, contracted, etc. as needed 
depending on operating characteristics, and neither the City nor individual 
developers can regulate mobile emissions, which is within the purview of 
regulatory agencies such as the U.S. EPA, CARB, and the SCAQMD. Those 
agencies can, and have, adopted regulations intended to reduce emissions 
from mobile sources, including trucks. The DEIR, for example, summarizes 
CARB’s Advanced Clean Truck Rule, which accelerates the large-scale 
reduction of tailpipe emissions by focusing on ZE medium and heavy-duty 
vehicles based on what CARB considered to be feasible implementation 
schedules; however, the U.S. EPA recently rescinded the waiver necessary to 
implement this regulation. This action adds uncertainty to the implementation 
and adoption of ZE truck technologies that further renders a commitment to 
full ZE truck fleets infeasible at this time. The DEIR does, however, include 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2E, which requires the Project to exceed the 
mandatory EV charging readiness requirements for planned off-street loading 
spaces specified in the version of the California Green Building (CalGreen) 
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Code that is in effect at the time of building permit approval. Based on the 
2022 CalGreen Code, this would result in the Project installing electric vehicle 
service equipment at 10% of the total truck docks included in the final Project 
design, and ensure all remaining docks have the infrastructure to support 
future electrification as ZE truck technology becomes more common. In 
addition, as shown in Chapter 3, Errata, the City has added a requirement to 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2E requiring the Project to use at least 8 ZE or near 
ZE on-road trucks in its proprietary vehicle fleet within the first year of 
operations after receiving a certificate of occupancy. Finally, as suggested by 
CARB, the City has modified Mitigation Measure AIR-2E to include a 
requirement to provide third-party trucking operators that access the site using 
diesel-fueled trucks information on the Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and 
Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP). HVIP provides point-of-sale vouchers 
for ZE vehicles, including trucks. By making ZE vehicle technologies more 
affordable, the program serves to accelerate their deployment of ZE vehicle 
technologies.  

• Service equipment: The proposed Project does not involve the use of any 
diesel-powered service equipment. As described in the DEIR (pp. 4.8-7 and 
4.8-25), all existing and proposed yard equipment at the Project site, including 
forklifts, sweepers/scrubbers, aerial lifts, and yard trucks would be electric 
powered. Thus, all proposed yard equipment would be ZE equipment as 
recommended by CARB, and mitigation to reduce emissions from these 
sources is not required for the Project.  

• Diesel idling: CARB recommends the City incorporate measures to limit on-
site diesel idling by trucks and support equipment to no longer than two 
minutes. This recommendation is not consistent with comment B-4, in which 
CARB states some trucks can idle for hours at a time and recommends the 
City evaluate idling emissions by assuming a minimum of 30 minutes of idling 
per truck. As described in response to comment B-4, trucks that access the 
site would be subject to company policies that limit idling of fleet-owned and 
third-party trucks to no more than 5 minutes and 15 minutes, respectively, 
under most conditions. These policies would be augmented by Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2E, which requires the applicant to post clear signage identifying 
on-site idling restrictions, including requirements to turn off primary diesel 
engines when not in use and to otherwise comply with the idling limitations in 
Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485.  Thus, the 
combination of existing company wide-policies and mitigation requirements 
would ensure on-site diesel truck idling would be limited to the minimum 
amount necessary. Therefore, additional mitigation to limit on-site truck idling 
is not required for the Project. Furthermore, as noted above, the proposed 
Project would not involve the use of diesel-fueled off-road equipment that 
would require idling limitations.  

• Use of non-diesel generators: CARB recommends the City incorporate 
measures to require the use of non-diesel generators; however, the results of 
the revised HRA prepared for the Project (see FEIR Chapter 3, Errata) indicate 
the proposed Project would not result in significant adverse health risks from 
diesel PM and other toxic air contaminants. Therefore, mitigation measures 
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are not necessary to reduce or avoid a significant impact. In addition, from a 
technical standpoint, the applicant has indicated that the use of non-diesel 
fueled backup generators, such as those powered by natural gas, are not 
feasible as they rely on a gas line, which can be disrupted during natural 
disasters or other emergencies, and that diesel generators are preferred due 
to their higher power output, better fuel efficiency, and greater reliability than 
non-diesel generators. 

Finally, CARB recommends the Project include rooftop solar panels to the extent 
feasible. As described in the DEIR (pp. 4.6-31 and 4.8-33), the proposed Project 
design minimizes all roof areas shaded by natural and external structures and 
occupied by building system infrastructure. This maximizes the available solar access 
roof area and supports the Project’s battery energy storage system. Thus, the 
proposed Project already maximizes the installation of solar panels on Project 
buildings, and additional mitigation is not necessary to reduce the Project’s electricity 
consumption. The Project solar system will be specified as a 1.7 megawatt rooftop 
solar system with 2.8 gigawatt-hours estimated annual production supported by a 2 
megawatt battery energy storage system (BESS) to store electricity from the solar 
system during the nighttime per a 2023 Reyes Rancho Roof Proposal by Motive 
Energy. 

B-9 CARB provides conclusionary remarks reiterating its concern for the Project’s air 
quality and public health impacts, the need for the EIR to justify modeling assumptions 
related to truck trip lengths, idling times, and use of TRUs, and the need for the Project 
to use ZE technologies at the start of operations. The City appreciates CARB’s review 
of the DEIR. As described in response to comments B-2 to B-8, the EIR’s air quality 
analysis incorporated justifiable, fact-based assumptions regarding truck trip lengths 
and idling times, and has been revised to address TRU operations as suggested by 
CARB. The results of the revised air quality analysis, which are presented in FEIR 
Chapter 3, Errata, indicate the proposed Project would continue to result in significant 
and unavoidable impacts to regional air quality, but would not result in significant 
health risk impacts nor significantly exacerbate existing adverse air quality conditions. 
Accordingly, the City has incorporated feasible mitigation measures into the EIR that 
reduce regional air quality emissions impacts that are commensurate with CARB 
suggestions and recommendations.   
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C-1 The City understands the roll of the SWQCB and its Division of Drinking Water (DDW) 
in the protection of water supplies and water quality in the state. The City also 
understands the Cucamonga Valley Water District will need to apply for an 
amendment to the DDW for the new service well proposed on the Project site. 
Therefore, the following information will be added to Section 4.19, Utilities and Service 
Systems, as outlined in Section 3.0, Errata of the Final EIR (additional text shown in 
underline, text to be deleted shown in strikeout): 

Relative to the new water well, the CVWD will need to apply to the State Water 
Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW), for approval of a 
domestic water supply permit amendment of a new source (well) and possible 
treatment changes per Cal. Code Regs. § 64556.  [DEIR Section 4.19.4, Utilities, 
Impacts and Mitigation (Water), page 4.19-13, paragraph 2] 

In addition, similar information will be included in DEIR Section 3.7, Intended Uses of 
the EIR, as shown in Response C-2 below. 

C-2 The following information will be added to the DEIR indicating that the State Water 
Resource Control Board will, as a Responsible Agency, use the EIR to support 
approvals related to the potable water well. Specific changes are provided in Section 
3.0, Errata, of the Final EIR (additional text shown in underline, text to be deleted 
shown in strikeout): 

DEIR Section 3.7, Intended Uses of the EIR 

State and Regional Agencies 

State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water for approval of a 
domestic water supply permit amendment of a new source and possible treatment 
changes (Cal. Code Regs. § 64556). 

C-3 According to the CVWD, the water from the future groundwater well will be pumped 
by the well, then transferred via the new transmission line to the existing CVWD 
reservoir located off-site northeast of Cleveland Avenue/7th Street east of the project 
site. At that point, the water from the new well would be combined with existing CVWD 
supplies and would be chlorinated in this reservoir as part of the existing and ongoing 
water treatment process. Water quality from the future well is anticipated to be similar 
to existing CVWD wells in the vicinity which meets water quality standards and do not 
require treatment. There are no additional regional water treatment facilities or 
processes anticipated to be added by CVWD to incorporate the new well water into 
its regional water supply system. Therefore, the EIR did not need to evaluate any 
potential impacts in this regard.   

C-4 The reference to ownership and maintenance of the well on DEIR PDF page 425 is 
incorrect and will be modified to CVWD as shown below (additional text shown in 
underline, text to be deleted shown in strikeout) and will be incorporated into Chapter 
3, Errata, of the Final EIR under Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems (Water): 

Cucamonga Valley Water District Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Utility will operate 
and maintain the well.  
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C-5  Once the CEQA process is completed, the following items in support of CVWD’s 
permit application (see Response C-1 above) to the State Water Board, DDW San 
Bernardino District at DDW-SanBernardinoFO@waterboards.ca.gov: 

• The EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP);  

• The Resolution or City Minutes certifying the EIR, adopting the MMRP, and 
approving the Project; and 

• The date stamped Notice of Determination filed at the County Clerk’s Office and 
the State Clearinghouse. 

 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-29 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

COMMENT EMAIL D - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (SCGC or SoCalGas) 

 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-30 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

 

1 PAGE  

  

 

 

 

 

 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-31 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

 

ID Response to Email D – Southern California Gas Company 

D-1 The City understands SoCalGas has natural gas facilities in all four streets bordering 
the Project site as well as to the existing buildings on the site at present.  The City 
and the developer/applicant will contact 811 and/or DigAlert to identify the locations 
of existing gas lines prior to demolition and new construction on the Project site. The 
information from this email will be added to FEIR Chapter 3, Errata, to modify Section 
4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR. The developer/applicant and/or 
the City as appropriate will reach out to the SoCal Gas Builder Services team to begin 
the application process for this project following certification of the EIR and approval 
of the requested land use entitlements.  

This information will be added to Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, 
regarding natural gas service. (See FEIR Chapter 3, Errata). 
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E-1 The City acknowledges the new groundwater well and transmission line are included 
in the improvements listed in DEIR Section 3.0. Project Description, and that these 
improvements are also included in the technical studies cited in the comment. 

E-2 The City acknowledges the Well Siting Study (WSS) and the Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) were updated prior to release of the Draft EIR. The WSS used in 
the DEIR was dated 4/2023 but was updated on 12/18/2023. The WSA used in the 
DEIR was dated 5/2023 but was updated in 8/2023. The updated reports are included 
as FEIR Appendices B and C. The updated WSS did not have substantive changes 
relative to the well design compared to the earlier version other than the maximum 
well output was recalculated to 2,253 gallons per minute (gpm) from 1,270 gpm so 
several minor DEIR text changes are needed. In addition, the updated WSA did have 
some updated changes relative to the Project’s water supply compared to the earlier 
version. Therefore, the discussion of water supply relative to these two studies will be 
modified slightly as shown below and in Section 3.0, Errata, of the Final EIR. 

Section 4.10.4, Hydrology & Water Quality, Impacts & Mitigation, page 4.10-17  

The Project involves construction and operation of a new domestic water well for 
CVWD. According to CVWD staff16, this well will be drilled to a depth of 1,200 feet and 
is expected to supply the District with 2,253 1,270 gallons of water per minute (gpm). 
A New Well Preliminary Report13 was also prepared for this CVWD well by Kear 
Groundwater dated December 18, 2023 April 28, 2023. The Project is constructing 
the new CVWD well onsite to help improve supply and reliability of the entire CVWD 
water system consistent with its 2020 UWMP.  

Section 4.10.4, Hydrology & Water Quality, Impacts & Mitigation, page 4.10-18  

A Water Supply Assessment7 (WSA) prepared by Dudek in August 2023 May 2023 
estimates the existing water demand for the Project site is 610.4 acre-feet per year 
(AFY, 1 AF = approximately 326,000 gallons) that is currently utilized for 
manufacturing, office uses, irrigation and bottled beverage distribution. 

Section 4.19.4, Utilities, Impacts and Mitigation, page 4.19-14 

Table 4.19-1 (see modified table numbers in Chapter 3, Errata) 

E-3 The City acknowledges the updated Preliminary Engineering Design Report for the 
groundwater well dated 12/18/23 describes the targeted groundwater well capacity of 
2,253 gallons per minute (gpm). The DEIR cited a slightly older version of the study 
(4/2023) which stated 1,270 gpm was the well capacity. The updated engineering 
report is included as FEIR Appendix D. Therefore, Chapter 3, Errata, of the Final EIR 
will acknowledge this change as in Response E-2 above.  

E-4 The reference to ownership and maintenance of the well on DEIR PDF page 425 
(DEIR page 4.19-2) is incorrect and will be modified to CVWD as shown below 
(additional text shown in underline, text to be deleted shown in strikeout): 

Cucamonga Valley Water District Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Utility will operate 
and maintain the well. 
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F-1 In this comment, the SCAQMD introduces their letter and provides an accurate 
summary of the Project. Since the comment does not raise any specific questions or 
comments on the DEIR, no further response is warranted.  

F-2 The SCAQMD summarizes import/export assumptions used to estimate the proposed 
Project’s construction emissions. The SCAQMD identifies that the DEIR text (p. 4.3-
33) describing the amount of soil and debris hauling for the ground water well (3,965 
cubic yards) is more than the modeled value shown in the CalEEMod output file 
contained in FEIR Appendix H.1.2 (3,770 cubic yards). Accordingly, the SCAQMD 
recommends the DEIR’s emissions estimates be revised to reflect the maximum 
amount of hauling activity that could occur for the Project. In addition, the SCAQMD 
identifies the DEIR (p. 4.9-17) describes both primary and secondary waste disposal 
sites for the Project. The primary disposal site is Mid Valley Landfill in Rialto, 
approximately 14 miles from the Project Site), while the secondary sites include San 
Timoteo Landfill in Redlands and El Sobrante Landfill in Corona, approximately 26 to 
28 miles from the Project site via the shortest routes. The SCAQMD notes that the 
secondary land fill sites require trucks to travel farther than the assumed by the DEIR’s 
air quality analysis (20 miles per haul trip). Accordingly, the SCAQMD recommends 
the DEIR’s emissions estimates be revised to reflect the maximum hauling distance 
that could occur for the Project.  

As shown in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata, and FEIR Appendix H, the City has revised the 
CalEEMod file for the Project per the SCAQMD’s recommendations. The revised 
modeling assumes 3,965 cubic yards of hauling during ground water well construction 
activities and an average trip length of 28 miles for all haul truck trips during all 
construction phases, which is considered a conservative assumption that is likely to 
overestimate regional construction emissions (because trips may ultimately go the 
primary landfill identified in the DEIR). This revision has been carried through into all 
regional emissions, health risk assessment (HRA), and energy and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) analyses as necessary. This revision did not result in a new or substantially 
more severe air quality, energy, or GHG impact than identified in the DEIR. 

F-3 The SCAQMD states the DEIR’s analysis of localized air quality impacts is not 
consistent with its recommended guidance for evaluating localized air quality impacts. 
Specifically, the SCAQMD notes that its guidance document recommends Project-
specific air dispersion modeling be conducted to determine localized air quality 
impacts for Projects that are greater than five acres in size. As described in more 
detail below, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed localized air quality impacts. 
Nonetheless, the City has conducted the localized significance threshold (LST) 
dispersion modeling recommended by the SCAQMD and, as shown in FEIR Chapter 
3, the results of this modeling have confirmed the EIR’s finding that the Project would 
not exceed the SCAQMD’s concentration-based LST standards. Thus, the proposed 
Project would not result in a localized air quality impact.   

For context purposes, the SCAQMD’s localized air quality impact guidance and 
corresponding LSTs were developed to assist CEQA lead agencies with the analysis 
of a project’s potential local air quality impacts. The guidance and thresholds are 
based on SCAQMD air quality dispersion modeling that considers local 
meteorological and air quality data in specific areas, called Source Receptor Areas or 
SRAs, and estimates the amount of air pollution that may result in a local air quality 
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impact.  As the SCAQMD states, its LTSs represent “the maximum emissions from a 
project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (SCAQMD 2008, p. 1-1).” The 
SCAQMD’s modeling of potential local air pollution impacts is based on specific 
project sizes (e.g., 1-acre, 2-acres, 5-acres) at specific distances from a Project area 
(e.g., 25 meters away, 100 meters away, etc.). This approach allows for pollutants to 
disperse from their source according to SRA-specific conditions and distances to 
actual sensitive receptors. Under this approach, projects with more emissions in a 
smaller area result in higher concentrations and higher potential for local air quality 
impacts because the smaller project area limits lateral and vertical dispersion of 
pollutants from the project area. Similarly, projects located closer to sensitive 
receptors result in a higher potential for local air quality impacts because there is less 
distance for pollutants to disperse. The SCAQMD’s LST guidance includes screening 
tables that identify the total mass emissions that may be generated by a project’s 
construction activities, in terms of pounds per day, that may safely be assumed to not 
result localized air quality impact. The SCAQMD derived these mass emissions 
estimates from the results of the modeling used to estimate pollutant concentrations 
and potential exceedances of air quality standards. The SCAQMD’s screening 
procedures “are by design conservative, that is, the predicted impacts tend to 
overestimate the actual impacts. If the predicted impacts are acceptable using the 
LST approach presented here, then a more detailed evaluation is not necessary 
(SCAQMD 2008, p 4-1).” The SCAQMD screening LSTs, therefore, provide the 
maximum amount of emissions, in pounds per day, that can be emitted without 
violating concentration-based ambient air quality standards. Thus, if a Project’s 
emission levels are below the screening LST thresholds, those emissions will not 
result in a localized air quality impact. 

The DEIR’s LST analysis evaluated the Project’s potential criteria air pollutant 
emissions at sensitive receptor locations by comparing Project emissions against the 
mass-based LST threshold for a 5-acre project and found both Project construction 
and operational emissions would be below the LST thresholds. While the proposed 
Project site size is approximately 30.1 acres, it is important to note that construction 
would not be occurring on 30.1 acres at the same time. Rather, active disturbance 
areas would be much less on any given day. Similarly, from an operational 
perspective, most of the on-site truck idling and all of the stationary source emissions 
would come from the southeastern quadrant of the site, an approximately 7-acre area.  
The DEIR’s use of the SCAQMD’s 5-acre screening threshold for a Project greater 
than 5 acres is considered conservative because this approach assumes all 
emissions are generated in a smaller area (5 acres) and in much closer proximity to 
sensitive receptors than would actually occur. This approach is conservative (i.e., 
likely to overestimate local air quality impacts) because emissions generated in a 
larger geographic area, farther away from receptors, have more opportunity to 
disperse. For example, in the same source-receptor area, the SCAQMD’s mass-
based screening LST thresholds are higher for a 5-acre site than a 2-acre site. This 
is due, in part, to the fact that emissions in the 5-acre area are spread out over a 
larger area and must travel further to impact a specific point outside the Project area. 
In a square project area totaling 2 acres in size, the distance from the center to the 
edge of the project area is approximately 148 feet, while the distance from the center 
to the edge of a square project area totaling 5 acres in size is approximately 233 feet. 
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Spreading emissions out over a larger area reduces the emissions per unit area, in 
terms of pounds per acre or grams per meter, and also reduces the amount of 
emissions dispersed to off-site areas from any given point. 

Nonetheless, as suggested by the SCAQMD, the City has conducted LST dispersion 
modeling for the Project’s on-site construction and operational emission sources. The 
modeling is based on maximum daily emissions for each LST pollutant (NOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5), and was conducted in a manner consistent with the SCAQMD’s 
recommended LST modeling methodology. As shown in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata, the 
results of the modeling indicate the proposed Project would not result in 
concentrations of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 that exceed concentration-based LST 
thresholds. 

F-4 The SCAQMD comments that the DEIR (p. 4.3-39) describes the Project would 
include 1,000 square feet of cold storage space but does not provide sufficient details 
on TRU operations or the implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2E. As described 
in response to comment B-5, the City has clarified the DEIR’s text regarding cold 
storage and TRU operations and revised the unmitigated HRA estimates to include 
the operation of two TRUs at the site for approximately two hours per month each. 
The inclusion of these TRU operations did not change the findings of the HRA or 
result in a new or substantially more severe air quality impact than identified in the 
DEIR. 

In addition, the City notes that Mitigation Measure AIR-2E, as revised, requires the 
applicant to power TRUs at the Project site with electricity or otherwise limit the use 
of diesel-fueled TRUs to no more than two trucks per month. The City has clarified 
this mitigation measure to address potential unanticipated conditions (e.g., power 
outages) as recommended by the SCAQMD, and notes that, as shown in the 
proposed MMRP for the Project, the requirements of all EIR mitigation measures will 
be incorporated into the Project’s CUP (DRC-2023-00068). The inclusion of these 
measures in the CUP provides a legal enforcement mechanism to ensure EIR 
mitigation measures are implemented.  

F-5 The SCAQMD states that the DEIR’s mitigation measures and assumptions related 
to truck idling appear to be inconsistent. The SCAQMD identifies that Mitigation 
Measure AIR-2B limits idling of diesel-powered construction equipment, vendor 
delivery trucks, and hauling trucks to two minutes, while the operational emissions 
modeling assumes 15 minutes of idling. The SCAQMD also comments that a two-
minute idling restriction may not be feasible for the Project, and that a 15-minute idling 
assumption may underestimate actual idling activity given the Project size. 
Accordingly, the SCAQMD recommends the DEIR be revised to assume up to 30 
minutes of idling per truck per day and to clarify idling mitigation requirements.  

As a point of clarification, the DEIR contains different idling limitations for construction 
and operational activities because these activities are subject to different operating 
conditions, parameters, etc. Mitigation Measure AIR-2B is intended to reduce 
construction NOX and PM exhaust emissions and limits construction equipment and 
truck idling to no more than two minutes unless this limit conflicts with manufacturer’s 
specifications. Thus, the two-minute idling limitation only applies to Project 
construction activities; it does not apply to Project operations. In contrast, the DEIR 
assumes that, during Project operations, all trucks that access the site could idle for 
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up to 15 minutes per day. As described in response to comment B-4, this assumption 
is supported by factual evidence including company policies and maintenance logs 
that indicate actual on-site idling times may be less than 15 minutes. Thus, the 15-
minute idling assumption assumed by the DEIR is likely to overestimate potential 
idling emissions and associated adverse health risks. No change to the DEIR’s 
construction or operational emissions is warranted at this time. 

F-6 The SCAQMD states the DEIR does not provide supporting evidence for the use of a 
37.8-mile one-way trip distance for Project conditions and requests the FEIR include 
documentation supporting the use of this assumption, such as empirical data, fleet 
specific routing patterns, etc. The SCAQMD also requests that the DEIR be clarified 
to indicate if port-related trips would occur and the DEIR’s analysis of truck trip 
emissions be revised to reflect updated mileage assumptions if necessary.  

As explained in detail in response to comment B-3, the DEIR (pp. 4.3-16 and 4.3-35) 
clearly explains one-way truck trip lengths are derived using a combination of Project-
specific truck trip generation rates, inclusive of the amount of trips by light-heavy, 
medium-heavy, and heavy-heavy duty trucks, and SCAG and SCAQMD data on 
regional truck trip lengths. Furthermore, the proposed Project would not involve trips 
travelling back and forth between POLA/LB. The DEIR’s analysis of potential 
emissions from truck travel is based on SCAQMD-methodology and is consistent with 
the existing and future trucking activity at the site provided by the applicant for this 
FEIR (see FEIR Appendix I). The Draft EIR’s methodology and analysis of truck 
emissions, therefore, are substantiated, and there is no specific evidence presented 
by the SCAQMD to support its assertion that the Draft EIR underestimates truck 
emissions. 

F-7 The SCAQMD asserts the DEIR underestimated health risks because AERMOD 
dispersion modeling did not include the industrial buildings in the building downwash 
option. The SCAQMD is correct. The AERMOD dispersion modeling conducted for 
the proposed Project HRA did not include the building downwash option. The City 
notes the building downwash option was not appropriate for the construction HRA 
because the construction HRA did not include any point sources of emissions. As 
shown in FEIR Chapter 3, the City has revised the operational HRA to include 
additional point sources (e.g., boilers, cogeneration generators) and to include the 
building downwash option based on the buildings shown in the DEIR’s site plan 
(Exhibit 3-5). The results of the revised HRA and LST modeling indicate the proposed 
Project would not result in significant localized air quality concentrations or adverse 
health risk impacts at off-site receptor locations. Thus, these impacts would remain 
less than significant.       

F-8 The SCAQMD asserts the DEIR underestimated health risks because the third 
trimester life stage was only exposed to Project emissions in modeled emissions Year 
1 and the 0-2 age life stage was only exposed to Project emissions in modeled 
emissions Year 1 and 2.  

The SCAQMD is correct that DEIR Appendix C.3.3 only includes 3rd trimester and 
child (0-2 years old) age groups in certain exposure scenarios; however, the 
SCAQMD is incorrect that the DEIR has underestimated potential adverse health 
risks. As explained in the DEIR (p. 4.3-68, emphasis added), “Construction DPM 
emissions would be the primary driver of health risks when combining construction 
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and operational related emissions. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, health 
risks are presented for the Project’s overall [Maximum Exposed Individual Receptor, 
or MEIR] and [Maximum Exposed Individual Worker, or MEIW] locations (i.e., the 
combined risks from construction and operational activities) . . . the excess cancer 
risk estimate at the MEIR assumes the receptor is an infant (including 3rd trimester) 
for the first 2 years of exposure and then develops to a child and finally to an adult 
over the next 28 years of exposure.” As shown in Figure 1 in the SCAQMD’s comment 
(DEIR Table 4.3-32), the modeled annual average DPM concentrations in 
construction years 1 and 2 are an order of magnitude higher than years 3 through 5. 
Thus, assuming all early life stages occur during these exposure years results in the 
most conservative estimate of potential adverse health risks. Nonetheless, DEIR 
Appendix C3.3 has been revised to include carcinogenic risk estimates assuming 
exposure to diesel PM begins for an individual in year 1, 2, 3, 4, and/or 5. As shown 
in revised Appendix C3.3, carcinogenic risk estimates remain highest when it is 
assumed early life stage exposure occurs in years 1 and 2 of the Project, as was done 
in the DEIR      (see FEIR Appendix H for new modeling data). 

F-9 The SCAQMD recommended adding information about the cooling towers and their 
associated emissions. The SCAQMD correctly summarizes the design status of the 
Project’s cogeneration system, identifies that cooling towers may be needed for the 
system, and notes the DEIR does not contain sufficient information to evaluate cooling 
tower impacts.  

The SCAQMD identifies that cooling towers may be needed for the cogeneration 
system because the DEIR (p. 3-40) inadvertently uses this term to describe part of 
the Pentair CO2 recovery system included in the system design. City clarifies that the 
proposed Project would not require the installation of cooling towers; rather the 
exhaust from the system’s internal combustion engine-generators would be ducted to 
a selective catalytic reduction system and then into the Pentair CO2 recovery system, 
which includes two adsorption units/towers (see DEIR p. 4.3-37). As shown in FEIR 
Chapter 3, the City has revised the DEIR to remove refence to cooling towers at the 
Project site and has added information on the CO2 recovery system adsorption 
towers. This clarification does not substantially change the emissions information that 
was presented in the DEIR because the DEIR estimated criteria air pollutant and toxic 
air contaminant emissions based on manufacturer’s data and SCAQMD default 
emission factors for natural gas combustion, respectively.  

F-10 The SCAQMD has identified a minor discrepancy in the DEIR’s description of the 
meteorological data use in the AERMOD modeling and recommends the FEIR clarify 
what meteorological data was used in the modeling. The City confirms for the 
SCAQMD that the DEIR and all revised dispersion modeling conducted for this FEIR 
(see FEIR Chapter 3, Errata) was conducted using Ontario International Airport 
station meteorological data, Version 11, for the date range spanning January 1, 2019, 
to December 31, 2023. As shown in FEIR Chapter 3, this clarification has been made 
to the EIR. 

F-11 The SCAQMD recommends revising the Draft EIR to include a qualitative and 
quantitative cumulative analysis for regional air quality emissions and TAC exposure 
from the identified 174 Projects within a five mile radius. The SCAQMD accurately 
summarizes the DEIR’s findings regarding regional NOX emissions impacts, notes the 
DEIR identified a large volume of planned development in the surrounding region but 
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does not include a detailed analysis of how this cumulative development may affect 
regional air quality, and recommends the FEIR include more detailed qualitative and 
quantitative analysis of cumulative air quality impacts. 

The City directs the SCAQMD to DEIR Section 4.0, which describes the DEIR’s 
cumulative impact analysis methodology. This section summarizes and provides 
cumulative project lists as well as a summary of the City’s growth projections 
contained in Plan RC. This section also provides a good faith effort on the part of the 
City to provide the status for cumulative projects (i.e., whether such projects are past, 
present, or reasonably foreseeable). The DEIR’s assessment of cumulative air quality 
impacts is based on this list and projection information contained in Section 4.0, as 
well as current SCAQMD guidance on assessing cumulative air quality impacts (see 
DEIR p. 4.3-74; the City notes the SCAQMD is in the process of updating its 
cumulative impact analyses guidance, but that this process is not complete and 
therefore not further addressed in the DEIR). The current guidance clearly establishes 
the same project- and cumulative-level thresholds for projects. The EIR, as revised 
(see FEIR Chapter 3, Errata), includes robust qualitative and quantitative evaluations 
of the Project’s consistency with the 2022 AQMP, regional construction and 
operations emissions, localized air quality effects, and odors. The results of these 
evaluations show the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable conflict with 
the 2022 AQMP and generate regional emissions of NOX, an ozone precursor 
pollutant, that would be cumulatively considerable during construction and operational 
activities. The Project’s contribution to cumulative regional air quality impacts would 
also be significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of feasible 
mitigation measures, and regardless of the individual contributions from other 
projects. As shown in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata, the City has revised the discussion 
under Impact AIR-5 to provide additional information regarding the Project’s potential 
cumulative air quality impacts as shown below, however, the City notes it is not 
necessary nor feasible for the EIR to present detailed information for all cumulative 
projects identified in DEIR Section 4.0:   

DEIR Section 4.3.5 Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Cumulative 
Impacts (Impact AIR-5)  Page 4.3-74 
 
For the purposes of this cumulative air quality impact analysis, the geographic context 
is the South Coast Air Basin in which the Project is located. As described in Section 
4, Tthe level of expected future development in the City and surrounding areas is 
substantial (i.e., 174 projects in four jurisdictions with 8,362 residential units and 
approximately 15 million square feet of non-residential development). In addition, the 
City expects continued growth based on its General Plan population and housing 
projections. While it is possible that cumulative projects 16-18 may be under 
construction during the same timeframe as the Project, it is difficult to predict with any 
certainty due to the many factors involved in starting and maintaining construction 
(e.g., financing, equipment and staff availability, weather, etc.). The development of 
these and other development projects throughout the Basin would contribute to local 
and regional air quality emissions that could combine with the proposed Project’s 
emissions.  
 
In developing its CEQA significance thresholds, the SCAQMD considered the 
emission levels at which a Project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively 
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considerable.5835 As described under Impact AIR-1 and Impact AIR-2A, the proposed 
Project would result in potentially significant VOC and NOx impacts for regional 
construction emissions, regional operational emissions, and combined Phase 1 
operational and Phase 2B construction emissions. The Project would incorporate 
Mitigation Measures AIR-2A through AIR-2FAIR-2E; however, regional operational 
emissions for NOx as well as combined operational and construction emissions for 
NOx would remain above SCAQMD thresholds and have the potential to conflict with 
the 2022 AQMP by causing or contributing to existing or future regional air quality 
violations.cause or contribute to existing or future air quality violations, thus conflicting 
with the 2022 AQMP. Thus, the proposed Project’s would result in a cumulatively 
considerable increase in regional criteria air pollutants. This impact would be 
significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of feasible mitigation 
measures. 
 
As described under Impact AIR-3, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Project construction and operational 
activities would not generate emissions that exceed SCAQMD LST thresholds at off-
site receptor locations. In addition, project construction and operational activities 
would not generate TAC emissions that would result in adverse carcinogenic or non-
carcinogenic health risks at any off-site residential, school, or employment location. 
Finally, the proposed Project’s criteria air pollutant emissions would not significantly 
exacerbate or contribute to significant health risks at or in the proximity of the Project 
area. Thus, since the proposed Project would not result in individual pollutant 
concentrations that exceed SCAQMD thresholds it would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptor locations. 
This impact would be less than significant. It is noted that Mitigations Measures AIR-
2A to AIR-2F would serve to further reduce the less than significant magnitude of this 
impact through the incorporation of mitigation measures that reduce the Project’s local 
and regional criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions levels.  
 
Finally, as described under Impact AIR-4, the proposed Project would not result in 
other emissions that would adversely affect a substantial number of people and thus 
would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts resulting from 
other emissions. This impact would be less than significant. These impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

F-12 The SCAQMD states the proposed Project’s 1,054,541 square feet of warehouse 
space would make the Project subject to Rule 2305 (Warehouse Indirect Source Rule 
– WAIRE Program), summarizes the requirements and fees associated with the 
WAIRE rule, and recommends the City determine the Project’s potential compliance 
obligation pursuant to this rule. As described in more detail below, this comment does 
not provide new information for the City to consider, and the City has determined it is 
premature to require the Project to determine its Rule 2305 compliance obligation 
based on preliminary design information.  

The information provided by the SCAQMD is commensurate with the information 
provided in the DEIR (pp. 3-48 and 4.3-24), which describes Rule 2305 requirements 
and identifies that the Project may be subject to this rule. As a point of clarification, 
the DEIR (p. 3-1) describes that the proposed Project consists of 1,054,541 square 
feet of new manufacturing, light industrial, and office uses, not 1,054,541 square feet 
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dedicated solely to warehousing. This distinction is important, because, as noted by 
the SCAQMD, Rule 2305 applies to the owners and operators of warehouses greater 
than or equal to 100,000 square feet, with a warehouse defined by Rule 2305 as a 
“building that stores cargo, goods, or products on a short- or long-term basis for later 
distribution to businesses and/or retail customers”. Pursuant to Rule 2305, supporting 
office administration, maintenance, manufacturing areas, or retail sales areas open to 
the general public, within the same warehouse building, that are physically separate 
from the warehouse area, are not considered warehousing activities. As shown in 
DEIR Table 3-4, the proposed Project’s distribution center would total approximately 
188,284 square feet. Thus, the proposed Project is likely to be subject to Rule 2305, 
although as a much smaller facility than assumed by the SCAQMD. Furthermore, it is 
premature to commit to regulatory compliance obligations at the environmental 
planning and review stage. There is no specific warehouse points compliance 
obligation that is relevant at this time and the City is not obligated to finalize the details 
of this regulatory compliance action in the EIR, nor would the results of a compliance 
obligation calculation based on preliminary Project design information be informative 
for the EIR analysis. For example, while the EIR has made a good faith effort to 
document the potential air quality impacts of the Project, the analysis is based on 
conceptual building design and trip generation information that may change as the 
Project finalizes its design. The proposed Project would, as necessary, comply with 
all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 2305, pursuant to each 
regulation’s individual compliance schedule. 

F-13 The SCAQMD recommends four specific mitigation measures to incorporate into the 
EIR to reduce operational air quality impacts from mobile sources: 

• The SCAQMD recommends the City require ZE or NZE on-road haul trucks “if 
and when feasible”. It is not clear, as written, “if and when” the SCAQMD’s 
recommendation would be feasible. As described in more detail in response 
to comment B-8, the City does not consider it feasible for the Project to require 
all light-, medium-, and heavy-duty trucks to be ZE vehicles from the start of 
operations because such technology has not yet been fully demonstrated at 
the distribution scale proposed by the Project and would likely require 
electrical demands that could not be met with existing infrastructure. The 
commenter’s suggestion to require ZE or NZE trucks “if and when feasible” 
reflects the uncertainty regarding the timeline for availability of those 
technologies. The DEIR does, however, include Mitigation Measure AIR-2E, 
which requires the Project to exceed the mandatory electric vehicle charging 
readiness requirements for planned off-street loading spaces, which would 
result in the installation of electric vehicle service equipment at 10% of the 
total truck docks included in the final Project design and ensure all remaining 
docks have the infrastructure to support future electrification as ZE truck 
technology becomes more common. In addition, as shown in Chapter 3, 
Errata, the City has added a requirement to Mitigation Measure AIR-2E 
requiring the Project to use at least 8 ZE or near ZE on-road trucks in its 
proprietary vehicle fleet within the first year of operations after receiving a 
certificate of occupancy. Finally, the City has also modified Mitigation Measure 
AIR-2E to include a requirement to provide third-party trucking operators that 
access the site using diesel-fueled trucks information on the HVIP incentive 
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program, which provides point-of-sale vouchers for ZE vehicles to accelerate 
the deployment of such technologies.  

• The SCAQMD recommends the City require a phase-in schedule to 
incentivize the use of cleaner operating trucks. The suggested measure is 
uncertain because it is unclear when the technology will be readily available 
and there is uncertainty regarding the State’s ability to mandate the 
deployment of ZE trucks (see response to comment B-8). An incentive 
program without specific mandates lacks a performance standard, and is not 
effective CEQA mitigation. As noted above, the DEIR, as revised, includes 
measures that will require the use of eight ZE or NZE trucks within one year 
after receiving a certificate of occupancy and support the implementation of 
ZE or NZE technologies. It would, for instance, install ZE charging 
infrastructure that allows for the immediate use of limited ZE trucks and 
supports the expansion of this technology over time.  

• The SCAQMD recommends the City limit the daily number of trucks allowed 
at the Project site to levels analyzed in the EIR and commit to re-evaluating 
the Project through CEQA prior to allowing higher activity levels. This 
suggestion does not reduce the Project’s mobile source emissions and is not 
warranted for the Project. The Draft EIR made realistic, but conservative (i.e., 
likely to overestimated) assumptions about the proposed Project’s potential 
passenger vehicle, truck traffic, and air quality and GHG emissions impacts, 
and there is no evidence at this time to indicate the Project will exceed the 
activity levels or emissions estimates presented in this FEIR. The City will 
evaluate future Project actions, if and when such actions are proposed, for 
consistency with the information contained in this EIR. If such actions are 
inconsistent with the assumptions in the EIR (or would result in new or greater 
significant impacts), the City would evaluate the action in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. 

• The SCAQMD recommends the City require electric vehicle charging stations 
or, at minimum, provide electrical infrastructure to support electric vehicle 
technologies, including electrical hook ups for truck auxiliary engines. The City 
notes that Mitigation Measures AIR-2C and AIR-2E require the Project to 
implement Voluntary Tier 1 electric vehicle charging provisions specific by the 
CalGreen code for light duty vehicles and to exceed the CalGreen Codes 
mandatory EV charging readiness requirements for planned off-street loading 
spaces. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure AIR-2E, as revised, requires the 
applicant to power TRUs at the Project site with electricity or otherwise limit 
the use of diesel-fueled TRUs to no more than two trucks per month. Thus, 
the EIR already incorporates electric vehicle charging mitigation requirements 
commensurate with this comment. 

F-14 The SCAQMD recommends three specific mitigation measures to incorporate into the 
EIR to reduce operational air quality impacts from other area sources: 

• The SCAQMD recommends the City maximize the use of solar energy by 
installing solar energy arrays. The City notes that the proposed Project would 
be required to comply with the prescriptive or performance-based 
requirements of the State’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24 
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Energy Code) for Climate Zone 15 in effect at the time the application is 
submitted. These standards already require the installation of solar 
photovoltaic systems for most non-residential Projects. As described in more 
detail in response to comment B-8, the proposed Project has maximized solar 
access roof areas and will install a 1.7-megawatt capacity rooftop solar 
photovoltaic (PV) system that is estimated to produce 2.8-gigawatt hours of 
electricity annually. The solar PV system would be supported by a 2-megawatt 
battery energy storage system that would store and provide power to the 
Project during periods when solar power generation is not occurring. 
Therefore, the proposed Project already includes design features that are 
commensurate with this SCAQMD recommendation.  

• The SCAQMD recommends using light-colored paving and roofing materials. 
The City notes that most of the Project site would be paved with concrete, a 
light-colored paving material (as opposed to bituminous asphalt). 
Furthermore, the proposed Project and Title 24 Energy Code already include 
design guidelines and requirements commensurate with this measure. For 
example, the building code establishes minimum solar reflectance index 
values for non-residential buildings (24 CCR, Section 10-113, Mandatory 
Certification and Labelling of Roofing Product Reflectance and Emittance), as 
well as reflective requirements for building envelopes (Section 140.3(a)1). 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires all building envelope and 
systems components covered by Title 24 to be designed to have a total energy 
design rating that is at least 5% less than the standard building design for 
Climate Zone 15, unless the City has adopted local requirements that are 
more stringent than the Energy Code. Thus, existing building code 
requirements already require measures commensurate with the SCAQMD’s 
recommendation.  

• The SCAQMD recommends the City require the Project to use only Energy 
Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices and appliances. The City notes 
DEIR mitigation measure GHG-1 already requires the refrigerators, 
dishwashers, clothes washers, etc. intended for employee use to be Energy 
Star certified products. Thus, the DEIR already includes a measure 
commensurate with the SCAQMD’s suggestion.  

The City has reviewed the SCAQMD’s suggestion and has incorporated some of the 
SCAQMD’s suggested mitigation measures while others were determined to be 
infeasible relative to the proposed Project.  

F-15 The SCAQMD recommends five specific Project design considerations to incorporate 
into the EIR to reduce emissions of air quality pollutants and potential health risk 
impacts. As a point of clarification, the DEIR, as revised in FEIR Chapter 3, concludes 
that localized air quality impacts would be less than significant. The DEIR, as revised 
in FEIR Chapter 3, also concludes that the Project would not result in significant 
adverse health risks to any sensitive residential, student, or worker receptor. Thus, 
since the EIR already concludes that potential local air quality and health risk impacts 
would be less than significant, additional mitigation is not required to address this 
impact. Nonetheless, the City has reviewed the SCAQMD’s suggested design 
features and determined:  
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• Signage: As described in the DEIR (p. 4.17-1), the two main streets that border 
the Project area, 6th Street and Haven Avenue, are both City-designated truck 
routes. Furthermore, as described in the DEIR, Appendix K-2 (Figure 9), the 
transportation impact study (TIS) prepared for the Project assumes that 100% 
of industrial truck traffic would use Haven Avenue to access the Project area 
and site. Thus, given the City’s existing truck route conditions that prevail in 
the Project area and the proposed Project design, trucks will not unnecessarily 
travel next to or near sensitive receptors that are not already located along 
City-designated truck routes. The SCAQMD’s suggestion, therefore, would not 
further reduce local air quality or health risk impacts at sensitive receptor 
locations. 

• Truck entrances, exits, and check points: The DEIR (p. 3-25) describes site 
access and circulation. All trucks would enter on 7th Street and exit the site on 
7th Street or Utica Avenue, and check points would be situated approximately 
300 feet on the interior of the site, at least 500 feet from all sensitive receptors. 
In addition, each entry point would include two ingress and two egress lanes 
to ensure no trucks queue outside the facility.  The southern driveway on Utica 
Avenue, which would be used for truck egress only, is approximately 550 feet 
from the sensitive daycare receptor identified in the DEIR (p. 4.3-11), and 
trucks travelling south on Utica Avenue to access 6th Street and Haven Avenue 
would pass by this receptor; however, the HRA conducted for the Project, as 
revised by this FEIR (see FEIR Chapter 3, Errata), shows the total combined 
construction and operational risks at this sensitive receptor (8.5 in one million) 
would be below the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. Furthermore, 
long-term operational risks from on-site truck travel, maneuvering, and idling, 
as well as off-site travel on Utica Avenue and 6th Street, would contribute 
incremental cancer risks less than 1.4 in one million. Therefore, the proposed 
truck entrances and exits would not generate significant impacts at sensitive 
receptor locations and do not need to be relocated.   

Circulation and parking: Truck access would occur throughout the center and eastern 
perimeter of the site, and all truck parking would occur near the center of the site; 
trucks would be required to comply with Chapter 10.52, Stopping, Standing or Parking 
Restrictions, of the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s Municipal Code and no overnight, 
off-site parking would occur near sensitive land uses. Although some idling and travel 
would occur on the easter part of the site, most activities would be 370 feet or more 
from the closest adjacent land use and over 500 feet from the closest sensitive 
receptor. As described above, the revised HRA prepared for the Project (see FEIR 
Chapter 3, Errata) indicates the proposed Project would not result in significant 
adverse health risks at this receptor location. 

F-16 The SCAQMD suggests the City review more than 500 pages of material that are 
generally referenced and to incorporate mitigation measures “as applicable”. This 
comment does not identify any specific measure or measures that the SCAQMD 
recommends for incorporation into the EIR, nor does it suggest why measures 
included in the more than 500 pages are specifically relevant or related to the Project 
and/or the DEIR’s air quality and GHG impact analyses. Nonetheless, the City has 
reviewed the documents referenced by the SCAQMD and determined that the 
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majority of measures identified in the referenced materials are already reflected 
in/included in the proposed Project:  

• Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Many of the best practices identified 
in this document are commensurate with the requirements of existing 
regulations and/or the mitigation measures already in the DEIR. For example, 
Section V. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and 
Mitigation, contains a measure to use paints that have volatile organic 
compound levels of less than 10 grams per liter, which is already required by 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2A. Section V also contains measures to reduce dust 
from construction (limiting daily grading and prohibiting grading depending on 
the AQI forecast), which are commensurate with the requirements of Plan RC 
COAs 5.3.3 and 5.3.4 (DEIR pp. 4.3.25 and 4.3.26) and SCAQMD Rule 403 
(DEIR p. 4.3-21). Section V’s measures to reduce travel demand would also 
be commensurate with the requirements of Mitigation Measure AIR-2D. Most 
other measures identified in the best practices document are either not 
applicable to the Project or not considered feasible for the Project; however, 
as explained in response to comment B-8, the City considers the sharing of 
information about incentive programs to be feasible, and the City has 
augmented Mitigation Measure AIR-2E to include a requirement to provide 
information about the HVIP to third-party trucking vendors.  

• SCAQMD 2022 AQMP: The three appendices referenced contain 
approximately 230 measures, which almost entirely would be implemented by 
the SCAQMD, CARB, and SCAG. The few measures that could be 
implemented by employers include travel demand measures in Appendix IV-
C that would correspond to similar measures the Project would implement to 
comply with SCAQMD Rule 2202 (On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options) 
and Mitigation Measure AIR-2D. 

• U.S EPA Mobile Source Pollution – Environmental Justice and Transportation: 
The commenter has referenced an EPA webpage that describes the EPA’s 
plans and regulations for environmental justice and transportation that would 
be implemented at the federal level. It does not include Project level control 
measures that could be incorporated into the proposed Project. 

The comment for review of additional resources is noted. It does not identify any 
specific measures that the SCAQMD suggests should be implemented into the DEIR 
or suggest that the DEIR’s analysis is deficient. 

F-17 The SCAQMD submits several different comments related to the control of NOX 
emissions from construction equipment: 

• The SCAQMD asserts the Project is a “long-range plan” and that Tier 4 
technology may not be the cleanest technology “when construction occurs 
later for individual Projects.” As a point of clarification, the DEIR does not 
evaluate a long-range plan, it evaluates a specific proposed Project that has 
two potential construction phases that would occur in the near-term. It would 
not involve construction activities 10, 15, or 20 years into the future.  
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• The SCAQMD refers to the implementation of Tier 5 off-road equipment 
emissions standards starting in 2027 or 2028, CARB requirements to fully 
transition to zero emissions by 2035 and, “where feasible”, opting for electric 
emissions free engine, limiting the use of older engines, and incorporating 
cutting-edge exhaust after-treatment techniques. With regards to Tier 5 
emissions standards, the City notes these standards do not yet exist and, 
according to CARB, “Staff plans to bring a proposal to the Board in 2025, with 
implementation of the Tier 5 standards expected to begin in 2029 . . . Under 
the Clean Air Act, the [U.S. EPA] preempts California from regulating 
agricultural and construction equipment less than 175 horsepower. Therefore, 
California must depend on U.S. EPA to strengthen emission standards for 
such preempted off-road equipment.”  Given that CARB has not proposed 
specific Tier 5 emissions standards, and that such standards, even if 
proposed, would not take effect until 2029 at the earliest (assuming the U.S. 
EPA issues the necessary Clean Air Act waiver), this recommendation does 
not constitute a specific emissions control strategy. The City cannot commit 
to standards that do not yet exist. Likewise, non-specific references to CARB 
plans to fully transition to zero emissions, and the use of control measures 
where feasible, do not constitute evidence that the DEIR’s analysis of 
construction NOX emissions is deficient, nor specific, feasible measures for 
the City to consider. 

The SCAQMD asserts the DEIR lacks a clear discussion on whether all feasible 
mitigation measures relevant to recent warehouse best practices have been adopted. 
The City notes that the SCAQMD does not identify or recommend a specific measure 
for consideration, and does not provide a specific reference regarding “recent 
warehouse best practices”. Nonetheless, as described in response to comment F-16, 
at the suggestion of the SCAQMD, the City did review Warehouse Projects: Best 
Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act and determined many of the best practices identified in this document are 
commensurate with the requirements of existing regulations and/or the mitigation 
measures already into the DEIR.  

F-18 The SCAQMD correctly summarizes the DEIR’s mobile source operational emissions 
findings and recommends the City consider modifying Mitigation Measure AIR-2E to 
require tenants that do not already operate 2014 and newer model year trucks are 
encouraged by the development to apply for funding to replace older diesel trucks 
with newer, less emitting trucks. The City notes that, as described in more detail in 
response to comment B-8, the City considers the sharing of information about 
incentive programs to be feasible, and the City has augmented Mitigation Measure 
AIR-2E to include a requirement to provide information about the HVIP to third-party 
trucking vendors. 

F-19 The SCAQMD correctly identifies the DEIR’s assumptions used to evaluate potential 
backup generator emissions, including the assumption that this equipment would run 
for 50 hours a year, and notes that SCAQMD permit conditions typically allow up to 
200 total operational hours a year for such equipment. Accordingly, as recommended 
by the SCAQMD, the City has revised the EIR’s evaluation of backup generator 
emissions to be based on up to 200 operating hours per year per generator. This 
revision was made the EIR criteria air pollutant emission estimates and the 
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operational HRA conducted for the Project. As shown in Chapter 3 of this FEIR, this 
revision did not result in a new or substantially more severe impact than identified in 
the DEIR.  

F-20 The SCAQMD asserts the DEIR does not provide details or emissions estimates for 
cogeneration facility operations, backup generator emissions, groundwater well and 
water transmission line and chlorination treatment facilities, and electric transmission 
lines. The SCAQMD’s assertion is incorrect: 

• The cogeneration facility equipment, operations, emissions, benefits, and 
impacts are fully described on DEIR pp. 3-39 and 3-40, 4.3-36, 4.3-37, 4.3-46, 
4.3-55, and 4.3-56, 4.8-23, 4.8-24, and 4.8-29 to 4.8-32, as well as in DEIR 
Appendix C2.  

• The backup generator equipment, operations, emissions, and impacts are fully 
described on DEIR pp. 4.3-38, 4.3-39, 4.3-44, 4.3-55, 4.8-25, 4.8-28, and 4.8-
29, and DEIR Appendix C2. 

• The ground water well equipment and operations are described on DEIR pp. 
3-44, 4.3-32, and 4.8-25, 4.10-23, 4.19-11, and 4.19-19, as well as Appendix 
L.   

• The DEIR describes the water transmission line facilities needed to serve the 
Project on pp. 3-34 to 3-37, 4.3-31, and 4.19-7, as well as Appendix L.  

• The DEIR explains no new off-site electrical storage, transmission, or 
distribution infrastructure would be required to serve the Project’s peak or 
annual electric demands on p. 4.6-32. 

The City notes that emissions associated with the groundwater well and water 
treatment are not anticipated, as pumps are electric and any chlorine treatment would 
be aqueous-based and occur at the existing treatment facilities, which have the 
capacity to treat the new ground water well. Since treatments would occur at existing 
facilities, on-site storage or chemical deliveries would not occur. For these reasons, it 
is not necessary to clarify or update the EIR discussion of these features. 

F-21 The SCAQMD recommends the EIR include a discussion of applicable SCAQMD 
rules that may be applicable to the Project and provides a list of potentially relevant 
rules for the City to consider adding to the EIR. As a point of clarification, the DEIR 
(pp. 4.3-21 and 4.3-22) does include a discussion of SCAQMD rules that may be 
applicable to the proposed Project, and the majority of the rules referenced by the 
SCAQMD in their comment were discussed in the DEIR, including rules 203, 401, 
402, 403, 110.3, 1113, Regulation 13, and Rule 1401, amongst others. The City notes 
it has reviewed the SCAQMD’s list of rules, and rules that were not originally included 
have been added to the EIR (see FEIR Chapter 3). This revision does not substantially 
change the content or findings of the EIR. 

F-22 The SCAQMD summarized the roles and responsibilities of Lead and Responsible 
Agencies under CEQA. The SCAQMD refers to CEQA procedures for a Responsible 
Agency, including making a decision on the adequacy of the Project EIR for use in 
the issuance of potential future discretionary SCAQMD air permits, and expresses 
concern that the DEIR’s project description and analyses may be inadequate to be 
relied on for the purpose of issuing permits that the Project may need.  
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The SCAQMD’s comment is noted. The DEIR (p. 3-48 and 4.3-21 to 4.3-24) clearly 
discloses that the Project may require a permit from the SCAQMD and that the 
SCAQMD may use the City’s EIR to approve the subsequent issuance of such a 
permit. The City and applicant have made a good faith effort to describe and disclose 
all of the Project’s potential emission generating activities, including construction 
activities, operational mobile source activities, and operational stationary source 
activities such as boiler, cogeneration, backup generator, and other stationary 
equipment. The DEIR makes reasonable but conservative assumptions (i.e., likely to 
overestimate) regarding all of the Project’s emissions generating activities. For 
example, as explained on DEIR p. 4.3-54, Phase 1 and Phase 2 stationary source 
equipment emissions are based on maximum daily operations (i.e., 24-hours per day) 
at full operating loads. These conservative assumptions were purposefully applied to 
ensure the DEIR does not underestimate the Project’s potential emissions levels; 
however, as a point of clarification, the EIR’s evaluation of potential air quality and 
GHG impacts is based on preliminary design information for the Project’s potential 
stationary source equipment, and the EIR’s Project Description and air quality 
analysis do not constitute an air permit application that requires SCAQMD action at 
this time. The Project’s final equipment make, model, and operational characteristics 
would be provided to the SCAQMD for review by the applicant at the time the applicant 
applies for a permit from the SCAQMD. 

F-23 The SCAQMD provides conclusionary remarks. The City appreciates the SCAQMD’s 
review of the DEIR. As described in response to comments F-2 to F-21, the City has 
prepared a fact-based evaluation of the proposed Project that fully identifies and 
discloses the Project’s potential emissions sources and air quality and GHG impacts. 
Where the City, as Lead Agency, has taken a different position than the SCAQMD, 
detailed reasons supported by substantial evidence explain why specific comments 
and suggestions were not accepted; however, the EIR provides a good faith effort on 
the part of the City to evaluate the Project air quality and GHG impacts in accordance 
with SCAQMD guidance, rules, methods, and procedures to ensure that the SCAQMD 
may rely upon the DEIR as the basis for permit conditions and emissions limits for 
any air permits the Project may require.    
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G-1 Safer’s general concern that the DEIR fails as an informational document and fails to 
impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts are noted. 
However, no specific comments or substantiation was provided related to the 
mitigation measures or other parts of the Draft EIR to support these concerns.   
Nonetheless, the City has examined this claim and concludes the DEIR is in fact 
sufficient as an informational document and does impose all feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the Project’s impacts as outlined in the various analysis sections 
of the DEIR and further substantiated throughout the FEIR document. The City has 
considered all comments made on the DEIR and determined it is not necessary to 
recirculate the EIR according to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

The City understands that SAFER reserves the right to supplement these comments 
during the administrative process. 
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H-1 The City acknowledges receipt of comments from the Golden State Environmental 
Justice Alliance (GSEJA). It should be noted these responses include additional 
comments from the Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE). 

H-2 This comment provides a summary of the proposed El Camino Project and its various 
development characteristics and requested entitlements. No additional response is 
needed. 

H-3 The commenter asserts that a revised EIR is necessary because the EIR’s energy 
calculations were not estimated using a California Energy Commission (CEC)-
approved 2022 Energy Code compliance modeling software. The commenter is 
incorrect for four  reasons. First, CEC compliance modeling software is only used for 
projects that elect to use the performance-based approach (energy budget) to 
compliance with the Energy Code. As described in the DEIR (p. 4.6-34), buildings 
subject to Energy Code requirements may choose to comply with either prescriptive- 
or performance-based standards. Thus, the use of compliance modeling software is 
contingent on the method of compliance. Second, the use of compliance modeling 
software is required as part of a final design submittal for a building permit, but is not 
required during the CEQA review stage.  The use of compliance modeling software 
during the CEQA review process is premature because site and building design plans 
may not be finalized and the specific factors necessary to accurately use the 
compliance modeling software, such as the solar performance of specific window 
treatments, are not known. Third, as noted in the DEIR, building energy use was 
primarily estimated using historical energy consumption at similar facilities (p. 4.6-20), 
and other data used is based on CEC forecasts that predate the 2019 Energy Code 
(p. 4.6-34). Thus, the DEIR’s energy analysis incorporates fact-based evidence for 
potential energy consumption by the proposed Project. Finally, the SCAQMD 
recommends using the CalEEMod software in CEQA documentation as the most 
appropriate method of characterizing energy use for land use development projects. 
However, in this case the analysis used energy consumption data from another 
beverage facility as described in Sections 4.3 (Air Quality) and 4.6 (Energy).  For 
these reasons, the use of compliance modeling software at the CEQA review stage 
is not required for the Project.    

H-4 The comment is correct regarding Project building heights relative to the Ontario 
International Airport (OIA) so the following information will be added to FEIR Section 
5, Errata: 

DEIR Section 4.9.4, Impacts and Mitigation - HAZMAT-5 (Airports), Page 4.9-20, 
paragraph 4 and MM HAZ-3 

Map 2-4, Compatibility Policy Map, Airspace Protection Zones, in the Ontario 
International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (OIA LUCP) indicates the 
majority of the Project site is within the maximum 70 ft. building height in the High 
Terrain Zone and a portion of the site is within the maximum 70 ft. - 100 ft. building 
height area. The Project also proposes several tall buildings on the site (i.e., ASRS 
is max. 130 feet and 70 feet average, PC building is max. 41 feet, and DC is max. 
45 feet). These buildings are approximately 10,000 feet north-northeast of the 
closest ONT runway. Therefore, the Project will need to obtain clearance from the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and comply with its lighting/signage 
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restrictions and warning improvements. These potential restrictions are addressed 
in Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 below. 

The Project applicant initiated consultation with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) Group which 
concluded on January 26, 2024. This consultation was to determine whether the 
construction or operation of the Project would affect the National Airspace System 
(NAS). The Project applicant provided site plan, building elevation, and 
topographical information to the FAA for their review through the FAA OE/AAA 
online portal. Email and telephone communication continued through June 11, 
2024.  

The FAA determined that the main building structure would create no hazard on 
the NAS on April 4, 2024, and conditioned requirements such as prohibiting strobe 
lighting with which the Project will comply. The Project would require the use of a 
crane during its construction, which the FAA determined (on June 11, 2024), that 
the crane, as a temporary structure, would create no hazard on the NAS.  

As a result, the construction and operation of the Project would not create a hazard 
on the NAS and a less than significant impact would occur with the implementation 
of the required lighting restrictions as conditioned by the FAA.  

In addition, on various dates from April to June, 2024 the FAA issued 23 separate 
“determination of no hazard to air navigation” to the Project applicant covering all of 
the various proposed buildings and improvements of the proposed project. These 
determinations all stated the following: 

The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an aeronautical study under 
the provisions of 49 U.S.C., Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, part 77…This aeronautical study revealed that the 
structure would have no substantial adverse effect on the safe and efficient 
utilization of the navigable airspace by aircraft or on the operation of air 
navigation facilities. Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, it is 
hereby determined that the structure would not be a hazard to air navigation 
provided the following condition(s) is(are) met: 

As a condition to this Determination, the structure is to be marked/lighted 
in accordance with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 M, Obstruction 
Marking and Lighting, red lights-Chapters 4,5(Red),&15. 

Any failure or malfunction that lasts more than thirty (30) minutes and 
affects a top light or flashing obstruction light, regardless of its position, 
should be reported immediately to (877) 487-6867 so a Notice to Air 
Missions (NOTAM) can be issued. As soon as the normal operation is 
restored, notify the same number. 

These are included in FEIR Appendix G, FAA Approval Materials.  

As a result of this consultation with FAA, Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 will be modified 
as outlined below and included in Section 5, Errata: 

HAZ-3: FAA Lighting Hazards. A minimum of 45 days prior to submittal of an 
application for a building permit for the project, the applicant shall consult with the City 
of Rancho Cucamonga Planning Department in order to determine whether any 
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implementing project-related vertical structures will encroach into the 100-to-1 
imaginary surface surrounding the ONT. If it is determined that there will be an 
encroachment into the 100-to-1 imaginary surface, the applicant shall file a FAA Form 
7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. If FAA determines that the 
implementing development project would potentially be an obstruction unless reduced 
to a specified height, the applicant and the City Planning Division will work with FAA 
to resolve any adverse effects on aeronautical operations including any demonstrate 
the Project is consistent with FAA lighting or other restrictions or prohibitions which 
may include but are not limited to the following: 

a. Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or 
amber colors associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial 
straight climb following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final 
approach toward a landing at an airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational 
signal light or visual approach slope indicator.  

b. Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged in 
an initial straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight 
final approach towards a landing at an airport. 

c. Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large 
concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation within the 
area. 

d. Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to 
the operation of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

e. All retention and water quality basins shall be designed to dewater within 48 hours 
of a rainfall event. 

Finally, regarding review of the City’s updated General Plan in 2021 and ALUCP 
compliance, the Ontario International Airport – Inter Agency Collaborative (ONT-IAC) 
was formed to ensure that new development is compatible with the Ontario 
International Airport (ONT) Influence Area (AIA). The ONT-IAC implements the 
policies and criteria of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) to prevent 
future incompatible land uses surrounding ONT and minimizing the public’s exposure 
to excessive noise and safety hazards. The ALUCP does not address existing 
incompatible land uses and does not place any restrictions on the airport or its flight 
operations. ONT-IAC is represented by all agencies affected by existing and future 
airport impacts and administered by the City of Ontario. It’s members include 
representatives from the County of San Bernardino and the cities of Chino, Fontana, 
Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and Upland. This inter-agency partnership 
works to protect the public, health, safety and welfare and fulfill state requirements to 
protect the airport from encroachment of incompatible land uses and protect the areas 
around the airport from environmental impacts.  
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/planning-
programs/ontario-international-airport-inter 
 
The Draft EIR for the General Plan was routed to the City of Ontario as standard 
practice since they are an adjacent agency which provided them an opportunity to 
speak to or highlight any concerns they had with the General Plan relative to the 
ALUCP. In addition, as part of the GP EIR NOP process, our consultant Raimi & 
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Associates conducted a series of 18 stakeholder interviews on February 5, 6 and 20, 
2021. Invitations were sent to a number of stakeholders which included the City of 
Ontario. Among those stakeholders that participated in this interview process was the 
Ontario Convention Center and Visitors Bureau. This was the only organization 
affiliated with the City of Ontario that responded to the City’s invitations. City staff did 
not receive any comments from Ontario on the General Plan, its DEIR or the FEIR. 
The City of Ontario provided no comments with regard to the ALUCP. Thus, Ontario 
had no concerns with our GP contradicting the ALUCP. This is further evidenced by 
the fact that the City also provided no comments on the El Camino Project EIR relative 
to the ALUCP. Here is the list of the NOP and responses to the NOP from the GP 
EIR:   
https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-
2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf  
 
Lastly, the ALUCP does not actually establish a maximum height limitation but rather 
the ALUCP states that IF a project exceeds indicated height limitations it is subject to 
FAA clearance which the developer obtained for the El Camino Project. 
 
This information will be added to Chapter 3, Errata, of the Final EIR for DEIR Section 
4.9.4, Impacts and Mitigation - HAZMAT-5 (Airports), Page 4.9-20, paragraph 4 and 
MM HAZ-3 
Conclusion: This additional information merely clarifies the information presented in 
the DEIR and does not change the conclusion or severity of impact of the Project on 
airports (less than significant with mitigation).  

H-5 The comment states…A revised EIR must be prepared with a consistency analysis 
with all General Plan policies goals and policies…”  That statement is incorrect, an 
EIR must only evaluate relevant GP goals and polices depending on the type and size 
of project, where it is located in the city, and what discretionary actions it will require 
from the city. This is clearly demonstrated by the following two court cases: 

•  Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 
Cal.App.4th 704, 719. 

“Indeed, it is beyond cavil that no project could completely satisfy every policy 
stated in the OCP, and that state law does not impose such a requirement. 
(Greenebaum, supra, 153 Cal.App.3d at pp. 406–407, 200 Cal.Rptr. 237; 59 
Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 129, 131 (1976).) A general plan must try to accommodate a 
wide range of competing interests—including those of developers, neighboring 
homeowners, prospective homebuyers, environmentalists, current and 
prospective business owners, jobseekers, taxpayers, and providers and 
recipients of all types of city-provided services—and to present a clear and 
comprehensive set of principles to guide development decisions.” 

•  Holden v. City of San Diego (2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 404, 412. 

“The requirement that a project be consistent with a general plan does not 
require the project to rigidly conform to the general plan. (San Franciscans 
Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 
Cal.App.4th 656, 678, 125 Cal.Rptr.2d 745 (San Franciscans Upholding).) “State 
law does not require perfect conformity between a proposed project and the 

https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf
https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf
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applicable general plan ....” (Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 
154 Cal.App.4th 807, 817, 65 Cal.Rptr.3d 251.)” 

Of the 50 General Plan goals and policies cited by the commenter, the DEIR 
specifically examined project consistency with 29 (58%) of them and the remaining 
ones were not appliable to the project for various reasons (e.g., not a CEQA issue, 
was a city-wide issue, etc. – see below). The Master Plan itself addressed a number 
of goals and policies regarding community benefits.  

In this case, the El Camino Project is consistent with the General Plan land use 
designation and zoning classification for the site, so the goals and policies against 
which it must be evaluated are limited to those where the Project might have a 
significant unanticipated impact on some physical aspect of the city. Where there may 
be such conflict, the DEIR provided a text or tabular comparison of the Project to the 
appropriate goals and policies to determine if or to what degree the Project is 
consistent in the following sections: 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Table 4.8-11: Summary of Project Consistency with CAP Strategies 

• Land Use and Planning 
Table 4.11-2: 21st Century Employment District (21CED) Consistency 
Table 4.11-3: Master Plan Consistency Analysis 
Table 4.11-4: Consistency with SCAG 2024 Connect SoCal Goals 

• Transportation 
Table 4.17-3: General Plan Consistency Analysis 

Conclusion: this additional information merely clarifies the data and analyses 
presented in the DEIR and does not change the analyses, conclusions, or 
determination of the severity of impacts of the Project relative to applicable General 
Plan goals and policies.(i.e., less than significant with project design and regulatory 
compliance). 

H-6 In response to this comment, the following information will be added to the DEIR and 
included in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata: 

DEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, 4.11.4, Impacts and Mitigation – 
IMPACT LAND-2, page 4.11-11 

The following General Plan designations apply to the Project site and its immediate 
vicinity in the City’s planning vision: 

• Figure V-2: Vision Diagram within the General Plan depicts the intersection of 
6th Street and Haven Avenue as a City Center.  
 

• Figure LC-1: Vision Diagram (Community Activity Nodes) within the General 
Plan depicts the intersection of 6th Street and Haven Avenue as a Corridor 
Activity Node. 
 

• Figure M- 6: Pedestrian Focus Areas within the General Plan depicts the site as 
within a Pedestrian Focus Area. 
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Analysis: The site is northeast of 6th Street/Haven Avenue. The Project will 
introduce hundreds of new employees onto a site that is within walking distance 
to a variety of housing opportunities to the east and north, and many commercial 
establishments along Haven Avenue to the west and south. The Project will also 
have pedestrian circulation around its perimeter so as to not interfere with 
pedestrian movement in the larger surrounding area. In these ways the Project 
will be an integral part of and contribute to this area functioning as a City Center, 
a Corridor Activity Node, and a Pedestrian Focus Area. Potential impacts would 
be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Conclusion: this additional information merely clarifies the data and analyses 
presented in the DEIR and does not change the analyses, conclusions, or 
determination of the severity of impacts of the Project relative to applicable General 
Plan goals and policies.(i.e., less than significant with project design and regulatory 
compliance). 

H-7 The comment states…”Table 4.11-3 Master Plan Consistency Analysis indicates that 
the project has submitted a request for discretionary approval of a Master Plan to 
deviate from specific development standard requirements in the areas of Building 
Typology, Building Facades, Building Articulation, Build to Line and Frontage Area, 
Block Size/Building Configurations – High Rise, Block Size/Building Configuration - 
Mid Rise, Site and Block Configurations, Slip Lane/Street Frontage, Parking 
Standards – Manufacturing, Light- Large, and Bicycle Parking.” See detailed analysis 
in Response H-8 below. 

H-8 Table 4.11-3 provides an analysis column for each of the Master Plan provisions 
relative to the City’s General Plan and Development Code. The comment does not 
make reference to that particular analysis so the commenter is encouraged to review 
those specific analyses of the Master Plan components for how they comply with the 
General Plan and Development Code.   

H-9 It is important to note that state planning law and CEQA require a project to be 
generally consistent with General Plan goals and objectives but it need not be 
consistent with every goal or fully consistent with specific goals, as discussed in 
Response H-5 above (i.e., a project does not have to “rigidly conform” to the general 
plan). Projects over a certain size in Southern California necessarily exceed the 
SCAQMD’s significance thresholds due strictly to their size and activity since the 
thresholds are daily emission limits for CO, NOx, VOCs, PM10, and PM2.5. The Project 
will mitigate its air quality and greenhouse gas emission impacts to the extent feasible, 
as documented in the DEIR and Final EIR. It should also be noted the City’s most 
recent General Plan EIR concluded air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable and required a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for approval. 

It should be noted that the DEIR already recommended seven mitigation measures 
for air quality and greenhouse gas impacts. In addition, as a result of comments by 
CARB and SCAQMD, a number of mitigation measures have been modified or added 
and are discussed in Responses F-4, F-5, and F-13 through F-18 in the letter from 
SCAQMD (Letter F) and as outlined in FEIR 3, Errata, and Table 5-1 in FEIR Section 
5, Mitigation and Monitoring Program. 
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It should also be noted the Project is consistent with RCDC Section 17.22.020 as 
indicated in the DEIR (“Master Plan and City Development Code”) on DEIR page 3-
34 in Section 3.5 of the Project Description. Benefits of the Project are discussed in 
Section 3.6, Project Design Features, which include views along Haven Avenue, solar 
energy/battery storage system for energy conservation, onsite CO2 production to 
reduce truck trips in the surrounding area, and extensive landscaping. In addition, 
significant community benefits as outlined in the Findings for the EIR in its “Statement 
of Overriding Considerations” which include:  

• The project will maintain the City’s economic viability and productivity over the 
long term by encouraging efficient and sustainable use of the overall site a 
portion of which at present is vacant.  

• The project increases an employment generating use thereby increasing 
employment opportunities within Rancho Cucamonga.  

• The project provides for expanding and comprehensive siting an important 
employer and business to help sustain a strong local economy, with design 
qualities that contribute to its success. 

• The project will expand an industrial and manufacturing facility with ready 
access to Interstate 10, Interstate 15, and other major transportation arterial 
roadways, to support the production of consumer goods and the distribution of 
manufactured goods throughout the region. 

• The project provides for the development and maintenance of a citywide 
bicycle network of off-street bike paths, sidewalks, and on-street bike lanes, 
including along Haven Avenue, 6th Street, 7th Street, and Utica Avenue. 

• The project supports a connected, balanced, integrated, safe, and multi-modal 
transportation system that accommodates all travel options. 

• The project promotes the use of transit within the City as a means of reducing 
local traffic congestion, achieving greenhouse gases reduction targets, and 
connecting the community physically and socially. 

• The project includes energy efficiency and conservation systems and 
measures that reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• The project will Implement a microgrid energy production system via 
cogeneration at an existing manufacturing site to minimize manufacturing 
waste and to reduce the demand on existing public services and systems while 
employing carbon-reducing technologies and reducing the facility’s potential 
climate impacts. 

• The project will increase the potential for beverage manufacturing as a 
revenue-generating land use for the City. 

Conclusion: this additional information merely clarifies the data and analyses 
presented in the DEIR and does not change the analyses, conclusions, or 
determination of the severity of impacts of the Project relative to applicable General 
Plan goals and policies.(i.e., less than significant with project design and regulatory 
compliance). 
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H-10 CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a project’s potential significant effects on the 
physical environment. Social and economic effects, such as changes in the availability 
or affordability of housing, are not considered significant environmental impacts 
unless they would result in a reasonably foreseeable physical change to the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(e)). Planning considerations related to 
affordable housing supply are addressed through the City’s compliance with State 
housing law and are outside the scope of CEQA analysis unless tied to physical 
environmental effects.  In this case, the comment has not suggested any physical 
environmental effects related to housing that would result from implementation of the 
Project.  

H-11 CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a project’s potential significant effects on the 
physical environment. Planning considerations related to “no net loss” of housing 
capacity are addressed through the City’s compliance with State housing law and are 
outside the scope of CEQA analysis unless tied to physical environmental effects. 

The Project does not propose any changes to a general plan land use designation, 
specific plan land use designation, or zoning to a less intensive use. The Rancho 
Cucamonga Municipal Code requires the implementation of a Master Plan for this 
Project due to the unique characteristics and large scale of the development. While 
the Master Plan will impose specified exceptions to zoning development standards, 
the underlying General Plan designation and zoning for the parcels will remain in 
place. 

The City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element indicates there are two parcels within the 
Project that have some potential to provide housing (APN 209-411-002 with 1.6 acres 
and APN 211-409-02 with 4.39 acres. The first parcel is in the far northwest corner of 
the site in Phase 2 while the other parcel is the former vineyard site in Phase 1. The 
“Sites Inventory” (Table B-1) of the Housing Element (Appendix B) indicates these 
sites have the potential to support a total of 52 housing units based on allowable 
density. However, the table indicates the existing GP designation of the two sites is 
IP with a new land use designation of D 21st Century Employment District which 
indicates employment-generating uses are the primary goal of this new land use 
category. In any case, these are just potential housing sites and the City’s Sites 
Inventory contains a potential for much more housing sites than are needed by the 
HE or the RHNA program over the life of the HE (8 years). Therefore, development 
of the Project site for non-residential uses would not have a significant effect on the 
Housing Element. 

For the reasons stated above, no construction of replacement housing has been 
proposed in conjunction with this Project. Even if state law did require identification of 
replacement housing sites for this Project in the EIR, CEQA does not require that an 
EIR engage in speculation or analyze impacts that are not reasonably foreseeable. If 
such construction were proposed in the future, the City would evaluate potential 
environmental impacts at that time in accordance with CEQA.  

H-12 First, it should be noted the site already supports an existing industrial use (beverage 
warehouse). To the extent that construction of the Project impacts future development 
on parcels within 1,000 feet, CEQA does not require that an EIR engage in 
speculation or analyze impacts that are not reasonably foreseeable. Further, as set 
forth in Responses to H-10 and H-11 above, planning considerations related to the 
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availability of affordable housing will be addressed through the City’s compliance with 
State housing law. Any changes to the City’s Housing Element are outside the scope 
of the EIR for this Project.  

H-13 Employment numbers verification (existing and projected). The applicant states the 
following as documented in DEIR Appendix K-4, Parking Assessment, and FEIR 
Appendix H:  

“We have 185 existing employees today at our Rancho Cucamonga Distribution 
facility. We expect to have all the same positions filled and staffed for those roles at 
opening. The bottling operation will add 289 employees to the total onsite. That 
quantity of personnel aligns to quantity we have at our Downey, CA and Los Angeles, 
CA facilities for similar operations. We are expecting that same quantity of roles to be 
active at opening.” 

Regarding employment projections, the stated General Plan goal of the ME-2 land 
use designation is to encourage a variety of employment opportunities in the City. The 
DEIR indicates the Project would add 289 new employees to the City’s employment 
base. This may be in excess of that estimated in the General Plan for Focus Area 3 
but it is still well below the overall employment projections for light industrial land uses 
within the City, as indicated in Tables 4.14.1 and 4.14-2 in the DEIR (p. 4.14-2). The 
DEIR demonstrates the Project is generally consistent with the General Plan in terms 
of promoting employment-generating uses within the ME-2 category, so it is generally 
consistent with the growth goals of the General Plan. 

The City’s General Plan EIR examined potential cumulative impacts of growth in the 
City over the General Plan’s 20-year horizon timeline (through 2040) relative to 
SCAG’s regional growth plans (including “Connect SoCal”) and found impacts to be 
less than significant with planning and regulatory compliance. In addition, the 
development information available to the City at the time the cumulative projects list 
for the Fehr & Peers Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared lacked information on 
number of employees that could result from each of the 174 projects (and only 60 of 
174 projects were located within the City).   

Therefore, exact predictions or projections of employment growth from anticipated 
future development is not directly applicable to the additional employment anticipated 
from the proposed Project. For many years, the City was considered a “bedroom 
community” and is still considered “housing rich” in a regional sense. Therefore, the 
City considers the addition of employment-generating uses to be beneficial in the 
long-run relative to regional growth.   

This supplemental information supports the data, analysis, and conclusions already 
presented in the DEIR in Section 4.14, Population, Housing, and Employment. 
Therefore, the EIR does not need to be recirculated for additional public review and 
comment regarding this issue. 

H-14 As the comment states, and as the project description repeatedly frames, the project 
isn’t a generic “high-cube fulfillment/sort facility”, it’s a beverage production, bottling, 
and distribution facility with distinct operations as clearly stated in the Project 
Description of the DEIR (see DEIR Chapter 3). The production shifts, onsite 
processes, and truck profiles differ considerably from ITE’s high-cube fulfillment/sort 
category.  
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The project traffic impact assessment (TIA) report, prepared by Fehr & Peers, 
explains in detail why ITE rates do not reflect this site’s unique use/shift structure and 
that empirical driveway counts were taken from a similar facility in Downey and used 
to develop custom rates for the Project. Where the empirical driveway counts resulted 
in fewer trips than ITE rates, the analysis substituted the higher rates from ITE 
explicitly to be conservative. Recasting the whole Project as “high-cube 
fulfillment/sort” would be less accurate in estimating the Project’s potential trip 
generation. The following excerpt from the TIA report summarizes the methodology 
used to derive Custom rates: 

TIA report – Project Trip Generation 

“Trip generation refers to the process of estimating the amount of vehicle traffic a 
project would add to the surrounding roadway system. Estimates for the proposed 
Project were created for the daily conditions and for the peak one-hour period 
during the morning (AM) and evening (PM) commute when traffic volumes on the 
adjacent streets are typically the highest. Due to the specific shift schedule of the 
proposed operation, trip generation estimates were included for midday as well.  

Due to the unique use, hours of operation, and employee shifts, traditional trip rates 
from Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers 
[ITE], 2021) were not reflective of trip generation behavior of the Project. As 
recommended by ITE, vehicle counts of the existing use were collected as 
empirical data to represent realistic trip generation behavior unique to the location. 
Table 3 presents the existing trips entering and exiting a similar-sized beverage 
plant site in Downey, collected over 24 hours on July 11, 2023. Custom rates 
presented in Table 4 were derived from volumes collected at these driveways and 
used in calculating future trip estimates for the proposed Project. It should be noted 
that midday volumes collected represent a triple shift operation of the existing 
facility which is anticipated to continue in the future operations.  In addition, it 
should be noted that this report used ITE rates in certain instances where empirical 
data was far below the ITE rate for the onsite use. This results in a conservative 
analysis that utilizes both empirical data and ITE rates to provide realistic yet 
conservative assumptions regarding the trips generated by operations.”   

H-15 The Ganddini Group prepared the VMT assessment and states that the timing and 
timeline for implementing MM TRA-1 to continually achieve a VMT reduction below 
the City-established thresholds (i.e., every year, year-after-year) would need to be 
established once the specific measures are quantified in accordance with CAPCOA 
through implementation of a commute trip reduction program. As stated in MM TRA-
1:  

The proposed project shall implement a commute trip reduction program 
consisting of transportation demand management (TDM) measures that 
achieve a minimum VMT reduction of 4.9 percent. The VMT reduction 
associated with the TDM measures to be implemented shall be quantified in 
accordance with the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing 
Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity, Designed for Local 
Governments, Communities, and Project Developers (December 2021)…The 
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project shall submit annual reports to the City to demonstrate ongoing 
compliance with this project VMT reduction goal. 

The actual measures to be used to achieve the 4.9% reduction will be spelled out in 
the commute trip reduction program to be developed by the applicant and reviewed 
and approved by the City. The 4.9% reduction represents a performance standard the 
project must meet which will be verified by calculations based on adopted CAPCOA 
methodologies. MM TRA-1 already states the project will submit annual reports to the 
City but total length of time over which the project will be required to demonstrate 
compliance with the performance standard will be at the discretion of the City (e.g., 
10 years, 20 years, etc.). 

The comment that since future building tenants are unknown, implementation of trip 
reduction measures cannot be guaranteed. If this was a multi-tenant speculative 
industrial park project that may be true. However, this Project will have a single owner 
(Coca Cola) over the life of the project and is not expected to lease to add square 
footage that would be controlled by other businesses or entities. Therefore, achieving 
and maintaining a VMT reduction of 4.9% is not only doable but can be assured in the 
coming years as discussed in DEIR Section 4.17, Transportation, Impact TRANS-2 
relative to VMT and Mitigation Measure TRA-1.  

H-16 Traffic - geometric hazards. The applicant team indicates the project site is contained 
within the existing city roads surrounding the property. The access points created for 
the Project and shown on the site plan avoid sharp curves or dangerous intersections. 
The site was modeled using WB67 (72’) sized trailers to eliminate any site access 
limitations. The owned fleet used for distribution utilizes a shorter tractor/ trailer 
combination size of 20’/48’ or a total of 68’. 

The commenter states that “trucks exiting the site via the driveway on Utica Avenue 
require additional maneuvering space across the centerline of each street, meaning 
that the truck will need to drive on the “wrong side” of the street into oncoming traffic 
in order to leave the site.”  As previously explained, the site plan was laid out using a 
worst case assumption of trucks with an overall length of 72 feet. However, the 
applicant’s truck fleet has a maximum length of 68 feet which will easily manage this 
exiting turn onto Utica Avenue without having to cross the centerline of the street (i.e., 
it will NOT need to drive on the wrong side of the street to exit the site).   

The commenter also states “the design and layout of the truck/trailer parking stalls 
cannot accommodate truck/trailer maneuvering as the truck depicted here requires 
the area of the adjacent parking stall in order to enter/exit its own parking stall. The 
design and layout of this area is also inadequate to accommodate truck/trailer 
maneuvering as the truck is depicted to turn onto a hatched nonvehicular area.” As 
stated above, the site plan was laid out using a worst case assumption of trucks with 
an overall length of 72 feet. However, the applicant’s truck fleet has a maximum length 
of 68 feet which will easily manage maneuvering into its parking stalls without crossing 
into hatched non-vehicular areas. These limitations were reviewed and approved by 
the Fire Department in their development plan review of the proposed Project. 

This supplemental information supports the data, analysis, and conclusions already 
presented in the DEIR in Section 4.17, Transportation, regarding geometric hazards. 
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Therefore, the EIR does not need to be recirculated for additional public review and 
comment regarding this issue. 

H-17 Traffic - truck/trailer maneuvering. The applicant team indicates similar information to 
that in Response H-16 above. The site layout pattern was based on a WB67 truck-
trailer (72’). The owned fleet used for distribution utilizes a shorter tractor/ trailer size 
of 20’/48’ or a total of 68’. This will provide adequate onsite maneuverability as 
outlined in the most current site plans. 

H-18 Traffic - emergency access.  The applicant team indicates the project site contains 
additional emergency access points that were added to the project in response to 
comments from the City Fire Department as a part of the Fire Department’s Master 
Plan review. Project site emergency access is therefore in compliance with City 
regulatory requirements. A review of the initial site plan submitted for the Project and 
the current site plan indicate a number of emergency access points were added in 
this regard (see DEIR Exhibit 4.17.4, Emergency Access Plan).        

H-19 The EIR did select a reasonable range of alternatives given the General Plan land 
use designation and zoning classification of the site, as well as the identified 
significant impacts of the proposed Project (air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions). The three development-related alternatives selected by the City for further 
study were: Alternative 1 - Expand Existing Facility (approx. 40% less intense than 
the Project); Alternative 2 – Reduced Intensity (approx. 30% less intense than the 
Project); and Alternative 3 - Mixed Use (Commercial/Office/Residential). In addition 
to the No Project – No Development Alternative, two of the alternatives are less 
intense but similar development to the proposed Project which is in keeping with 
selecting alternatives that could reduce or eliminate the significant impacts of the 
Project but also meet all or at least to some degree the objectives of the Project. The 
introductory sections go into detail about the possible range of alternatives that could 
have been studied (Section 5.2, Alternatives Considered But Rejected). The General 
Plan designation for the site could allow a wide range of potential residential and non-
residential land uses. However, many of these would be mixed use projects based on 
the General Plan land use designation for the site which does allow certain residential 
and other non-residential uses. Alternative 3 was selected as a representative type of 
mixed use project that was reasonable in terms of development intensity.  However, 
almost any non-residential development other than warehousing would generate 
more traffic and thus more mobile source air pollutants and greenhouse gas 
emissions. City staff considered various mixes of these land uses based on various 
constraints and impacts. For example, a substantial amount of commercial use could 
generate substantial amounts of traffic. In addition, a substantial amount of residential 
units on the Project site would not be compatible with non-residential uses 
surrounding the project site. In the end, the City selected these alternatives as the 
most reasonable range of alternatives that could reduce or eliminate one or more of 
the Project’s significant impacts. Due to the size of the site, no reasonable 
development-related project was found that could eliminate one or both significant 
and unavoidable impacts of the project except for possibly high cube warehousing 
which generates lower peak hour traffic but which is not a compatible use with 
surrounding existing land uses: a high cube warehouse does not adequately  meet 
Project objectives.  
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Finally, six of the seven goals of the Project involve expanding and maximizing 
beverage manufacturing on this site taking advantage of its regional location, so 
evaluating a variety of non-manufacturing alternatives would be counter to almost all 
of the Project objectives. 

H-20 Section 6.2 of the EIR, Growth-Inducing Effects, already states…”the Project’s 
development would spur significant economic growth in terms of employment” but 
since it is a non-residential project it would not result in significant growth in housing 
or population (DEIR page 6-2, 1st two paragraphs)”. CEQA does not require mitigation 
or overriding consideration of growth-inducing impacts. Per Section 15126.2(d) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, the EIR is only required to acknowledge such impacts, the 
CEQA Guidelines do not require an analysis of potential population-inducing effects 
against the General Plan. 

 The comment also conflates growth-inducing impacts with the separate analysis of 
cumulative impacts. The EIR does analyze potential cumulative impacts of the Project 
as summarized in Section 6.1 related to CEQA-mandated sections. However, the 
actual potential cumulative impacts of the Project and anticipated growth are 
evaluated for each environmental issue and examined in Sections 4.1 through 4.20 
of the EIR. The cumulative analysis does identify the horizon year of the current City 
General Plan (2025 to 2045) and the traffic section (4.17) indicates its horizon year is 
2040 based on the SCAG regional model. The Hydrology Section (4.10) states the 
analysis of the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) focuses on regional availability of 
water over the 20-year horizon of the WSA to be consistent with the Urban Water 
Management Plan for the Cucamonga Valley Water District (2020-2040) based on 
state law. The Project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation so the 
growth represented by the Project does not exceed that identified in the General Plan 
EIR and described in the Project EIR.  

H-21 The comment is correct that the Project represents significant employment growth as 
discussed in Response H-20 above. The comment is also correct when it states the 
EIR calculates the Project would add 289 net new jobs, but it is misleading to only 
rely on a percentage increase in GP Focus Area 3 to characterize this as significant 
in an adverse way. Rancho Cucamonga has historically been a “housing rich” 
community so adding new jobs/employment is considered a benefit to the community. 
The most important measure is that this Project represents 5.6% of all the projected 
employment growth over the next 20 years. It represents an expansion of an 
established well known employer in the City and this amount of employment growth 
is within the SCAG projections in the Connect SoCal regional plan. As stated in 
Response H-20 above, CEQA does not require mitigation or overriding consideration 
of growth-inducing impacts. CEQA only requires acknowledgement of such impacts. 
this is to make the decision-makers aware of the implications of project approval.  

Conclusion: There has been no empirical data presented that would indicate the EIR 
must be revised and recirculated for additional public comment. The comment does 
not raise a new significant impact or indicate a substantial increase in a significant 
impact. This additional information merely clarifies the data and analyses already 
presented in the DEIR and does not change the analyses, conclusions, or 
determination of the severity of impacts of the Project relative to anticipated growth 
(i.e., less than significant with project design and regulatory compliance). 
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H-22 What is clear is the Project will result in a net increase in local employment by 287 
workers but it is overly speculative to attempt to determine from where those 
additional employees would come. However, it is reasonable to assume they would 
come from either the unemployed within the City or in surrounding communities as 
the anticipated payment for such work would likely not entice workers from long 
distances to have to relocate for manufacturing jobs. It is much more likely that 
workers would commute to the new blue collar positions from within the City or 
surrounding areas.   

SCAG assumes that over the long-term, assuring that local VMT figures do not 
exceed regional figures will help balance out trip generating and trip attracting uses 
on a regional basis which will slowly reduce the number and length of all trips 
throughout the region, thereby minimizing their related air quality and other 
environmental impacts. Indeed recently listed 2,428 warehouse jobs available in 
Rancho Cucamonga https://www.indeed.com/q-warehouse-l-rancho-cucamonga,-
ca-jobs.html?vjk=9ead3dce467c2100 

It would also be overly speculative to attempt to calculate whether or what percentage 
of the City’s unemployed workforce is qualified for or interested in work in the industrial 
sector. However, the City does contain numerous warehouses which hire workers 
from the industrial sector so it is reasonable to assume this project would be able to 
find relatively local workers to fill its new blue collar positions. Warehousing 
employment is readily available in and around Rancho Cucamonga, with numerous 
companies seeking warehouse associates, selectors, and other roles, often found 
through job boards like Indeed, SimplyHired, Amazon Jobs, 
and ZipRecruiter. Utilizing staffing agencies can expedite the job search process by 
providing access to a wider range of unadvertised positions and connections with 
employers. For example, the website Indeed recently listed 2,428 warehouse jobs 
available in Rancho Cucamonga:   https://www.indeed.com/q-warehouse-l-rancho-
cucamonga,-ca-jobs.html?vjk=9ead3dce467c2100 

H-23 The responses above to the various comments by CSEJA indicate that the described 
information should be added to the DEIR and included in FEIR Chapter 3, Errata. 
However, no substantiated evidence has been presented that would demonstrate the 
Project results in a new or substantially increased environmental impact requiring 
revision and recirculation of the Project EIR for additional public review.  

In addition, the CSEJA is already on the City’s CEQA notification list and would be 
notified of any future meetings or documents since they have already commented on 
the Draft EIR. The correspondence will be sent to the address indicated in the 
comment. 

H-24 The commenter provides introductory remarks that accurately summarize the Project 
in a general manner and states the DEIR may not have properly evaluated the 
Project’s air quality, health risk, and GHG impacts. As described in more detail in 
responses to comments H-25 to H-30, the EIR, as revised (see FEIR Chapter 3, 
Errata) has adequately evaluated all potential air quality, health risk, and GHG 
impacts of the proposed Project.  

H-25 The commenter accurately summarizes the DEIR’s findings regarding operational 
NOX emissions but notes the DEIR’s finding that this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable may be unsubstantiated and that additional feasible mitigation measures 

https://www.indeed.com/q-warehouse-l-rancho-cucamonga,-ca-jobs.html
https://www.ziprecruiter.com/Jobs/Direct-Hire-Warehouse/-in-Rancho-Cucamonga,CA
https://www.google.com/search?sca_esv=73afc9bb409a06fd&cs=1&sxsrf=AE3TifN_Veu8No17wkqByOdNzxLOBC67mQ%3A1758034850587&q=staffing+agencies&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwji4eWVxt2PAxW1RzABHYJzCOYQxccNegQIBBAB&mstk=AUtExfBBhOSPLeDhGT5NKjZS5eK9U1fKlVxVBKOnr8vHxbbxFxHnTLm4mH5epJVT8jMmXeQePK8Qp6UZRr_TEvZvOQ-k4-l7BUiitIk6SW1oPAarhKiZzsoQFnDdKlNMnMfT601WU8TS1lu4HXnz8MRoGufFPWGiB9vTZZUo75EH2M5YGBUtC4u718gdvu_Cr-rgmhwayhw-OUeb3JbvFpjzfXKn3Am1wu2HSLm26Ee3EradK7k5B3kw4LQqM9YdHo4m_ucPbU1TXFQe_gjwCVWJCw_x&csui=3
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should be considered. Refer to response to comment H-29 for information on the 
City’s review of the commenter’s suggested NOX mitigation measures.  In addition, as 
a result of comments by CARB and SCAQMD, a number of mitigation measures have 
been modified or added and are discussed in Responses F-4, F-5, and F-13 through 
F-18 in the letter from SCAQMD (Letter F) and as outlined in FEIR 3, Errata, and 
Table 5-1 in FEIR Section 5, Mitigation and Monitoring Program. Note that a number 
of measures recommended by CARB and/or SCAQMD have been added while others 
were determined to be infeasible for this Project. 

H-26 The commenter states the proposed Project may contribute to disproportionate health 
risk impacts and presents general information on the health risk impacts of 
warehouses on surrounding communities; however, as described in more detail 
below, he commenter has not provided new information that substantially changes 
the Project setting or the EIR’s evaluation of the Project’s potential adverse health risk 
impacts.  

• The commenter summarizes SCAQMD and other information that finds Black 
and Latino communities are disproportionately affected by NOX and diesel PM 
emissions from warehouses, and that these emissions may cause adverse 
health impacts. The City notes that the DEIR clearly describes the potential 
health effects of NOx (p. 4.3-2) and diesel PM (4.3.3), as well as the 
prevalence of these pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin (pp. 4.3-4, 4.3-10). 
The DEIR also clearly discloses that sensitive air quality receptors in the 
vicinity of the Project site are exposed to air pollution from light industrial / 
warehousing activities, vehicle traffic, and other sources of pollutants (p. 4.3-
11). The DEIR also discloses and includes CalEnviroScreen information on 
the Project site’s census tract (#6071002110), including sensitive population 
and socioeconomic factors that rank the census tract near the middle of the 
state for characteristics such as health status, age, and income.  Thus, the 
DEIR already includes information that is commensurate with that provided by 
the commenter, and no change to the DEIR is warranted at this time.  

• The commenter presents information that the Project site is located in a 
Senate Bill (SB) 535 designated disadvantaged community and, therefore, 
would contribute to the disproportionate impact warehouses poses to the 
health of nearby residents. The City notes the commenter is partially correct 
that the Project site is located in a SB 535 disadvantaged community. The 
information presented by the commenter reflects the census tract’s scoring 
under the previous 2017 version of CalEnviroScreen (Version 3.0). In order to 
maintain funding and program consistency, SB 535 continues to designate 
areas that were in the top 25th percentile under CalEnviroScreen Version 3.0, 
but that are no longer in the top 25th percentile under CalEnviroScreen Version 
4.0, as disadvantaged communities. CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0 was 
updated with improvements to data and methodology, and is considered an 
accurate reflection of the most recent pollution exposures and population 
vulnerabilities that communities face. As shown in the DEIR (pp. 4.3-13 and 
4.13-4), under CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0, the Project site is not located in 
a census tract in the top 25th percentile for statewide pollution burden. The City 
notes it has revised the EIR (see FEIR Chapter 3, Errata) to indicate the 
Project census tract was previously in the top 25th percentile for statewide 
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pollution burden and was therefore designated a disadvantaged community 
pursuant to previous versions of CalEnviroScreen; however, this fact alone 
does not signify that the Project would contribute to disproportionate impacts 
on public health. As noted in the DEIR, the closest sensitive receptor is a 
preschool facility – a receptor that would not be continuously exposed to 
Project emissions – is located approximately 370 feet east of the Project site, 
while the nearest residential receptor that could be continuously exposed to 
Project emissions are more than 1,400 feet east of the Project site. 
Additionally, the EIR, as revised (see FEIR Chapter 3), presents the results of 
detailed HRA that quantifies the proposed Projects total combined adverse 
health risks and demonstrates Project risk levels would not exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds. Importantly, the City notes the EIR’s HRA was conducted in 
accordance with SCAQMD practices and procedures, and the EIR’s 
significance finding is based on the total combined risk from the continuous 
exposure to all Project pollutant sources – construction, mobile operations, 
and stationary source operations – which is considered a health-protective 
assessment because SCAQMD guidance permits lead agencies to evaluate 
construction and operational health risks independently, and does not 
currently require a lead agency to evaluate combined construction and 
operational risks. Finally, the EIR, as revised, includes the results of updated 
LST modeling that shows the construction and operation of the proposed 
Project would not result in emissions that exceed applicable ambient air quality 
standards. Thus, even though the Project is located in a census tract with a 
relatively high pollution burden, Project-specific factors and analyses 
contained in the EIR factually demonstrate the proposed Project would not 
result in significant adverse health risks and would not exacerbate existing 
pollution levels.  

• The commenter presents information that children are more susceptible to 
pollution and its effects and argues that the health risks from warehouses to 
children need to be evaluated, specifically for children at the 
daycare/preschool. The City agrees, and notes that the HRA prepared for the 
Project includes health-protective assumptions for child receptors, including 
use of age sensitivity factors for 3rd trimester and early child (0 – 2 years and 
2 – 9 years) life stages, an assumed 12-hour daily exposure duration for pre-
school children (DEIR p. 4.3-48), and use of 95th percentile breathing rates 
(DEIR p. 4.3-49). Furthermore, as noted in the DEIR (p. 4.3-68) and response 
to comment F-8, the HRA prepared for the Project conservatively assumes 
the modeled MEIR is an infant for the first two years of exposure – when model 
diesel PM concentrations are highest and the most protective age sensitive 
factor is applied – and then develops into later life stages when modeled diesel 
PM concentrations and protective age sensitivity factors are lower. 
Additionally, DEIR Appendix C3.3 has been revised to include additional 
analysis for infant receptors by adding carcinogenic risk estimates that 
assume exposure to diesel PM begins for an individual in year 1, 2, 3, 4, and/or 
5. As shown in revised Appendix C3.3, carcinogenic risk estimates remain 
highest when it is assumed early life stage exposure occurs in years 1 and 2 
of the Project, as was done in the DEIR. For these reasons, the EIR has 
adequately evaluated the Project’s potential health risks to children.  
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• The commenter notes the DEIR identifies a day care/preschool is located near 
the Project site and that the Project may pose a significant risk to this facility. 
As explained above, the HRA prepared for the Project includes health-
protective assumptions for child receptors, including the identified 
daycare/preschool, and adequately evaluated the Project’s potential health 
risks to children.  

H-27 The comment requests the EIR analyze effects on nearby sensitive receptors which 
are more likely to include disadvantaged communities. The potential health 
risks/impacts to children at the nearby daycare center as well as other sensitive 
receptors were addressed in detail in the health risk assessment discussion of the 
EIR (Section 4.3, Air Quality). In addition, this issue is discussed in Response H-26 
above. Impacts were found to be below the OEHHA and SCAQMD thresholds for 
significant cancer and non-cancer risks.  

The commenter expresses their opinion that the EIR should be revised to assess the 
Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts and include the preparation of 
a cumulative health risk assessment. Comment noted. The City directs the 
commenter to response to comment F-11 for information on the EIR’s revised 
cumulative impact analysis.   

H-28 The commenter provides a summary of the EIR’s GHG findings, states that under 
CEQA the DEIR must implement all feasible mitigation measures, and argues that 
additional feasible mitigation measures are available. Refer to response to comment 
H-30 for information on the City’s review of the commenter’s suggested GHG 
mitigation measures.   

H-29 The commenter suggests the City consider the following mitigation measures to 
reduce the Project’s NOX emissions:  

• The commenter notes that the SCAG 2020 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Program Environmental Impact 
Report recommends several construction “Air Quality Project Level Mitigation 
Measures” that are applicable to the Project, including minimizing 
unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities, requiring contractors to 
assemble a comprehensive inventory list, and using SCAQMD incentive funds 
to purchase commercially available, low emission heavy-duty engines. As a 
point of clarification, the referenced EIR evaluates a long-range 
comprehensive plan for multi-modal transportation needs given existing and 
Projected land use patterns and job growth in the SCAG region. The measures 
recommended in this EIR do not directly apply to the City or the proposed 
Project. Nonetheless, the City has reviewed the referenced EIR and the 
commenter’s specific suggestions and determined that the DEIR already 
includes measures that are commensurate with these suggestions. For 
example, DEIR Mitigation Measure AIR-2B already requires all equipment 
greater than 50 horsepower used during construction meet Tier IV Final 
emissions standards and limits idling of construction equipment and trucks to 
no more than two minutes unless specifications require idling to occur. Thus, 
these suggested measures would not do more to reduce potential Project NOX 
emissions during construction than the mitigation measures already included 
in the DEIR. 
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• The commenter presents several CARB recommendations for reducing NOX 
emissions; however, these recommendations were submitted by CARB as 
part of its comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Specific Plan in 
Calimesa, Riverside County, and the commenter provides no context or 
justification for why CARB comments on a different type of Project in a different 
county are relevant to the proposed Project in the City of Ranco Cucamonga. 
Furthermore, CARB did not submit the same recommendations as part of its 
comments on the DEIR (see Comment Letter B). Nonetheless, the City has 
reviewed the suggested mitigation measures and determined the DEIR 
already includes measures that are commensurate with the commenter’s 
generic recommendations. For example, Mitigation Measure AIR-2B requires 
the applicant to connect to existing electrical service to power construction 
railers, stationary equipment, and portable equipment, which promotes clean 
construction practices and ZE equipment. Mitigation Measure AIR-2B also 
requires all equipment greater than 50 horsepower used during construction 
meet Tier IV Final emissions standards and limits idling of construction 
equipment and trucks to no more than two minutes unless specifications 
require idling to occur. With regard to 2014 model year (MY) trucks, the City 
does not consider it feasible to require the applicant to require all heavy-duty 
trucks accessing the site during construction be MY 2014 or newer because 
the regulation of mobile source emissions is the responsibility of the U.S. EPA 
and CARB, and neither the City nor the applicant can control the specific 
model year of an individual truck, or truck fleet, that will access the site in the 
future. The City notes that, as of January 1, 2023, CARB’s Regulation to 
Reduce Emissions of Diesel Particulate Matter, Oxides of Nitrogen, and Other 
Criteria Pollutants from In-Use Heavy Duty Diesel Fueled Vehicles (a.k.a. the 
Truck and Bus Regulation), already requires nearly all diesel-powered 
vehicles operating in California that have a gross vehicle weight rating over 
14,000 pounds to have a 2010 or newer engine and emission system. 
Furthermore, while MY 2014 trucks are, in general, subject to more stringent 
fuel efficiency and GHG emission standards that provide indirect NOX 
emissions, the California Code of Regulations establishes the same NOX 
emission standard, in terms of grams per brake horsepower-hour, for MY 2008 
– 2023 trucks. Only manufacturers that have voluntarily agreed to meet 
CARB’s optional (i.e., not required by regulation) NOX emission standards 
would result in an actual emission reduction; however, according to CARB, as 
of October 2023, there were no MY 2014 trucks certified to CARB’s optional 
low NOX standards. Thus, the recommendation to require only 2014 MY trucks 
is not only outside the enforceability of the City, but would also be unlikely to 
result in meaningful NOX emissions reductions. Finally, the City notes that the 
installation of vegetative walls and barriers between loading docks and nearby 
residents and workers does not reduce emissions and is therefore not 
effective mitigation that requires further consideration. 

• The commenter references California Department of Justice 
recommendations to keep maintenance records and data sheets, conducting 
site inspections, and providing on-site meal options to monitor and reduce 
emissions. The City notes that keeping records and logs is not an action that 
directly reduces emissions and, therefore, is not an effective mitigation 
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measure that requires further consideration. With regards to on-site meal 
options during construction, the City considers it infeasible at this time to 
require such a measure because it cannot be guaranteed that this service 
could be provided in accordance with health and safety regulations that govern 
construction workers and work sites. Furthermore, the City has reviewed the 
emissions modeling presented in the DEIR and determined that worker vehicle 
trip emissions contribute less than 0.25% of the maximum daily construction 
NOX emissions identified in the DEIR. Thus, the development of mitigation for 
this activity is not proportional to its contribution to the identified significant 
impact.  

• The commenter generally refers to SCAQMD recommendations for zero 
emission (ZE) and near-zero emissions (NZE) trucks. As described above and 
in response to comment B-8 and F-13, the EIR, as revised (see Chapter 3), 
includes measures that will require the Project to use eight ZE or NZE trucks 
within one year after receiving a certificate of occupancy and support the 
implementation of ZE or NZE technologies. It would, for instance, install ZE 
charging infrastructure that allows for the immediate use of limited ZE trucks 
and supports the expansion of this technology over time. The City has 
considered the commenters recommendations and determined they are 
generally too uncertain to constitute effective mitigation measures.  

H-30 The commenter suggests the City consider the following mitigation measures to 
reduce the Project’s GHG emissions:  

• The commenter refers again to “applicable” mitigation measures from the 
SCAG 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Program Environmental Impact Report, including improving transit access, 
implementing commute trip reduction marketing, adopting employer trip 
reduction strategies, and requiring non-diesel backup generators, and staff 
training. As noted in response to comment H-29, the referenced EIR does not 
directly apply to the City or the proposed Project, and the commenter does not 
provide any specific contest or justifications for why these measures are 
relevant to the Project. Nonetheless, the City has reviewed the referenced EIR 
and the commenter’s specific suggestion and determined that the DEIR 
already includes design features and mitigation measures that are 
commensurate with these suggestions. For example, the DEIR (p. 4.6-32) 
describes that the Project includes design features that enhance non-vehicular 
access, such as the reconstruction of a bust stop on Haven Avenue, and DEIR 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2D requires the implementation of travel demand 
management measures. Thus, these suggested measures would not do more 
to reduce potential Project GHG emissions than the design features and 
mitigation measures already included in the DEIR. With regard to requiring 
non-diesel backup generators, the results of the revised HRA prepared for the 
Project (see FEIR Chapter 3) indicate the proposed Project would not result 
in significant adverse health risks from diesel PM and other toxic air 
contaminants. Therefore, mitigation measures are not necessary to reduce or 
avoid a significant impact. Finally, the commenter’s reference to “staff training” 
is not specific enough and cannot be responded to at this time.  
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• The commenter references California Department of Justice 
recommendations to require backup generators be powered by non-diesel 
fuel, require tenants to train staff on diesel vehicle record keeping, and to 
require tenants to enroll in the U.S. EPA’s SmartWay program. As described 
above, the use of non-diesel generators is not necessary for the Project 
because this measure would not reduce or avoid an identified significant 
impact. With regard the training staff on diesel vehicle recordkeeping, the City 
notes staff training would not reduce emissions and is therefore not an 
effective mitigation measure that should be added to the EIR. Finally, with 
regard to requiring tenants to enroll in the SmartWay program, the City notes 
the applicant would be both the owner and the operator of the proposed 
Project. According to the U.S. EPA (2025), “SmartWay is a market-driven 
initiative that empowers businesses to move freight in the cleanest, most 
energy-efficient way possible. It provides shippers and carriers with the tools 
and support they need to track, document, and share information about 
transport modes, equipment, and operational strategies that can reduce fuel 
use and emissions across the supply chain.”  As described in response to 
comment B-8, the DEIR already incorporates measures to reduce emissions 
from heavy duty truck trips, and the commenter does not provide any specific 
rationale or evidence that requiring the applicant to participate in the 
SmartWay program would result in additional GHG emissions reductions.  

• The commenter states the CEQA guidelines permit offsite measures to 
mitigate a project’s emissions and recommends the City consider local carbon 
offset programs to reduce the Project’s GHG emissions impacts. The City has 
considered this comment and determined the use of offsite measures to 
reduce the Project’s GHG emissions levels is not feasible for several reasons. 
First, the commenter does not identify a specific offset program or local offset 
project for the City to consider. Second, mandating carbon offsets as 
mitigation has been found to not meet the CEQA standards for mitigation 
because such offsets must be, among other requirements, “real, additional, 
quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, and enforceable.” (Golden Door 
Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 892.) To be 
adequate mitigation, any local offsite project or purchased offsets must be 
from a registry with a CARB-approved protocol. There are only a limited 
number of registries with CARB-approved protocols, and access to those 
registries is primarily reserved for participants in California’s Cap-and-Trade 
Program. Also, there is no guarantee that sufficient offset credits would be 
available. Therefore, the availability of sufficient, reliable offsets is outside the 
control of the City and Project applicant. Further, credits purchased from 
registries may not meet CEQA’s mitigation measure requirements because 
the emission reductions achieved from such credits may not be additional to 
existing requirements on a project and because the City may not be able to 
adequately ensure the stated emission reductions will not be reversed. Finally, 
mobile sources are key contributor to the Project’s GHG emissions. However, 
as discussed in the DEIR, although the DEIR calculated Project emissions 
based on current technologies, mobile source emissions are not necessarily 
stagnant over time and technological and/or regulatory advances are likely to 
reduce mobile source emissions. Thus, the purchase of offsets as a means to 



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-117 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

ID Response to Comment Letter H – BC&H LLC (GSEJA) + SWAPE 

mitigate future mobile source emissions (which were quantified for CEQA 
purposes but likely to be substantially reduced in the future) does not allow 
correlation of the mitigation measure to the future impact. 

 
 
References added by inclusion in Responses to Comments in Letter H 
 
CARB, 2023. List of Optional Low NOX Certified Heavy-Duty Engines. October 2023. < 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-
10/List%20of%20Optional%20Low%20NOx%20Certified%20Heavy-1023-ADA-10032023.pdf 
 
U.S. EPA 2025. Smartway Program Highlights for 2024. December 2024. < 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-12/420f24041.pdf >  

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-10/List%20of%20Optional%20Low%20NOx%20Certified%20Heavy-1023-ADA-10032023.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-10/List%20of%20Optional%20Low%20NOx%20Certified%20Heavy-1023-ADA-10032023.pdf


2.0 Response to Comments 

2-118 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

COMMENT LETTER I – ADVOCATES FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-119 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-120 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-121 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-122 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-123 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-124 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-125 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-126 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-127 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

 

9 PAGES    

 

 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-128 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

 

ID Response to Comment Letter I – Advocates for the Environment 

I-1 The commenter provides introductory remarks that accurately summarize the Project 
in a general manner and states it is submitting comments on the sufficiency of the 
DEIR’s GHG emissions analysis. Comment noted. Refer to responses to comments 
I-2 to I-18 for detailed responses to specific comments on the DEIR’s GHG emissions 
analysis. 

I-2 The commenter suggests that the EIR adopt a net-zero GHG threshold and that the 
Project must be required to be net-zero. First, as a point of clarification, under CEQA, 
a lead agency is entitled to discretion with respect to the methodology used, and the 
thresholds of significance applied, to the evaluation and determination of the 
significance of a project’s GHG emission impacts. The City directs the commenter to 
DEIR Section 4.8.4 (pp. 4.8-19 to 4.8-22) for the DEIR’s explicit discussion and 
selection of an appropriate GHG emissions threshold for the proposed project. The 
City notes comment I-2 does not provided any specific remarks on the discussion and 
justification provided in the DEIR on the City’s applied GHG emissions thresholds. As 
explained in this section, the City used of the SCAQMD’s 10,000 metric tons carbon 
dioxide equivalents (MTCO2e) industrial facility because this threshold is based on 
substantial regional evidence, aligns with State climate change goals, and represents 
a conservative numeric approach to evaluating the proposed Project because the 
proposed Project includes a variety of GHG emissions sources, not just stationary 
sources. The commenter presents no evidence that the DEIR’s threshold is 
inappropriate or would result in a significant impact that was not analyzed in the DEIR. 

Second, the City notes that the DEIR includes information commensurate with that 
provided by the commenter. The DEIR provides information on global CO2 
concentrations (p. 4.8-2), statewide GHG emissions levels from different sources (pp. 
4.8-5 and 4.8-6), and the potential effects of climate change on various California 
resources (p. 4.8-4). The DEIR also includes detailed information on the regulations 
that govern GHG emissions, including AB 1279 (pp. 4.6-15 and 4.8-11), which 
established the State’s policy to achieve net zero GHG emissions as soon as possible, 
but no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net negative GHG emissions 
thereafter, and to ensure that by 2045, statewide anthropogenic GHG emissions are 
reduced to at least 85% below the 1990 levels, and the 2022 Scoping Plan (pp. 4.8-
11 to 4.8-12) The commenter, therefore, does not provide any new information that 
the City has not considered during the preparation of the DEIR.  

Third, the commenter’s general references to CEQA lawsuits do not have any bearing 
to the project at hand because the commenter has not specifically identified 
similarities between the referenced cases and the proposed project. While CEQA 
case law establishes general precedence, such general precedence is to be applied 
to the specific setting, information, and circumstances under which a particular project 
is approved.  

Finally, the commenter is directed to the DEIR’s discussion of the project’s 
consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan (pp. 4.8-33 and 4.8-34), which is fully entitled 
the 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality. This analysis identifies that 
achieving statewide carbon neutrality is a complicated endeavor, requiring reductions 
from various sources, including energy generation and mobile sources. It also 
recognizes that carbon neutrality will require technological advances, including 
deploying carbon capture and other GHG-reducing technologies, and describes the 
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Project’s with the Scoping Plan’s strategies to address key emission sectors and align 
local actions with State climate goals (transportation electrification, VMT reductions, 
and building decarbonization). The DEIR concludes that Project design features and 
Mitigation Measures AIR-2C, AIR-2D, AIR-2E, GHG‐1, and GHG-2 would support the 
overarching goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan. The commenter does not provide any 
specific evidence against this conclusion or otherwise indicating the project would not 
be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan.  

For the reasons described above, the commenter has not provided any specific 
evidence for why a net zero threshold is appropriate for the proposed project or why 
the DEIR’s thresholds are not supported by substantial evidence. 

I-3 The commenter identifies the Project’s total annual GHG emissions level as 73,720.5 
MTCO2e, accurately summarizes the significant and unavoidable impact finding for 
DEIR Impact GHG-1, states the City erroneously determined the DEIR Impact GHG-
2 would be less than significant, and argues that a finding of significance for Impact 
GHG-1 requires the same finding of significance for Impact GHG-2. These are general 
remarks that do provide specific evidence or information for the City to address. Refer 
to response to comment I-4 for a detailed response to specific comments on the 
DEIR’s GHG analysis, and to response to comments I-8, I-13, and I-17 for a detailed 
responses on why the DEIR’s conclusion that the Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG 
emissions is supported by substantial evidence. In addition, as a point of clarification, 
the City notes the commenter has not correctly identified the Project’s total annual 
GHG emissions (see DEIR Table 4.8.6 to 4.8-10, as revised in Chapter 3 of this FEIR). 
The commenter has added the emissions from Phase 1 of the Project to the emissions 
from Phase 2 of the Project. This is incorrect. Phase 1 and Phase 2 Project emissions 
are not additive; rather Phase 2 of the Project expands on Phase 1. Thus, Phase 2 
emissions include all Phase 1 emissions plus emissions from new sources and 
activities that would only occur under Phase 2 (e.g., cogeneration system operation). 
Thus, as shown in Chapter 3 of this FEIR, the proposed Project’s revised total annual 
GHG emissions during Phase 2 are estimated to be up to approximately 43,907.8 
MTCO2e (maximum unmitigated) and 43,747.9 MTCO2e (maximum mitigated).   

I-4 The commenter provides an accurate general summary of the requirements and GHG 
emissions reductions associated with Mitigation Measures GHG-1, GHG-2, and AIR-
3 through AIR-5 and asserts the DEIR did not provide substantial evidence that these 
measures represent the only feasible mitigation measures reducing the significance 
of the Project’s GHG emissions impacts, claiming there are other feasible mitigation 
measures that the City should have considered and adopted to reduce the significant 
GHG impact identified in the DEIR.  

As a point of clarification, the City has revised the EIR to correctly cross reference air 
quality Mitigation Measures AIR-2C, AIR-2D, and AIR-2E, which were inadvertently 
referred to as Mitigation Measures AIR-3 to AIR-5 in some sections of the DEIR’s 
GHG analysis (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).  

The commenter’s other remarks represent general and incorrect statements 
regarding the DEIR’s GHG emissions analysis. The commenter’s asserts that the 
conclusion the Project’s GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable is not 
supported by substantial evidence because the DEIR does not identify infeasible 
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mitigation measures; however, CEQA does not require an EIR to identify/specify 
potential mitigation measures and reject them as infeasible (San Diego Citizenry 
Group v. County of San Diego (2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 15.) A fundamental purpose 
of an EIR is to identify ways in which a proposed project’s significant environmental 
impacts can be mitigated or avoided. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002.1(a), 21081(a)(1).) 
To implement this statutory purpose, an EIR must identify and describe feasible 
mitigation measures for each of the project’s significant environmental effects. (Pub 
Res. Code §§ 21061, 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121(a), 15126.4(a).) When 
it approves a project, the agency must adopt any feasible mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR that would mitigate or avoid the project’s significant environmental 
impacts. (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002.1(b); 21081(a)(1); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15022, 
15091(a)(1).) However, CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginable 
mitigation measure. (Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy (2006) 
140 Cal.App.4th 911, 935; San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County 
of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519.) An EIR should focus on 
mitigation measures that are feasible, practical, and effective. (Napa Citizens for 
Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 365; 
Concerned Citizens of S. Cent. L.A. v Los Angeles Unified Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 
Cal.App.4th 826, 841.) Here, the DEIR affirmatively incorporated all feasible 
mitigation measures and the FEIR augments some of these measures in response to 
comments B-8 and F-13, and the City is not required to speculate about the measures 
the commenter believes should be considered or implemented in the DEIR. The City 
notes the Project includes design features and the DEIR incorporates mitigation to 
address GHG emissions from nearly all of the project’s GHG emissions sources, 
including construction GHG emissions, building envelope and systems GHG 
emissions, appliance GHG emissions, passenger vehicle and truck trip emissions, 
and commercial and industrial yard equipment GHG emissions.  

I-5 The commenter asserts DEIR Mitigation Measure AIR-4 is vague and unenforceable. 
The City directs the commenter to response to comment H-15 for information on why 
the DEIR’s VMT mitigation measures are not vague and unenforceable.  

I-6 The commenter again asserts, in a general and non-specific manner, that the DEIR’s 
conclusion that the Project will not be able to achieve mitigation beyond that identified 
in the DEIR is not supported with substantial evidence, and that the DEIR should have 
proposed features to the maximum feasible extent. Refer to response to comment I-
4 for the City’s response to general and non-specific comments on the DEIR’s GHG 
mitigation measures. In addition, Findings for mitigation feasibility are made in 
conjunction with the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations document 
which is separate from the DEIR and FEIR documents but part of the overall EIR 
administrative record.  

I-7 The commenter asserts Mitigation Measure GHG-1 was not implemented to the 
maximum extent feasible because it can be bolstered to apply to all appliances 
installed as part of the Project. While it is true, as a general fact, that the Energy Star 
program does include other products not listed in Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the 
commenter does not provide any specific evidence for why Mitigation Measure GHG-
1 is deficient. As part of the EIR process, the City considered all aspects of the 
Project’s potential energy use (see DEIR Section 4.6) and the GHG emissions 
associated with this energy use, and tailored Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to account 
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for project-specific factors, such as the fact that the proposed Project is a  beverage 
manufacturing and distribution facility that will include integrated industrial and non-
industrial areas that are likely to require the installation of high capacity commercial 
grade equipment. The proposed Project also includes on-site energy generation 
systems (e.g., solar PV and cogeneration) and would be subject to Mitigation Measure 
GHG-2, which requires the Project to exceed Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards by a minimum of 5%. Thus, the City has tailored Mitigation Measure GHG-
1 to address smaller sources of energy consumption that are best addressed by the 
Energy Star program’s product standards, and the commenter does not provide any 
specific evidence that this is erroneous or deficient. 

I-8 The commenter states CAP Strategy 3.2 is applicable to the Project, that Mitigation 
Measure GHG-2 is “underinclusive” because it only requires a 5% improvement over 
standard building design, and that it is feasible for the Project to reach zero net 
energy.  

With regards to the City’s CAP, the DEIR is clear (pp. 4.8-21 and 4.8-36) that the 
proposed Project is not eligible for streamlining the analysis of GHG emissions 
pursuant to the City’s CAP. CAP Strategy 3.2 states, “Adopt an ordinance or update 
development code requiring new non-residential development to meet a standard of 
zero net energy”. As explained in the DEIR, the City has not fully implemented this 
measure and, therefore, the Project cannot conflict with a requirement that does not 
yet exist.  

With regards to Mitigation Measure GHG-2 and zero net energy, the City directs to 
the commenter the DEIR’s analysis of the proposed Project’s potential energy impacts 
(DEIR pp. 4.6-22 to 4.6-39), which clearly discloses the Project’s use of energy 
resources and the energy conservation features included in the Project design and 
concludes the Project would not result in the unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient use 
of energy resources, nor conflict with a plan for renewable energy and energy 
efficiency. The commenter does provide any specific evidence demonstrating zero 
net energy is feasible for the specific project under evaluation. As described and 
evaluated throughout the DEIR, the proposed Project involves manufacturing process 
that require electricity and natural gas consumption, and the Project includes 
numerous design features to reduce all forms of energy consumption, including an 
on-site solar PV generation system, a battery energy storage system, a cogeneration 
system that provides 20 gigawatt-hours of net electricity per year as well as 
recoverable waste heat that reduces natural gas consumption, CO2 recovery systems 
to reduce trucking emissions, and mitigation measures that reduce energy 
consumption by appliances, cars, trucks, and other building systems. In addition, the 
Project would use ZE technologies for all yard equipment, which reduces emissions 
but increases facility electricity demand. As part of the EIR process, the City 
considered all aspects of the Project’s potential energy use, determined that zero net 
energy would not be feasible for the Project, and tailored Mitigation Measure GHG-2 
to achieve feasible energy efficiency improvements for the Project. The commenter’s 
remarks do not provide any specific evidence of information that this approach is 
erroneous or deficient. 

I-9 The commenter states Mitigation Measure AIR-2C and AIR-2E can be modified to 
incorporate more impactful and enforceable standards, instead of relying on 
employee lifestyle changes and personal decisions that can’t be held accountable, 
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and should require the use of ZE and NZE vehicles for commercial and industrial 
operations. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2C and AIR-2E impose additional, enforceable mitigating 
actions that support the expansion of existing and future ZE and NZE technologies. 
The City notes it is not feasible for the Project to mandate employee commute patterns 
because individual commute patterns are variable and speculative and outside the 
regulatory authority of any entity.  While it is feasible for the Project to design and plan 
for increasing ZE and NZE vehicle deployment, there is uncertainty regarding the 
future availability and timing of ZE and NZE heavy-duty truck technologies (see 
response to comment B-87 and F-13) and, therefore, the City has determined that it 
is not feasible to require the Project to use all ZE or NZE vehicles in its operations. 
The City concurs that the ultimate effectiveness of Mitigation Measure AIR-2C is 
dependent on factors that are outside the control of the Project; however, this fact is 
independent of the Project’s ability to plan and design for an increasing share of ZE 
and NZE vehicle technologies. 

I-10 The commenter repeats the same general assertion from comment I-4 that the 
conclusion the Project’s GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable is not 
supported by substantial evidence because the DEIR does not identify infeasible 
mitigation measures nor confirm included mitigation measures represent maximum 
feasible mitigation. As explained in detail in response to I-4, the DEIR affirmatively 
incorporated all feasible mitigation measures and the City is not required to speculate 
about the measures the commenter believes should be considered or implemented 
in the DEIR.  

I-11 The commenter identifies that Mitigation Measure AIR-2D is applied to reduce the 
Project’s air quality, GHG, and transportation impacts, and asserts that VMT metrics 
are not sufficient for GHG emissions analysis because GHG analysis requires 
consideration of factors such as type, fuel efficiency, etc.  

The commenter’s remarks are not clear. Mitigation Measure AIR-2D requires the 
Project to implement a travel demand management program that achieves a minimum 
VMT reduction of 4.9% from employee-based trips. The DEIR (p. 4.3-57) thus applies 
a 4.9% reduction to CalEEMod-estimated employee VMT, which is calculated using 
data from CARB’s EMFAC model that incorporates region-specific vehicle population, 
fuel efficiency, and other data. Thus, the DEIR’s analysis of the effectiveness of 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2D did consider the factors that are specific to air quality and 
GHG emissions reductions. In addition, the commenter does provide additional 
information or evidence for what “additional data methodologies” the DEIR should 
have considered.  

I-12 The commenter asserts that the fact that thermal recover is presented as an option 
under Phase 2 is evidence that the technology is feasible, and that identifying this 
feature as a project element rather than a mitigation measure allows the City to avoid 
implementing thermal recovery features. The commenter is incorrect. The applicant 
has proposed, and the EIR has evaluated, Phase 2 options with and without thermal 
recovery precisely because it is not certain at this time that the proposed combined 
heat and power cogeneration system will meet all technical, logistical, and economic 
requirements to make installation of the system feasible for the applicant. Accordingly, 
since this feature could be installed, the EIR discloses the Project’s potential air quality 
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and GHG emissions levels with and without this Project, determines the significance 
of the Project’s emissions without such a system and applies feasible mitigation 
measures are capable of reducing the Project’s emissions. This feature cannot be 
included in the EIR as a mitigation measure precisely because its feasibility is not 
guaranteed at this time.  

I-13 The commenter asserts the CAP strategies listed in DEIR Appendix C are not 
discussed to a sufficient extent to be adequately deemed infeasible; however, the 
commenter does provide an examples of, nor request, what types of specific 
information could be added to the DEIR. Thus, the City considers this a general 
remark that lacks sufficient detail to provide a detailed response.  

The commenter also states the DEIR does not discuss why zero net energy or ZE 
fleet technology would be infeasible for the Project. As explained in detail in response 
to I-4, the DEIR affirmatively incorporated all feasible mitigation measures and the 
City is not required to speculate about the measures the commenter believes should 
be considered or implemented in the DEIR. Refer to response to comment B-8 and 
F-13 for detailed information and responses regarding the feasibility of zero net 
energy and ZE vehicle technologies for the Project.  

I-14 The commenter submits several remarks on the DEIR’s GHG analysis:  

• The commenter repeats claims that the DEIR’s conclusion further mitigation 
is infeasible was not supported by substantial evidence. As explained in detail 
in response to I-4, the DEIR affirmatively incorporated all feasible mitigation 
measures and the City is not required to speculate about the measures the 
commenter believes should be considered or implemented in the DEIR. 

• The commenter generally asserts the City and applicant can commit to 
measures that reduce emissions, especially in the heavy-duty truck fleet. This 
comment does not include any specific information or evidence for the City to 
respond to. The City notes Mitigation Measure AIR-2E has been revised to 
include the use of eight ZE or NZE trucks within one year of the Project’s 
certificate of occupancy. The commenter is directed to response to comment 
B-8 and F-13 for detailed information regarding the feasibility of ZE vehicle 
technologies for the Project. 

• The commenter asserts the City can chose to further reduce energy use by 
adopting green building features such as Leadership and Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification. The commenter does not provide 
information or evidence for why this measure is required. The City notes the 
DEIR’s concluded the Project would not have a significant impact with regard 
to energy resources that requires mitigation. In addition, as described in 
response to comments I-8 and F-14, the DEIR considered all aspects of the 
Project’s potential energy use and resulting GHG emissions, includes site and 
building design features that reduce energy use, and tailored Mitigation 
Measure GHG-2 to achieve feasible GHG emissions reductions for the 
Project.  

• The commenter again asserts the City could impose mitigation to address 
mobile source GHG emissions, such as ZE fleet deployment and that the DEIR 
lacked substantial evidence demonstrating the requirement to require electric 
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vehicle service equipment at 10% of total truck docks (Mitigation Measure 
AIR-2E, Part 1, subpart d) was the maximum feasible requirement for the 
Project.  The commenter is directed to responses to comments I-4, B-8, and 
F-13. The DEIR, as revised, has affirmatively incorporated all feasible 
mitigation measures and the City is not required to speculate about the 
measures the commenter believes should be considered or implemented in 
the DEIR.  

• The commenter generally suggests, without project-specific relevance, that 
the City could require the applicant to apply for grants, enroll in the U.S. EPA 
Smart Way program, purchase offsets to mitigate the Project emissions. The 
City notes it has revised the DEIR to include sharing information on the HVIP 
incentive program (see FEIR Chapter 3), and the commenter is directed to 
response to comments B-8 and H-30 for detailed information on the suitability 
and feasibility of incentive funding, Smart Way Program, and GHG emissions 
offsets for the Project. 

I-15 The commenter asserts the City did not provide substantial evidence to support the 
DEIR’s use of the SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e numerical significance threshold, 
provides background and context on the SCAQMD’s development of this threshold, 
and then notes the City has information available to determine an applicable 
significance threshold, alluding to the SCAQMD’s mixed-use project threshold as a 
more appropriate threshold to use for the Project.  

The City disagrees with the commenter that the DEIR lacks evidence to support the 
use of the SCAQMD’s interim threshold for stationary sources directs the commenter 
to DEIR Section 4.8.4 (pp. 4.8-19 to 4.8-22), which includes an explicit discussion on 
the selection of the GHG emissions threshold for the proposed Project. The City also 
disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the Project as a mixed-use 
project. As described in the DEIR, the objectives of the Project include, in part:  

• Redevelop an existing industrial site with modern and sustainable facilities, 
including large-scale buildings, intricate manufacturing processes, and large 
employment opportunities. 

• Develop and operate an attractive state-of-the-art manufacturing and 
distribution facility in the City that meets industry standards to be competitive 
with similar facilities in the region. 

• Develop and operate a production and bottling facility that positively 
contributes to the local economy through new capital investment and the 
creation of new employment opportunities, including opportunities for highly-
trained workers. 

• Develop an industrial and manufacturing facility that is in close proximity to 
Interstate 10, Interstate 15, and other major transportation arterial roadways, 
to support the production of consumer goods and the distribution of 
manufactured goods throughout the region. 

• Implement a microgrid energy production system via cogeneration at an 
existing manufacturing site to minimize manufacturing waste and to reduce 
the demand on existing public services and systems while employing carbon-
reducing technologies and reduce the facility’s potential climate impact. 
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These objectives clearly establish that the Project involves the development of an 
industrial manufacturing plan, not a mixed-use project, that contains large stationary 
sources of the type specifically envisioned by the SCAQMD during the development 
of its interim threshold. The City, therefore, disagrees with the commenter that its 
selection of the SCAQMD’s interim threshold for stationary sources is not supported 
by substantial evidence.  
 
Finally, the commenter asserts the City has “information available to determine an 
applicable significance threshold” but does not specifically identify what that 
information is, nor provide specific fact-based recommendations on what an 
appropriate GHG threshold should be. Thus, the commenter has provided evidence 
that demonstrates the threshold used in the DEIR was erroneous or deficient. 

I-16 The commenter asserts the DEIR does not present information clearly because Table 
4.8-10 presents data in a way that “could” be easily misinterpreted by the public and 
decision makers, claims the EIR provides the impression the Project impact would be 
less than it is, and concludes the data tables were misleading of the City’s chosen 
significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e.  

The commenter’s remarks appear to refer to a hypothetical situation that has not 
occurred (i.e., the misinterpretation of the DEIR). The City has not received any 
comments from agencies or the public expressing confusion regarding the magnitude 
of the Project’s emissions impacts, nor the GHG emissions threshold used in the 
DEIR. In fact, the commenter themselves has repeatedly identified the GHG threshold 
used by the DEIR in multiple instances.  

While the commenter focuses on DEIR Table 4.8-10, the City notes the DEIR text 
under Impact GHG-1, including Tables 4.8-6 to 4.8-10, clearly evaluate the “worst-
case emissions for each Project phase (p. 4.8-26) and conclude “As shown in Table 
4.8-6, the proposed Project would result in a net increase in annual GHG emission 
compared to existing conditions for all phases and operating scenarios that is above 
the SCAQMD’s industrial threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year.” The City notes the 
DEIR does not make any mention of a 20,000 MTCO2e per year threshold used to 
evaluate GHG emissions. The City affirms for the commenter that the DEIR quantifies 
GHG emissions for each Phase and compares the total emissions for each phase 
against the SCAQMD’s 10,000 MTCO2e threshold.  

It should be noted the Project did not take any credit for potential participation in the 
state’s cap and trade program so the analysis is not misleading per guidance from 
Center for Biological Diversity v. County of Los Angeles (State Court of Appeal Docket 
B330610). 

1-17 The commenter expresses disagreement with DEIR’s conclusion that the proposed 
Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purposes of reducing GHG emissions; however, this disagreement does not 
constitute substantial evidence that the DEIR’s analysis is erroneous or deficient, nor 
does it constitute evidence that the Project would, in fact, have a substantial conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purposes of reducing 
GHG emissions.   

• The commenter asserts the DEIR did not evaluate consistency with the 2017 
Scoping Plan. The commenter is partially correct. While the DEIR describes 
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the 2017 Scoping Plan (p. 4.8-11), it does not include an explicit discussion of 
the Project’s consistency with this plan. This is because the 2022 Scoping 
Plan represents the most up to date plan for achieving compliance with the 
State’s GHG reduction target for 2030. As stated in the DEIR (p. 4.8-11), the 
2022 Scoping Plan “presents a scenario for California to meet the State goal 
of reducing GHG emissions 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and to achieve 
carbon neutrality by 2045. Specifically, the 2022 Scoping Plan “identifies a 
path to keep California on track to meet its SB 32 GHG reduction target of at 
least 40 percent below 1990 emissions by 2030.” Furthermore, the 2022 
Scoping Plan itself states (p. 4), “Four scenarios were extensively modeled to 
develop this Scoping Plan, with the objective of informing the most viable path 
to remain on track to achieve our 2030 GHG reduction target, a reduction in 
anthropogenic emissions by 85% below 1990 levels, and carbon neutrality by 
2045. All four have their merits and are informed by stakeholder input. The 
scenario ultimately chosen as the basis of this Scoping Plan is the alternative 
that most closely aligns with existing statute and Executive Orders. It was 
selected because it best achieves the balance of cost-effectiveness, health 
benefits, and technological feasibility.” The 2022 Scoping Plan also states (p. 
24), “The 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (Scoping Plan) 
is the most comprehensive and far-reaching Scoping Plan developed to date. 
It identifies a technologically feasible and cost-effective path to achieve carbon 
neutrality by 2045 while also assessing the progress California is making 
toward reducing its GHG emissions by at least 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030, as called for in SB 32 and laid out in the 2017 Scoping Plan.” 
Importantly, the 2022 Scoping Plan also identifies and plans for an accelerated 
2030 GHG reduction target (48% below 1990 emissions by 2030) that is above 
and beyond the 2017 Scoping Plan requirements. Therefore, the DEIR’s 
evaluation of consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan also evaluates 
consistency with previous versions of the Scoping Plan. As shown in FEIR 
Chapter 3, the City has revised the EIR to be more clear that the evaluation of 
the Project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan would also be apply to 
the 2017 Scoping Plan; however, the City notes that the specific per capita 
GHG thresholds that were contained in the 2017 Scoping Plan and referenced 
by the commenter are not relevant to the Project, because: 1) The 2022 
Scoping Plan implements an accelerated 2030 target to support achievement 
of the State’s longer term goals (i.e., the per capita targets identified in the 
2017 Scoping Plan would no longer keep the State on track to achieve long-
term GHG reduction goals); and 2) The 2017 Scoping Plan (p. 99) 
acknowledged that the recommended per capita thresholds were “appropriate 
for the plan level (city, county, subregional, or regional level, as appropriate), 
but not for specific individual projects because they include all emissions 
sectors in the State.” Thus, the per capita metrics would not apply to a specific 
industrial development proposal such as the Project.  

• The commenter asserts the Project would conflict with the 2022 Scoping Plan 
because the plan establishes a goal for 50% of all industrial energy demand 
to be electrified by 2045; however, the commenter fails to provide any specific 
evidence or information for why the Project, as proposed, would result in an 
actual conflict with this Scoping Plan action. For example, while the 
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commenter correctly identifies that the Scoping Plan targets 50% of industrial 
manufacturing energy demand electrified by 2045, they fail to disclose that the 
plan also assumes 0% of industrial energy demand will be electrified by 2030, 
the timeframe in which the Project would be constructed.  

Furthermore, the 2022 Scoping Plan states (pp. 207 to 209, emphasis added), 
“Decarbonizing industrial facilities depends upon displacing fossil fuel use with 
a mix of electrification, solar thermal heat, biomethane, low- or zero-carbon 
hydrogen, and other low-carbon fuels to provide energy for heat and reduce 
combustion emissions. Emissions also can be reduced by implementing 
energy efficiency measures and using substitute raw materials that can reduce 
energy demand and some process emissions. Some remaining combustion 
emissions and some non-combustion CO2 emissions can be captured and 
sequestered. The strategy employed will depend on the industrial subsector 
and the specific processes utilized in production . . . Electrification and solar 
thermal heat are best-suited to industrial processes that have relatively low 
heat requirements, such as food processors, paper mills, and industries that 
use low-pressure steam in their processes. Approaches could include 
replacing fossil gas boilers with electric boilers, process heaters with industrial 
electric heat pumps, steel forging furnaces with induction heaters, and 
implementing other sector-specific process electrification. Under current rate 
structures for industrial electricity and fossil gas in California, most projects to 
electrify a fossil gas-powered industrial process will face operating cost 
barriers and potential reliability concerns. Microgrids powered by renewable 
resources and with battery storage are emerging as a key enabler of 
electrification and decarbonization at industrial facilities.” Thus, the 2022 
Scoping Plan acknowledges that, in the near-term many industrial projects will 
face cost barriers to electrification and energy efficiency measures, CO2 
capture, and renewable energy systems with battery storage and key 
strategies to support long-term electrification goals. As described in the DEIR 
(p. 4.6-31), the proposed Project includes solar PV generation coupled with a 
battery energy storage system and a CO2 recovery system. The Project would 
also include all-electric yard handing equipment. Thus, the Project would 
include strategies to electrify manufacturing processes well ahead of the 
timeline considered by the 2022 Scoping Pan. For these reasons, the Project 
would not conflict with the specific Scoping Plan action identified by the 
commenter.   

• The commenter asserts the DEIR did not evaluate how the Project aligns with 
the State’s 2050 goal of reducing emissions 80% below 1990 levels, which 
was originally established by Executive Order (EO B-30-15, see DEIR p. 
4.8.10). Similar to the response provided above on the Project’s consistency 
with the 2017 Scoping Plan, the commenter is partially correct. AB 1279 (see 
DEIR p. 4.6-15) essentially accelerated the State’s 2050 goal by establishing 
a state policy to reduce anthropogenic emissions of GHGs to 85% below 1990 
levels by December 31, 2045, achieve net zero GHG emissions by 2045, and 
maintain a net negative GHG emissions thereafter. Thus, consistency with 
AB1279 would yield consistency with the goal establishes in EO B-30-15, and 
the City notes the 2022 Scoping Plan states (p. 44) that AB 1279 “is reflected 
directly in this Scoping Plan.” Therefore, the DEIR’s evaluation of consistency 
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with the 2022 Scoping Plan also evaluates consistency with the State’s 2045 
and 2050 goals. As discussed in DEIR Impact GHG-2 and above, the Project 
would be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan, and the commenter has not 
provided any specific information or evidence to the contrary.  

• The commenter asserts the DEIR fails to provide sufficient reason to adopt 
the GHG emissions reduction strategies contained in the City’s CAP, and that 
it is not proper to reject these available mitigation strategies because they are 
not mandated by a specific ordinance. As a point of clarification, Impact GHG-
2 evaluates consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations 
adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emission, and the Project cannot 
conflict with something that is either not in effect or existing at the time the EIR 
is prepared. Furthermore, as shown in Table 4.8-11, the DEIR does not reject 
potential mitigation strategies simply because there is no ordinance, 
implementing policy, etc. For example, CAP Strategy 3.3 (On-Site Renewable 
Energy Systems for New Industrial Buildings) is not applicable because the 
proposed Project is not located in the mandated Neo-Industrial and Industrial 
Employment zoning districts, but the Project still includes solar PV and battery 
energy storage systems. The City directs the commenter to response to 
comment I-8 for information on why certain CAP strategies that are identified 
as “not applicable” in Table 4.8-11 are also infeasible for the Project. Again, 
DEIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Section 4.8.5, Impact GHG-2, 
does evaluate the Project relative to the City’s CAP which is summarized in 
Table 4.8-11, Summary of Project Consistency with CAP Strategies. 

I-18 The commenter provides conclusionary remarks that are consistent with remarks in 
comments I-2 to I-17. The City directs the commenter to the responses prepared for 
these comments. As a point clarification, the commenter’s conclusionary remarks 
substantially overestimate the magnitude of the Project’s GHG emissions impacts 
(see response to comment I-3). 

 
 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-139 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

COMMENT LETTER J – CITY OF ONTARIO (EMAIL) 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-140 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-141 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

  



2.0 Response to Comments 

2-142 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

 

 

3 PAGES 
 
 
  



2.0 Response to Comments 

El Camino Project 2-143 
City of Rancho Cucamonga 

 

ID Response to Comment Letter J – City of Ontario (Email) 
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3.0 ERRATA 

 
This section identifies revisions to the City of Rancho Cucamonga’s El Camino Project Draft EIR 
to incorporate clarifications, corrections, or additions prepared in response to comments on the 
Draft EIR. These changes include minor errors or editorial corrections identified through 
subsequent review. Additions are shown in underline. Deletions are shown in strikethrough. 
Commentary Notes on DEIR text changes are shown in Italic type where needed. 
 
None of the revisions below represents a substantial increase in the severity of an identified 
significant impact or the identification of a new significant impact, mitigation, or alternative 
considerably different from those already considered in the Draft EIR. 
 
BEGIN Draft EIR Global Correction #1  
 
In several sections a typographical/editorial error occurred when the EIR Word document files 
were saved as PDF files and compiled into a single PDF document. During that translation 
process, there were sixteen (16) instances where a reference to a table, exhibit, or footnote ended 
up showing Error! Reference source not found rather than the specific table number, exhibit 
number, or footnote citation intended. For brevity and to minimize confusion for the reader, these 
transcription errors are all outlined below: 
 
DEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality 

1. Page 4.3-16, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence…The 37.4-mile one-way truck trip distance is a 
weighted average derived using the specific type and amount of truck trips generated by the 
existing site uses (see Table 4.3-6 Error! Reference source not found.) and an assumed… 
 
2. Page 4.3-23, Table 4.3-8…Source: SCAQMD53Error! Reference source not found. 
 
Added endnote refers to reference 53 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
3. Page 4.3-29, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence…The SCAQMD’s LSTs for this SRA and Project 
size are shown in Table 4.3-10 Error! Reference source not found. It is noted Table 4.3-10 
includes LSTs… 
 
4. Page 4.3-32, 7th paragraph, 2nd sentence…In addition, construction phasing and equipment 
assumptions from a representative groundwater well project were used to model and estimate 
CVWD groundwater well construction emissions.54  Error! Bookmark not defined. 
 
Added endnote refers to reference 54 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
5. Page 4.3-43, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence (bulleted)… Truck Distribution: Consistent with the 
transportation impact analysis prepared for the Project, truck trip distribution was assigned to the 
local roadway network as follows:28   Error! Reference source not found. 
 

Added endnote refers to reference 28 at the end of Section 4.3 
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Draft EIR Global Correction #1 (cont’d) 

 
6. Page 4.3-43, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence (bulleted)… Haven Avenue, North of Haven Avenue 
/ 7th Street Intersection: 10% of in- and out-bound truck traffic was modeled as traveling to and 
from the site from the portion of Haven Avenue north of the site.28  Error! Bookmark not defined. 
 

Added endnote refers to reference 28 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
7. Page 4.3-48, Table 4.3-16, Definition of CPF, 2nd sentence… The CPF for diesel exhaust is 
1.1 mg/kg-day. See Appendix C3 Error! Reference source not found. for the project’s stationary 
source TAC emissions CPFs. 
 
8. Page 4.3-65, Table 4.3-28, Table notes… Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMD42 Error! 
Reference source not found.  

 
Added endnote refers to reference 42 at the end of Section 4.3 

 
9. Page 4.3-66, Table 4.3-29, Table notes… Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMD42 Error! 
Reference source not found.  

 
Added endnote refers to reference 42 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
10. Page 4.3-66, Table 4.3-30, Table notes… Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMD42 Error! 
Reference source not found.  
 

Added endnote refers to reference 42 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
11. Page 4.3-67, Table 4.3-31, Table notes… Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMD42 Error! 
Reference source not found.  
 

Added endnote refers to reference 42 at the end of Section 4.3 
 
12. Page 4.3-71, 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence…Table 4.3-34 Error! Reference source not found. 
below summarizes annual chronic, 8-hour chronic, and acute non-cancer risks at the MEIR and 
MESR. 

 
13. Page 4.3-71, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence… As shown in Table 4.3-34 Error! Reference 
source not found., the proposed Project’s TAC emissions would not result in noncancer risks at 
the MEIR or MESR locations that exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 1.0. 

 
14. Page 4.3-72, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence… SCAQMD staff does not currently know of a way 
to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused by NOX or VOC emissions from 
relatively small projects.57  Error! Reference source not found. 
 
Added endnote refers to reference 57 at the end of Section 4.3 
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DEIR Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gases 
 
15. Page 4.8-25, footnote xii, 2nd sentence… This estimate accounts for full well production 
capacity. The project is only anticipated to consume approximately 863 AFY for bottling use, 
building use, and irrigation use.33  Error! Reference source not found. 
 
Added endnote refers to reference 33 at the end of Section 4.8 
 
Section 4.13, Noise 

16.  Page 4.13-30, 3rd paragraph, last sentence… Project traffic volumes were obtained from the 
TIA prepared for the Project and added to existing and future traffic volumes for the two key roads 
that would be used to access the Project site: Haven Avenue and 6th Street 4   Error! Reference 
source not found. 

         Added endnote refers to reference 4 at the end of Section 4.13 

END Draft EIR Global Correction #1 

BEGIN Draft EIR Global Correction #2 

[NOTE: There is a zoning title discrepancy throughout the document that references the onsite 
zoning classification as ME2 in some citations and ME-2 in other citations. The City indicates the 
proper format includes the hyphen so the editorial correction is any references to the zone ME2 
should be globally corrected to zone ME-2.] 

END Draft EIR Global Correction #2 

BEGIN Draft EIR Global Correction #3 

[NOTE: Throughout the document, but particularly in the Project Description (3.0), there are 
references to “cooling towers” which are more accurately described as the “Pentair CO2 Recovery 
System and Adsorption System” since they are not for the purposes of cooling and emitting 
unwanted exhausts from stationary equipment but rather for the collecting and reuse of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) in the beverage manufacturing process.] 

END Draft EIR Global Correction #3 

DEIR Section 3.3, Project Description – Existing Conditions (Site History), Page 3-9, 
paragraph 3 

The Project site is partially developed with warehouse and office buildings and is surrounded by 
other industrial and commercial land uses in all directions. The Project site has a General Plan 
designation of 21st Century Employment District and is within the Mixed Employment 2 (ME2) 
zone. The Project site also has a Corridor Fronting Commercial and Retail Overlay along the 
Haven Avenue frontage. The Project will not require a general plan amendment or a change of 
zone. The site also has a former vineyard in the northern half of the Phase 1 property and the 
entire site has over 200 landscape trees throughout the site including along the north side of the 
former vineyard. 

[NOTE: For background on zoning criteria subject to these overlay designations, please reference 
Development Code Section 17.130.040.B.] 
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DEIR Section 3.5, Project Description - Project Characteristics (Land Use Approvals), 
“Master Plan” bullet point, page 3-33 

• Master Plan (DRC2023-00072)-The Project site is presently zoned ME-2 Mixed Employment 
designation with a Corridor Fronting Commercial and Retail Overlay along the Haven Avenue 
frontage. The Project Master Plan identifies specific exceptions to the zone development 
standards. It also includes building details, elevations, landscaping and fencing plans, and 
other design elements 

[NOTE: For background on zoning criteria subject to these overlay designations, please reference 
Development Code Section 17.130.040.B.] 

DEIR Section 3.5, Project Description - Project Characteristics (Land Use Approvals), 
“Tentative Parcel Map” bullet point, page 3-34 

• Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (original SUB TPM20713 to VTPM 20713) – The proposed 
Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (VTPM) would include a request to consolidate the eight existing 
parcels and create three new parcels for the Project. The VTPM would create the following 
three lots: Parcel 1 would be approximately 25.39 acres in size for the new industrial buildings, 
parking structure and office building; Parcel 2 would be 0.68 acres and would provide a new 
access from 7th Street to the Project site; and Parcel 3 would be 3.88 acres and would 
encompass the existing 7th Street warehouse building and parking area. Additionally, three 
lettered lots would be created for access.  

[NOTE: the applicant originally submitted a request for a Tentative Parcel Map but during the 
public review period of the EIR decided to eliminate the Development Agreement (see below) and 
instead use a Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (VTPM) to memorialize the various development fees 
associated with the parcel map.]  

 DEIR Section 3.5, Project Description - Project Characteristics (Land Use Approvals), 
“Development Agreement” bullet point, page 3-33 

• Development Agreement (DRC2024-00163): A statutory development agreement, pursuant 
to California Government Code Section 65864 et seq. and Rancho Cucamonga Development 
Code Section 17.22.060, may be processed concurrent with the approval of this Project that 
would provide the project applicant with assurance that development of the project may 
proceed subject to the rules and regulations in effect at the time of project approval. The 
Development Agreement would also provide the City of Rancho Cucamonga with assurance 
that certain obligations of the project applicant would be met, such as the required timing of 
public improvements, the Applicant's contribution toward funding community improvements, 
and other conditions. No physical changes in the environment (beyond those described 
herein) are assumed in connection with the Development Agreement.  

[NOTE: the applicant originally submitted a request for a Tentative Parcel Map but during the 
public review period of the EIR decided to eliminate the Development Agreement and instead use 
a Vesting Tentative Parcel Map (see above) to memorialize the various development fees 
associated with the parcel map. With the VTPM, there would no longer be a need for a 
Development Agreement.]   
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DEIR Section 3.6, Project Design Features, page 3-47 

Solar Energy/Battery Storage Systems. The Project will have rooftop photovoltaic (PV) solar 
panels to help offset its increased electrical energy use. The (PV) system will be capable of 
generating approximately 1.7 2.8 Megawatts of electricity at full operation and 2.8 Gigawatt-hours 
Megawatt-hours of electricity per year from on-site sources. Under Phase 2, the proposed Project 
would feature an approximately 2 Megawatt 2,000 kilowatt (kW) rated battery energy storage 
system (BESS) which would allow the project to “bank” excess electricity generated at the site 
during the daytime hours and re-use it during the evening and nighttime hours when the PV 
system would not actively be generating electricity (i.e., because the sun would not be out).  

DEIR Section 3.7, Intended Uses of the EIR, page 3-48 

State and Regional Agencies 

State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water for approval of a domestic water 
supply permit amendment of a new source and possible treatment changes (Cal. Code Regs. § 
64556) 

DEIR Section 4.1-1, Aesthetics, Table 4.1, Visual Impacts of Project Master Plan (added 
row), pages 4.1-15 to 4.1-17 
 

Development Code 
Section/Provision 

Development  
Code Standard 

Project Master Plan  
(Code Exceptions) 

Corridor Fronting Ground 
Floor Use Restrictions 
(RCDC17.130.040.B) 

Corridor fronting ground floor 
commercial and retail uses 
required.  

The Master Plan proposes no 
commercial or retail use at the 
ground floor fronting the 
corridor.    

 
[NOTE: Rather than commercial or retail frontages along the ground-floor facing the corridor, the 
Project proposes manufacturing uses along the ground-floor facing the corridor. This is consistent 
with the provisions of Development Code Section 17.130.040.B in that no residential uses are 
permitted on the ground-floor frontage. Further, this Master Plan request is consistent with the 
General Plan in that existing industrial uses may remain and are permitted to expand with clean 
industrial uses (General Plan, Volume 2, Page 87)]. 
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DEIR Section 4.1-1, Aesthetics, Table 4.1, Visual Impacts of Project Master Plan (added 
row), pages 4.1-15 to 4.1-17 
 

Development Code 
Section/Provision 

Development  
Code Standard 

Project Master Plan  
(Code Exceptions) 

Signage Per the RCMU: 
Wall Mounted: 
 
One sign per building face - 
Maximum of 2 
Sign Area: 150 sf per 
establishment 
 
Free Standing/Monument: 
1 sign per street frontage 
Maximum Area: 24 sf 
Maximum Height: up to 8’ in 
height 
Maximum number: 1 per 
street frontage and may be 
increased to two per street 
frontage when signs are 
spaced a minimum of 300 
feet apart or alternatively, the 
maximum area may be 
increased to 48 sf when 
the sit frontage is longer than 
500 feet. These can not be 
combined. 
Commercial/mixed use/ 
Industrial facilities are exempt 
from Table 17.74.080-1 

Wall Mounted: 
· One Per Building Face - 
Maximum 
of 2 per street face 
Sign Area: 400 sf 
 
· Maximum Sign Copy 
Dimensions: 
Architectural Art Sign 
Installation: If 1 line of copy: 
A maximum of 10’ high X 92’ 
long per line with a maximum 
area of 1,650 sf per building 
façade. 
Standard Sign installation: 
If a single line of copy: 10’ 
high 40’ 
long per building façade 
If two lines of copy: 5’ high X 
40’ long per line per building 
façade. 
Free Standing/Monument: 
· Up to 8’ in height 
· Sign Area: 36 square feet 
per sign face 
· Maximum number: 2 per 
street frontage with 300 feet 
apart  
Exterior Wayfinding: 
Including vehicular directional 
and pedestrian wayfinding 
signage. 
Freestanding Wayfinding 
Sign Height: 
Maximum of 14 feet 
Maximum sign area: 150 sq.ft 
of sign area (not including 
sign structure, pole, or 
architectural elements). 
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DEIR Section 4.3, Air Quality  

IMPORTANT NOTE: FEIR Appendix H completely replaces DEIR Appendix C and provides 
updated air quality, energy, and greenhouse gas emission modeling per SCAQMD recommended 
methodologies. The updated modeling is the result of comments on the DEIR by the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD)(see FEIR Section 2, Response to Comments, Letters B and F, respectively). All 
references to Appendix C in the DEIR sections, tables, etc. are replaced by reference to FEIR 
Appendix H. 

DEIR Section 4.3.1, Air Quality, Environmental Setting, Local Environmental Setting 

Page 4.3-10, Table 4.3.3 is revised as follows:  

 Table 4.3-3 

2020-2022 2021 to 2024 Local Air Quality Data for Northwest San Bernardino Valley 

Pollutant 
Ambient Air 

Standard 

Year 

2021 2022 2023 2024 

Ozone (O3)(A) 

Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm)  0.124 0.155 0.131 0.138 

Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm)  0.100 0.100  0.111 0.117 

Number of Days Exceeding State 1-hr Standard >180 µg/m3 42 45 56 63 

Number of Days Exceeding State 8-hr Standard >137 µg/m3 81 69 77 92 

Days Exceeding Federal 1-hr Standard >0.124 ppm 0 1 2 5 

Days Exceeding Federal 8-hr Standard >0.070 ppm 78 67 74 91 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppm)  1.3 1.1 1.0 1.6 

Maximum 8-hr Concentration (ppm)  1.1 0.8 0.7 1.1 

Days Exceeding State 1-hr Standard >23,000 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 

Days Exceeding Federal/State 8-hr Standard >10,000 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 

Days Exceeding Federal 1-hr Standard >40,000 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)(B) 

Maximum 1-hr Concentration (ppb)  64.6 53.3 63.2 80.0 

Annual Arithmetic Mean Concentration (ppb)  14.8 15.3 16.6 19.4 

Days Exceeding State 1-hr Standard >180 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)(C) 

Maximum 24-hr Concentration (µg/m3)  123 144 132 112 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m3)  31.7 29.3 18.1 37.0 

Samples Exceeding State 24-hr Standard >50 µg/m3 16 8 0 48 

Samples Exceeding Federal 24-hr Standard >150 µg/m3 0 0 0 0 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)(D) 

Maximum 24-hr Concentration (µg/m3)  65.4 41.8 50.9 64.0 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (µg/m3)  14.48 12.20 12.04 13.74 

Samples Exceeding Federal 24-hr Standard >35 µg/m3 13 1 1 10 
Source: SCAQMD20 

(A) O3 data from 2023 was taken from Central San Bernardino Valley 1, as the data at the Northwest San Bernardino Valley 

site was based on a substantially smaller sample size (89 days of data) than previous years (359 days for 2021 and 364 

days for 2022). Ozone data from 2023 for Central San Bernadino Valley 1 has 352 days of data.  

(B) NO2 data and was taken from Central San Bernardino Valley 1, as Northwest San Bernadino Valley did not have pollutant 

data for these time periods.  

(C) PM10 data from 2023 was based on a smaller sample size (90 days) than 2021 (358 days) and 2022 (360 days). However, 

this data is still presented as there are no nearby monitoring stations that have a larger data sample for PM10 in 2023. 
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 Table 4.3-3 

2020-2022 2021 to 2024 Local Air Quality Data for Northwest San Bernardino Valley 

Pollutant 
Ambient Air 

Standard 

Year 

2021 2022 2023 2024 
(D) PM2.5 data is from the “CA-60 Near Road” monitoring station in SRA 33. 

 
DEIR Section 4.3.1, Air Quality, Environmental Setting, Existing Health Risks and 
Disadvantaged Communities, CalEnviroScreen and Disadvantaged Communities (Senate 
Bill 535) 
 
Page 4.3-11, last paragraph: CalEnviroScreen is a mapping tool that helps identify California 
communities that are most affected by many sources of pollution, and where people are often 
especially vulnerable to pollution’s effects. Initially released in 2013, CalEnviroScreen has been 
updated since then, with CalEnviroScreen Version 3.0 released in 2017, and the most recent 
Version 4.0 released in 2021. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 incorporated new data sources and made 
improvements on methodology to more accurately reflect environmental conditions and 
vulnerability.52 While CalEnviroScreen  . .  
. 
Page 4.3-13, first paragraph: This total / cumulative score helps contextualize how multiple 
contaminants from multiple sources affect people, while taking into account their living conditions 
(e.g., nonchemical factors such as socioeconomic and health status). Communities that are within 
the top 25th percentile for total CalEnviroScreen scores are considered disadvantaged 
communities pursuant to SB 535.25,26 as described above. Table 4.3-4 summarizes the 
CalEnviroScreen indicators for census tract 6071002110. The CalEnviroScreen census tract 
percentiles are a main factor in whether an area is considered a disadvantaged community 
pursuant to SB 535. In May 2022, CalEPA designated areas that met any of the following four 
metrics as disadvantaged communities:  
 

1. Census tracts receiving the highest 25 percent of overall scores in CalEnviroScreen 4.0 
 

2. Census tracts lacking overall scores in CalEnviroScreen 4.0 due to data gaps, but 
receiving the highest 5 percent of CalEnviroScreen 4.0 cumulative pollution burden scores 
 

3. Census tracts identified in the 2017 DAC designation under CalEnviroScreen 3.0, 
regardless of their scores in CalEnviroScreen 4.0 
 

4. Lands under the control of federally recognized Tribes25,26 
 

Table 4.3-4 summarizes the CalEnviroScreen 4.0 indicators for census tract 6071002110. 
 
Page 4.3-13, Table 4.3-4 title: CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0 Health Risk Information 
 
Page 4.3-14, Table 4.3-4 (next to last row): 
 

SB 535 Disadvantaged Community? No 

 
Page 4.3-13, last paragraph: As shown in Table 4.3-4, census tract 6071002110 is within the top 
30% of total CalEnviroScreen percentiles throughout the State under CalEnviroScreen Version 
4.0. It is substantially burdened by exposure to pollution and is subject to relatively high levels of 
underlying conditionsAccording to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
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(OEHHA) CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Map, the proposed Project is Census Tract 6071002110. This 
area shows an average pollution indicator percentile of 88% based on the CalEnviroScreen 
indicators (e.g., exposure, environmental effects, population characteristics, socioeconomic 
factors) and has a population of approximately 7,096 people.128 This census tract ranks one of 
the highest for ozone and PM2.5 indicators, with percentiles of 95 and 96, respectively. The census 
tract’s total CalEnviroScreen percentile is 74. Since this census tract is not within the top 25% in 
scoring, according to the CalEnviroScreen methodology, it is not considered a disadvantaged 
community pursuant to SB 535. 
 
Under the previous version of CalEnviroScreen, CalEnviroScreen Version 3.0, Census Tract 
6071002110 had a Pollution Burden Percentile of 98 and a Population Characteristics Percentile 
of 82, and a CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Percentile score of 95-100%, which is within the percentile 
range (i.e., top 25%) for designation as a disadvantaged community. Under the improvements to 
data and methodology from the updated CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0, as well as potential 
improvements in conditions as a result of the programs and funding from SB 535, the census tract 
is not considered a disadvantaged community under the most recent version of CalEnviroScreen. 
The CalEnviroScreen Version 4.0 is considered an accurate reflection of the pollution exposures 
and population vulnerabilities that communities face. However, as discussed above, if a census 
tract was designated as a disadvantaged community under CalEnviroScreen Version 3.0, it is still 
considered a disadvantaged community pursuant to SB 535 for reasons such as continued 
funding and program consistency.52 In addition, the census tracts to the east and west of the 
Project’s census tract are designated disadvantaged communities for the same reasoning. 
 
DEIR Section 4.3.2 Air Quality, Regulatory Framework, Regional Air Quality Regulation,  
SCAQMD Rule Book 
 
Page 4.3-21 to Page 4.3-24, the following rule descriptions are added to the discussion of the 
SCAQMD Rulebook:  
 

• Rule 201 (Permit to Construct) sets forth that no person shall build, erect, install, alter, or 
replace any equipment which may cause the issuance of air contaminants or the use of 
equipment that may reduce or control the issuance of air contaminants, without first 
obtaining written authorization for such construction from the Executive Officer of the 
SCAQMD.  
 

• Rule 1166 (Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil) sets 
forth requirements to control emissions of VOCs from excavating, grading, handling, and 
treatment of VOC contaminated soil as a result of leakage from storage or transfer 
operations, accidental spillage, or other deposition.  
 

• Rule 1466 (Control of Particulate Emissions from Soils with Toxic Air Contaminants) sets 
forth requirements to minimize fugitive dust emissions containing TACs during earth 
moving activities at sites specifically designated hazardous materials release site.  
 

• Rule 1470 (Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other 
Compression Ignition Engines) applies to sellers, owners, and operators of stationary 
compression ignition engines win the SCAQMD with a rates brake horsepower greater 
than 50 hp. The rule requires use of CARB-certified diesel fuel, equipment that meets 
specific emissions rates, and other operating requirements.  
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DEIR Section 4.3.3 Air Quality, Significance Thresholds, Localized Emissions Thresholds 
 
Page 4.3-29 to 4.3-30, the discussion of Localized Emissions Thresholds is revised as follows:    

 
Localized Emissions Thresholds 

 
The SCAQMD’s localized air quality impact guidance and corresponding localized significance 
thresholds (LSTs) were developed to assist CEQA lead agencies with the analysis of a project’s 
potential local air quality impacts.4255 The guidance and thresholds are based on SCAQMD air 
quality dispersion modeling that considers local meteorological and air quality data in specific 
areas, called Source Receptor Areas, or SRAs, and estimates the amount of air pollution that may 
result in a local air quality impact. The SCAQMD LTSs “represent “the maximum emissions from 
a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard.” 4255 Unlike the regional emission significance thresholds, 
LSTs have only been developed for NOX, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. The SCAQMD’s modeling of 
potential local air pollution impacts is based on specific project sizes (e.g., 1-acre, 2-acres, 5-
acres) at specific distances from a project area (25 meters, 50 meters, 100 meters, 200 meters, 
and 500 meters). This approach allows for pollutants to disperse from their source according to 
SRA-specific conditions and distances to actual sensitive receptors locations. When an affected 
receptor is located at a different or unique distance than that modeled by the SCAQMD, the LST 
methodology permits a project-specific LST to be developed using linear interpolation.  
 
This EIR compares the Project’s construction and operational emissions against the SCAQMD’s 
LST mass rate screening values for a five-acre project located in SRA 33, Southwest San 
Bernardino Valley, the SRA in which the Project is located. The SCAQMD’s LSTs for this SRA 
and Project size are shown Table 4.3-10. It is noted Table 4.3-10 includes LSTs based on the 
SCAQMD screening table, as well as one LST developed for the project using linear interpolation.  
 

Table 4.3-10 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds for Source Receptor Area 33 

Distance from Site 
Boundary to Receptor 

Construction LST Thresholds 
(Maximum Pounds Per Day) 

Operational LST Thresholds 
(Maximum Pounds Per Day) 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

5-ACRE SITE 

82 Feet (25 Meters) 270 2,193 16 9 270 2,193 4 2 

164 Feet (50 Meters) 303 2,972 50 12 303 2,978 12 3 

328 Feet (100 Meters) 378 5,118 80 21 378 5,118 20 5 

656 Feet (200 Meters) 486 9,611 140 45 486 9,611 34 11 

1,430 Feet (435 Meters)(A) 717 24,970 283 141 717 24,970 68 38 

1,640 Feet (500 Meters) 778 29,410 322 170 778 29,410 78 41 

Source: SCAQMD42 and MIG (see Appendix C1.2 and C1.3) 

(A) LST developed using linear interpolation.  

 
When a project involves construction or operation on more than five acres, the SCAQMD’s LST 
methodology document recommends a lead agency conduct project-specific dispersion modeling 
and compare the modeling results to concentration-based LST standards. Thus, because the 
proposed Project is more than five acres in size, this EIR compares the Project’s on-site 
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construction and operational emissions against the SCAQMD’s LST concentration thresholds, 
which vary by pollutant. For CO and NO2 the LST significance thresholds for both construction 
and operation are based on the difference between the most stringent state or federal ambient air 
quality standard and the maximum concentration measured over the most-recent three-year 
period (2021 to 2023, see Table 4.3-3). The resulting values represent the allowable increase in 
NO2 and CO ambient concentrations above current levels that could occur in SRA 33 without 
causing or contributing to exceedances of the CAAQS or NAAQS. For PM10 and PM2.5, the 
construction threshold is a 24-hour average concentration of 10.4 μg/m3, based on compliance 
with Rule 403, while the operational threshold is 2.5 μg/m3, based on SCAQMD Rule 1303. The 
PM10 and PM2.5 thresholds are intended to constrain emissions so as to not cause or contribute 
to an exceedance of the CAAQS or NAAQS. Table 4.3-10 summarizes the LST thresholds used 
to determine the significance of the Project’s potential local air quality impacts.  
 

Table 4.3-10 

SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds for Source Receptor Area 33 

Activity / 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Period(A) 

Most Stringent 
Ambient Air Quality 

Standard(A),(B) 

2022 – 2024 Peak 
Concentration(B) 

LST 
Threshold 

Construction 

NO2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm 0.08 ppm 0.10 ppm 

CO 1 Hour 20 ppm 1.6 ppm 18.4 ppm 

CO 8 Hours 9.0 ppm 1.1 ppm 7.9 ppm 

PM10 24 Hours 50 μg/m3 -- 10.4 μg/m3 

PM2.5 24 Hours 35 μg/m3 -- 10.4 μg/m3 

Operation 

NO2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm 0.08 ppm 0.10 ppm 

CO 1 Hour 20 ppm 1.6 ppm 18.4 ppm 

CO 8 Hours 9.0 ppm 1.1 ppm 7.9 ppm 

PM10 24 Hours 50 μg/m3 -- 2.5 μg/m3 

PM2.5 24 Hours 35 μg/m3 -- 2.5 μg/m3 

Source: SCAQMD56 

(A) See Table 4.3-2. 

(B) See Table 4.3-3. 

 
DEIR Section 4.3.4 Air Quality, Emissions Modeling Methodology, Criteria Air Pollutants 
 
Page 4.3-33, 2nd bullet point discussion is revised as follows:    
 

• Demolition and Hauling: The default demolition and hauling assumptions were modified 
as follows:  
 

o Phase 1: Construction of the main facilities was assumed to result in the demolition 
of 175,685 square feet of existing building space and require up to 122,000 cubic 
yards of soil import. In addition, the construction of the CVWD groundwater well 
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was assumed to result in the removal of 3,965 cubic yards of debris and soil 
hauling.  
 

o Phase 2B: Construction activities would result in the demolition of 62,210 square 
feet of building space and require up to 16,200 cubic yards of soil import.  

 
o All haul trucks were assumed to travel a one-way trip distance of 28 miles to 

approximate the distance to the San Timoteo Landfill in Redlands, which would the 
farthest landfill that may receive construction waste from the Project. 

 
Page 4.3-33 to 4.3-34, the last bullet point discussion (starting on page 4.3-33) is revised as 
follows:    
 

• Mobile Sources:  
 

o Trip Generation Rates: The default weekday and weekend trip generation rates for 
the existing land use types (e.g., office, warehouse) were replaced with the actual 
trip generation rates derived from site-specific traffic counts conducted for the 
Project. As shown in Table 4.3-13, the proposed Project would generate 
approximately 1,930 total gross daily passenger vehicle trips and approximately 
1,300 total gross daily truck trips, for a total gross trip generation of approximately 
3,230 daily trips. The Project’s net increase in trips above existing conditions would 
be equal to 1,114 passenger vehicle trips, 1,003 truck trips, and 2,115 total daily 
trips. The applicant estimates that up two to truck deliveries per month could 
include the use of a transportation refrigeration unit (TRU). For modeling . . .  
 

Page 4.3-37, last bullet point discussion is revised as follows:  
 

o Pentair CO2 recovery system: The exhaust from the SCR system would be directed 
to a CO2 recovery system that will clean and purify the CO2 in the SCR system 
exhaust stream, producing beverage-grade CO2 for use in the beverage 
manufacturing process. The recovery system would first cool the SCR system 
exhaust gases and remove sulfur compounds. The scrubbed and cool exhaust 
stream would then go to an adsorption unit that would inject monoethanolamine 
(MEA) into the exhaust stream to chemically capture CO2, creating an MEA 
solution. The MEA solution would then be heated to release the CO2 from the 
solution as a gas. The CO2-rich gas would then be cooled, and any remaining MEA 
removed from the gas stream. The CO2 gas would then be compressed and 
dehydrated to remove water and passed through an activated carbon filter to 
remove any impurities. Finally, the CO2 gas would pass through a reboiler to 
remove any remaining non-condensable gases, condensed into a liquid, distilled, 
and stored in an insulated storage tank. Refer to Appendix I for a detailed process 
description of the Pentair CO2 recovery system. The system includes 2 
approximately 11-foot-diameter exhaust gas recovery towers that could range 
between 65 and 85 feet in height. These towers would emit nitrogen, oxygen, and 
a small amount of ammonia, estimated at up to 3 pounds per day. The ammonia 
is associated with the treatment of water used in the gas cooling and condensation 
steps of CO2 recovery. The CO2 recovery system is estimated have a CO2 recovery 
efficiency between 80% to 90% and could recover between approximately 9,362 
metric tons and 11,364 metric tons of CO2 per year from the cogeneration/SCR 
system exhaust stream. 
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Page 4.3-38, first bullet point discussion is revised as follows  
 

o Backup Generator Diesel Fuel: The proposed Project’s two (2) 2,011-horsepower 
emergency diesel engine-generator sets would be tested monthly and could each 
consume up to 50,800 gallons of diesel fuel annually during testing and non-
potential emergency use. Diesel fuel use for the backup generators was estimated 
using manufacturer’s specifications for total fuel flow (254 gallons per hour) and 
the total anticipated non-emergency runtime (50 hours)maximum operational 
hours per year, including for emergency use, typically permitted by the SCAQMD 
(200 hours).XI. 

 
Page 4.3-38, footnote XI is deleted:  
 
XI Fuel use for emergency operations cannot be quantified because emergency runtime is 
speculative. 
 
DEIR Section 4.3.4 Air Quality, Emissions Modeling Methodology, Toxic Air Contaminants 
 
Page 4.3-38, 2nd bullet point discussion is revised as follows:    
 

• Operational DPM. Once operational, most of the trucks that would access the Project site 
and loading docks would be diesel fueled and thus generate DPM emissions. In addition, 
approximately 2 trucks per month would deliver cold dry ingredients to the Project site. 
Each of these trucks would operate an auxiliary diesel-fueled TRU assumed to be 33 
horsepower. Each TRU would operate for up to 2 hours on-site.  Finally, In addition, the 
proposed emergency back-up generator would consist of 2, 2,011 horsepower diesel-
fueled engines located slightly north of the northeast corner of the PC/DC facility. 

 
Page 4.3-39, the following discussion is added to the Operational DPM Emissions section:    
 

• On-Site TRUs: On-site TRU emissions of DPM were estimated using project-specific 
information about TRU operations and CARB’s load factor and emission factor data for 
criteria pollutants.56 The calculations assumed that up to 2 trucks with TRUs would 
access the site per month (24 per year), with a maximum of one (1) TRU per day. Due to 
the limited cold storage space included in the Project (1,000 square feet), each TRU was 
assumed to operate onsite for approximately two (2) hours per trip. The TRUs were 
assumed to be 33 horsepower in size and meet Tier 2 emissions standards. The emission 
factors, in grams per brake horsepower hour, were multiplied by the onsite operational 
time (i.e., 2 hours for maximum daily emissions). All PM10 emissions were conservatively 
assumed to be DPM emissions. 

 
DEIR Section 4.3.4 Air Quality, Emissions Modeling Methodology, Health Risk Assessment 
 
Page 4.3-41, the Receptor and Meteorology bullet point discussions are revised as follows:    
 

• Receptors: FourFive separate receptor grids were developed to predict ground level 
pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptor locations within approximately one-
quarter mile surrounding the Project area boundary, as follows:  
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o A 1,960-meter by 1,960- meter grid with a receptor spacing of 280 meters 
was generated over the industrial, commercial, residential, and preschool 
land uses surrounding the Project site, covering the entire modeling 
domain. The grid’s central coordinates were 447053.68 meters Easting and 
3771888.79 meters Northing. This grid was then converted to discrete 
Cartesian receptors (yielding 64 discrete receptors). 

o A 1,200-meter by 1,200-meter grid with a receptor spacing of 100 meters 
was generated over the industrial, commercial, residential, and preschool 
land uses surrounding the Project site. The grid’s central coordinates were 
447245.00 meters Easting and 37771917.00 meters Northing. This grid 
was then converted to discrete Cartesian receptors (yielding 169 discrete 
receptors). 

o A 150-meter by 100-meter grid with a receptor spacing of 25 meters along 
was generated over the industrial land use east of the Project site. The 
grid’s central coordinates were 447335.00 meters Easting and 3771950.00 
meters Northing. This grid was then converted to discrete Cartesian 
receptors (yielding 35 discrete receptors). 

o A 120-meter by 120-meter grid with a receptor spacing of 15 meters along 
was generated over commercial / strip mall east of the site that includes 
the Good Stewards Daycare. The grid’s central coordinates were 
447357.00 meters Easting and 3771785.00 meters Northing. This grid was 
then converted to discrete Cartesian receptors (yielding 81 discrete 
receptors). 

o A 120-meter by 120-meter grid with a receptor spacing of 15 meters was 
generated over the residential area southeast of the Project site, on the 
southeastern corner of 6th Street and Cleveland Avenue. The grid’s central 
coordinates were 447750.00 meters Easting and 3771605.00 meters 
Northing. This grid was then converted to discrete Cartesian receptors 
(yielding 81 discrete receptors). 

Additionally, two discrete receptors were added, with one located at 446049.67 meters 
Easting and 3772728.91 meters Northing and the other located at 446841.99 meters 
Easting and 3771781.53 meters Northing. All receptors within the Project site (14 
receptors) were removed, yielding a total of 352418 discrete receptors modeled for 
the Project. 

• Meteorology: AERMOD-ready meteorological data for the Ontario International Airport 
meteorological station (Version 11) was obtained from the SCAQMD for the five-year 
period January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2023January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2016 
(see Exhibit 4.3-1 and Error! Reference source not found.) Error! Reference source 
not found. [print copy] 

DEIR Section 4.3.4 Air Quality, Emissions Modeling Methodology, Localized Significance 
Threshold Dispersion Modeling 
 
Page 4.3-50, the following discussion is added to EIR:    
 
Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Dispersion Modeling 
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MIG evaluated the potential construction and operational LST impacts of the Project using the 
U.S. EPA’s AERMOD dispersion model (Version 23132) and the SCAQMD’s LST threshold 
methodology document.55 The dispersion modeling was used to predict ground level 
concentrations of LST pollutants, including 1-hour NO2 and CO s, 8-hour CO, and 24-hour PM10 
and PM2.5 concentrations from all modeled fugitive dust and exhaust sources. Fugitive dust 
sources were modeled as series of ground-based area sources with an initial vertical dimension 
of 1 meter. Otherwise, the modeling conducted for all other on-site LST emissions sources used 
the same source treatment, terrain, meteorology, and other dispersion characteristics described 
in the “Health Risk Assessment” section above. The modeling was conducted using a uniform 
emission rate of 1 gram per second or 1 gram per second per square meter. The modeled outputs 
were then scaled using each individual sources maximum hourly, 8-hour, and 24-hour emission 
rate. It is noted that maximum daily NOX, CO, and PM10 and PM2.5 emissions occurred during 
different overlapping phases of construction. The resultant pollutant concentration predictions 
were then compared to concentration-based thresholds per the SCAQMD’s LST methodology 
document (see Section 4.3.3). The conversion of NOX to NO2 by distance from source was made 
in accordance with SCAQMD LST methodology guidance.  
 
DEIR Section 4.3.5 Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Cumulative Considerable 
Net Increase in Nonattainment Criteria Air Pollutants (Impact AIR-2) 
 
Page 4.3-52, Table 4.3-19 is revised as follows:    

 
Table 4.3-19 

Unmitigated Project Construction - Phase 1 Regional Emissions Estimates  

Season 
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

 Summer 2024  16.2 
116.1 

119.7 

206.0 

207.8 

0.3 

0.4 

29.0 

30.0 

10.1 

10.4 

Winter 2024  10.7 
103.5 

108.1 
129.5 0.3 21.9 6.6 

 Summer 2025  108.2 115.1 239.8 0.3 36.4 12.9 

Winter 2025  14.7 100.4 171.0 0.3 29.2 10.9 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes No No No No 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.2) 

 
Page 4.3-54, Table 4.3-21 and 4.3-22 are revised as follows: 
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Table 4.3-21 

Mitigated Project Construction – Phase 1 Regional Emissions Estimates 

Season 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

 Summer 2024  9.8 
49.2 

52.7 

230.3 

232.1 

0.3 

0.4 

26.1 

27.1 

7.4 

7.7 

Winter 2024  7.9 34.3 136.7 0.3 20.6 5.4 

 Summer 2025  35.2 48.6 248.4 0.3 
33.3 

33.4 
10.2 

Winter 2025  9.5 42.9 177.9 0.3 27.4 8.4 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.2) 

 

Table 4.3-22 

Mitigated Project Construction – Phase 2B Regional Emissions Estimates 

Season 
Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Winter 2026  2.3 
16.7 

19.5 
54.3 0.1 22.8 11.0 

 Summer 2026  2.4 11.8 55.9 0.1 5.7 1.6 

Winter 2027  20.3 5.8 24.4 <0.1 2.8 0.8 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.2) 

 
Page 4.3-55, Table 4.3-23 and Table 4.3-24 are revised as follows: 
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Table 4.3-23 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Phase 1 Regional Emissions Estimates 

Scenario and Source 

Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions  

(Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Project Phase 1 Emissions 

Mobile 10.0 183.1 185.0 1.6 66.5 19.4 

Area 24.2 0.4 46.0 <0.1 0.1 0.1 

Energy 0.3 6.1 5.1 <0.1 0.5 0.5 

Stationary (Tray Shrink Packers) 0.1 1.0 0.3 <0.1 0.1 0.1 

Stationary (Boilers) 2.1 3.4 6.7 0.4 4.5 4.5 

Stationary (Emergency Generators) 2.1 21.5 2.8 -- 0.4 0.4 

Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) <0.1 0.3 -- -- <0.1 -- 

Project Subtotal(B) 38.8 
215.6 

215.8 
245.8 2.0 72.0 24.9 

Existing Site Emissions(C) 12.4 48.3 79.7 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Total Net Change(B) 26.4 
167.3 

167.5 
166.1 1.6 52.7 19.3 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.1, C1.3, and C2, Sheet 01, Table C2-01.1) 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur 
during the winter. 

(B) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 
(C) See Table 4.3-7. 

 

Table 4.3-24 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Phase 2 Regional Emissions Estimates 

Scenario and Source 

Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions  

(Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Project Phase 2 Emissions 

Mobile 9.6 175.7 177.1 1.6 67.2 19.6 

Area 24.2 0.4 46.0 <0.1 0.1 0.1 

Energy 0.3 6.1 5.1 <0.1 0.5 0.5 

Stationary - Tray Shrink Packers 0.1 1.0 0.3 <0.1 0.1 0.1 

Stationary - Boilers 4.3 6.9 13.3 0.7 8.9 8.9 

Stationary - Cogeneration 7.4 5.2 14.8 0.4 6.7 6.7 

Stationary - Emergency Generators 2.1 21.5 2.8 -- 0.4 0.4 

Transport Refrigeration Units (TRUs) <0.1 0.3 -- -- <0.1 -- 

Project Subtotal(B) 48.0 
216.8 

217.1 
259.4 2.7 83.8 36.1 

Existing Site Emissions(C) 12.4 48.3 79.7 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Total Net Change(B) 35.6 
168.5 

168.8 
179.7 2.3 64.5 30.5 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.1, C1.3, and C2, Sheet 01, Table C2-01.2 
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Table 4.3-24 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Phase 2 Regional Emissions Estimates 

Scenario and Source 

Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions  

(Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur 

during the winter. 

(B) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 
(C) See Table 4.3-7. 

 
Page 4.3-58, the following new bullet discussion is added before the first full paragraph on: 

 
• Mitigation Measure AIR-2F would require the Project to provide 3rd party trucking 

vendors information on the Hybrid and Zero Emission Truck and Bus Voucher 
Incentive Project (HVIP), which provides point-of-sale vouchers for zero emission 
vehicles, including trucks. By making zero emission vehicle technologies more 
affordable, the program serves to accelerate their deployment; however, no 
emissions reduction credit is applied to the Project for this measure because 
information sharing alone would not guarantee emissions reductions occur.  

 
Page 4.3-58, third paragraph and Table 4.3-25 are revised as follows:  
 
The Project’s maximum daily mitigated Phase 1 and Phase 2 regional NOX emissions from mobile 
and energy sources are summarized in Table 4.3-25. 

Table 4.3-25 

Mitigated Project Operations – Phase 1 and 2 Regional NOX Emissions 

Scenario 

Total Mitigated Operational NOX Emissions 
(Pounds Per Day) 

Phase 1 Phase 2  

Project Maximum Operational NOX 
Emissions (Unmitigated) 

189.2 

215.8 

181.8 

217.1 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2C, AIR-2D, 
and AIR-2E Emissions Reductions 

6.0 

6.3 

6.0 

6.3 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 and 
GHG-2 Emissions Reductions 

<0.1 <0.1 

Subtotal, Mitigation 
6.0 

6.3 

6.0 

6.3 

Project Maximum Operational  

NOx Emissions (Mitigated) 

183.2 

209.5 

175.8 

210.8 

Existing Site Emissions 48.3 48.3 

Total Net Change(A) 
134.9 

161.2 

127.6 

162.5 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 

SCAQMD Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1 and C2) 

(A) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  
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Page 4.3-59, Table 4.3-26 is revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.3-26 

Unmitigated Combined Phase 1 Operational and Phase 2B Construction Regional 
Emissions Estimates 

Source 
Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 1 Operational Emissions (2026) 

Winter 2026 
26.5 

30.8 

189.2 

215.8 

173.1 

204.3 

1.6 

2.0 

67.7 

72.6 

20.1 

25.0 

Summer 2026 
34.5 

38.9 

181.6 

208.2 

236.1 

267.3 

1.6 

2.0 

67.8 

72.7 

20.1 

25.1 

Phase 2 Operational Emissions (2027) 

Winter 2027 26.1 

40.0 

181.8 

217.1 

166.1 

197.3 

1.6 

2.7 

67.7 

83.8 

20.0 

36.1 

Phase 2B Construction Emissions 

Winter 2026   5.0 42.0 52.8 0.1 24.2 12.3 

Summer 2026 3.6 25.2 51.9 0.1 6.2 2.1 

Winter 2027 93.0 12.1 22.4 <0.1 3.1 1.0 

Combined Operational and Phase 2B Construction Emissions 

Winter 2026 31.5 

35.8 

231.2 

257.8 

225.9 

257.1 

1.7 

2.1 

91.9 

96.8 

32.4 

37.3 

Summer 2026 
38.1 

42.5 

206.8 

233.4 

288.0 

319.2 

1.7 

2.1 

74.0 

78.9 

22.2 

27.1 

Winter 2027 
119.1 

133.0 

193.9 

229.2 

188.5 

219.7 

1.6 

2.7 

70.8 

86.8 

21.0 

37.1 

Existing Site Emissions (2024) 

Summer 12.4 46.3 79.7 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Winter 10.3 48.3 59.6 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Total Net Change 

Winter 2026   
21.2 

25.6 

182.9 

209.5 

166.3 

197.5 

1.3 

1.7 

72.6 

77.5 

26.8 

31.7 

Summer 2026 
25.7 

30.1 

160.5 

187.1 

208.3 

239.5 

1.3 

1.7 

54.7 

59.6 

16.6 

21.5 

Winter 2027  
108.9 

122.8 

145.6 

180.9 

128.9 

160.1 

1.2 

2.3 

51.4 

67.5 

15.4 

31.5 

SCAQMD CEQA 
Threshold 

55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes No No No No 

Source: Appendix C and SCAQMD41 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur 
during the winter. 

(B) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 
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Page 4.3-60, Table 4.3-27 is revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.3-27 

Mitigated Combined Phase 1 Operational and Phase 2B Construction Regional 
Emissions Estimates 

Source 
Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Phase 1 Operational Emissions (2026) 

Winter 
26.2 

30.6 

189.0 

209.5 

170.5 

201.7 

1.6 

2.0 

67.0 

71.9 

19.9 

24.8 

Summer 
34.2 

38.6 

181.4 

201.9 

232.9 

264.1 

1.6 

2.0 

67.1 

72.0 

19.9 

24.9 

Phase 2 Operational Emissions (2027) 

Winter 2027 25.9 

39.8 

181.6 

210.8 

163.6 

194.8 

1.6 

2.7 

67.0 

83.1 

19.9 

35.9 

Phase 2B Construction Emissions 

Winter 2026   2.3 
16.7 

19.5 
54.3 0.1 22.8 11.0 

Summer 2026 2.4 11.8 55.9 0.1 5.7 1.6 

Winter 2027  20.3 5.8 24.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 

Combined Operational and Phase 2B Construction Emissions 

Winter 2026 28.5 

32.9 

205.7 

229.0 

224.8 

256.0 

1.7 

2.1 

89.8 

94.7 

30.9 

35.8 

Summer 2026 36.6 

41.0 

193.2 

213.7 

288.8 

320.0 

1.7 

2.1 

72.8 

77.7 

21.5 

26.4 

Winter 2027 46.2 

60.1 

187.4 

216.7 

188.0 

219.2 

1.6 

2.7 

67.0 

83.1 

19.9 

35.9 

Existing Site Emissions (2024) 

Summer 12.4 46.3 79.7 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Winter 10.3 48.3 59.6 0.4 19.3 5.6 

Total Net Change 

Winter 2026   
18.3 

22.7 

157.4 

180.7 

165.2 

196.4 

1.3 

1.7 

70.5 

75.4 

25.3 

30.2 

Summer 2026 
24.3 

28.6 

146.9 

167.4 

209.1 

240.3 

1.3 

1.6 

53.4 

58.4 

15.9 

20.8 

Winter 2027  
35.9 

49.8 

139.2 

168.4 

128.4 

159.6 

1.2 

2.3 

47.7 

63.8 

14.3 

30.3 

SCAQMD CEQA 
Threshold 

55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 
Source: Appendix C and SCAQMD41 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur 
during the winter. 

(B) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 
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On page 4.3-64, Mitigation Measure AIR-2E is revised as follows:  
 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2E: Reduce Truck Trip Emissions. 
 
1) Exceed the mandatory electric vehicle (EV) charging readiness requirements…  

a) Design and include sufficient space for the transformer, main service equipment, and 
cabinets/subpanels necessary to accommodate a sufficient number of branch circuits to 
provide future installation of electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE) to service all onsite 
electric trucks.  

b) Design and incorporate a sufficient number of raceways/busways to provide future EVSE 
installation to service all onsite electric trucks.  

c) Dedicate/preserve convenient locations and reserve pathways for conduits needed to 
connect the EVSE to other electrical service equipment (e.g., raceway, cabinet, etc.) to 
service all onsite electric trucks.   

d) Install EVSE onsite equal to at least 10% of the total truck docks included in the final Project 
design. Based on the project’s estimated total number of truck docks (57, see subsection 
a) above), the number of onsite EVSE for the project equals six (6). 

2) Transport Refrigeration Unit (TRU) Restrictions: The applicant shall limit prohibit the use of 
diesel fueled TRUs on-site. All TRUs operated at the site shall be either powered by electricity or 
limited to no more than two TRU trucks per month operating onsite. unless such electrical service 
is unavailable due to power outages or electric infrastructure servicing/maintenance 
requirements. 
 

3)  Idling Signage: Signs shall be posted at all truck access gates and loading dock areas 
reminding drivers of idling limitations. The signs shall be clearly visible, readable at a 
distance of 10 feet, and notify truck drivers that: 

a) The vehicle’s primary diesel engine shall be turned off when not in use.  

b) The vehicle’s primary diesel engine shall not idle for more than 5 consecutive minutes at 
any location pursuant to Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 2485.  

 
4)  EV Fleet Vehicles: In addition to EV charging readiness infrastructure measures, the applicant 
shall incorporate, and use for distribution, at least 8 zero emission, or near zero emission, on-
road haul trucks in its proprietary vehicle fleet within the first year of operations after receiving a 
certificate of occupancy.   
 
5) Incentive Funding: To support the accelerated deployment of zero emission (ZE) and near zero 
emission (NZE) truck technologies, the City shall require the applicant to provide operators of 
third-party diesel-fueled trucks accessing the site information on the California Air Resources 
Board's Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP), such as 
the HVIP website or handouts summarizing HVIP details, frequently asked questions, etc. 
   
On page 4.3-64, Mitigation Measure AIR-2F is added as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure AIR-2F: Reduce Service Equipment Emissions. To reduce service 
equipment emissions (i.e., yard hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet jacks) and promote 
the use of near-zero emission, and zero emission equipment, the City shall require the applicant 
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to utilize 100% electric or similar near-zero and zero emission,  forklifts, sweeper/scrubbers,  aerial 
lifts, and  yard trucks within the first operational year of the project, and continuing thereafter.   
 
DEIR Section 4.3.5 Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Expose Sensitive 
Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations (Impact AIR-3) 
 
Page 4.3-64, last paragraph: 
 

• Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Analysis: As described in Section 4.3.3, this EIR 
compares the Project’s construction and operational emissions against concentration-
based thresholds derived using the SCAQMD’s LST methodology for CO, NO2, PM10, and 
PM2.5.mass rate screening values for a five-acre project located in SRA 33.xxiv LST impacts 
for PM10 and PM2.5 are assessed for sensitive receptors that could remain in a fixed 
location for up to 24 hours, since the most stringent PM standards are based on 24-hour 
averaging times (see Table 4.3-2 for a list of air quality standards and averaging periods). 
The nearest off-site receptors that could remain in place for up to 24 hours would be the 
residences at the southeast corner of 6th Street and Cleveland Avenue, approximately 
1,430 feet (435 meters) southeast of the Project site. In contrast, the most stringent 
standards for NO2NOx and CO are based on shorter averaging times, therefore, LST 
impacts for NO2NOx and CO are assessed for sensitive receptor locations where 
individuals may be located for as little as 1 hour. The nearest off-site receptor that could 
remain in place for at least 1 hour is are the commercial land uses that border the site. 
daycare facility approximately 370 feet (130 meters) east of the Project site.  

    
Page 4.3-64, footnote xxiv is deleted: 
 
xxiv The quantitative LST thresholds generally increase as a project site gets larger. Therefore, 
using a smaller project site size for identifying the LST threshold results in a lower LST value for 
each of the pollutants being evaluated. 
 
Page 4.3-65 to Page 4.3-67, the entire Localized Significance Threshold analysis discussion is 
replaced as follows:  
 
LST Analysis – Construction Emissions:  The proposed Project’s maximum daily unmitigated 
construction activity concentrations are summarized in Table 4.3-28 and Table 4.3-29, 

respectively.  

Table 4.3-28 

Unmitigated Project Construction – Modeled LST CO and NO2 Emissions  

Construction Pollutant LST Threshold(A) LST Model Results(B)  Exceeds Threshold? 

NO2 (1 Hour) 0.10 ppm 0.03 No 

CO (1 Hour) 18.4 ppm 0.19 No 

CO (8 Hours) 7.9 ppm 0.09 No 

Source: See FEIR Appendix H 

(A) See Table 4.3-10.  

(B) Results are at the closest occupied off-site receptor location where the receptor could be present for 1 hour or 8 hours. For 
CO, this location is in the commercial land uses west of the Project site, across Haven Avenue. The modeled receptor 
coordinates are as follows: CO 1 Hour and 8 Hour: 446841.99 meters easting, 3771781.53 meters northing. For NO2, this 
location is in the commercial land uses east of the Project site, across Utica Avenue. The modeled receptor coordinates are as 
follows: 447312.00 meters easting, 3771740.00 meters northing.  
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Table 4.3-29 

Unmitigated Project Construction – Modeled LST PM10 and PM2.5 Emissions  

Construction Pollutant LST Threshold(A) LST Model Results(B) Exceeds Threshold? 

PM10 (24 Hours) 10.4 µg/m3 0.35 µg/m3 No 

PM2.5 (24 Hours) 10.4 µg/m3 0.35 µg/m3 No 

Source: See FEIR Appendix H 

(A) See Table 4.3-10.  

(B) Results are at the closest occupied off-site receptor location where the receptor could be present for 24 hours, 
which is the residential area located at the southeast corner of 6th Street and Cleveland Avenue approximately 
1,430 feet (435 meters) southeast of the Project site. The modeled receptors coordinates are 447720.00 meters 
easting, 3771650.00 meters northing. 

 
As shown in Table 4.3-28 and Table 4.3-29, the Project’s construction emissions would not 
exceed applicable SCAQMD construction LSTs. This impact would be less than significant. It is 
noted that the implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2B would serve to further reduce the 
less than significant magnitude of this impact. 
 
LST Analysis – Operational Emissions: The proposed Project’s maximum daily unmitigated Phase 
2 LST operational activity concentrations are summarized in Table 4.3-30 and 4.3-31, 
respectively. 
 

Table 4.3-30 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Modeled LST CO and NO2 Emissions  

Construction Pollutant LST Threshold(A) LST Model Results(B)  Exceeds Threshold? 

NO2 (1 Hour) 0.10 ppm 0.01 ppm No 

CO (1 Hour) 18.4 ppm 0.05 ppm No 

CO (8 Hours) 7.9 ppm 0.02 ppm No 

Source: See FEIR Appendix H 

(A) See Table 4.3-10.  

(B) Results are at the closest occupied off-site receptor location where the receptor could be present for 1 hour or 8 hours. For 1 
Hour and 8 Hour CO and 1 Hour NO2, this location is in the commercial land uses east of the Project site, across Utica 
Avenue. The modeled receptor coordinates are as follows: 447260.00 meters easting, 3771925.00 meters northing.  

 

Table 4.3-31 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Modeled LST PM10 and PM2.5 Emissions  

Construction Pollutant LST Threshold(A) LST Model Results(B) Exceeds Threshold? 

PM10 (24 Hours) 2.5 µg/m3 0.77 µg/m3 No 

PM2.5 (24 Hours) 2.5 µg/m3 0.77 µg/m3 No 

Source: See FEIR Appendix H 

(A) See Table 4.3-10.  

(B) Results are at the closest occupied off-site receptor location where the receptor could be present for 24 hours, 
which is the residential area located at the southeast corner of 6th Street and Cleveland Avenue approximately 
1,430 feet (435 meters) southeast of the Project site. The modeled receptors coordinates are 447720.00 meters 
easting, 3771650.00 meters northing 
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As shown in Table 4.3-30 and 4.3-31, the proposed Project’s operational emissions would not 
exceed applicable SCAQMD operational LSTs so this impact would be less than significant. It is 
noted that the implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-2C to AIR-2F and Mitigation Measures 
GHG-1 and GHG-2 would serve to further reduce the less than significant magnitude of this 
impact. 
 
LST Analysis – Construction Emissions:  The proposed Project’s maximum daily unmitigated 
Phase 1 and Phase 2B construction emissions at the closest offsite receptor locations are 

summarized in Table 4.3-28 and Table 4.3-29, respectively.  
 

Table 4.3-28  

Unmitigated Project Construction – Phase 1 LST Emissions Estimates 

Year / Season 
Maximum Daily LST Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

NOx CO PM10
(B) PM2.5

(B) 

Summer 2024  116.1 206.0 29.0 10.1 

Winter 2024  103.5 129.5 21.9 6.6 

Summer 2025  115.1 239.8 36.4 12.9 

Winter 2025  100.4 171.0 29.2 10.9 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold(C) 270 2,193 283 141 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No 

Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMDError! Bookmark not defined. 

(C) Maximum daily emissions include both on- and off-site emissions, which overestimates potential LST impacts.  

(D) PM10 and PM2.5 values are total emissions. Refer to Appendix C1.2 for component exhaust and dust emissions levels. 

(E) LST thresholds are based on a 5-acre project and 25-meter receptor distance for NOx and CO and a 400-meter receptor 
distance for PM10 and PM2.5. The 25-meter LST distance is shorter than the distance between the Project site boundary and 
the affected receptor and thus provides a conservative assessment of potential impacts because LST thresholds are lower the 
closer a project site is to a receptor). 

 

Table 4.3-29 

Unmitigated Project Construction – Phase 2B LST Emissions Estimates 

Year / Season 
Maximum Daily LST Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

NOx CO PM10
(B) PM2.5

(B) 

Winter 2026  42.0 52.8 24.2 12.3 

Summer 2026  25.2 51.9 6.2 2.1 

Winter 2027  12.1 22.4 3.1 1.0 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold(C) 270 2,193 283 141 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No 

Source: See Appendix C1.2 and SCAQMD 

(A) Maximum daily emissions include both on- and off-site emissions, which overestimates potential LST impacts.  

(B) PM10 and PM2.5 values are total emissions. Refer to Appendix C1.2 for component exhaust and dust emissions levels. 

(C) LST thresholds are based on a 5-acre project and 25-meter receptor distance for NOx and CO and a 400-meter receptor 
distance for PM10 and PM2.5. The 25-meter LST distance is shorter than the distance between the Project site boundary and 
the affected receptor and thus provides a conservative assessment of potential impacts because LST thresholds are lower the 
closer a project site is to a receptor). 
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As shown in Table 4.3-42 and Table 4.3-43, the proposed Project’s construction emissions would 
not exceed applicable SCAQMD construction LSTs. This impact would be less than significant. It 
is noted that the implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2B would serve to further reduce the 
less than significant magnitude of this impact. 

LST Analysis – Operational Emissions: The proposed Project’s maximum daily unmitigated Phase 
1 and Phase 2 LST operational emissions at the closest off-site receptor locations are 
summarized in Table 4.3-30 and 4.3-31, respectively  

Table 4.3-30 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Phase 1 LST Emissions Estimates 

Source 
Maximum Daily LST Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile(B) 3.7 3.7 1.3 0.4 

Area 0.4 46.0 0.1 0.1 

Energy 6.1 5.1 0.5 0.5 

Stationary(C)  26.0 9.8 4.9 4.9 

Total On-Site Emissions(D) 36.1 64.6 6.8 5.8 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold(E) 270 2,193 68 38 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No 

Source: See Appendix C and SCAQMDError! Bookmark not defined. 

(A) Maximum daily emissions are for on-site sources only. See Table 4.3-23. 

(B) Mobile source emissions are assumed to be 2% of the total regional mobile source emissions presented in Table 4.3-23. 

(C) Phase 1 stationary sources include tray shrink packers, boilers, and emergency generators. 

(D) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 

(E) LST thresholds are based on a 5-acre project and 25-meter receptor distance for NOx and CO and a 400-meter receptor 
distance for PM10 and PM2.5. The 25-meter LST distance is shorter than the distance between the Project site boundary and 
the affected receptor and thus provides a conservative assessment of potential impacts because LST thresholds are lower the 
closer a project site is to a receptor). 

Table 4.3-31 

Unmitigated Project Operation – Phase 2 LST Emissions Estimates 

Source 
Maximum Daily LST Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Mobile(B) 3.5 3.5 1.3 0.4 

Area 0.4 46.0 0.1 0.1 

Energy 6.1 5.1 0.5 0.5 

Stationary(C)  31.2 24.5 11.6 11.6 

Total On-Site Emissions(D) 41.2 79.2 13.5 12.5 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold(E) 270 2,193 68 38 

Threshold Exceeded?  No No No No 

Source: See Appendix C and SCAQMDError! Bookmark not defined. 

(A) Maximum daily emissions are for on-site sources only. See Table 4.3-23. 

(B) Mobile source emissions are assumed to be 2% of the total regional mobile source emissions presented in Table 4.3-23.. 

(C) Phase 1 stationary sources include tray shrink packers, boilers, and emergency generators. 

(D) Totals may not equal due to rounding. 
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(E) LST thresholds are based on a 5-acre project and 25-meter receptor distance for NOx and CO and a 400-meter receptor 
distance for PM10 and PM2.5. The 25-meter LST distance is shorter than the distance between the Project site boundary and 
the affected receptor and thus provides a conservative assessment of potential impacts because LST thresholds are lower the 
closer a project site is to a receptor). 

As shown in Table 4.3-30 and 4.3-31, the proposed Project’s operational emissions would not 
exceed applicable SCAQMD operational LSTs so this impact would be less than significant. It is 
noted that the implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-2C to AIR-2E and Mitigation Measures 
GHG-1 and GHG-2 would serve to further reduce the less than significant magnitude of this 
impact. 

Page 4.3-69 to 4.3-70, the Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk Summary at MEIR revised as follows:  

Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk Summary at MEIR 

The modeled annual average DPM concentrations at the MEIR, in micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3) and the resulting excess cancer risk estimate at the MEIR, are summarized in Table 4.3-
32. Refer to Appendix C3 for detailed modeling results and HRA calculations. 

Table 4.3-32 

Total Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk at Maximum Exposed Individual Receptor 

Year Activity / Scenario 
Annual Average DPM 
Concentration (µg/m3) 

Excess Cancer Risk 
(Per Million 

Population)(A) 

2024 Phase 1 Construction 
0.01954 

0.01965 

3.5 

2025 Phase 1 Construction 
0.01727 

0.01739 

2.8 

2.9 

2026 Phase 2B Construction  
0.00363 

0.00361 
0.1 

2026 Phase 1 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00140 

0.00198 
<0.1 

2026 Phase 1 Operations (Stationary --(B) <0.1 

2027 Phase 2B Construction  
0.00086 

0.00014 
0.1 

2027 Phase 2 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00140 

0.00198 
<0.1 

2027 Phase 2 Operations (Stationary) --(B) <0.1 

2028 to 
2053 

Phase 2 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00140 

0.00198 

0.9 

1.3 

2028 to 
2053 

Phase 2 Operations (Stationary) -- 0.6 

Total Excess Cancer Risk  8.1 

8.5 

SCAQMD Carcinogenic Threshold 10.0 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Source: MIG (see DEIR Appendix C3.1 and C3.2) and FEIR Appendix H SCAQMD 

(A) Excess cancer risk estimate assumes the receptor is in the infant stage at the beginning of exposure and 
proceeds to child and adult stages over the 30-year exposure duration.  
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(B) Natural gas-fired stationary sources would not emit DPM. Carcinogenic risks from these sources are based on 
multiple gaseous pollutant concentrations. Refer to appendix C3.2 for detailed, pollutant specific concentrations 
and cancer risk estimates.  

As shown in Table 43-32, the Project’s total incremental increase in excess carcinogenic risk at 
the MEIR location would be approximately 8.58.1 excess cancers per million population, which is 
below the SCAQMD threshold of 10 excess cancers per million population. Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant. It is noted that Mitigation Measures AIR-2B and AIR-2FAIR-2E 
would further reduce the less than significant magnitude of this impact through the use U.S EPA 
/ CARB Tier IV construction equipment and truck dock electrification infrastructure, respectively. 

Page 4.3-70 to 4.3-71, the Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk Summary at MESR is revised as 
follows:  
 
Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk Summary – MESR 
 
The modeled annual average DPM concentrations and the resulting excess cancer risk estimate 
at the MESR are summarized in Table 4.3-33. Refer to Appendix C3 for detailed modeling results 
and HRA calculations. 
 

Table 4.3-33 

Total Unmitigated Excess Cancer Risk at Maximum Exposed Student Receptor 

Year Activity / Scenario 
Annual Average DPM 
Concentration (µg/m3) 

Excess Cancer Risk 
(Per Million 

Population)(A) 

2024 Phase 1 Construction 
0.17359 

0.17361 
1.9 

2025 Phase 1 Construction 
0.12631 

0.12983 
1.4 

2026 Phase 2B Construction  
0.02336 

0.02335 
0.3 

2026 Phase 1 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00105 

0.00704 
<0.1 

2026 Phase 1 Operations (Stationary --(B) <0.1 

2027 Phase 2B Construction  
0.00276 

0.00042 
<0.1 

2027 Phase 2 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00105 

0.00704 
<0.1 

2027 Phase 2 Operations (Stationary) --(B) 0.2 

2028  Phase 2 Operations (Mobile) 
0.00105 

0.00704 
<0.1 

2028  Phase 2 Operations (Stationary) -- 0.2 

Total Excess Cancer Risk  4.0 

4.2 

SCAQMD Carcinogenic Threshold 10.0 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Source: MIG (see DEIR Appendix C3.1 and C3.2) and FEIR Appendix H SCAQMD 
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(A) Excess cancer risk estimate assumes the receptor is two years old at the beginning of construction and stays 
at the site for 5 years until they go to kindergarten at a different location.  

(B) Natural gas-fired stationary sources would not emit DPM. Carcinogenic risks from these sources are based on 
multiple gaseous pollutant concentrations. Refer to appendix C3.2 for detailed, pollutant specific concentrations 
and cancer risk estimates. 

 
As shown in Table 4.3-33, the total incremental increase in excess carcinogenic risk at the MESR 
location would be approximately 4.24.0 excess cancers per million population, which is below the 
SCAQMD threshold of 10 excess cancers per million population. Therefore, this impact would be 
less than significant.  
 
Page 4.3-71, Table 4.3-12 was misidentified and is revised as follows:  
 

Table 4.3-12: Table 4.3-34: Unmitigated Excess Non-Cancer Risk at MEIR, MEIW, and 

MESR 

Source 
Chronic (Annual) Chronic (8-Hour) Acute 

MEIR MESR MEIR MESR MEIR MESR 

CHP Generator 1 5.6E-03 1.7E-02 3.6E-03 1.1E-02 8.2E-03 2.3E-02 

CHP Generator 2 5.6E-03 1.7E-02 3.6E-03 1.1E-02 8.2E-03 2.3E-02 

Boiler 1 8.6E-04 1.8E-03 4.6E-05 9.4E-05 4.2E-04 7.3E-04 

Boiler 2 8.6E-04 1.8E-03 4.6E-05 9.4E-05 4.2E-04 7.3E-04 

DPM Emissions 3.9E-03 3.5E-02 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Total 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.05 

SCAQMD Threshold 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Source: See DEIR Appendix C and FEIR Appendix H 

 
 
DEIR Section 4.3.5 Air Quality, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Cumulative Impacts 
(Impact AIR-5) 
 
Page 4.3-74, the discussion of cumulative air quality impacts is revised as follows:  
 
Impact AIR-5 – Would the project cause substantial adverse cumulative impacts with 
respect to air quality? 
 
Analysis of Impacts 
 
For the purposes of this cumulative air quality impact analysis, the geographic context is the South 
Coast Air Basin in which the Project is located. As described in Section 4, Tthe level of expected 
future development in the City and surrounding areas is substantial (i.e., 174 projects in four 
jurisdictions with 8,362 residential units and approximately 15 million square feet of non-
residential development). In addition, the City expects continued growth based on its General 
Plan population and housing projections. While it is possible that cumulative projects 16-18 may 
be under construction during the same timeframe as the Project, it is difficult to predict with any 
certainty due to the many factors involved in starting and maintaining construction (e.g., financing, 
equipment and staff availability, weather, etc.). The development of these and other development 
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projects throughout the Basin would contribute to local and regional air quality emissions that 
could combine with the proposed Project’s emissions.  
 
In developing its CEQA significance thresholds, the SCAQMD considered the emission levels at 
which a Project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable.5835 As described under 
Impact AIR-1 and Impact AIR-2A, the proposed Project would result in potentially significant VOC 
and NOx impacts for regional construction emissions, regional operational emissions, and 
combined Phase 1 operational and Phase 2B construction emissions. The Project would 
incorporate Mitigation Measures AIR-2A through AIR-2FAIR-2E; however, regional operational 
emissions for NOx as well as combined operational and construction emissions for NOx would 
remain above SCAQMD thresholds and have the potential to conflict with the 2022 AQMP by 
causing or contributing to existing or future regional air quality violations. cause or contribute to 
existing or future air quality violations, thus conflicting with the 2022 AQMP. Thus, the proposed 
Project would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in regional criteria air pollutants. This 
impact would be significant and unavoidable even with the incorporation of feasible mitigation 
measures. 
 
As described under Impact AIR-3, the proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. Project construction and operational activities would not 
generate emissions that exceed SCAQMD LST thresholds at off-site receptor locations. In 
addition, project construction and operational activities would not generate TAC emissions that 
would result in adverse carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic health risks at any off-site residential, 
school, or employment location. Finally, the proposed Project’s criteria air pollutant emissions 
would not significantly exacerbate or contribute to significant health risks at or in the proximity of 
the Project area. Thus, since the proposed Project would not result in individual pollutant 
concentrations that exceed SCAQMD thresholds it would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptor locations. This impact would be less 
than significant. It is noted that Mitigations Measures AIR-2A to AIR-2F would serve to further 
reduce the less than significant magnitude of this impact through the incorporation of mitigation 
measures that reduce the Project’s local and regional criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions 
levels.  
 
Finally, as described under Impact AIR-4, the proposed Project would not result in other emissions 
that would adversely affect a substantial number of people and thus would result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to impacts resulting from other emissions. This impact would be less 
than significant. These impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
Level of Significance Before Mitigation 
 
Potentially Significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
See Mitigation Measures AIR-2A through AIR-2FAIR-2E and Mitigation Measures GHG-1 and 
GHG-2 
 
Level of Significance After Mitigation 
 
Significant and Unavoidable. 
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DEIR Section 4.3.5, Air Quality, References 
 
20 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Historical Data by Year for 2021, 2022, 2023 

and 20242023. (SCAQMD 2023a, 2023b, and 2023c, and 2024). 
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year 

 
52 California Environmental Protection Agency. (CalEPA_2022).  Final Designation of 

Disadvantaged Communities Pursuant to Senate Bill 535.  
 
53 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Rule 1304. Adopted November 5, 2021. 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiii/rule-1304-
exemptions.pdf?sfvrsn=4 

 
54 North of the River Recreation and Park District. Meadow Creek Well Water Supply and 

Treatment Facility IS/MND. SCH# 2023070417. (NRRPD 2023). 
 
55 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Final Localized Significance Threshold 

Methodology. July 2008. < https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-lst-methodology-
document.pdf > 

 
56 CARB. APPENDIX D: TABLES FOR EMISSION REDUCTION. October 24, 2024. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-11/Appendix%20D.pdf  
 
57 Application of the South Coast Air Quality Management District for Leave to File Brief of 

the Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and [Proposed] Brief for Amicus Curiae. 
April 6, 2015. Web. March 1, 2019. https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/9-s219783-ac-
south-coast-air-quality-mgt-dist-041315.pdf 

 
58 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 2003. White Paper on Potential 

Control Strategies to Address Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution. Diamond Bar, CA. 
August 2003.  

 
DEIR Section 4.8.2 GHG, Regulatory Framework, State, Assembly Bill 32 (California Global 
Warming Solutions Act) and Related GHG Goals 
 
Page 4.8-11, second paragraph: On September 16, 2022, Governor Newson signed into law AB 
1279, the California Climate Crisis Act, that codified California’s 2045 carbon neutrality goal and 
established a GHG emission reduction target of 85% below 1990 levels. AB 1279 added Section 
38562.2 to the Health and Safety Code relating to GHGs. AB 1279 essentially accelerates and 
establishes a more restrictive long-term GHG reduction goal than that originally established by 
EO S-3-05 (reduce statewide GHG emissions 80% below 1990 levels by 2050). 
 
DEIR Section 4.8.2 GHG, Regulatory Framework, State, Scoping Plan 
 
Page 4.8-11, last paragraph: The third update to the scoping plan, the 2022 Scoping Plan,21 was 
released in May 2022 and adopted by CARB in December 2022. The plan presents a scenario 
for California to meet the State goal of reducing GHG emissions 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 
and to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045.  Specifically, the 2022 Scoping Plan: 
 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiii/rule-1304-exemptions.pdf?sfvrsn=4
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xiii/rule-1304-exemptions.pdf?sfvrsn=4
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-lst-methodology-document.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-lst-methodology-document.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/final-lst-methodology-document.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-11/Appendix%20D.pdf


3.0 Errata 
 

El Camino Project 3-31 
City of Ranco Cucamonga 

• Identifies a path to keep California on track to meet its SB 32 GHG reduction target of 
at least 40 percent below 1990 emissions by 2030. The 2022 Scoping Plan identifies 
and plans for an accelerated 2030 GHG reduction target (48% below 1990 emissions 
by 2030) that is above and beyond the 2017 Scoping Plan requirements and thus the 
successful implementation of the 2022 Scoping Plan ensures the successful 
implementation of the 2017 Scoping Plan. 
 

• Identifies a technologically feasible, cost-effective path to achieve carbon neutrality by 
2045 and a reduction in anthropogenic emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels. 
Thus, the successful implementation of the 2022 Scoping Plan ensures achievement 
of not only the goals of AB 1279 but also EO S-3-05 (to reduce GHG emissions 80% 
below 1990 levels by 2050). 

 
DEIR Section 4.8.5 GHG, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, GHG Emissions (Impact GHG-
1) 
 
Page 4.8-27, Table 4.8-5 is revised as follows:    
 

Table 4.8-5 

Project Construction GHG Emissions (Phase 1 and Phase 2) 

Source 

Total GHG Emissions (Metric Tons) 

CO2 CH4 N2O 
Refrigerant 

(CO2e) 
CO2e 

Phase 1 Construction 8,632.4 

8,854.3 
0.5 0.6 

8.4 

8.6 

8,830.3 

9,063.6 

Phase 1 30-Year Average(A) 287.7 

295.1 
<0.1 <0.1 0.3 

294.3 

302.1 

Phase 2B Construction 1,543.2 

1,576.4 
0.1 0.1 1.3 

1,575.6 

1,610.4 

Phase 2B 30-Year Average(A) 88.2 

52.5 
<0.1 <0.1 0.1 

89.6 

53.7 

Total 30-Year Average(A),(B) 339.2 

347.7 
<0.1 <0.1 0.3 

346.9 

355.8 

Source: MIG (see Appendix C1.2) 

(A) Emissions are amortized over the life of the project, which is presumed to be 30 years. The Phase 1 and Phase 2B averages 
are based on only Phase 1 and Phase 2B construction activities, respectively. The total 30-year average is the sum of the 
individual Phase 1 and Phase 2B averages.  

(B) Total may not equal due to rounding. 

 
Page 4.8-31, first full paragraph, third sentence is revised as follows: In addition to these GHG-
specific mitigation measures, the City shall also require the applicant to implement Mitigation 
Measures AIR-2CAIR-3, Reduce Light-Duty Vehicle Trip Emissions, AIR-2DAIR-4/TRA-1, 
Prepare VMT/TDM Reduction Plan, and AIR-2EAIR-5, Reduce Truck Trip Emissions, which 
would increase the amount of  passenger vehicle and truck EV charging infrastructure installed 
at the Project site and reduce employee trips and associated VMT by approximately 5%. 
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Page 4.8-31, footnote xvii is revised as follows: 
 
xviii As discussed under Impact AIR-2, the effectiveness of Mitigation Measures AIR-2CAIR-3, 
AIR-2DAIR-4, and AIR-2EAIR-5 may be higher than 0.4%; however, this EIR applies only the 
minimum quantified reduction in mobile source emissions provided by these mitigation measures 
 
Page 4.8-28 to 4.8-29, Tables 4.8-6 to 4.8-10 are revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.8-6 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 Operations Maximum GHG Emissions Summary (Unmitigated) 

Scenario 

Total Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions  

(MTCO2e Per Year) 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 Without 

Thermal Recovery 
Phase 2 With 

Thermal Recovery 

Project Maximum Operational  

GHG Emissions (Unmitigated) 

37,289.2 

37,297.0 

51,366.4 

51,375.4 

48,593.6 

48,602.7 

Existing Site Emissions 7,467.5 7,467.5 7,467.5 

Total Net Change(A) 29,821.6 

29,829.4 

43,898.9 

43,907.8 

41.126.0 

41,135.2 

SCAQMD Industrial GHG Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 

SCAQMD Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1 and C2)   Note: existing includes beverage plant operating when NOP was issued 

(A) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  

 

Table 4.8-7 

Phase 1 Maximum Operational GHG Emissions (Unmitigated) 

Source 
GHG Emissions (MTCO2e Per Year) 

Existing  Phase 1  Net Change 

Mobile 5,787.6 22,269.7 16,482.1 

Area 5.5 21.5 16.0 

Energy 1,583.4 7,663.0 6,079.5 

Water 11.5 610.0 598.4 

Waste 79.2 243.7 164.5 

Refrigerants -- 15.2 15.2 

Off-Road(A) -- -- -- 

Stationary -Tray Shrink Packers -- 315.1 315.1 

Stationary – Boilers -- 5,751.4 5,751.4 

Stationary – Emergency Generator 0.2 105.3 105.1 

Stationary – TRUs -- <0.1 <0.1 

Construction (30-Year Average)(B) 
-- 

294.3 

302.1 

294.3 

302.1 

Total(C) 
7,467.5 

37,289.2 

37,297.0 

29,821.6 

29,829.4 

SCAQMD Industrial GHG Threshold 10,000 

SCAQMD Industrial Threshold Exceeded? Yes 
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Source: MIG (See Appendix C1 and C2, Table C2-06.4)   Note: existing includes beverage plant operating when NOP was issued 

(A) Electric off-road equipment emissions are included in CalEEMod “Energy” emissions estimates.  

(B) See Table 4.8-5. Average construction emissions are for Phase 1 only. 

(C) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  

 
 

Table 4.8-8 

Phase 2 Maximum Operational GHG Emissions - Without Thermal Recovery (Unmitigated) 

Source 
GHG Emissions (MTCO2e Per Year) 

Existing  Phase 2  Net Change 

Mobile 5,787.6 21,809.0 16,021.4 

Area 5.5 21.5 16.0 

Energy 1,583.4 4,504.0 2,920.6 

Water 11.5 680.8 669.2 

Waste 79.2 243.7 164.5 

Refrigerants -- 15.2 15.2 

Off-Road(A) -- -- -- 

Stationary -Tray Shrink Packers -- 315.1 315.1 

Stationary – Boilers -- 11,502.7 11,502.7 

Stationary - Cogeneration -- 11,822.2 11,822.2 

Stationary – Emergency Generator 0.2 105.3 105.1 

Stationary – TRUs -- <0.1 <0.1 

Construction (30-Year Average)(B) 

-- 

346.9 

355.8 

346.9 

355.8 

Total(C) 

7,467.5 

51,366.4 

51,375.4 

43,898.9 

43,907.8 

SCAQMD Industrial GHG Threshold 10,000 

SCAQMD Industrial Threshold Exceeded? Yes 
Source: MIG (See Appendix C1 and C2, Table C2-06.7)   Note: existing includes beverage plant operating when NOP was issued 

(A) Electric off-road equipment emissions are included in CalEEMod “Energy” emissions estimates.  

(B) See Table 4.8-5. Average construction emissions are for Phase 1 and Phase 2 combined.  

(C) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  
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Table 4.8-9 

Phase 2 Maximum Operational GHG Emissions - With Thermal Recovery (Unmitigated) 

Source 
GHG Emissions (MTCO2e Per Year) 

Existing  Phase 2  Net Change 

Mobile 5,787.6 21,809.0 16,021.4 

Area 5.5 21.5 16.0 

Energy 1,583.4 4,504.0 2,920.6 

Water 11.5 680.8 669.2 

Waste 79.2 243.7 164.5 

Refrigerants -- 15.2 15.2 

Off-Road(A) -- -- -- 

Stationary -Tray Shrink Packers -- 315.1 315.1 

Stationary – Boilers -- 8,729.9 8,729.9 

Stationary - Cogeneration -- 11,822.2 11,822.2 

Stationary – Emergency Generator 0.2 105.3 105.1 

Stationary – TRUs -- <0.1 <0.1 

Construction (30-Year Average)(B) 

-- 

346.9 

355.8 

346.9 

355.8 

Total(C) 

7,467.5 

48,593.6 

48,602.7 

41,126.0 

41,135.2 

SCAQMD Industrial GHG Threshold 10,000 

SCAQMD Industrial Threshold Exceeded? Yes 
Source: MIG (See Appendix C1 and C2, Table C2-06.8)   Note: existing includes beverage plant operating when NOP was issued 

(A) Electric off-road equipment emissions are included in CalEEMod “Energy” emissions estimates.  

(B) See Table 4.8-5. Average construction emissions are for Phase 1 and Phase 2 combined. 

(C) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  

 
Page 4.8-30, first paragraph: As shown in Table 4.8-6, the proposed Project would result in a net 
increase in annual GHG emissions compared to existing conditions for all phases and operating 
scenarios that is above the SCAQMD’s industrial threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e per year. During 
initial Phase 1 operations in 2026 (see Table 4.8-7), the Project would result in a net increase in 
GHG emissions equal to 29,829 29,822 MTCO2e, with the largest  . . . . The net increase in GHG 
emissions during Phase 2 would be contingent on the amount of net electricity and thermal 
recovery that occurs from the proposed cogeneration system but would be between 
approximately 43,90843,899 MTCO2e per year (without thermal recovery – see Table 4.8-4) and 
approximately 41,13541,126 MMBtu (with thermal recovery)  . .  .  
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Page 4.8-32, Table 4.8-10 is revised as follows:    
 

Table 4.8-10 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 Operations - Maximum GHG Emissions Summary (Mitigated) 

 

Scenario 

Total Mitigated Operational GHG Emissions  

(MTCO2e Per Year) 

Phase 1 
Phase 2 Without 

Thermal Recovery 
Phase 2 With 

Thermal Recovery 

Project Maximum Operational  

GHG Emissions (Unmitigated) 
37,289.2 

37,297.0 

51,366.4 

51,375.4 
48,593.6 

48,602.7 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1 and 
GHG-2 Emissions Reductions 

-151.3 -67.5 -67.5 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2CAIR-3, 
AIR-2DAIR-4, and AIR-2EAIR-5 
Emissions Reductions 

-95.0 -92.5 -92.5 

Subtotal, Mitigation 246.2 160.4 160.4 

Project Maximum Operational  

GHG Emissions (Mitigated) 

37,042.9 

37,050.2 

51,206.0 

51,215.4 

48,433.2 

48,442.7 

Existing Site Emissions 7,467.5 7,467.5 7,467.5 

Total Net Change(A) 
29,575.4 

29,583.2 

43,738.5 

43,747.9 

40,965.7 

40,975.2 

SCAQMD Industrial GHG Threshold 10,000 10,000 10,000 

SCAQMD Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes 
Source: MIG (see Appendix C1 and C2)   Note: existing includes beverage plant operating when NOP was issued 

(B) Totals may not equal due to rounding.  

 
Page 4.8-32, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 is revised as follows: 
 
Mitigation Measure GHG-2: Reduce Building Energy Consumption and GHG Emissions. To 
reduce GHG emissions associated with the performance of the building envelope and systems 
components covered by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the City shall require all 
new construction and major renovations undertaken by the applicant associated with the Project 
to be designed to have a total energy design rating that is at least 5% less than the standard 
building design for Climate Zone 1015. The energy budget for the standard design building and 
the energy budget for the proposed design building shall be determined in accordance with the 
definitions and approach set forth in the version of the Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
(Energy Code) that is in effect at the time of building permit approval (currently the 2022 Energy 
Code), unless the City has adopted local requirements that are more stringent than the Energy 
Code. The requirement to reduce a project’s energy budget by 5% below the standard design 
building shall not apply if the Energy Code or the City has already established a zero net energy 
requirement for the standard design building.  
 
Page 4.8-33, first paragraph is revised as follows: 

See also Mitigation Measure AIR-2CAIR-3 (Reduce Light-Duty Vehicle Trip Emissions), AIR-
2DAIR-4/TRA-1 (Prepare VMT/TDM Reduction Plan) and AIR-2EAIR-5 (Reduce Truck Trip 
Emissions). 
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DEIR Section 4.8.5 GHG, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Applicable GHG Plans, 
Policies, and Regulations (Impact GHG-2) 
 
Page 4.8-33, the discussion of consistency with the 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan is revised 
as follows: 

o CARB’s 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan is a state-level plan intended to 
integrate policies, programs, and investments to achieve the State’s climate 
change goals. As noted in Section 4.8.2, the 2022 Scoping Plan both ensures the 
State stays on track to meet 2030 GHG reduction goals and establishes the State’s 
plan for achieving long-term GHG reduction goals. Thus, consistency with the 2022 
Scoping Plan also ensures consistency with past Scoping Plan efforts such as the 
2017 Scoping Plan and the State’s long-term GHG reduction goals, including goals 
established by AB 1279 and EO S-3-05. The major elements of the plan  . . .   

 
DEIR Section 4.9.4, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impacts and Mitigation - HAZMAT-5 

(Airports), page 4.9-20, paragraph 4 and MM HAZ-3 

Map 2-4, Compatibility Policy Map, Airspace Protection Zones, in the Ontario International Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (OIA LUCP) indicates the majority of the Project site is within the 
maximum 70-foot building height in the High Terrain Zone and a portion of the site is within the 
maximum 70 - 100 foot building height area. The Project also proposes several tall buildings on 
the site (i.e., ASRS is max. 130 feet and 70 feet average, PC building is max. 41 feet, and DC is 
max. 45 feet). These buildings are approximately 10,000 feet north-northeast of the closest ONT 
runway. Therefore, the Project will need to obtain clearance from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and comply with its lighting/signage restrictions and warning improvements. 
These potential restrictions are addressed in Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 below. 

The Project applicant initiated consultation with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis (OE/AAA) Group which concluded on January 
26, 2024. This consultation was to determine whether the construction or operation of the Project 
would affect the National Airspace System (NAS). The Project applicant provided site plan, 
building elevation, and topographical information to the FAA for their review through the FAA 
OE/AAA online portal. Email and telephone communication continued through June 11, 2024.  

On April 4, 2024, the FAA determined that the main building would create no hazard on the NAS, 
and conditioned requirements such as prohibiting strobe lighting with which the Project will 
comply. The Project would require the use of a crane during its construction, which the FAA 
determined (on June 11, 2024), as a temporary structure, would create no hazard on the NAS.  

As a result, the construction and operation of the Project would not create a hazard on the NAS 
and a less than significant impact would occur with the implementation of the required lighting 
restrictions as conditioned by the FAA. 

Regarding review of the City’s updated General Plan in 2021 and ALUCP compliance, the Ontario 
International Airport – Inter Agency Collaborative (ONT-IAC) was formed to ensure that new 
development is compatible with the Ontario International Airport (ONT) Influence Area (AIA). The 
ONT-IAC implements the policies and criteria of the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
to prevent future incompatible land uses surrounding ONT and minimizing the public’s exposure 
to excessive noise and safety hazards. The ALUCP does not address existing incompatible land 
uses and does not place any restrictions on the airport or its flight operations. ONT-IAC is 
represented by all agencies affected by existing and future airport impacts and administered by 
the City of Ontario. It’s members include representatives from the County of San Bernardino and 
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the cities of Chino, Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and Upland. This inter-
agency partnership works to protect the public, health, safety and welfare and fulfill state 
requirements to protect the airport from encroachment of incompatible land uses and protect the 
areas around the airport from environmental impacts.  
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/planning-
programs/ontario-international-airport-inter 

The Draft EIR for the General Plan was routed to the City of Ontario as standard practice since 
they are an adjacent agency which provided them an opportunity to speak to or highlight any 
concerns they had with the General Plan relative to the ALUCP. In addition, as part of the GP EIR 
NOP process, our consultant Raimi & Associates conducted a series of 18 stakeholder interviews 
on February 5, 6 and 20, 2021. Invitations were sent to a number of stakeholders which included 
the City of Ontario. Among those stakeholders that participated in this interview process was the 
Ontario Convention Center and Visitors Bureau. This was the only organization affiliated with the 
City of Ontario that responded to the City’s invitations. City staff did not receive any comments 
from Ontario on the General Plan, its DEIR or the FEIR. The City of Ontario provided no comments 
with regard to the ALUCP. Thus, Ontario had no concerns with our GP contradicting the ALUCP. 
This is further evidenced by the fact that the City also provided no comments on the El Camino 
Project EIR relative to the ALUCP. Here is the list of the NOP and responses to the NOP from the 
GP EIR:   
https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-
2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf  

Lastly, the ALUCP does not actually establish a maximum height limitation but rather the ALUCP 
states that IF a project exceeds indicated height limitations it is subject to FAA clearance which 
the developer obtained for the El Camino Project. 

HAZ-3: FAA Lighting Hazards. A minimum of 45 days prior to submittal of an application for a 
building permit for a project, the applicant shall consult with the City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Planning Department in order to  determine whether any implementing project-related vertical 
structures will encroach into the 100-to-1 imaginary surface surrounding the ONT. If it is 
determined that there will be an encroachment into the 100-to-1 imaginary surface, the applicant 
shall file a FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. If FAA determines 
that the implementing development project would potentially be an obstruction unless reduced to 
a specified height, the applicant and the City Planning Division will work with FAA to resolve any 
adverse effects on aeronautical operations including any demonstrate the Project is consistent 
with FAA lighting or other restrictions or prohibitions which may include but are not limited to the 
following: 

a. Any use which would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or amber colors 
associated with airport operations toward an aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb following 
takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach toward a landing at an airport, 
other than an FAA-approved navigational signal light or visual approach slope indicator.  

b. Any use which would cause sunlight to be reflected towards an aircraft engaged in an initial 
straight climb following takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight final approach towards 
a landing at an airport. 

c. Any use which would generate smoke or water vapor or which would attract large 
concentrations of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air navigation within the area. 

d. Any use which would generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to the operation 
of aircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf
https://www.cityofrc.us/sites/default/files/2021-09/Appendix%202-2_NOP%20and%20NOP%20Comments.pdf
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e. All retention and water quality basins shall be designed to dewater within 48 hours of a rainfall 
event. 

DEIR Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality 

[The DEIR cited a Preliminary Engineering Design Report (PEDR) dated 4-2023 that the planned 
groundwater well would have a capacity of 1,270 gallons per minute (gpm). However, an updated 
version of the PEDR report dated 12-18-2023 indicated the well would have a capacity of 2,253 
gpm. CVWD indicated this difference in maximum well capacity would not affect their regional 
supply compared to the earlier number of 1,270 gpm.]   

DEIR Section 4.10.4, Hydrology & Water Quality, Impacts & Mitigation, page 4.10-17, 
paragraph 3  

The Project involves construction and operation of a new domestic water well for CVWD. 
According to CVWD staff16, this well will be drilled to a depth of 1,200 feet and is expected to 
supply the District with 2,253 1,270 gpm. A New Well Preliminary Report13 was also prepared for 
this CVWD well by Kear Groundwater dated December 18, 2023 April 28, 2023. The Project is 
constructing the new CVWD well onsite to help improve supply and reliability of the entire CVWD 
water system consistent with its 2020 UWMP.  

DEIR Section 4.10.4, Hydrology & Water Quality, Impacts & Mitigation, page 4.10-13, 
paragraph 3  

A Water Supply Assessment7 (WSA) prepared by Dudek in August 2023 May 2023 estimates the 
existing water demand for the Project site is 610.4 acre-feet per year (AFY, 1 AF = approximately 
326,000 gallons) that is currently utilized for manufacturing, office uses, irrigation and bottled 
beverage distribution. 

DEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, page 4.11-11, paragraph 1 

In addition, the Project proposes a site plan and Master Plan that are consistent with the existing 
General Plan land use designation and the existing zoning classification. The site also has the 
same General Plan designation as the surrounding properties. However, the Project includes a 
request for a Master Plan pursuant to Section 17.112.010 of the City’s Development Code (RCDC) 
to permit deviations from City Code Sections 17.130.040 and 17.138.020, which requires certain 
ground-floor uses along corridor frontages and projects with the Mixed Employment 2 (ME-2) 
zoning designation to comply with specific design criteria including block size, circulation and 
building types. The Project and production/manufacturing use (Manufacturing, Light) would 
require a Master Plan and Conditional Use Permit (CUP), per the City’s existing development 
standards. The proposed Master Plan identifies a number of exceptions from the requirements of 
the City’s RCDC. Table 4.11-3, Master Plan Consistency Analysis, evaluates these exceptions to 
determine if they represent any significant impacts to land use and planning. As shown in Table 

4.11-3, the Project is generally consistent with the development goals of the General Plan 
and requirements of the RCDC. 

DEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, 4.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation – IMPACT LAND-
2, page 4.11-11 

The following General Plan designations apply to the Project site and its immediate vicinity in the 
City’s planning vision: 

• Figure V-2: Vision Diagram within the General Plan depicts the intersection of 6th Street and 
Haven Avenue as a City Center.  
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• Figure LC-1: Vision Diagram (Community Activity Nodes) within the General Plan depicts 
the intersection of 6th Street and Haven Avenue as a Corridor Activity Node. 
 

• Figure M- 6: Pedestrian Focus Areas within the General Plan depicts the site as within a 
Pedestrian Focus Area. 
 

Analysis: The site is northeast of 6th Street/Haven Avenue. The Project will introduce 
hundreds of new employees onto a site that is within walking distance to a variety of housing 
opportunities to the east and north, and many commercial establishments along Haven 
Avenue to the west and south. The Project will also have pedestrian circulation around its 
perimeter so as to not interfere with pedestrian movement in the larger surrounding area. In 
these ways the Project will be an integral part of and contribute to this area functioning as a 
City Center, a Corridor Activity Node, and a Pedestrian Focus Area. Potential impacts would 
be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

 
DEIR Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, Table 4.11-3, Master Plan Consistency Analysis 
(added row), page 4.11-14 
 

RCDC 
Provision 

RCDC (zoning) 
Standard 

Project 
Master Plan 

GP & RCDC 
Consistency 

Corridor Fronting 
Ground Floor Use 
Restrictions 
(RCDC17.130.040.B) 

Corridor fronting ground 
floor commercial and 
retail uses required. 

The Master Plan 
proposes no 
commercial or retail 
use at the ground floor 
fronting the corridor.    

Master Plan is 
consistent with the 
General Plan in that 
existing industrial uses 
may remain and are 
permitted to expand 
with clean industrial 
uses. Master Plan is 
consistent with RCDC 
with no residential uses 
on ground floor fronting 
the corridor. 

 
[NOTE: Rather than commercial or retail frontages along the ground-floor facing the corridor, the 
Project proposes manufacturing uses along the ground-floor facing the corridor. This is consistent 
with the provisions of Development Code Section 17.130.040.B in that no residential uses are 
permitted on the ground-floor frontage. Further, this Master Plan request is consistent with the 
General Plan in that existing industrial uses may remain and are permitted to expand with clean 
industrial uses (General Plan, Volume 2, Page 87)]. 

DEIR Section 4.18, Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
[During preparation of the DEIR, information from local tribal representatives was not reflected 
correctly in the text of Section 4.18.4, Impacts and Mitigation, Impact TCR-2, page DEIR 4.18-6, 
paragraphs 1 and 2, as shown below] 

Analysis of Impacts  

The proposed Project site is located within the ancestral territory of both the Serrano and 
Gabrieleno tribal groups and is therefore, of interest to both Tribes. However, only the Gabrieleno 
tribe requested consultation on this Project. In the past both the San Manuel and Gabrieleno tribes 
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have expressed concern regarding impacts to artifacts and resources of their tribes and 
recommended three mitigation measures for cultural resources (see EIR Section 4.5) and the four 
measures for tribal cultural resources (EIR Section 4.18, presented below), but did not indicate 
whether or not the Project would have any specific impacts on any tribal cultural resources. The 
text of all tribal measures have been incorporated into the four seven measures recommended in 
this EIR (CUL-1 through CUL-3 and TCR-1 through TCR-4). The only change is all the measures 
now apply to both tribal groups as appropriate (i.e., in those measures where the specific tribes 
are named).  

The Project will be required to comply with all applicable laws and regulations including if 
unanticipated Native American artifacts or resources are found during grading. The City General 
Plan contains eight standard conditions of approval for cultural resources (5.5-1 through 5.5-8). 
However, the four mitigation measures included in Impact TCR-2 below (MM TCR-1 through TCR-
4) and the three mitigation measures in Section 4.5, Cultural Resource, Impact CUL-2 (MM CUL-
1 through CUL-3) include equivalent procedures and requirements so no standard conditions will 
be applied in this case. The Project will have less than significant impacts in this regard under 
either the Phase 1 plus Phase 2A scenario or the Phase 1 plus Phase 2B scenario. 
 
Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.19-2, para 5, Electricity 

Southern California Edison (SCE) is the primary electrical services provider to Rancho 
Cucamonga and the surrounding region. However, the Rancho Cucamonga Municipal Utility 
(RCMU) was established in 2001 as a City-owned utility company, enabling the City to handle 
potential energy issues at a local level. The utility currently only serves portions of the City. 
According to the RCMU Service Area map, the northern half of the Phase 1 site is listed as “Future 
Customer”.2  After discussion, SCE has agreed to serve the Project site while the RCMU will serve 
the new CVWD groundwater well site. However, Cucamonga Valley Water District Rancho 
Cucamonga Municipal Utility will operate and maintain the well. 

Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, page 4.19-2, add after para 6, Natural Gas  
 
SoCalGas has natural gas facilities in all four streets bordering the Project site as well as to the 
existing buildings on the site at present.  The City and the developer/applicant will contact 811 
and/or DigAlert to identify the locations of existing gas lines prior to demolition and new 
construction on the Project site. The developer/applicant and/or the City as appropriate will reach 
out to the SoCal Gas Builder Services team to begin the application process for this project 
following certification of the EIR and approval of the requested land use entitlements.  

DEIR Section 4.19.4, Utilities, Impacts and Mitigation (Water), page 4.19-13, paragraph 2 

In addition, the WSA4 (Dudek 8.2023, page 12) indicates that MWD recently completed a water 
service reliability assessment and determined that it has supply capabilities sufficient to meet 
expected demands from 2025 through 2045 under a normal year, a single dry-year, and a period 
of drought lasting 5 consecutive water years. Since the MWD supplies imported water to the 
CVWD, the District (and indirectly the Project) is expected to have sufficient imported surface 
water supplies through 2045 under anticipated future drought conditions. This conclusion is 
supported by MWD’s regional UWMP and the 2015 Integrated Water Resources Plan. Table 4.19-
2 summarizes the water balance analysis presented in the WSA which demonstrates there will be 
adequate water supplies to serve the Project through 2045 under multiple drought scenarios (i.e., 
large surplus after deducting Project consumption from future UWMP supply/demand surplus 
through 2045 even after 5 years of drought)…According to CVWD staff11, the CVWD has sufficient 
water supplies to serve the proposed Project (with the planned onsite well) and no new or 
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expanded water entitlements will be required. Relative to the new water well, the CVWD will need 
to apply to the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW), for 
approval of a domestic water supply permit amendment of a new source (well) and possible 
treatment changes per Cal. Code Regs. § 64556. 

DEIR Section 4.19.4, Utilities, Impacts and Mitigation, page 4.19-15, entire page  

Table 4.19-2: Water Supply Assessment – Drought Conditions Analysis 

Year 
Supply/ 
Demand 

Projected Water Supply and Demand (acre-feet/year) 

2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 

First 
Year 

CVWD Supply Totals 60,708 65,708 67,358 68,733 68,733 

CVWD Demand Totals 56,508 61,508 63,158 64,533 64,533 

Project Water Demand NA 773 863 863 863 

Existing Water Usage NA 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Difference 4,200 3,441.5 3,351.5 3,351.5 3,351.5 

Second 
Year 

CVWD Supply Totals 63,297 68,509 70,229 71,662 71,662 

CVWD Demand Totals 58,897 64,109 65,829 67,262 67,262 

Project Water Demand NA 774 773 863 863 863 

Existing Water Usage NA 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Difference 4,400 3,640.5 

3,641.5 

3,351.5 3,351.5 3,351.5 

Third 
year 

CVWD Supply Totals 64,924 70,271 72,035 73,506 73,506 

CVWD Demand Totals 60,424 65,771 67,535 69,006 69,006 

Project Water Demand NA 774 773 863 863 863 

Existing Water Usage NA 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Difference 4,500 3,740.5 

3,741.5 

3,651.5 3,651.5 3,651.5 

Fourth 
Year 

CVWD Supply Totals 57,077 61,774 63,323 64,615 64,615 

CVWD Demand Totals 53,077 57,774 59,923 60,615 60,615 

Project Water Demand NA 774 773 863 863 863 

Existing Water Usage NA 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Difference 4,000 3,240,5 

3,241.5 

3,151.5 3,151.5 3,151.5 

Fifth 
Year 

CVWD Supply Totals 46,852 50,707 51,978 53,038 53,038 

CVWD Demand Totals 43,552 47,407 48,678 49,738 49,738 

Project Water Demand NA 774 773 863 863 863 

Existing Water Usage NA 14.5 14.5 14.5 14.5 

Difference 3,300 2,540.5 

2,541.5 

2,451.5 

2,541.5 

2,451.5 

2,541.5 

2,451.5 

2,541.5 

Source: Table 7 8, WSA, Dudek, August 2023 May 2023     NA = Not Applicable  
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DEIR Section 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
 
[NOTE 1: Any references in the Alternatives section to the Master Plan also includes the added 
land use notation from RCDC Sections 17.130.040 and 17.138.020, which requires certain 
ground-floor uses along corridor frontages and projects with the Mixed Employment 2 (ME-2) 
zoning designation] 
 
NOTE 2: During circulation of the Draft EIR it was determined the calculations used to 
characterize Phase 1 and Phase 2 emissions of the Project relative to VOC, NOx, and greenhouse 
gases in the Alternatives Section needed to be updated to match DEIR Sections 4.3 and 4.8. 
These same factors were correct in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
so no tables in those sections required changes. However, the following tables in the alternatives 
analysis are revised as shown below: 
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Table 5.5-1: Air Quality Impacts - Alternative 1 (Revised) 

Source 
Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project 

Phase 1 Operational Emissions(A) 34.2 

20.9 

189.0 

159.4 

232.9 

260.9 

1.6 

2.2 

67.1 

62.8 

19.9 

26.4 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 

Phase 2 Operational Emissions(A)(B) 25.6 

100.6 

181.6 

984.7 

163.6 

468.0 

1.6 

2.5 

67.0 

69.5 

19.9 

33.0 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Yes 

Yes No No No No 

Alternative 1 – Expand Existing Uses 

Operational Emissions(A)(C) 19.7 104.0 126.0 0.9 36.1 10.7 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 

Source: Phase 1 emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-36 and Phase 2 operational emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-2737 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur during the 
winter. 

(B) Phase 1 plus Phase 2A as it has more square feet of development than Phase 2B so it is the larger impact estimate 

(C) Approximately 55% (or -45%) of proposed Project emissions 

 

Table 5.5-4: Project Operation GHG Emissions – Alternative 1 (Revised) 

Operational Source1 

Annual GHG Emissions (MT / Year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O 
Refrigerant 

(CO2e) 
CO2e 

Project (Phase 1 + 2B total with new construction and cogen - existing) 

   Total Emissions 43,840.0 15.7 2.6 30.0 40,965.7 

44,082.0 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Alternative 1 Operation2 

   Total Emissions  15,261.4 11.5 1.9 22.1 15,295.0 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Source: Table 4.8-10 7 for Phase 1 and Table 4.8-9 for Phase 2 NET operational values with mitigation 

1 Net emissions which Include subtracting emissions from operation of existing onsite land uses and implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures including applicable cap and trade covered emissions 
2 Assumes approximately 55% (-45%) of total operational emissions from the proposed Project (Phase 1 and 2A) but assumes 1 
phase for Alternative 1 based on a CalEEMod run for all 3 Alternatives 
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Table 5.6-1: Air Quality Impacts - Alternative 2 (Revised) 

Source 
Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project (Net) 

Phase 1 Emissions(A) 34.2 

20.9 

189.0 

159.4 

232.9 

260.9 

1.6 

2.2 

67.1 

62.8 

19.9 

26.4 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 

Phase 2 Emissions(A)(B) 25.6 

100.6 

181.6 

984.7 

163.6 

468.0 

1.6 

2.5 

67.0 

69.5 

19.9 

33.0 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Yes 

Yes No No No No 

Alternative 2 – Reduced Intensity 

Operational Emissions(A)(C) 34.1 148.9 190.9 1.8 59.5 23.7 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 

Source: Phase 1 emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-36 and Phase 2 operational emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-27 37 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur during the 
winter. 
(B) Phase 1 plus Phase 2A as it has more square feet of development than Phase 2B so it is the larger impact estimate 
(C) Approximately 75% (or -25%) of proposed Project emissions using a CalEEMod printout for this specific Alternative 

 

 

Table 5.6-4: Project Operation GHG Emissions – Alternative 2 (Revised) 

Operational Source(A) 

Annual GHG Emissions (MT / Year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O 
Refrigerant 

(CO2e) 
CO2e 

Project (Phase 1 + 2B total with new construction and cogen - existing) 

   Total Emissions 43,840.0 15.7 2.6 30.0 40,965.7 

44,082.0 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Alternative 2 Operation 

   Total Emissions(B)  34,723.0 10.4 1.6 18.0 34,753.0 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Source: Table 4.8-10 7 for Phase 1 and Table 4.8-9 for Phase 2 NET operational values with mitigation 

(A) Net emissions which Include subtracting emissions from operation of existing onsite land uses and implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures including applicable cap and trade covered emissions 
(B) Assumes 75% (-25%) for operational emissions of the proposed Project (combined both phases) but assumes 1 phase for the 
alternative 
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Table 5.7-1: Air Quality Impacts - Alternative 3 (Revised) 

Source 
Maximum Daily Pollutant Emissions (Pounds Per Day)(A) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project (Net) 

Phase 1 Emissions(A) 34.2 

20.9 

189.0 

159.4 

232.9 

260.9 

1.6 

2.2 

67.1 

62.8 

19.9 

26.4 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No Yes No No No No 

Phase 2 Emissions(A)(B) 25.6 

100.6 

181.6 

984.7 

163.6 

468.0 

1.6 

2.5 

67.0 

69.5 

19.9 

33.0 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? No 

Yes 

Yes No No No No 

Alternative 3 – Mixed Use 

Operational Emissions(A)(C) 141.0 143.0 1,285.0 3.24 283.0 73.4 

SCAQMD CEQA Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Threshold Exceeded? Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Source: Phase 1 emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-36 and Phase 2 operational emissions from DEIR Table 4.3-27 37 

(A) Maximum daily VOC, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions occur during the summer. Maximum daily NOX emissions occur during the 
winter. 
(B) Phase 1 plus Phase 2A as it has more square feet of development than Phase 2B so it is the larger impact estimate 
(C) Approximately 90% (or -10%) of proposed Project emissions based on a CalEEMod printout for this specific alternative. 

 

Table 5.7-4: Project Operation GHG Emissions – Alternative 3 (Revised) 

Operational Source(A) 

Annual GHG Emissions (MT / Year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O 
Refrigerant 

(CO2e) 
CO2e 

Project (Phase 1 + 2B total with new construction and cogen - existing) 

   Total Emissions 43,840.0 15.7 2.6 30.0 40,965.7 

44,082.0 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Alternative 3 Operation 

   Total Emissions(B)  49,910.9 19.1 5.3 33.0 49,968.3 

   SCAQMD Threshold  10,000 

   Exceeds Threshold?  Yes 

Source: Table 4.8-10 7 for Phase 1 and Table 4.8-9 for Phase 2 NET operational values with mitigation 

(A) Net emissions which Include subtracting emissions from operation of existing onsite land uses and implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures including applicable cap and trade covered emissions 
(B) Assumes 1100% (+10%) for operational emissions of the proposed Project (combined both phases) based on the results of a 
CalEEMod printout specifically for this alternative. 
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4.0 PUBLIC CIRCULATION 

Availability and Distribution   

 
The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to 
State agencies on the standard notification list maintained by the City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Community Development Department. The NOP was actually circulated twice and each for a 30-
day public review period, the first time was from August 17, 2023 to September 16, 2023 and the 
second time was from September 13, 2023 to October 23, 2023. The NOP was electronically filed 
twice with the State Clearinghouse on August 17, 2023 and September 14, 2023. It was available 
on the City’s website during the entire NOP public review period (see Appendix A of the Draft 
EIR). 
 
An in-person Scoping Meeting was held on August 13, 2023 for public agencies and the public to 
ask questions about the EIR and provide input as to important issues that should be addressed 
in the EIR (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR). 
 
The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR was distributed on April 24, 2025 to all agencies 
and other entities on the standard notification list via certified mail (see below) and was posted to 
the San Bernardino County Clerk of the Board and published in the Inland Valley Daily Bulletin 
on April 29, 2025 (see Appendix A of the Final EIR). The NOA was sent to the same agencies 
and entities that received notification of the NOP. The NOA was sent to government agencies, 
neighboring cities, and non-governmental interested parties. The NOA and Notice of Completion 
(NOC) were both submitted electronically to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to State 
agencies. The NOA and DEIR materials were also available on the City’s website during the entire 
DEIR review period and hard copies of the DEIR and electronic versions of the appendices were 
available at the local library and City Planning Department office at City Hall. Notification was also 
submitted to local Native American Tribal Governments in accordance with CEQA statutes, 
guidelines, and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  

 
Agency Distribution List Recipients 
 
Federal Agencies 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
State of California (per NOC through State Clearinghouse) 
 
State Clearinghouse 
California Geological Survey  
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 8 – Riverside/San Bernardino Counties 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Regional Water Quality Control Board - Region 8 – Santa Ana 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Department of Fish and Wildlife – Region 6 - Inland Desert 
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San Bernardino County 
 
County Clerk of the Board 
Department of Public Works 
Flood Control District 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
Planning Department 
Sheriff’s Department – Rancho Cucamonga Substation 
 
Regional 
 
San Bernardino Council of Governments 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Southern California Association of Governments 
South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA – Inter-Governmental Review Group 
 
Local Cities 
 
City of Fontana Planning Department 
City of Ontario Planning Department 
City of Upland Development Services 
 
Transportation 
 
Metrolink Planning and Development Office 
 
Education 
 
Alta Loma School District 
Central School District 
Chaffey Community College District 
Chaffey Joint Union High School District 
Cucamonga School District 
Etiwanda School District 
Fontana Unified School District 
 
Utilities/Services 
 
Cucamonga Valley Water District 
Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
Rancho Cucamonga Fire Protection District 
Southern California Edison 
Southern California Gas Company 
Spectrum 
Verizon Business Office 
West Valley Detention Center 
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Community Groups/Other Groups/Individuals 
 
Adam Salcido 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo 
Advocates for the Environment 
CREED LA 
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 
Habitat Defense Council 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
Mary Ann Ruiz 
Michael Tsai, Attorney at Law 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PLAN (MMRP) 

 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP or Program) identifies Mitigation 
Measures incorporated into the El Camino Project Draft EIR for the City of Rancho Cucamonga. 
For each Mitigation Measure, the MMRP identifies the significant impact, the related mitigation 
measure, the implementation entity, the monitoring and verification entity, and timing 
requirements. 
 
Authority 
 
This MMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA)(Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), and the State CEQA 
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15000 et seq.) Sections 15091(d) and 15097, to ensure 
implementation of and provide for the monitoring of mitigation measures required of the El Camino 
Project (Project) as set forth in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the 
Project. The report will be kept of file in the Planning office of the CEQA Lead Agency, the City of 
Rancho Cucamonga (City). 
 
As noted in the EIR, the Project has been designed to reduce or avoid adverse environmental 
impacts through the implementation of a number of Project Design Features (PDFs) as well as a 
number of standard Conditions of Approval (COAs) as developed by the City. When significant 
impacts were still identified even after implementation of PDFs and COAs, the EIR identified a 
number of mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts. 
The MMRP outlined in matrix Table 5-1 below is designed for the City to monitor and ensure 
implementation of all mitigation measures that are adopted for the Project. 
 
The City is the Lead Agency for the Project and assumes ultimate enforcement responsibilities 
for implementation of all mitigation measures listed in this Program. The City may assign 
responsibility for implementation or monitoring to appropriate designees such as a construction 
manager or third-party monitor. However, as the Lead Agency, the City remains responsible for 
ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with this Program. 
In some cases, the Project or the City is required to secure permits or approvals from third party 
agencies in order to implement a mitigation measure. In these cases, the City is responsible for 
verifying that such permits or approvals have been obtained in accordance with the conditions 
stipulated in the mitigation measure. The City’s existing planning, engineering, operations, and 
procurement review and inspection processes will be used as the basic foundation for the 
Program procedures and will also serve to provide the documentation for the reporting Program. 
 
Monitoring Schedule  
 
Prior to construction, while detailed design plans are being programs the applicant/developer, City 
staff will be responsible for ensuring compliance with mitigation monitoring applicable to the 
Project construction, development, and design phases. Once construction has begun and is 
underway, monitoring of the mitigation measures associated with construction will be included in 
the responsibilities of City staff who shall prepare, or cause to be prepared, periodic monitoring 
reports as appropriate. Regulatory agencies will have to coordinate CEQA mitigation and 
regulatory permit conditions and monitoring/reporting as part of their regulatory permitting process 
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and will likely require submittal of formal monitoring reports. Once construction has been 
completed, the City will monitor the Project as specified in the mitigation measures. 
 
Support Documentation 
 
Findings and related documentation supporting the findings involving modifications to mitigation 
measures shall be maintained in the Project file with the Program and shall be made available to 
the public upon request.  
 
Format of Mitigation Monitoring Matrix (FEIR Table 5-1) 
 
The mitigation monitoring matrix (FEIR Table 5-1) identifies the environmental issue areas for 
which monitoring is required, the required mitigation measures, the time frame for monitoring, and 
the agency or organization responsible for implementing and monitoring the measures.  
 
Definitions 
 

Acronym Definition 

ACM Asbestos-Containing Material 

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

COA Condition of Approval 

dBA Decibel (measure of sound pressure) on the A-weighted scale 

DPM Diesel Particulate Matter 

DTSC (State) Department of Toxic Substances Control 

EV Electric Vehicle 

EVCS Electric Vehicle Charging Station 

EVSC Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

LBP Lead-Based Paint 

Leq Noise Equivalent Level 

NOx Oxides of Nitrogen 

NZEV Near Zero Emission Vehicle 

ONT Ontario International Airport 

QEP Qualified Environmental Professional 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

TDM Transportation Demand Management 

TRU Transport Refrigeration Unit 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

VOC Volatile Organic Compound 

ZEV Zero Emission Vehicle 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT 

RELATED MITIGATION MEASURE1 
 

CITY MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring 
and 

Verification 
Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Initials Date 

AIR QUALITY 

Consistency with 
SCAQMD Air 

Quality 
Management 

Plan. 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable Net 

Increase of 
Criteria 

Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

AIR-2A: Reduce Construction VOC Emissions. 
To reduce construction-related emissions of 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), the City shall 
require the applicant to implement the following 
measures during all Phase 1 and Phase 2 
construction activities:  

1) Use architectural coatings that meet the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District’s 
(SCAQMD) “Super Compliant” VOC standard 
of 10 grams/liter or less for all interior and 
exterior primer, sealer, paint, and other 
coating applications for which a super 
compliant product is commercially available. 

a) If feasible given contract, logistical, and 
other construction factors, avoid painting 
during peak smog season (July, August, 
and September) if super compliant 
coatings are not commercially available. 

2) Keep all coating containers closed when not in 
use to prevent VOC emissions.  

3) Keep all paint and solvent laden rags and 
other materials in sealed containers to prevent 
VOC emissions. 

4) Clean up water-based paints with water only 
and when possible do not rinse clean-up water 
down the drain, onto the ground, or into a 
storm drain.  

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Construction 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
construction 

activities 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT 

RELATED MITIGATION MEASURE1 
 

CITY MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring 
and 

Verification 
Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Initials Date 

5) Use SCAQMD compliant Clean Air Solvents 
to clean paint application equipment.   

6) Recycle leftover paint. 

Consistency with 
SCAQMP Air 

Quality 
Management 

Plan. 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable Net 

Increase of 
Criteria 

Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

AIR-2B: Reduce Construction NOx and PM 
Exhaust Emissions. To reduce construction-
related exhaust emissions of oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) and particulate matter (PM), including 
diesel particulate matter (DPM), the City shall 
require the applicant to implement the following 
measures during all Phase 1 and Phase 2 
construction activities:  

1) Connect to existing electrical service to 
power construction trailers and stationary 
and portable equipment (e.g., pumps, 
generators, compressors, and welding 
sets). This measure shall be subject to the 
approval of the local electric utility. If it is not 
feasible to connect to electrical service 
and/or extend electrical service to all work 
sites, biodiesel (no more than B20 blend), 
renewable diesel, or propane shall be used 
to power stationary and portable equipment 
provided the use of such fuels is allowed 
pursuant to manufacturer’s specifications. 
The use of stationary or portable diesel-
fueled equipment shall be prohibited in the 
project area unless electrical service is 
denied, alternative fuels are not permitted 
by the manufacture for the specific 
equipment in use, and there are no 
alternative equipment types capable of 

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Construction 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
construction 

activities 
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IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT 

RELATED MITIGATION MEASURE1 
 

CITY MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring 
and 

Verification 
Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Initials Date 

being powered by alternative fuels that can 
be used instead of the standard diesel-
fueled equipment.  

2) All construction equipment with a rated 
power-output of 50 horsepower (hp) or 
greater shall be certified to meet U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Tier 4 Final nonroad diesel engine 
emissions standards for NOX and PM10, or 
be retrofitted with California Air Resources 
Board (CARB)-verified diesel emissions 
control strategies capable of reducing 
exhaust NOX and PM10 emissions to levels 
that meet Tier 4 Final emissions standards, 
unless the applicant submits evidence to 
the City that specific equipment meeting this 
requirement is not available on loan, rent, or 
other terms of use within 200 miles of the 
city. In this instance, the next highest 
available emissions tier (e.g., Tier 4 Interim, 
Tier 3) for the specific equipment in 
question shall be required.     

3) Limit idling of diesel-powered construction 
equipment, vendor delivery trucks, and 
hauling trucks to no more than two minutes 
unless manufacturer’s specifications 
specifically require main engine idling is 
necessary to maintain equipment in good 
working order.  



Table 5-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

5-6 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

Consistency with 
SCAQMP Air 

Quality 
Management 

Plan. 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable Net 

Increase of 
Criteria 

Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

AIR-2C: Reduce Light-duty Vehicle Trip 
Emissions. To reduce light duty vehicle trip 
emissions (i.e., passenger cars and pick-up trucks 
with a gross vehicle weight rating of 8,500 pounds 
or less), the City shall require the applicant to 
comply with the voluntary Tier 1 designated 
parking for clean air vehicles and electric vehicle 
(EV) charging provisions contained in the version 
of the California Green Building Code (CalGreen 
Code) that is in effect at the time of building permit 
approval, unless the City has adopted local 
requirements that are more stringent than the 
CalGreen Code. As of January 1, 2025, the 2022 
CalGreen Code includes the following voluntary 
clean air vehicle parking and EV charging 
provisions for non-residential projects:  

1) Designated Parking for Clean Air Vehicles 
Tier 1 Provisions (CalGreen Code Section 
A5.106.5.1): The number of combined 
designated parking spaces for a zero-emitting, 
fuel-efficient, and car/vanpool vehicles shall 
be 35% of the total number of parking spaces 
provided by the project. Based on the project’s 
current proposed 521 parking spaces, the 
total number of clean air vehicle designated 
parking spaces for the project equals 182 
spaces.   

2) EV Charging Tier 1 Provisions (CalGreen 
Code Section A5.106.5.3): The number of EV 
capable spaces, and EV capable spaces with 
electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE), 
which creates an electric vehicle charging 
station (EVCS) shall be determined based on 
the total number of actual parking spaces as 
set forth in CalGreen Code Table 
A5.106.5.3.1. Based on the project’s current 
proposed number of 521 parking spaces:    

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
operations 
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a) The number of EV capable spaces shall 
be 30% of the total parking spaces 
provided. Based on the project’s current 
proposed 521 parking spaces, the total 
number of EV capable spaces for the 
project equals 157 spaces. 

b) The number of EV capable spaces 
provided with EVSE shall be 33% of the 
number of EV capable spaces provided by 
the project. Based on the project’s 
estimated total number of EV capable 
spaces for the project (157, see 
subsection a) above), the number of EV 
capable spaces with EVSE for the project 
equals 52 spaces (assuming all EVSE are 
level 2 charging equipment). The spaces 
with EVSE count towards the total number 
EV capable spaces required by 
subsection a) above. The EVSE may be 
any combination of level 2 and direct 
current fast charging equipment as 
permitted by CalGreen Code Section 
5.106.5.3.2 (EVCS), and the EVCS may 
be managed by an automatic load 
management system (ALMS) in 
accordance with CalGreen Code Section 
5.106.5.3.3 (ALMS). 
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SCAQMP Air 
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Plan. 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable Net 

Increase of 
Criteria 

Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

AIR-2D: Prepare VMT/TDM Reduction Plan 
(SAME AS TRA-1). The proposed project shall 
implement a commute trip reduction program 
consisting of transportation demand management 
(TDM) measures that achieve a minimum VMT 
reduction of 4.9 percent. The VMT reduction 
associated with the TDM measures to be 
implemented shall be quantified in accordance 
with the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate 
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity, 
Designed for Local Governments, Communities, 
and Project Developers (December 2021). Per 
General Plan Condition of Approval (COA) 5.17-3, 
the project shall provide but is not limited to the 
following as determined applicable by City staff:  

1) Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, or ride-
sharing programs;  

2) Improve or increase access to transit;  

3) Include project measures to reduce 
transportation requirements such as work 
from home and flexible work schedules;  

4) Link to existing pedestrian or bicycle 
networks, or transit service; and/or  

5) Provide traffic calming where applicable.  

Alternatively, the project may participate in a 
regional VMT mitigation exchange/banking 
program (if one has been established) to reduce 
VMT from the project or other land uses to achieve 
stated levels. 

Within one year of Phase 2 becoming fully 
operational, the developer must demonstrate a 
project trip reduction of at least 4.9% from 
estimated trips based on implementation of the 

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

Within one 
year of Phase 
2 becoming 

fully 
operational 
submit 1st 

annual report 
 

Submit annual 
reports 

thereafter 
documenting 

ongoing 
compliance 

  



Table 5-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

5-9 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

IDENTIFIED 
IMPACT 

RELATED MITIGATION MEASURE1 
 

CITY MONITORING VERIFICATION 

Implementation 
Entity 

Monitoring 
and 

Verification 
Entity 

Timing 
Requirements Initials Date 

actions and programs outlined in this mitigation 
measure. If the 4.9% reduction cannot be 
demonstrated at that time, the project shall expand 
its VMT program offerings or participate in a 
regional VMT mitigation bank if such a program is 
available to achieve the 4.9% reduction goal. The 
project shall submit annual reports to the City to 
demonstrate ongoing compliance with this project 
VMT reduction goal.  



Table 5-1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

5-10 Final Environmental Impact Report 
September 16, 2025 

Consistency with 
SCAQMP Air 

Quality 
Management 

Plan. 
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Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

AIR-2E: Reduce Truck Trip Emissions. To 
reduce truck trip emissions (i.e., light-heavy, 
medium-heavy, and heavy-heavy duty trucks with 
a gross vehicle weight of 8,501 pounds or greater) 
and promote the use of near-zero emission (NZE) 
and zero emission vehicles (ZEV), the City shall 
require the applicant to: 

1) Exceed the mandatory electric vehicle (EV) 
charging readiness requirements for planned 
off-street loading spaces specified in the 
version of the California Green Building Code 
(CalGreen Code) that is in effect at the time of 
building permit approval, unless the City has 
adopted local requirements that are more 
stringent than the CalGreen Code. As of 
January 1, 2025, the 2022 CalGreen Code, 
Section 5.106.5.4 (EV charging: medium-duty 
and heavy-duty), specifies minimum power 
requirements for dedicated branch circuits, 
reserved locations for medium and heavy-duty 
ZEV charging cabinets and conduit routing, 
and sufficiently sized raceways and busways 
between electrical service panels and ZEV 
charging areas. Therefore, the City shall 
require the applicant to:  

a) Design and include sufficient space for the 
transformer, main service equipment, and 
cabinets/subpanels necessary to 
accommodate a sufficient number of 
branch circuits to provide future 
installation of electric vehicle service 
equipment (EVSE) to service all onsite 
electric trucks. at all truck docks and main 
truck parking areas.  

b) Design and incorporate a sufficient 
number of raceways/busways to provide 

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
operations 
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future EVSE installation at all truck docks 
and main truck parking areas.  

c) Dedicate/preserve convenient locations 
near all truck docks and main truck 
parking areas for the future installation of 
EVSE and reserve pathways for conduits 
needed to connect the EVSE to service all 
onsite electric trucks to other electrical 
service equipment (e.g., raceway, 
cabinet, etc.)   

d) Install EVSE onsite equal to at least 10% 
of the total truck docks included in the final 
Project design. Based on the project’s 
estimated total number of truck docks (57, 
see subsection a) above), the number of 
onsite EVSE for the project equals six (6). 

2) Transport Refrigeration Unit (TRU) 
Restrictions: The applicant shall limit prohibit 
the use of diesel fueled TRUs on-site. All 
TRUs operated at the site shall be either 
powered by electricity or limited to no more 
than two TRU trucks per month operating 
onsite. 

3) Idling Signage: Signs shall be posted at all 
truck access gates and loading dock areas 
reminding drivers of idling limitations. The 
signs shall be clearly visible, readable at a 
distance of 10 feet, and notify truck drivers 
that: 

a) The vehicle’s primary diesel engine shall 
be turned off when not in use.  

b) The vehicle’s primary diesel engine shall 
not idle for more than 5 consecutive 
minutes at any location pursuant to Title 
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13 of the California Code of Regulations, 
Section 2485. 

4) EV Fleet Vehicles: In addition to EV charging 
readiness infrastructure measures, the 
applicant shall incorporate, and use for 
distribution, at least 8 zero emission, or near 
zero emission, on-road haul trucks in its 
proprietary vehicle fleet within the first year of 
operations after receiving a certificate of 
occupancy.  
  

5) Incentive Funding: To support the accelerated 
deployment of zero emission (ZE) and near 
zero emission (NZE) truck technologies, the 
City shall require the applicant to provide 
operators of third-party diesel-fueled trucks 
accessing the site information on the 
California Air Resources Board's Hybrid and 
Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Voucher 
Incentive Project (HVIP), such as the HVIP 
website or handouts summarizing HVIP 
details, frequently asked questions, etc. 
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Consistency with 
SCAQMP Air 

Quality 
Management 

Plan. 
 

Cumulatively 
Considerable Net 

Increase of 
Criteria 

Pollutants. 
 

Cause substantial 
adverse 

cumulative air 
quality impacts 

AIR-2F: Reduce Service Equipment 
Emissions. To reduce service equipment 
emissions (i.e., yard hostlers, yard equipment, 
forklifts, and pallet jacks) and promote the use of 
near-zero emission, and zero emission 
equipment, the City shall require the applicant to 
utilize 100% electric or similar near-zero and zero 
emission,  forklifts, sweeper/scrubbers,  aerial lifts, 
and  yard trucks within the first operational year of 
the project, and continuing thereafter.   

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
operations 

  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
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Impacts on 
candidate, 

sensitive, or 
special status 

species 
 

Interfere with 
wildlife movement 

or migration 
corridors 

BIO-1: Nesting Bird Survey. Bird nesting season 
generally extends from February 1 through August 
31 in southern California. To avoid impacts to 
nesting birds (common and special-status) during 
the nesting season, a qualified avian biologist will 
conduct a pre‐construction nesting bird survey 

three (3) days prior to project‐related disturbance 
to identify any active nests. If no active nests are 
found, no further action will be required.  

If an active nest is found, the biologist will set 
appropriate no‐work buffers around the nest which 
will be based upon the nesting species, its 
sensitivity to disturbance, nesting stage and 
expected types, intensity and duration of 
disturbance. The nests and buffer zones shall be 
field checked weekly by a qualified biological 
monitor. The approved no‐work buffer zone shall 
be clearly marked in the field, within which no 
disturbance activity shall commence until the 
qualified biologist has determined the young birds 
have successfully fledged and the nest is inactive. 
This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Community Development 
Director. 

Project 
Biologist 

City Planning 
Department 

3 days prior to 
the start of 

grading 
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BIO-2: Burrowing Owl Survey. A pre-
construction clearance survey for burrowing owl 
shall be conducted accordance with the Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation3 (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2012) prior to 
ground disturbance to ensure burrowing owl 
remain absent from the project site. 

If burrowing owls are found to occupy the project 
site during the pre-construction clearance survey, 
a burrowing owl relocation plan will need to be 
prepared and approved by CDFW prior to the 
commencement of any ground disturbing 
activities. The burrowing owl relocation plan shall 
outline recommended methods proposed to 
relocate the burrowing owls from the project site 
and provide measures that will be implemented for 
the maintenance, monitoring, and reporting of the 
relocated burrowing owls to increase chances of 
survivorship and better ensure compliance with 
CDFW guidelines. This plan should be 
implemented during the non-breeding season, 
and prior to seasonal rains to promote the best 
outcome for conservation of the burrowing owl. 
This measure shall be implemented to the 
satisfaction of the City Community Development 
Director. 

Project 
Biologist 

City Planning 
Department 

3 days prior to 
the start of 

grading 

  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Generate 
significant GHG 
emissions on a 

direct, indirect, or 
cumulative basis 

GHG-1: Reduce Appliance Energy 
Consumption and GHG Emissions. To reduce 
GHG emissions from appliance-related energy 
consumption, the City shall require all applicant 
installed refrigerators, dishwashers, clothes 

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Construction 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
construction 

activities 
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washers and dryers, and room air conditioners 
intended for employee use to be Energy Star 
certified products. 

Generate 
significant GHG 
emissions on a 

direct, indirect, or 
cumulative basis 

GHG-2: Reduce Building Energy Consumption 
and GHG Emissions. To reduce GHG emissions 
associated with the performance of the building 
envelope and systems components covered by 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the 
City shall require all new construction and major 
renovations undertaken by the applicant to be 
designed to have a total energy design rating that 
is at least 5% less than the standard building 
design for Climate Zone 10 15. The energy budget 
for the standard design building and the energy 
budget for the proposed design building shall be 
determined in accordance with the definitions and 
approach set forth in the version of the Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards (Energy Code) that is 
in effect at the time of building permit approval 
(currently the 2022 Energy Code), unless the City 
has adopted local requirements that are more 
stringent than the Energy Code. The requirement 
to reduce a project’s energy budget by 5% below 
the standard design building shall not apply if the 
Energy Code or the City has already established 
a zero net energy requirement for the standard 
design building.  

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Construction 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
construction 

activities 

  

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Create a 
significant hazard 

through 
reasonably 

HAZ-1: Unanticipated Discovery of Hazardous 
Materials. Prior to issuance of a grading permit for 
Phase 1 and/or Phase 2, the project proponent 
shall retain a qualified environmental professional 

Project 
QEP/Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

and City 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 

permits 
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foreseeable upset 
and accident 

conditions 

(QEP) experienced with remediating hazardous 
materials from infill urban construction sites. The 
QEP must be on-call and summoned to the site 
immediately if any potentially hazardous materials 
are found during grading. Grading must be halted 
within 100 feet of an area that appears to contain 
hazardous materials. The QEP will halt grading as 
necessary to effectively identify the potential 
contaminated materials, including directing any 
sampling and laboratory testing that may be 
required.  

If soils are found to be contaminated at levels that 
are only slightly in excess of applicable residential 
standards, the QEP shall exercise professional 
discretion and have the option to coordinate with 
the grading contractor and developer to either 
remove contaminated soil and/or mix the 
contaminated soil with clean soil from either onsite 
or offsite to dilute any contaminants to below 
applicable exposure standards for residential 
development.  

Remediated areas must be retested to assure 
potential contaminant levels are below applicable 
residential standards. The results of any testing 
shall be provided to the City or other agencies as 
appropriate.  Any contaminated soil that must be 
removed from the site shall be done by a licensed 
contractor and hauled to a landfill approved for 
such materials. This measure shall be 
implemented to the satisfaction of the City 
Community Development Department. 

Inspectors, as 
appropriate  
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Create a 
significant hazard 

through 
reasonably 

foreseeable upset 
and accident 

conditions 

HAZ-2: ACMs and LBP Survey. Prior to 
demolition of any structures on the project site in 
either Phase 1 or 2, the developer shall retain 
qualified licensed environmental contractor(s) to 
survey the existing onsite office and warehouse 
buildings and any related structures for asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs) and Lead-Based 
Paints (LBPs). If the survey finds the presence of 
any ACMs or LBPs on the site, the contractor(s) 
shall follow all relevant guidance from affected 
regulatory agencies (e.g., CalEPA, SCAQMD, 
DTSC, County Health Department, etc.) in terms 
of safe removal and disposal of the contaminated 
materials as appropriate. The contractor(s) shall 
prepare and submit a final report to the City 
Community Development Department within 30 
days after completion of demolition/removal for 
ACMs and LBPs on the project site.  

Project 
QEP/Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

and City 
Inspectors, as 

appropriate  

Prior to 
demolition of 
any onsite 
structures 

  

Result in a safety 
hazard or 

excessive noise 
for people from 
airport activities 

HAZ-3: FAA Lighting Hazards. A minimum of 45 
days prior to submittal of an application for a 
building permit for the project, the applicant shall 
consult with the City of Rancho Cucamonga 
Planning Department in order to to determine 
whether any implementing project-related vertical 
structures will encroach into the 100-to-1 
imaginary surface surrounding the ONT. If it is 
determined that there will be an encroachment into 
the 100-to-1 imaginary surface, the applicant shall 
file a FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alteration. If FAA determines that 
the implementing development project would 
potentially be an obstruction unless reduced to a 
specified height, the applicant and the City 

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

At least 45 
days prior to 
submittal of a 
building permit 

application 
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Planning Division will work with FAA to resolve any 
adverse effects on aeronautical operations 
including any demonstrate the Project is 
consistent with FAA lighting or other restrictions or 
prohibitions which may include but are not limited 
to the following: 

determine whether any implementing project-
related vertical structures will encroach into the 
100-to-1 imaginary surface surrounding the ONT. 
If it is determined that there will be an 
encroachment into the 100-to-1 imaginary 
surface, the applicant shall file a FAA Form 7460-
1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration. If 
FAA determines that the implementing 
development project would potentially be an 
obstruction unless reduced to a specified height, 
the applicant and the City Planning Division will 
work with FAA to resolve any adverse effects on 
aeronautical operations including any lighting or 
other restrictions or prohibitions which may include 
but are not limited to the following: 

a. Any use which would direct a steady light or 
flashing light of red, white, green, or amber colors 
associated with airport operations toward an 
aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb 
following takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in 
a straight final approach toward a landing at an 
airport, other than an FAA-approved navigational 
signal light or visual approach slope indicator. 

b. Any use which would cause sunlight to be 
reflected towards an aircraft engaged in an initial 
straight climb following takeoff or towards an 
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aircraft engaged in a straight final approach 
towards a landing at an airport. 

c. Any use which would generate smoke or water 
vapor or which would attract large concentrations 
of birds, or which may otherwise affect safe air 
navigation within the area. 

d. Any use which would generate electrical 
interference that may be detrimental to the 
operation of aircraft and/or aircraft 
instrumentation. 

e. All retention and water quality basins shall be 
designed to dewater within 48 hours of a rainfall 
event. 

 

NOISE 

Exposure to 
Noise Levels in 

Excess of 
Standards 

NOI-1: Reduce Construction Noise Levels. To 
reduce potential construction noise to levels that 
are consistent with the City’s 70 dBA Leq standard 
for commercial land uses, the City shall require the 
applicant and/or its designated contractor, 
contractor’s representatives, or other appropriate 
personnel to implement the following measures 
during construction activities: 

1. Restrict Work Hours. All construction-
related work activities, including material 
deliveries, shall be subject to the requirements of 
Municipal Code Section 17.66.050(D)(4). 
Construction activities, including deliveries, shall 
only occur during the hours of 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM 
on weekdays and Saturday, and shall not occur on 

Project 
Applicant 

City 
Construction 
Inspector(s) 

During all 
construction 

activities 
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Sunday. The applicant and/or its contractor shall 
post a sign at all entrances to the construction site 
informing contractors, subcontractors, 
construction workers, etc. of this requirement.  

2. Construction Staging and Equipment 
Noise Control Measures. 

a) Construction site access and staging 
activities such as receipt of deliveries, equipment 
and material storage, etc., shall occur as far away 
as possible from occupied parts of land uses (e.g., 
buildings, outdoor areas) adjacent to the Project 
site given site and active work constraints.  

b) All stationary noise generating equipment 
shall be shielded and located as far as possible 
from adjacent land uses given site and active work 
constraints. Shielding may consist of trailers, 
stored materials, or a three- or four-sided 
enclosure provided the structure/barrier breaks 
the line of sight between the equipment and the 
receptor, provides for proper equipment 
ventilation and operations, and complies with all 
other applicable occupational safety and health 
requirements. 

c) Heavy equipment shall include standard 
noise suppression devices such as mullers, 
engine covers, and engine/mechanical isolators, 
mounts, etc. Equipment and noise suppression 
devices shall be maintained in accordance with 
manufacturer’s recommendations while on-site. 
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d) Pneumatic tools shall include a 
suppression device on the compressed air 
exhaust.  

e) Connect to existing electrical service to 
power stationary and portable equipment (e.g., 
pumps, generators, compressors, and welding 
sets). This measure shall be subject to the 
approval of the local electric utility. 

3. Construction Activity Noise Control 
Measures: 

a) Demolition Sequencing: 
Demolition/deconstruction activities shall be 
sequenced to take advantage of existing 
shielding/noise reduction provided by existing 
buildings, parts of buildings, and/or other 
structures (e.g., construction trailers), and shall 
use methods that minimize noise and vibration, 
such as sawing concrete blocks instead of 
crushing or other pulverization activities, unless 
there are project-specific technical and logistical 
constraints that require such activities.  

b) Install Phase 1 Construction Noise 
Barrier. During all Phase 1 demolition, site 
preparation, grading, structure foundation work 
(e.g., excavation, pad pour, etc.), paving, and well 
drilling activities, the applicant shall install and 
maintain a physical noise barrier along the portion 
of the southeast perimeter of the site from 6th 
Street north (i.e., adjacent to Utica Avenue) a 
distance of 500 feet. The  barrier shall be installed 
at-grade (or mounted to structures located at-
grade, such as a K-rail) and extend to a height of 
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at least six (6) feet above grade, except adjacent 
to the well drilling area, where the barrier shall 
extend to a height of 10 feet above grade, and 
shall consist of a solid material that is free of 
openings or gaps (other than weep holes) and that 
has a minimum rated transmission loss value of 25 
dB adjacent to the well drilling area and 20 dB in 
all other areas. Potential materials that are 
capable of achieving required noise level 
reductions include nominal 0.5-inch plywood (20 
dB), nominal 0.75-inch plywood (25 dB), 
commercially available acoustic panels, blankets, 
or other products, or any combination of noise 
barriers and commercial products that achieve a 
minimum transmission loss value of 20 dB or 25 
dB as required. The barrier may be removed 
following the completion of all Phase 1 demolition, 
site preparation and grading, structure foundation, 
paving, and well drilling within the 7-acre 
southeast quadrant shown in EIR Exhibit 4.13-3. 

c) Install Phase 2B Construction Noise 
Barrier. During all Phase 2B demolition, site 
preparation, grading, structure foundation (e.g., 
excavation, pad pour, etc.), and paving work, the 
applicant shall install and maintain a physical 
noise barrier along the Phase 2B northern, 
eastern, and western boundary. The noise barrier 
shall be installed at-grade (or mounted to 
structures located at-grade, such as a K-rail) and 
shall extend to a height of at least six (6) feet 
above grade. The noise barrier shall consist of a 
solid material that is free of openings or gaps 
(other than weep holes) and has a minimum rated 
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transmission loss value of 20 dB. Potential 
materials that are capable of achieving required 
noise level reductions include nominal 0.5-inch 
plywood (20 dB), commercially available acoustic 
panels, blankets, or other products, or any 
combination of noise barriers and commercial 
products that achieve a minimum transmission 
loss value of 20 dB. The barrier may be removed 
following the completion of all Phase 2B 
demolition, site preparation and grading, structure 
foundation, and paving work. 

Create a 
substantial 
permanent 
increase in 

ambient noise 
levels in excess 
of City standards 

NOI-2: Noise Verification Study. Prior to the 
issuance of any Phase 1 or Phase 2 grading 
permit for the project, the City shall review and 
approve a final noise analysis, prepared by or on 
behalf of the applicant, and based on the final 
project design, that: 1) Identifies the locations of 
the project’s final exterior stationary equipment, 
including backup generators, and truck dock areas 
and any screening walls; and 2) Demonstrates the 
project’s noise levels will not exceed the City’s 
applicable industrial noise standards (as outlined 
in Development Code Section 17.66.110). The 
final analysis shall contain specific and verifiable 
information pertaining to the project’s final site 
design and layout and equipment noise levels 
(e.g., manufacturer’s specifications, empirical 
noise measurements). The analysis may be 
prepared for Phase 1, Phase 2, or combined 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 activities if final information 
is available. 

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 

permit 
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TRANSPORTATION 

Conflict with 
CEQA guidelines 

Section 
15064.3(b) 

regarding Vehicle 
Miles Traveled 

(VMT) 
 

Cause substantial 
cumulative 

transportation 
impacts 

TRA-1: VMT/TDM Reduction Plan. The 
proposed project shall implement a commute trip 
reduction program consisting of transportation 
demand management (TDM) measures that 
achieve a minimum VMT reduction of 4.9 percent. 
The VMT reduction associated with the TDM 
measures to be implemented shall be quantified in 
accordance with the California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association Handbook for 
Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, 
Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing 
Health and Equity, Designed for Local 
Governments, Communities, and Project 
Developers (December 2021). Per General Plan 
Condition of Approval (COA) 5.17-3, the project 
shall provide but is not limited to the following as 
determined applicable by City staff:  

1) Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, or ride-
sharing programs;  

2) Improve or increase access to transit;  

3) Include project measures to reduce 
transportation requirements such as work 
from home and flexible work schedules;  

4) Link to existing pedestrian or bicycle 
networks, or transit service; and/or  

5) Provide traffic calming where applicable.  

Alternatively, the project may participate in a 
regional VMT mitigation exchange/banking 

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

Within one 
year of Phase 
2 becoming 

fully 
operational 
submit 1st 

annual report 
 

Submit annual 
reports 

thereafter 
documenting 

ongoing 
compliance 
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program (if one has been established) to reduce 
VMT from the project or other land uses to achieve 
stated levels. 

Within one year of Phase 2 becoming fully 
operational, the developer must demonstrate a 
project trip reduction of at least 4.9% from 
estimated trips based on implementation of the 
actions and programs outlined in this mitigation 
measure. If the 4.9% reduction cannot be 
demonstrated at that time, the project shall expand 
its VMT program offerings or participate in a 
regional VMT mitigation bank if such a program is 
available to achieve the 4.9% reduction goal. The 
project shall submit annual reports to the City to 
demonstrate ongoing compliance with this project 
VMT reduction goal.  

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cause significant 
impacts to tribal 

cultural resources 

TCR-1: Tribal Coordination. The Yuhaaviatam of 
San Manuel Nation Cultural Resources 
Department (San Manuel) and the Gabrieleno 
Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
(Gabrieleno) shall be contacted, as detailed in 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 TCR-2, of any pre-
contact and/or historic-era cultural resources 
discovered during project implementation and be 
provided information regarding the nature of the 
find, so as to provide Tribal input with regards to 
significance and treatment. Should the find be 
deemed significant, as defined by CEQA (as 
amended, 2015), a Cultural Resources Monitoring 
and Treatment Plan shall be created by the 

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

During grading 
or ground-
disturbing 
activities 
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archaeologist, in coordination with San Manuel 
and Gabrieleno, and all subsequent finds shall be 
subject to this Plan. This Plan shall allow for 
monitors to be present that represent San Manuel 
and Gabrieleno for the remainder of the project, 
should San Manuel and/or Gabrieleno elect to 
place a monitor or monitors onsite. 

 TCR-2: Tribal Monitoring. The project proponent 
shall retain one or more Native American 
Monitor(s) from or approved by the Gabrieleño 
Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
(Gabrieleno) and the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel 
Nation (San Manuel). The monitor(s) shall be 
retained prior to the commencement of any 
“ground-disturbing activity” for the subject project 
at all project locations (i.e., both on-site and any 
off-site locations that are included in the project 
description/definition and/or required in 
connection with the project, such as public 
improvement work). “Ground-disturbing activity” 
shall include, but is not limited to, demolition, 
pavement removal, potholing, auguring, grubbing, 
tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, 
and trenching. 

A copy of the executed monitoring agreement(s) 
shall be submitted to the City as the lead agency 
prior to the commencement of any ground-
disturbing activity or prior to the issuance of any 
permit necessary to commence a ground-
disturbing activity.  

Project 
Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

Prior to 
issuance of 
any grading 

permit or 
ground-

disturbing 
activities 
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The monitor(s) will complete daily monitoring logs 
that will provide descriptions of the relevant 
ground-disturbing activities, the type of 
construction activities performed, locations of 
ground-disturbing activities, soil types, cultural-
related materials, and any other facts, conditions, 
materials, or discoveries of significance to the 
Tribe. Monitor logs will identify and describe any 
discovered tribal cultural resources (TCRs), 
including but not limited to, Native American 
cultural and historical artifacts, remains, places of 
significance, etc., (collectively, tribal cultural 
resources, or “TCR”), as well as any discovered 
Native American (ancestral) human remains and 
burial goods. Copies of monitor logs will be 
provided to the project proponent and/or /lead 
agency upon written request to the Tribes.  

Onsite tribal monitoring shall conclude upon the 
latter of the following (1) written confirmation to the 
Gabrieleno and San Manuel from a designated 
point of contact for the project proponent and/or 
the City as the lead agency that all ground-
disturbing activities and phases that may involve 
ground-disturbing activities on the project site or in 
connection with the project are complete; or (2) a 
determination and written notification by the 
Gabrieleno and San Manuel to the project 
proponent and/or the City as the lead agency that 
no future, planned construction activity and/or 
development/construction phase at the project site 
possesses the potential to impact Gabrieleno and 
San Manuel TCRs.  
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Upon discovery of any TCRs, all construction 
activities in the immediate vicinity of the discovery 
shall cease (i.e., not less than the surrounding 50 
feet) and shall not resume until the discovered 
TCR has been fully assessed by the Kizh monitor 
and/or Kizh archaeologist. The Kizh will recover 
and retain all discovered TCRs in the form and/or 
manner the Tribe deems appropriate, in the 
Tribe’s sole discretion, and for any purpose the 
Tribe deems appropriate, including for 
educational, cultural and/or historic purposes. 

 TCR-3: Document Distribution. Any and all 
archaeological/cultural documents created as a 
part of the project (isolate records, site records, 
survey reports, testing reports, etc.) shall be 
supplied to the applicant and Lead Agency for 
dissemination to the Yuhaaviatam of San Manuel 
Nation Cultural Resources Department (San 
Manuel) and the Gabrieleno Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation (Gabrieleno). The Lead 
Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, 
consult with San Manuel and Gabrieleno 
throughout the life of project construction.  

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

During all 
construction 
activities as 
necessary 

  

 TCR-4: Tribal Human Remains. Native American 
human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98(d)(1) 
as an inhumation or cremation, and in any state of 
decomposition or skeletal completeness. 
Funerary objects, called associated grave goods 
in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, are 
also to be treated according to this statute. If 
Native American human remains and/or grave 
goods are discovered or recognized on the project 

Project 
Archaeologist/ 

Applicant 

City Planning 
Department 

During all 
construction 
activities as 
necessary 
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site, then Public Resource Code 5097.9 as well as 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 shall be 
followed. Human remains and grave/burial goods 
shall be treated alike per California Public 
Resources Code section 5097.98(d)(1) and (2). 
Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the 
preferred manner of treatment for discovered 
human remains and/or burial goods. Any 
discovery of human remains/burial goods shall be 
kept confidential to prevent further disturbance.  

1 Any changes to the measures identified in the Draft EIR that were changed as outlined in Section 3, Errata, of the Final EIR are shown as underlined text (for additions) or 
strike-through text (for deletions)  

 
 



 

 

   

 
to Sean Mcpherson, City of Rancho Cucamonga 
 
from Kent Norton, MIG Riverside 
 
re El Camino Final EIR – Final Corrections Memorandum 
 
date September 23, 2025 
 
 

Subsequent to issuance of the Final EIR for the El Camino Project on September 16, 2025, 

the following items needed final correction as part of the Administrative Record for the 

EIR. The minor changes set forth below are hereby incorporated into the Final EIR: 

Frontage lane: City staff notes that, as indicated throughout this environmental 
assessment, the developer has proposed a frontage lane along the Haven Avenue 

frontage, as seen in the corresponding plan set and various graphics throughout. Please 

note that upon further review, City staff has determined that a frontage lane is not 
necessary at this location, and the developer has now informed the City that they will 

remove this feature. Thus, all associated analyses contained in this environmental 

assessment which references the frontage lane is considered to be conservative as 

impacts related to the frontage lane will no longer occur. A condition of approval will be 
added to the project entitlements requiring that plans be revised to be consistent with 

City standard street sections and that these revised plans be submitted for review and 

approval prior to permit issuance.  
 

Uniform Sign Program: City staff notes that the applicant has informed staff that they 

have removed the Uniform Sign Program application from the entitlement package as it 
is no longer necessary due to the scope of signage anticipated for the project. Staff notes 

that plans reflecting future signage for the development will be required to be submitted 

to the City for review and approval prior to permit issuance as part of the typical plan 

check process and that such signage will be required to conform to all city standards, 
including those signage standards as amended by the applicant’s master plan application, 

where applicable. See the attached revised Master Plan dated 8-18-25 documenting this 

change. 
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Summarized Landscape Standards, Development Code Requirements
Development Code

Requirement Code Standard Project Request

Open Space/Courtyards

Section 17.134.030

Projects over 3 acres shall provide
two (2) open spaces. This includes:
Pocket parks (no min.), Paseos, or
Town Square.

The Project will provide open spaces
for employees and a public/private
linear park space along Haven Avenue
and 6th Street.

Walls/Fencing

Section 17.48.050.E

Screening and walls shall be no
higher than 8 ft in height within the
industrial zone including screening
of loading docks and reuse areas.

The Master Plan shall allow perimeter
wall, screening walls and decorative
walls between 6 ft. to 14 ft. in height
along the perimeter of the project site,
primarily along the truck courts to
screen mechanical equipment, truck
areas, and elevated truck parking.

Landscaping/Tree
Ordinance- Removal and
replacement

Section 17.56.050,
17.56.080, and 17.80

Parking Lot Landscaping shall be
required with a minimum of one
tree per 3 parking stalls, 10% of the
total off-street parking area with
landscaping, a minimum of 5’ of
perimeter of landscaping along side
and rear proper lines and surface
lots shall be screened. Existing
trees shall be evaluated by an
arborist. Removal of heritage trees
shall be considered at a ratio of
1:1/2.

For the Master Plan:
A total of 24 trees were determined
heritage trees by a certified arborist. A
total of 110 will be replaced on site.
This replacement exceeds the 3 to 1
replacement requirement. The trees
will be located within employee break
areas, along parkways, within green
spaces, and enlarged setbacks and will
not be required to meet the 1 tree per 3
parking stalls requirement as all
parking spaces are within a parking
garage. Landscaping shall be per the
site plan as shown.

Summarized Design and Development Standards of the ME-2 Zoning Designating
Development Code
Requirement Code Standard Project Request

Building Typology

Table 17.130.060-1
and Section
17.138.020. E.2

Sites greater than six (6) acres shall
provide a minimum of three (3)
building types: Main Street,
Rowhouse, Courtyard Building,
Multiplex, and Mid-Rise Building.

The Master Plan will allow: two (2)
building types including Mid-Rise and
High-Rise Buildings.  Building
Typologies have been selected based
on minimum development standards (i.e.
setbacks, permitted heights, etc.) and
not based on architectural design
requirement. The building design is
specific for an end user with specific
manufacturing requirements and use
needs.

Building Facades

Section 17.132.030-1
and Table
17.132.030-1

Mixed Employment Zones allows
building entrances and facades that
include: Shopfronts/Arcade and
recessed variations, and Forecourt
designs.

The Master Plan will allow:  architectural
enhancements that reflect these
architectural building
facades/characteristics/design elements
while maintaining the function for the
operational needs of the facility.  The
office building along Haven Avenue,
office areas on the primary
manufacturing building have been
enhanced with architectural elements
consistent with the requirements of
Section 17.132 and other enhancements
including art applications, landscaping
and screening details have been
included to provide visual interest along
Haven Avenue and 6th Street.

Building Articulation

Section 17.130.030

When a building façade exceeds 75
feet in length along a right of way the
building must include the following:
· At least one of the following:
          • Window bays
          • Recesses minimum of 3
ft. deep
          • Balconies
· Also the Building must have one of
the following:
          • Change in roof parapet
height or shape
          • Change in building height

The Master Plan will allow for the
following:

No change in roof parapet, change in
height or the addition of window bays,
recesses or balconies. In lieu of the
these details, the Project shall provide
articulated concrete walls with metal
panels, glass, decorative screen walls,
etc.

Ground Floor
Entrances

Section 17.138.020

All entrances to non-residential
ground floor uses must face and be
visible and accessible to primary
right- or way every 80 ft.

The Master Plan shall allow the
following:

No entrances shall be required along
Haven Avenue, 6th Street or Utica
Avenue to serve the Project.

Other Ground Floor
Treatments

Section 17.138.020

Corner Treatments shall be required
per the code.

Ground floor transparency for
commercial ground floor uses is
required with a minimum of 50
percent of commercial uses facing
the street.

Shade producing frontages such as
awnings, arcades, and galleries shall
be required on southern and western
facing buildings.

The Master Plan shall allow the
following:

Corner Treatments, balconies, ground
floor transparency for commercial
ground floor uses or shade producing
frontages such as awnings, arcades,
and galleries shall not be required for
the Project.

Corridor Fronting
Ground Floor Use
Restrictions

Section 17.130.040.B

Corridor fronting ground floor
commercial and retail uses are
required along Haven Avenue
frontage.

The Master Plan shall allow the
following:

No commercial or retail uses shall be
required at the ground floor fronting
Haven Avenue corridor.

Build to Line and
Frontage Area

Section 17.130.050
and Table
17.130.050-1

75% of a primary frontage width and
30% of a secondary frontage width
shall be within a minimum of 15 feet
and a maximum of 5 feet setback
from the property line.

The Master Plan will allow the following
setbacks:

Along Primary Frontage (Haven
Avenue)- Minimum 25’-8” and maximum
50’4” from property line.

Along Secondary Frontage (6th Street
and Utica Avenue)- Minimum 15’-10”
and maximum 78’-5” from property line.

Buildings do not front on Utica Ave as
parking and truck/dock doors are located
along Utica Avenue. Therefore,
measurements represent the frontage
along 6th Street.

Block Size/Building
Configurations -High
Rise

Section 17.130.050.H

Maximums:
·         A. Width: Min. 150ft Max 400ft.
·         B. Depth: Min. 150ft, Max
400ft.
·         Interior Side Yard Setback:
None
·         Rear Yard Setback: 10ft.
·         Building Height: 132 ft.
maximum.

Proposed:
·         Width: Min. No Maximum.
·         Depth: No Maximum.
·         Interior Side Yard Setback: None
·         Rear Yard Setback: 5ft.
·         Building Height: 131ft. maximum

Block Size/Building
Configuration- Mid
Rise

Section 17.130.050.G

Maximums:
·         Width: Min. 150ft Max 400ft.
·         Depth: Min. 150ft, Max 400ft.
·         Interior Side Yard Setback:
None
·         Rear Yard Setback: 10ft.
·         Building Height: to eave/top of
parapet Max. 80 ft.
          a. Overall Max. 92 ft

Proposed
·         Width: Min. No Max
·         Depth: No Maximum
·         Interior Side Yard Setback: None
·         Rear Yard Setback: 5ft.
·         Building Height: 131ft.

Site and Block
Configurations

Section 17.138.030
and Table
17.138.030-1

Blocks Sizes within the ME2:

Block Face Length (max.) - 500 ft.

Perimeter (max) – 2,000 ft.

Blocks may exceed the maximum
allowed face length if a paseo is
included that cuts through the entire
block.

The Master Plan will allow:

Block Face Length (max.) - No maximum
Perimeter (max.) - No maximum

Paseos, employee break areas and
other parklets/green spaces are not
required to extend the entire block
length.

Slip Lane/Street
Frontage

Where project sites or development
sites exceed 500 feet along any
right-of-way, a frontage road is
required. The requirements for a
frontage road is at the discretion of
the director of Engineering Services.

The Master Plan will allow the following:

No slip lane or frontage road will be
required when the Project site exceeds
500 feet along any right of way.

Parking Standards –
Manufacturing, Light-
Large

Section 17.64.050-1

Parking is required for warehouse,
office and manufacturing per table
17.64.050-1 in the Development
Code. Therefore, the Project would
be required to provide approximately
806 auto parking stalls. Additionally,
the Project would be subject to the
TDM program and would be required
to provide bike parking and locker
facilities.

The Master Plan will allow: a maximum
number of 490 auto parking spaces. The
Project would be subject to the TDM
program and would be required to
provide bike parking and locker facilities.

Bicycle Parking 25 short term bicycle parking spaces
and 25 long term bicycle parking
spaces would be required for the
project based on the 5% of the
required parking

The Master Plan will allow the following:

44 Bicycle parking spaces will be
provided within the parking structure. No
lockers would be provided.

Signage Per the RCMU:
Wall Mounted:

One sign per building face -
Maximum of 2
Sign Area: 150 sf per establishment

Free Standing/Monument:
1 sign per street frontage
Maximum Area: 24 sf
Maximum Height: up to 8’ in height
Maximum number: 1 per street
frontage and may be increased to
two per street frontage when signs
are spaced a minimum of 300 feet
apart or alternatively, the maximum
arar may be increased to 48 sf when
the sit frontage is longer than 500
feet. These can not be combined.
Commercial/mixed use/industrial
facilities are exempt from Table
17.74.080-1

Wall Mounted:
·         One Per Building Face - Maximum
of 2 per street face
Sign Area: 400 sf

·         Maximum Sign Copy Dimensions:
Architectural Art Sign Installation: If 1
line of copy: A maximum of 10’ high X
92’ long per line with a maximum area of
1,650 sf per building façade.
Standard Sign installation:
If a single line of copy: 10’ high 40’
long per building façade
If two lines of copy: 5’ high X 40’ long
per line per building façade.

Free Standing/Monument:
·         Up to 8’ in height
·         Sign Area: 36 square feet per sign
face
·         Maximum number: 2 per street
frontage with 300 feet apart

Exterior Wayfinding: Including vehicular
directional and pedestrian wayfinding
signage.

Freestanding Wayfinding Sign Height:
Maximum of 14 feet
Maximum sign area: 150 sq.ft of sign
area (not including sign structure, pole,
or architectural elements) (1).

(1) Architectural element's shall be defined as oversized graphics, contour or dimensional sections of the sign
that may protrude from the sign face or cabinet, glass/metal finishes or fixtures that enhances the sign or adds
dimension.
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to Sean Mcpherson, City of Rancho Cucamonga 
 

from Kent Norton, MIG Riverside 
 

re Final EIR Addendum Memorandum – Caltrans Letter  
 
date 10/24/2025 

 

The draft Final EIR for the El Camino Project was made available on September 16, 2025. 
On October 24, the City was made aware of  an email from Janki Patel with Caltrans District 

8 indicating that a comment letter on the DEIR was sent on June 13, 2025. This letter was 
inadvertently omitted from the Responses to Comments in the draft Final EIR document so 
it is being addressed in this FEIR Addendum Memorandum.  

 
Most of the comments contained in the Caltrans letter specifically address the Traffic Impact 

Assessment (TIA) and congestion of the I-10 and I-15 freeways. It should be noted that 
congestion is no longer considered the threshold of significance for CEQA documents1. 
These comments are included in full with this memorandum, along with a copy of the June 

13, 2025 letter from Cal Trans (see attached). 
 

 Summary. Although the Caltrans letter dated June 13, 2025 was inadvertently omitted 
from the draft Final EIR, most of its comments deal with traffic congestion-related issues 
which are no longer considered significance criteria under CEQA. The minor comments 

related to the Draft EIR are the result of typographical errors, which have been corrected 
as part of the draft Final EIR document. In addition, as a condition of the approval, the El 

Camino Project TIA will be revised subsequent to action on the Project (if approved) to 
address Caltrans’ congestion-related concerns (i.e., adding a queueing study and safety 
review of the I-10/Haven Ave and I-15/4th Street interchanges). Any improvements would 

meet ADA requirements, and an encroachment permit would be obtained from Caltrans if 
needed. 
 

1  California Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directed the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the 

CEQA Guidelines for evaluating transportation impacts to provide alternatives to Level of Service that “promote 

the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a 
diversity of land uses.” In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the 
updated CEQA Guidelines package. The amended CEQA Guidelines, specifically Section 15064.3, recommend 
the use of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary metric for the evaluation of transportation impacts 
associated with land use and transportation projects. In the past, traffic studies focused on level of service 
(LOS) which is a measure of roadway and intersection congestion. In general terms, VMT quantifies the amount 
and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project or region. All agencies and projects State-wide are 

required to utilize the updated CEQA guidelines recommending use of VMT for evaluating transportation impacts 
as of July 1, 2020. 
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June 13, 2025 

 

Route & Postmile #: I-10/8.31 

Cross Street: NEC Haven Avenue & 6th Street 

 GTS ID: 36262 

SCH #: 2023080369 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

Department of Planning 

Attn: Sean McPherson 

1500 Civic Center Drive 

Rancho Cucamonga, CA, 91730 

 

 

Subject: El Camino Project, APNs: 209-411-02, -03, -04, -23, -24, -32, -34, and-35 

 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Local Development Review (LDR) branch 

has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and related documents 

for the proposed El Camino Project, located in the southern area of the City of Rancho 

Cucamonga in southwestern part of the County of San Bernardino, California. 

 

The proposed project involves the expansion of Lone Oak—Rancho LLC’s beverage distribution 

facility across a 30.1-acre site. The project consists of demolishing up to 237,895 square feet of 

existing building and developing up to 1,054, 541 square feet of new industrial, manufacturing, 

and office space, including a 4- story, 335,475-square-foot parking structure. Construction will 

occur in two phases and includes two development options: phase 2A, which retains an existing 

62,210-square-foot warehouse, or phase 2B, which replaces it with a new 40,085-square-foot 

building. The project includes infrastructure and site improvements as well as new vehicle 

access. It is anticipated to generate vehicle trips that affects nearby state highways, triggering 

the need for transportation demand management strategies.  

 

Based on the information provided in the environmental documents made available for public 

review, we are submitting the following comments and recommendations for consideration.   

 

General: 

1. Please include responses to Review Comments memorandum for your next review 

submittals. 

 

Traffic Impact Study: 

2. Please perform a queueing analysis for the I-10/Haven Ave interchange and I-15/4th St 

interchange and any additional locations that will generate additional trips on the state 
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Highway System. 

3. EIR Appendices, Appendix K-3 TIS LOS document, HCM 6th Signalized Intersection 

Summary 8 “Existing Conditions”—please change the year of the “Existing Conditions” to 

reflect when the traffic counts were collected (2024). 

4. Draft EIR document, (p. 4.17-16) mentions “the project has good local and regional 

access for truck to the I-10 and I-215 freeways”—The project is not close to the I-1215. 

5. Draft EIR document, (p. 4.17-16) states “the project has direct access to I-10 and I-215”—

The project does not have direct access to the I-215.  

 

Safety Review: 

6. The proposed project will generate additional trips on the State Highway System, provide 

a Safety Analysis Report for the I-10/Haven Ave interchange and I-15/4th St interchange.  

7. The Safety Analysis Report shall follow the attached guidance. See attached Local 

Development Review (LDR) Safety Review Practitioner Guidance in February 2024.  

Please flow the steps below:  

a. To request crash data on the State Highway System, please submit your request via 

our California Public Records Act (CPRA) portal following the link (Support Home 

Page (mycusthelp.com)). 

b. Please analyze the existing crash data and discuss the project’s impact on safety 

as needed. 

c. Perform safety analysis using HSM (Supplement 2014) Chapter 19 for the proposed 

project in the following conditions:  

i. Existing condition.  

ii. Opening year: with and without project.  

iii. Horizon year: with and without project. 

d. Please provide appropriate countermeasures to mitigate/ reduce project’s safety 

impact if applicable. 

 

Equitable Access 

If any Caltrans facilities are impacted by the project, they must comply with the American 

Disabilities Act (ADA) Standards upon project completion. Additionally, the project must ensure 

the maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the construction phase. These 

access considerations align with Caltrans’ equity mission to provide a safe, sustainable, and 

equitable transportation network for all users. 

 

Caltrans Encroachment Permit 

Please be advised that any permanent work or temporary traffic control that encroaches onto 

Caltrans’ Right-of-Way (R/W) requires a Caltrans-issued encroachment permit.  

 

For information regarding the Encroachment Permit application and submittal requirements, 

contact: 

Caltrans Office of Encroachment Permits 

464 West 4th Street, Basement, MS 619 

San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400 

(909) 383-4526 

D8.E-permits@dot.ca.gov 

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep 

Important Note: All permit applications must now be submitted 

through our CEPS Online Portal at: https://ceps.dot.ca.gov/ 

 

https://caltrans.mycusthelp.com/WEBAPP/_rs/(S(ssuf2mycn4ytyn4tsu3r1fyd))/supporthome.aspx
mailto:D8.E-permits@dot.ca.gov
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__dot.ca.gov_programs_traffic-2Doperations_ep&d=DwMF_g&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=CnTPjG4n_rSCZxvwzpBmQkSwuYEi1p597CH7na0l31I&m=9jxABtqWR8QqKZ0_1nPOZKAzQotP3O38-bXG_57YPImQ26e6nuVqpA85HOTr37WK&s=ZZ30zEGKeXM4L5n-dZ4bkXmnVn8soSb-EL3fJnlqdE4&e=
https://ceps.dot.ca.gov/
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Currently, no further review from the Local Development Review (LDR) Branch is required. Please 

be advised that LDR's point of contact role will conclude upon the completion of the 

development entitlement process. Once the project is entitled, the Encroachment Permit Office 

will serve as the primary point of contact moving forward. 

Thank you again for including Caltrans in the review process. Should you have any questions 

regarding this letter, or for future notifications and requests for review of new projects, please 

email LDR-D8@dot.ca.gov or call 909-963-8604. 

Sincerely, 

Janki Patel 

Branch Chief - Local Development Review 

Division of Transportation Planning  

Caltrans District 8

mailto:LDR-D8@dot.ca.gov
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Response to Comments – Draft FEIR (Addendum)
Response to Cal Trans Letter dated June 13, 2025 

ID Response to Comment Letter CT – Cal Trans 
CT-1 This section of the comment letter provides introductory information and 

project information. This portion of the letter also requests responses 
which are contained herein. 

CT-2 In response to the Caltrans Letter Comment #2, the TIA prepared for the 
El Camino Project did examine potential congestion at the I-10 and I-15 

at the intersections indicated in the letter. The request to perform a 
queueing study for these intersections is a congestion-related issue that 

the City will address separately as part of an update to the El Camino 
Project TIA subsequent to action on the Project (if approved) and has been 
included as a condition of approval for the Project. While traffic congestion 

is not a CEQA-related issue, the City does plan to address Caltrans’s 
concerns as part of the overall Project review.  

CT-3 In response to Cal Trans Letter Comment #3, The City does not consider this a 
substantive or necessary change to the EIR documentation so this change will 
not be reflected in the Draft EIR text.  

CT-4 The comment was actually referring to the I-15 not the I-215. This error 

is considered corrected by way of this response to comment. 

CT-5 Similar response to #4 above. The comment was actually referring to the I-

15 not the I-215. This error is considered corrected by way of this 

response to comment.

CT-6 Caltrans Letter Comments #6 and #7 recommend a safety review of the 

I-10/Haven Ave and I-15/4th Street interchanges. Such analysis is related
to congestion conditions, which are no longer considered a significance
criteria under CEQA. This will be addressed separately as part of an update

to the El Camino Project TIA subsequent to action on the Project (if
approved) and has been included as a condition of approval for the Project.

CT-7 If any improvements are needed within Caltrans ROW, they will meet 
applicable ADA requirements and the City will obtain an Encroachment 

Permit, if necessary, using the contact information provided in this 
section of the letter.

CT-8 The City acknowledges this comment. 




