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a!w/I нлнс оΦнлπмо 

!ǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tƭŀƴ {ŀŦŜǘȅ 9ƭŜƳŜƴǘ CƛƎǳǊŜ {πлфΣ 9ǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ 
!ǊŜŀǎΣ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴπŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ŎǳƭπŘŜπ
ǎŀŎπǎǘȅƭŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ {wπслΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ LπмлΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ 
ƛƴ ŦƛǊŜπǇǊƻƴŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ōǳǘ Ƴŀȅ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŘŜƭŀȅǎ ƛƴ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƴƎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛƴƎǊŜǎǎκŜƎǊŜǎǎ 
ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎΦ  

{t9/LCL/ t[!b

¢ƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ tƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ [ƻŎŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ !ǊŜŀ ό[w!ύΣ ōǳǘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ŀ CI{½ 
ƻǊ ²¦L ŀǊŜŀΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΦ¢ƘŜ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9.t{t ƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ Ŧƭŀǘ ǿƛǘƘ 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ tƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 
{ŀƴǘŀ !ƴŀ ǿƛƴŘǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ŀǊŜŀΦ

CƛǊŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ CƛǊŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΦ¢ƘŜ ƴŜŀǊŜǎǘ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ tƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ CƛǊŜ {ǘŀǘƛƻƴ ммΣ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ tƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΣ 
ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ттнм 9ǳŎŀƭȅǇǘǳǎ !ǾŜƴǳŜ ŀƴŘ CƛǊŜ {ǘŀǘƛƻƴ фΣ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ мΦор ƳƛƭŜǎ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ tƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΣ ŀǘ нссм 9ŀǎǘ DǊŀƴŘ tŀǊƪ {ǘǊŜŜǘ όhC5 нлнрύΦ 

tǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9.t{t ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ 9ŀǎǘ 9ǳŎŀƭȅǇǘǳǎ !ǾŜƴǳŜ ŀƴŘ {ƻǳǘƘ DǊƻǾŜ 
!ǾŜƴǳŜΦ !ǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ DŜƴŜǊŀƭ tƭŀƴ {ŀŦŜǘȅ 9ƭŜƳŜƴǘ CƛƎǳǊŜ {πлфΣ Evacuation 
Constrained AreasΣ ǘƘŜ 9.t{t ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ǇŀǊŎŜƭǎΦ 

оΦнлΦо {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

{LDbLCL/!b/9 /wL¢9wL! 

!ǇǇŜƴŘƛȄ DΣ ά9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ /ƘŜŎƪƭƛǎǘ CƻǊƳΣέƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ vǳŀƭƛǘȅ !Ŏǘ ό/9v!ύ
DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘΣάLŦ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǊ ƴŜŀǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻǊ ƭŀƴŘǎ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ 
ƘƛƎƘ ŦƛǊŜ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ ǎŜǾŜǊƛǘȅ ȊƻƴŜǎΣέǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƛƳǇŀŎǘ
ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜƛŦ ƛǘǿƻǳƭŘΥ

ŀύ {ǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇŀƛǊ ŀƴ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻǊ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ 
ŜǾŀŎǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴΦ

ōύ 5ǳŜ ǘƻ ǎƭƻǇŜΣ ǇǊŜǾŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǿƛƴŘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘŜ ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜ ǊƛǎƪǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ŜȄǇƻǎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƻŎŎǳǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘŀƴǘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜ ƻǊ 
ǘƘŜ ǳƴŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƛƭŘŦƛǊŜΦ

Ŏύ wŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƳŀƛƴǘŜƴŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ 
ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ŦǳŜƭ ōǊŜŀƪǎΣ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƭƛƴŜǎΣƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎύ ǘƘŀǘ 
Ƴŀȅ ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘŜ ŦƛǊŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ƻǊ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƻ 
ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦ 
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d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes.

3.20.4 Relevant New and Modified General Plan Policies 
The proposed project does not include new or modified policies relevant to wildfire. 

3.20.5 Environmental Impacts 

2022 CERTIFIED EIR 

The City is outside of the SRA and does not contain lands within a LRA Very High FHSZ, and CAL 
FIRE has determined that the City contains no areas subject to very high wildfire risk. The City 
recognizes that even though fuel loading is light in Ontario and fire risk comes primarily from 
urban fires, not wildfires, there is some risk related to wildfires. The City has implemented 
policies as part of the approved project to help reduce risk of wildfire. Therefore, the Certified 
EIR concluded that impacts to wildfire, resulting from implementation of the approved project, 
would be less than significant. 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

The 2022 Certified EIR concluded that implementation of the approved project would not 
substantially impair emergency response or evacuation because the City’s circulation system has 
been planned and designed to meet long-term safety and accessibility needs. Specifically, the 
majority of future population growth under the approved project would occur in Ontario Ranch, 
where extensive roadway improvements are planned to accommodate increased travel 
demand, enhance regional connectivity, and support emergency response capabilities.

As documented in the 2022 Certified EIR, Policy M-1.1, Roadway Design and Maintenance,
ensures that all City roadways comply with applicable federal, State, and local safety standards; 
provide adequate multimodal access; and are designed to handle capacities identified in the 
City’s Master Plan of Streets and Highways. This policy also requires maintenance consistent 
with best practices and promotes efficient traffic flow through intelligent transportation systems 
and travel demand management strategies. Emergency access and circulation consistency are 
further ensured through the City’s design review process, during which the Ontario Fire 
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Department reviews proposed development plans to verify compliance with local and State 
emergency access standards.

The 2022 Certified EIR also noted that the City’s 2018 LHMP identifies Interstates 10 and 15 and 
State Route 60 as major emergency response and evacuation routes that provide regional 
egress capacity in the event of large-scale emergencies. These facilities, along with the City’s 
arterial network, are critical components of Ontario’s coordinated emergency management 
framework. Based on these factors, the 2022 Certified EIR found that the approved project 
would not result in new or more severe impacts related to transportation hazards or emergency 
access, and impacts would remain less than significant. 

Policy Plan Amendment
The proposed project involves adjustments to land use designations and corresponding updates 
to the Policy Plan elements while maintaining the overall circulation framework established 
under the approved project. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of this Draft SEIR, 
the proposed project would increase population and employees in Ontario, which would add 
additional vehicles to roadways in the event of an evacuation. As shown in Figure 3.17-1,
Roadway Classifications, substantial improvements to the City’s transportation infrastructure 
are planned to accommodate population growth and maintain safe, efficient travel during 
emergencies. The proposed project would not introduce new roadways or modify existing ones 
in a manner that would impede emergency vehicle access or evacuation operations. 
Furthermore, continued implementation of Policy M-1.1 and City design review procedures 
would ensure that all roadway and site designs maintain compliance with emergency access 
standards and the City’s adopted emergency response plans.

Accordingly, the proposed project would result in no new or more severe impacts related to 
impairment of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan compared 
to the approved project. The circulation network, policy framework, and interagency review 
mechanisms that were found to be adequate in the 2022 Certified EIR remain in place, and the 
proposed project would not impede implementation of an emergency response plan or 
evacuation plan. The proposed project would not result in new or a substantial increase in 
magnitude of impacts for wildfire compared to the approved project and that identified in the 
2022 Certified EIR. Therefore, impacts would remain less than significant.

Policy Plan Amendment Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.

Specific Plan 
The proposed Specific Plan involves adjustments to land use designations and roadway 
improvements consistent with federal, State, and local design and safety standards, acting to 
improve emergency circulation in the area. The proposed project would not, however, introduce 
new roadways or modify existing ones in a manner that would impede emergency vehicle 
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access or evacuation operations. Additionally, the City and Fire Department would review 
development applications to ensure adequate emergency access is provided in compliance with 
emergency access standards and the City’s adopted emergency response plans. Compliance 
with existing regulations, City policies, and Fire Department recommendations would ensure 
impacts to emergency response plans and evacuation plans would be less than significant.

Accordingly, the proposed Specific Plan would result in no new or more severe impacts related 
to impairment of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 
compared to the approved project. The circulation network, policy framework, and interagency 
review mechanisms found to be adequate in the 2022 Certified EIR remain in place, and the 
proposed Specific Plan would not impede implementation of an emergency response plan or 
evacuation plan. The proposed Specific Plan would not result in new or a substantial increase in 
magnitude of impacts for emergency response and evacuation compared to the approved 
project and that identified in the 2022 Certified EIR.  

EBPSP Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. 

Impact WIL-1: Implementation of the proposed project would not impair or otherwise 
interfere with the City’s adopted emergency response or evacuation plans.

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures from the 2022 Certified EIR 

The 2022 Certified EIR did not identify significant emergency evacuation impacts and therefore 
no mitigation measures were identified in the 2022 Certified EIR. 

New Mitigation Measures 

Impacts are less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

b Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

The 2022 Certified EIR found that implementation of the approved project would not 
exacerbate wildfire risks. The City of Ontario lies outside of CAL FIRE’s State Responsibility Area 
and contains no areas designated as Very High FHSZs. Consequently, fire risk within the planning 
area is predominantly urban in nature, associated with localized ignition sources rather than 
wildland conditions.
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The 2022 Certified EIR determined that compliance with applicable State and local fire-safety 
regulations, including CAL FIRE’s 2019 Strategic Fire Plan for California, the California Fire Code, 
and the City’s LHMP, would ensure that new development and infrastructure are designed, 
constructed, and maintained to minimize ignition potential, facilitate emergency response, and 
prevent post-fire slope or drainage instability. The 2022 Certified EIR also found that continued 
implementation of City policies promoting fire prevention, interagency coordination, emergency 
preparedness and training, and data-driven resource allocation would further reduce wildfire-
related risks. These measures collectively minimize the potential for wildfire ignition or spread
and limit exposure to pollutant concentrations from wildfire smoke. Based on these factors, the 
2022 Certified EIR concluded that wildfire-related impacts under the approved project would be 
less than significant and would not result in new or more severe impacts compared to 
previously evaluated conditions.  

Policy Plan Amendment 
The proposed project modifies the land-use pattern and updates related Policy Plan elements 
while maintaining the overall planning and regulatory framework established by the approved 
project. The 2025 adopted CAL FIRE Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zone map do 
not identify areas in Ontario within a FHSZ. Although vegetation and fuel loading are light and 
fire hazards are primarily urban, the City acknowledges some residual risk from wildfire events. 

Ontario is supported by multiple local and regional programs for fire prevention and response, 
including the California Building Code, the California Fire Code, the City’s LHMP, and fire 
protection and emergency services provided by the Ontario Fire Department. Continued 
adherence to these regulations and practices would ensure that future development and 
infrastructure associated with the proposed project do not exacerbate wildfire hazards. 

In addition, implementation of the following policies would directly reduce wildfire and 
emergency-related risks: 

 S-3.8: Fire Prevention through Environmental Design. We require new development to 
incorporate fire prevention considerations in the design of streetscapes, sites, open spaces, 
and buildings. 

 S-3.9: Resource Allocation. We analyze fire data to evaluate the effectiveness of our fire 
prevention and reduction strategies and allocate resources accordingly. 

 S-8.5: Interdepartmental Coordination. We utilize all City departments to help support 
emergency/disaster mitigation, preparedness, response, mitigation, and recovery.

 CD-2.8: Safe Design. We incorporate defensible space design into new and existing 
developments to ensure the maximum safe travel and visibility on pathways, corridors, and 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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open space and at building entrances and parking areas by avoiding physically and visually 
isolated spaces, maintaining visibility and accessibility, and using lighting.

These policies collectively promote fire-resilient development and reduce the potential for 
secondary hazards such as flooding or slope instability following fire events.

Because the proposed Policy Plan Amendment does not alter topography, slope conditions, or 
emergency infrastructure design standards and would continue to implement existing fire-safety 
programs and policies, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks or expose 
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire. Additionally, development under the proposed Policy Plan would be subject to the 
most recent version of the California Building Code and California Fire Code, which have more 
stringent requirements for new development than previous versions of the code. Accordingly, 
the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts compared to 
the approved project impacts identified in the 2022 Certified EIR, and wildfire-related impacts 
would remain less than significant. 

Policy Plan Amendment Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
As previously discussed in Section 3.20.2, Existing Conditions, the EBPSP is in a relatively flat
area, and there are no steep slopes where high winds would exacerbate fire risks. Adjacent 
areas are urbanized and lack vegetation.  

Further, uses implemented pursuant to the EBPSP would comply with the California Building 
Code, California Fire Code, and City policies, including Policy Plan policies S-3.8, S-3.9, S-8.5, and 
CD-2.8, acting to minimize wildfire hazards, thereby minimizing exposure to pollutant 
concentrations from wildfires. Based on the preceding, the potential for the EBPSP to 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire is considered less than significant. 

Because the proposed EBPSP does not alter topography, slope conditions, or emergency 
infrastructure design standards and would continue to implement existing fire-safety programs 
and policies, the proposed Specific Plan would not exacerbate wildfire risks or expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 
Accordingly, the proposed EBPSP would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts 
compared to the approved project impacts identified in the 2022 Certified EIR. Therefore, this 
impact is less than significant. 

Specific Plan Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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Impact WIL-2: Implementation of the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risk, 
require infrastructure that could increase fire hazards, or expose people or structures to 
secondary post-fire hazards such as flooding, landslides, or drainage changes. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures from the 2022 Certified EIR 

The 2022 Certified EIR did not identify significant wildfire impacts and therefore no mitigation 
measures were identified in the 2022 Certified EIR.

New Mitigation Measures 

No impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.

c)  Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environments? 

The 2022 Certified EIR found that implementation of the approved project would not require 
infrastructure that could increase fire hazard potential. The City of Ontario lies outside of CAL 
FIRE’s State Responsibility Area and contains no areas designated as very high FHSZ. 
Consequently, fire risk within the planning area is predominantly urban in nature, associated 
with localized ignition sources rather than wildland conditions.

Policy Plan Amendment 
The 2025 adopted CAL FIRE Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zone map does not 
identify areas in Ontario within a FHSZ. While the proposed Policy Plan Amendment would 
facilitate future development that includes installation of new infrastructure (e.g., roads, 
utilities, and related improvements), such improvements would occur in an area without very 
high wildfire risk and would not, in and of themselves, introduce or exacerbate wildfire risk.

Development under the proposed Policy Plan would be subject to the most recent version of 
the California Building Code and California Fire Code, which have more stringent requirements 
for new development than previous versions of the code. Additionally, implementation of 
Policies S-3.8, S-3.9, S-8.5, and CD-2.8 would directly reduce wildfire and emergency-related 
risks. These policies collectively promote fire-resilient development and reduce the potential for 
secondary hazards such as flooding or slope instability following fire events.  
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Accordingly, although new infrastructure would be constructed under the proposed Policy Plan, 
it would not increase wildfire hazards. Additionally, such infrastructure and maintenance 
activities would also be required to comply with the adopted State regulations, Ontario 
Municipal Code standards, and TOP policies to mitigate the impact of infrastructure on the 
environment. The proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe 
impacts compared to the approved project and that identified in the 2022 Certified EIR, and 
wildfire-related impacts would remain less than significant. 

Policy Plan Amendment Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
The EBPSP would facilitate future development that would require the installation of new roads, 
utilities, and related improvements; however, infrastructure improvements proposed by the 
Specific Plan would be implemented in areas not within a FHSZ. Water, sewer, storm drain, and 
dry utility improvements under the proposed EBPSP would be installed underground. 
Infrastructure and utility plans would be reviewed by the City and Fire Department to ensure 
conformance with California Building Code, California Fire Code, Municipal Code, and TOP 2050 
requirements to reduce the risk of wildfire and impacts of infrastructure on the environment. 

Accordingly, although new infrastructure would be constructed under the proposed EBPSP, it 
would not increase wildfire hazards. The proposed EBPSP would not result in new or 
substantially more severe impacts compared to the approved project and that identified in the 
2022 Certified EIR and impacts would remain less than significant. 

Specific Plan Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant. 

Impact WIL-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not require the installation or 
maintenance of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environments.

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures from the 2022 Certified EIR 

The 2022 Certified EIR did not identify significant wildfire impacts and therefore no mitigation 
measures were identified in the 2022 Certified EIR.

New Mitigation Measures 

No impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.
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d)  Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes? 

The 2022 Certified EIR found that implementation of the approved project would not expose 
people or structures to post-fire hazards such as landslides, mudflows, or flooding. The City of 
Ontario lies outside of CAL FIRE’s State Responsibility Area and contains no areas designated as 
very high FHSZ. With respect to geologic and hydrologic conditions, the Certified EIR notes that 
the City of Ontario is in the Upper Santa Ana River Valley, which exhibits a gentle southerly 
slope of approximately 1 percent, with elevations ranging from 1,150 feet in the north to 640 
feet in the south. Due to this broad and gradual topography, the city does not contain steep 
slopes that would be susceptible to significant landslide or post-fire slope failure hazards.
Additionally, the Certified EIR notes that large portions of the City are outside the 100-year 
floodplain, and only limited areas adjacent to flood control channels, detention basins, and 
creeks fall within the 100-year flood zone. A portion of the Ontario Ranch area is designated 
Zone D, representing areas where flood hazards are undetermined and no formal analysis has 
been completed.  

Policy Plan Amendment 
The 2025 adopted CAL FIRE Local Responsibility Area Fire Hazard Severity Zone map does not 
identify areas in Ontario within a Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Additionally, the City does not 
contain steep slopes that would be susceptible to postfire slope failure or landslides. The Policy 
Plan Amendment would not introduce development into steeper terrain or areas with elevated 
postfire runoff risk, nor would it modify land use patterns in a manner that could increase 
exposure to downslope or downstream flooding hazards following a wildfire.

The Policy Plan Amendment does not involve physical improvements or changes to drainage 
patterns, and future development would continue to be subject to City regulations that manage 
erosion, grading, and flooding hazards. This includes the requirement for an erosion and 
sediment control plan prior to grading plan approval and issuance of a grading permit, as well as 
compliance with Title 8, Chapter 13 (Flood Damage Prevention Program) of the Ontario 
Municipal Code, which establishes standards for development in flood-prone areas.
Development under the amended Policy Plan would also remain subject to the most recent 
California Building Code and California Fire Code standards. These requirements ensure proper 
site drainage, erosion control, and flood protection, and therefore reduce the potential for 
downslope or downstream flooding, landslides, or other hazards associated with runoff or 
postfire slope instability. Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in new or 
substantially more severe impacts compared to the approved project and impacts identified in 
the 2022 Certified EIR, and wildfire-related impacts would remain less than significant.

Policy Plan Amendment Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant.
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Specific Plan
The Specific Plan area is in the southern portion of the City, where largely flat agricultural fields 
dominate the topography. The flat topography of the site does not present any potential risks 
related to landslides or other slope instability. Additionally, as detailed in SEIR Section 3.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed EBPSP would not substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern or result in substantial runoff when compared to existing conditions. The 
EBPSP’s stormwater management system, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and 
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) would act to avoid or minimize flooding, slope 
instability, or adverse drainage changes. 

Uses implemented pursuant to the EBPSP would also be required to comply with the 
recommendations identified in the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see Appendix F1 and 
Appendix F2), which would ensure that the site and structures are engineered and constructed 
to maximize stability and preclude safety hazards. Additionally, future development would 
continue to be subject to City regulations that manage erosion, grading, and flooding hazards.
This includes the requirement for an erosion and sediment control plan prior to grading plan 
approval and issuance of a grading permit, as well as compliance with Title 8, Chapter 13 (Flood 
Damage Prevention Program) of the Ontario Municipal Code, which establishes standards for 
development in flood-prone areas. Development under the proposed EBPSP would also remain 
subject to the most recent California Building Code and California Fire Code standards. These 
requirements ensure proper site drainage, erosion control, and flood protection, and therefore 
reduce the potential for downslope or downstream flooding, landslides, or other hazards 
associated with runoff or postfire slope instability.  

Accordingly, the EBPSP would not result in a new or substantial increase in the severity of 
impacts when compared to the 2022 Certified EIR. Therefore, this impact is less than 
significant. 

Specific Plan Significance without Mitigation: Less than significant 

Impact WIL-4: Implementation of the proposed project would not expose people or structures 
to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures from the 2022 Certified EIR 

The 2022 Certified EIR did not identify significant wildfire impacts and therefore no mitigation 
measures were identified in the 2022 Certified EIR.
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New Mitigation Measures 

No impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.

3.20.6 Cumulative Impact Analysis
The cumulative setting for wildfire includes potential future development within San 
Bernardino, surrounding cities, and unincorporated County areas that may exacerbate wildfire 
risks. Future development over the buildout horizon of the proposed project would not impair 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and would not result in 
new or substantially more severe wildfire impacts compared to the approved project. 
Cumulative development in the surrounding local jurisdictions and State lands in Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones would be subject to the same State regulations applicable to future projects, 
including the California Building Code, California Fire Code, California Public Resources Code 
Sections 4291, and SRA or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone Fire Safe Regulations. Continued 
implementation of approved project policies related to fire prevention and hazard reduction 
would further minimize wildfire risk. Accordingly, the proposed project would not make a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative wildfire impacts, and cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: Implementation of the proposed project, in combination with other 
development in the city, would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
cumulative wildfire or emergency response impacts. 
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4. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the alternatives analysis for the proposed project, as required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA requires that an environmental impact 
report (EIR) include a discussion of reasonable project alternatives that would “feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant 
effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines 
sec. 15126.6[a]).  

The discussion includes an explanation of the methodology used to select alternatives to the 
proposed project, with the intent of identifying potentially feasible alternatives that could avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still 
meeting most of the basic project objectives, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). 
This chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these 
alternatives are evaluated with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects as 
compared to the proposed project. It also describes other alternatives and alternative concepts 
that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and the reasons for their 
elimination. For the alternatives selected for analysis, this chapter evaluates the impacts of the 
alternatives against approved project and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives 
with those of the proposed project. Finally, as required under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e), based on this analysis, this chapter then discusses the environmentally superior 
alternative.

The discussion in this chapter is intended to inform the public and decision makers of feasible 
alternatives to the proposed project that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the proposed project. Section 15126.6, “Consideration and Discussion of 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project,” of the CEQA Guidelines states that: 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 
An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not required 
to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for 
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selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule 
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
rule of reason. (sec. 15126.6[a]) 

4.2 FACTORS CONSIDERED WHEN DEVELOPING 
ALTERNATIVES 

This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies 
the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this Draft EIR. The primary factors considered when 
determining feasible alternatives to the proposed project are the identified project objectives 
and the significant impacts that have been identified for the proposed project.  

4.2.1 Project Objectives  

Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Statement of Project Objectives, lists the objectives that have been 
established for the proposed project and will aid decision makers in their review of the project, 
the project alternatives, and associated environmental impacts. 

4.2.2 Significant Impacts 

Apart from the No Project Alternative, alternatives to a project should be evaluated because of 
their ability to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or lessen the 
project’s identified significant impacts. The proposed project would result in 6 potentially 
significant impacts that would be reduced to less than significant levels with mitigation and 
14 significant unavoidable impacts.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WITH MITIGATION 

The following impacts were found to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures: 

 Impact BIO-1 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project could impact special-
status species, as well as nesting birds, burrowing owls, and roosting bat species. 

 Impact BIO-4 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project could affect wildlife 
movement. 

 Impact CUL-2 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project could impact 
archeological resources in the City. 

■ 

■ 

■ 



ON TAR IO  P OLIC Y P LA N AM EN DM EN T D RAFT  S UP P LEMENTAL  E IR  
C ITY  O F ON TARIO  

4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

M ARC H 2 0 2 6 4- 3  

 Impact GEO-6 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project could directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource.

 Impact HAZ-2 (PPA + EBPSP): Existing regulations and policies of TOP 2050 would ensure 
that development associated with the Policy Plan Amendment would not exacerbate the 
potential release of hazardous materials into the environment. However, development of 
the EBPSP, as well as existing site conditions, may reveal unknown soil or soil vapor 
contamination or unknown subsurface structures.

 Impact TCR-1 (PPA + EBPSP): Tribal cultural resources could be adversely impacted by 
grading activities associated with the proposed project. 

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

The following impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable even with implementation 
of mitigation measures:  

 Impact AQ-1 (PPA + EBPSP): The additional population growth forecast for the Policy Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan and the associated emissions would exceed the assumptions 
of the South Coast AQMD’s AQMP. 

 Impact AQ-2 (PPA): Construction activities associated with future development that would 
be accommodated under the Policy Plan Amendment could generate short-term emissions 
in exceedance of the South Coast AQMD’s threshold criteria.

 Impact AQ-3 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project would generate 
additional, long-term emissions in exceedance of South Coast AQMD’s threshold criteria and 
cumulatively contribute to the South Coast Air Basin’s nonattainment designations. 

 Impact AQ-4 (PPA): Construction activities associated with the Policy Plan Amendment 
could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.

 Impact AQ-5 (PPA): Operation of industrial and warehousing land uses accommodated 
under the Policy Plan Amendment would cumulative contribute to elevated levels of toxic 
air contaminants in the South Coast AQMD region.

 Impact CUL-1 (PPA): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment could impact historical 
resources. 

 Impact GHG-1 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project would result in an 
increase in GHG emissions compared to the approved project and would not achieve the
carbon neutrality threshold of AB 1279. 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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 Impact GHG-2 (PPA + EBPSP): The proposed project would be inconsistent with the 
Community Climate Action Plan’s objective of reducing citywide GHG emissions and the 
State’s carbon neutrality goals.

 Impact NOI-1 (PPA): Construction activities associated with buildout of the Policy Plan 
Amendment would result in intermittent, temporary increases in noise levels at sensitive 
receptors due to construction activities. Construction of the EBPSP would not exceed 
applicable thresholds or significantly increase ambient noise levels.

 Impact NOI-2 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment and EBPSP 
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial permanent traffic noise increases. 

Impact NOI-3 (PPA): Construction activities associated with buildout of the Policy Plan 
Amendment may expose sensitive uses to excessive levels of groundborne vibration.

 Impact NOI-4 (PPA): Heavy truck traffic annoyance along City haul routes associated with 
buildout of the Policy Plan Amendment may expose sensitive uses to excessive levels of 
groundborne vibration annoyance. 

 Impact NOI-5 (PPA): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment could expose noise 
sensitive uses to excessive noise levels from the Ontario International Airport (ONT). 

 Impact TRA-2 (PPA + EBPSP): The proposed project would generate a substantial increase in 
VMT per service population and total VMT compared to the approved project, resulting in 
significant project-level and cumulative VMT impacts. 

4.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED  
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c) requires EIRs to identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6(c) provides that among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in the EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, 
(ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. Following is a 
discussion of alternatives considered and rejected, along with the reasons that alternative was 
not included in the analysis.  

4.3.1 Alternative Development Areas Outside of the City 

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its 
location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project. The key question and first step in the analysis is whether any of the significant effects of 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another 
location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126[5][B][1]). The City does not have land use authority outside of the City’s boundaries. 
Therefore, an alternative development area would be infeasible and was not analyzed.

4.3.2 Alternate EBPSP Sites Alternative 

As identified above, CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to a 
project or its location that are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the project. The key question and first step in the analysis is whether any of the 
significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the 
project in another location. In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the 
control of a project applicant.

Given the scope of the EBPSP, a similarly sized project and land use elsewhere in the City of 
Ontario would result in similar impacts. Significant and unavoidable regional air quality emission 
impacts of the EBPSP are largely due to mobile emissions during operation and are not site 
specific; therefore, relocation of the EBPSP would not substantially reduce these impacts. The 
EBPSP’s location is preferrable for business park development because of its proximity to the 
regional transportation network and major infrastructure, helping to reduce VMT and off-site 
traffic noise. Therefore, analysis of an alternative site for the EBPSP is neither meaningful nor 
necessary because the significant impacts resulting from the EBPSP would not be avoided or 
substantially lessened by its implementation in an alternate location.

Moreover, there are no existing, undeveloped sites for sale that are a similar size as the EBPSP 
area within close proximity to key freeway infrastructure (i.e., I-15, SR-83, and SR-60) and that 
could reasonably be controlled by the Applicant for the purpose of developing the EBPSP. 
Furthermore, the Applicant does not hold ownership control over any other parcels of land in or 
near the Specific Plan area that could be used as an alternative location for the proposed EBPSP. 
Therefore, because an alternate location is not available that would avoid or substantially lessen 
the significant environmental effects of the EBPSP, and because the Applicant does not have 
ownership control over and cannot reasonably obtain ownership control over any other parcels 
of land in the jurisdiction of the City that could accommodate the EBPSP, an alternate site is not 
feasible. As a result, this alternative was rejected from further consideration. 

4.3.3 Alternative Housing Element Sites Alternative 

The City received several NOP comment letters on land use and planning impacts as a result of 
areas in the Ontario Ranch where high density residential (HDR) land uses are proposed. The
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locations are identified as Housing Element that fulfill the City’s lower income RHNA obligations.
Because these sites are being rezoned, specifically to make up for a shortfall of lower income 
sites, State law requires that these sites establish a minimum density of 20 du/ac. The City 
evaluated alternative locations in Ontario Ranch for opportunities to upzone from low density 
residential (LDR) to HDR to accommodate the City’s RHNA obligations. However, locations in 
Ontario Ranch designated for LDR are not adjacent to proposed infrastructure, such as water 
and sewer, which are needed to accommodate the HDR land uses. According to OMUC, 
infrastructure in these areas would not be constructed until post-2030 horizon. Therefore, these 
sites do not meet the criteria for alternative housing site. Additionally, CEQA only requires 
locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project 
need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). Since the 
City is obligated to maintain the RHNA, shifting the location of the HDR unit to alternative areas 
within Ontario Ranch would not reduce or eliminate the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project. Therefore, an alternative housing element sites within Ontario Ranch were not 
analyzed. 

4.3.4 Truck Route Scenario 1 Alternative 

In summer 2025, the City conducted outreach and initiated an evaluation of its existing truck 
routes, which evaluated changes to truck routes in northern Ontario, including in the Original 
Model Colony. Truck Route Scenario 1 retained all existing truck routes and added an additional 
route along Eucalyptus Avenue. This scenario was rejected because it would increase truck 
volumes on designated routes, substantially worsen conditions at Grand Park, and require 
additional mitigation measures and funding. This alternative was considered but rejected. 

4.3.5 Truck Route Scenario 2 Alternative 

In summer 2025, the City conducted outreach and initiated an evaluation of its existing truck 
routes, which evaluated changes to truck routes in northern Ontario, including in the Original 
Model Colony. Truck Route Scenario 2 retained all existing truck routes and added additional 
routes along Eucalyptus Avenue and Walker Avenue. This scenario was rejected because it 
would make mitigation measures for noise, vibration, and air quality more challenging; result in 
significantly higher truck volumes than Truck Route Scenarios 1 and 3; and introduced new truck 
traffic through low-density neighborhoods. Therefore, this alternative was considered but 
rejected. 

4.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS 
The following alternatives have been determined to represent a reasonable range of 
alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain most of the objectives of the proposed 
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project and that may avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed 
project. 

 No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 

 Medium High Density Residential (MHDR) Alternative 

 Truck Route Scenario 3 Alternative 
Reduced Intensity Alternative 

4.5 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE/CURRENT TOP 2050 
In the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050, the Policy Plan Amendment and EBPSP project 
would not be implemented by the City. The current TOP 2050 would remain in effect and would 
apply to land uses within the City and land uses on the EBPSP project site. Buildout statistics for 
Policy Plan Amendment and EBPSP compared to the No Project Alternative are shown in Table 
4-1, No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 vs. Growth Projections at Buildout.  

Table 4-1 No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 vs. Growth Projections at Buildout 

Category Proposed Project 
No Project Alternative/ 

Current TOP 2050 Difference
Policy Plan Amendment   
Population 427,741 411,268 -16,473 
Housing Units 137,177 129,951 -7,226 
Non-residential SQFT 268,162,895 263,828,479 -4,334,416 
Jobs 301,035 299,204 -1,831 
EBPSP Site  
Population 0 6,335 6,335
Housing Units 0 2,195 2,195
Non-residential SQFT 2,939,000 1,632,143 -1,306,857 
Jobs 1,590 3,126 1,536

Note: SQFT = square feet 

As shown in this table, the No Project Alternative would result in a reduction in population, 
housing units, and non-residential square footage but an increase in employment. In addition, 
the proposed project includes updated policies to comply with State laws, including AB 98. This 
alternative would not include revisions to the City’s truck routes, which are proposed to 
minimize impacts to sensitive receptors.  

The TOP 2050 designates the Specific Plan area for Medium Density Residential (MDR), Mixed-
Use (Eucalyptus/Chino Airport) (MU-BC); and Open Space Parkland (OS-C). Buildout under these 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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designations would allow for up to 2,195 residential units and 1,632,143 square feet of non-
residential land uses within the Specific Plan area. As shown in the table, the No Project 
Alternative would result in an increase in population, units, and employment but a decrease in 
non-residential square feet. 

4.5.1 Aesthetics 

Policy Plan Amendment 
In this alternative, the entire City would be developed under the existing TOP 2050 land use 
plan and would involve new development and redevelopment in the same areas as the 
proposed project. The City’s Municipal Code identifies development standards to ensure quality 
development in the City. Aesthetic impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would 
be less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
The Specific Plan area is not in an area identified for scenic preservation. There are no scenic 
vistas in the Specific Plan area, nor would development of the site adversely affect a designated 
scenic vista. The No Project Alternative would cover the same development impact area as the 
EBPSP and result in similar less than significant impacts.

4.5.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Policy Plan Amendment 
In this alternative, the entire City would be developed under the existing TOP 2050 land use 
plan and would involve new development and redevelopment in similar areas as the proposed 
project. At the time of the 2022 Certified EIR there was no land zoned for agriculture in the City. 
Therefore, the impacts from rezoning lands from agricultural to non-agricultural have already 
occurred. This alternative would have similar impacts to Farmland and lands currently under a 
Williamson Act contract. Therefore, impacts on agriculture and forestry resources would be 
similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant.

Specific Plan 
Similar to the EBPSP, the existing on-site agricultural uses would be removed from the Specific 
Plan area under this alternative. The City of Ontario no longer has land designated for 
agricultural use, and impacts associated with the implementation of the EBPSP, including the 
conversion of grazing land and Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use, would not result in 
impacts not already disclosed. Therefore, implementation of this alternative would result in the 
same impacts to agricultural resources that would occur from implementation of the EBPSP. 
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4.5.3 Air Quality

Policy Plan Amendment 
As identified in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed project would result in an increase in NOx, 
CO, PM10, PM2.5, and reactive organic gasses (ROG) emissions. Under this alternative, the 
buildout would remain the same as the existing TOP 2050. Therefore, although the impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable, they would be slightly less than those of the 
proposed project. Impacts regarding consistency with the AQMP, cumulatively considerable net 
increase of pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment, and exposing sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be similar to the proposed project. This 
alternative would also result in less industrial warehouse development; therefore, there would 
be fewer diesel trucks. However, this alternative would not include the revisions to the truck 
route map that routes trucks away from sensitive receptors on Archibald Avenue. In comparison 
to the proposed project, this alternative would have slightly less impact, and impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

Specific Plan 
As with the EBPSP, construction of the No Project Alternative has the potential to create air 
quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle 
trips generated from construction workers traveling to and from the Specific Plan area. In 
addition, fugitive dust emissions would result from construction activities. Under this 
alternative, the development impact area would be the same as the EBPSP. Therefore, although 
the type of construction would be different under this alternative due to the proposed uses, 
implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts from construction-related air 
quality that would occur from implementation of the EBPSP, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Operational activities associated with either the EBPSP or this alternative would result in 
emissions of ROGs, NOx, SOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Emissions calculated for the EBPSP under the 
No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 are shown in Table 4-2, EPBPSP No Project 
Alternative/Current TOP 2050 Air Pollutant Emissions. 
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Table 4-2 EBPSP No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 Air Pollutant Emissions
 

Emissions (lbs/day)

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5

Summer      
Mobile 92 125 1,073 3 308 80 
Area 117 38 210 0.24 3 3 
Stationary 1 21 14 0.13 2 2 
On-Site Equipment 2 5 5 0.01 0.27 0.27
Maximum Daily Emissions 212 192 1,398 4 313 85
South Coast AQMD Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES
Winter      
Mobile 87 133 882 3 308 80 
Area 94 36 15 0.23 3 3 
Stationary 2 5 5 0.01 0.27 0.27 
On-Site Equipment 1 2 97 0 0.18 0.16
Maximum Daily Emissions 185 198 1,013 3 313 85 
South Coast AQMD Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Threshold Exceeded? YES YES YES NO YES YES

Source: Appendix N 

As shown above, operations of the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would exceed the 
numerical thresholds of significance established by the South Coast AQMD for emissions of 
VOCs, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The PM2.5 exceedance occurring under this alternative would 
not occur under the EBPSP buildout conditions. Additionally, while both scenarios would exceed 
the CO threshold, emissions under this alternative (1,399/1,013) would be substantially greater 
when compared to the EBPSP (759/563). This is primarily due to the increased trip generation 
under this alternative, as discussed subsequently in Section 4.5.17. Overall, impacts would be 
greater than the EBPSP and would remain significant and unavoidable.

4.5.4 Biological Resources 

Policy Plan Amendment 
Under this alternative, biological resource impacts would be the same as the proposed project. 
A number of special status plant species and special status wildlife species are known to occur 
within or immediately adjacent to the City or are known to occur in the region based on 
historical data. Federal and state regulations require development projects to assess and 
mitigate potential biological resources within a project site. The proposed project would be 
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within the same footprint as the approved project. Mitigation measures identified for the 
proposed project would be applicable to this alternative. Therefore, impacts on biological 
resources would be the same as the proposed project, and impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.

Specific Plan 
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 e would have the same overall impact area as the 
EBPSP. Potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species and migratory and nesting birds would 
continue to occur, and mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts to such 
resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, impacts would be similar to the EBPSP.

4.5.5 Cultural Resources

Policy Plan Amendment 
Cultural resource impacts are primarily associated with potential ground disturbance and 
development of previously undisturbed areas, or impacts to potential historic structures 
(building additions, demolition, etc.). Development under this alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project because the development footprint would be the same. Mitigation 
measures for the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative and would mitigate 
potential impacts to archeological resources; however, like the proposed project, this 
alternative would have the potential to impact historic buildings as a result of redevelopment. 
Therefore, impacts to potential cultural resources would be the same as the proposed project 
and would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Specific Plan 
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in a similar development impact area 
as the EBPSP and would therefore result in a similar potential to adversely affect any 
undiscovered archaeological resources in the Specific Plan area. Like the EBPSP, mitigation 
measures would be required to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Therefore, 
impacts to cultural resources from this alternative would be similar to those associated with the 
EBPSP.

4.5.6 Energy 

Policy Plan Amendment 

As identified in Section 3.6, Energy, this alternative would result in similar energy impacts. In 
general, impacts to energy use under this alternative would be slightly reduced as compared to
the proposed project as development would be reduced, and would be less than significant. 
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Specific Plan
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would reduce the amount of non-residential 
building square footage but would increase the number of residential units, residents, and 
employees. In general, business park uses have a higher energy demand than residential. 
Therefore, building energy demand would be reduced compared to the EBPSP; however, this 
alternative would result in a substantial increase in vehicle trips compared to the EBPSP (17,378 
additional trips when compared to the EBPSP). Therefore, fuel consumption would increase 
under this alternative. Impacts under either the EBPSP or this alternative would be less than 
significant.  

4.5.7 Geology and Soils

Policy Plan Amendment 
As with proposed project, individual development projects under the No Project 
Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would be required to prepare site-specific geotechnical 
investigations to evaluate seismic, liquefaction, ground settlement, paleontological resources, 
and/or soil expansion hazards. All development projects would be required to comply with 
existing federal, state, and local regulations, such as the California Building Code and statewide 
Construction General Permit. The proposed project would also be within the same development 
footprint as the current TOP 2050. Impacts would be the same as proposed project and would 
be less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
Grading and development of the Specific Plan area would still occur under the No Project 
Alternative, and therefore, impacts to geology and soils would be similar to those that would 
result from the EBPSP. This alternative would also have a similar potential to impact 
undiscovered paleontological resources during grading. Development realized under this 
alternative would be required to implement mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to 
less than significant. Therefore, impacts from under this alternative would be similar to those of 
the EBPSP.

4.5.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Policy Plan Amendment 
As identified in Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project would result in 
3 percent emissions increase above the current 2050 TOP. As a result, this alternative would 
result in lesser impacts compared to the proposed project, but impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable. 
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Specific Plan
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would have the same development impact area as 
the EBPSP. Although the type of construction would be different under this alternative due to 
the proposed uses, implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts from 
construction related GHG emissions that would occur from implementation of the EBPSP. GHG 
emissions that could be expected from operations of the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 
2050 are presented in Table 4-3, EBPSP No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 GHG Emissions. 

Table 4-3 EBPSP No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 GHG Emissions 

Source

  Emissions (MT/yr)  

CO2 CH4 N2O Refrigerants Total CO2e 
Mobile 46,233 2 3 41 47,071 
Area 594 0.01 0 0 595 
Energy 8,812 1 0.08 0 8,859 
Water 423 12 0.30 0 819 
Waste 278 28 0 0 973 
Refrigeration 0 0 0 3 3
Stationary 21 0 0 0 21 
On-site Equipment  284 
Total CO2e (All Sources) 58,625  

Source: Appendix N 

The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in an increase in residential units and 
a decrease in business park uses. As shown in the table, emissions associated with the land use 
mix under this alternative are estimated at 58,625 MTCO2e/yr. When compared to the 
emissions associated with the EBPSP (45,539 MTCO2e/yr), this alternative would result in an 
increase of 13,086 MTCO2e. Both the EBPSP and this alternative would result in significant and 
unavoidable GHG emissions impacts. 

4.5.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Policy Plan Amendment 
In both this alternative and proposed project, land uses throughout the City would be required 
to comply with existing federal, state, and local regulations governing use, storage, transport, 
and disposal of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. Structures would be required to 
comply with building standards in the California Building Code and the California Fire Code. The 
proposed project would also be within the same development footprint as the current TOP 
2050. Impacts would be the same as proposed project and would be less than significant.
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Specific Plan
Uses implemented under the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would be subject to the 
same federal, state, and local regulations and permitting requirements as are applicable to the 
EBPSP. In addition, this alternative would also include mitigation of potentially contaminated 
soils that may exist on the site during construction activities. Similar to the EBPSP, this 
alternative would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation measures incorporated.

4.5.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Policy Plan Amendment
This alternative would have the same hydrology and water quality impacts as the proposed 
project. Future project-specific water quality management plans (WQMPs), preliminary and/or 
final, will be prepared consistent with the prevailing terms and conditions of the City Local 
Implementation Plan (LIP) and Model WQMP at the time of project application. Moreover, low 
impact development (LID) and water quality treatment solutions prescribed in project-specific 
WQMPs would be designed to support or enhance the regional BMPs and efforts implemented 
by the City as part of Citywide efforts to improve water quality. During construction, project-
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) are required to be prepared in 
accordance with the site-specific sediment risk analyses based on the grading plans. The SWPPP 
must describe construction best management practices (BMP) that address pollutant source 
reduction, and provide measures/controls necessary to mitigate potential pollutant sources. 
Therefore, impacts would be similar and remain less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in the same area of impervious 
surfaces compared to the EBPSP. This alternative would introduce new sources of water 
pollutants from construction and operational activities. Similar to the EBPSP, this alternative 
would be required to include storm drain facility improvements as well as source control, site 
design, and treatment control BMPs. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar less than 
significant impacts to hydrology and water quality.

4.5.11 Land Use and Planning 

Policy Plan Amendment 
This alternative would leave the current TOP 2050 in place. As a result, there would not be a 
need to upzone parcels within Ontario Ranch to High Density Residential (HDR). Because the 
changes to the land use plan would replace areas planned for residential use with 
nonresidential uses, the loss in residential capacity must be offset by increasing the residential 
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capacity by an equal amount elsewhere in the city to comply with SB 330, which mandates no 
net loss of residential capacity citywide. Additionally, land uses within the airport influence area 
identified in the land use plan are generally consistent with the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plan for Chino Airport and Ontario International Airport (ONT). Because this alternative would 
not trigger SB 330 or SB 166 and the associated need for additional HDR land use, this 
alternative would reduce land use and planning impacts of the proposed project and would be 
less than significant. 

Specific Plan 

Uses constructed under the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would be consistent with 
the existing land use designations of the site. Comparative land use and planning impacts under 
this alternative would be reduced when compared to the EBPSP.  

4.5.12 Mineral Resources 

Policy Plan Amendment 
The proposed project and this alternative would result in similar impacts to mineral resources. 
The proposed project would also be within the same development footprint as the current TOP 
2050. Impacts would be the same as proposed project and would be less than significant.

Specific Plan 
The Specific Plan area is designated as MRZ-3 and does not contain known mineral resource 
deposits. The City’s Policy Plan does not identify any locally important mineral resource 
recovery sites on or within proximity to the Specific Plan area. Therefore, like the EBPSP, the No 
Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would have no potential to impact the availability of 
known mineral resources or a mineral resource recovery site. 

4.5.13 Noise 

Policy Plan Amendment 
Construction and operational noise impacts would be the same as the proposed project under 
this alternative. Like the proposed project, construction activities under this alternative could 
occur close to sensitive receptors, and impacts would be significant. This alternative would have 
similar operational noise impacts. Therefore, noise impacts would be the same under this 
alternative in comparison to the proposed project and would be significant (construction noise).
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Specific Plan
Under this alternative, the types of construction activities and equipment employed would be 
similar to those associated with construction of the EBPSP. Additionally, this alternative would 
have the same development impact area as the EBPSP. Maximum construction-source 
noise/vibration levels would be unchanged. 

Stationary operational noise could decrease under this alternative compared to the EBPSP due 
to the reduced scope of the business park uses. The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 
would generate approximately 28,836 daily vehicle trips, primarily passenger vehicles, 
compared to 9,596 daily trips under the EBPSP, which would include 1,218 daily truck trips. 
Although this alternative would substantially increase overall traffic volumes, the reduction in 
heavy-duty truck activity is an important consideration for traffic noise. Heavy-duty trucks 
contribute disproportionately to roadway noise compared to passenger vehicles due to higher 
engine, exhaust, and tire-pavement noise characteristics. As a result, increases in traffic 
volumes dominated by passenger vehicles typically result in smaller incremental noise increases 
than traffic streams with a higher truck component. As such, despite the substantial increase in 
trips, off-site vehicular noise impacts are assumed to be comparable to the EBPSP. 

4.5.14 Population and Housing 

Policy Plan Amendment 
This alternative would result in a decrease in residential units, jobs, and population compared to 
the proposed project (see Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description) and would result in 
growth that is in line with that identified by SCAG for the City of Ontario. Although the proposed 
project would exceed SCAG’s regional forecasts for the City of Ontario, the proposed project 
would maintain the City’s jobs-housing balance. Therefore, population and housing impacts of 
this alternative would be similar to the proposed project but would remain less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
Buildout under the no project alternative would allow for up to 2,195 residential units and 
1,632,143 square feet of non-residential land uses. Under TOP 2050, on-site population was 
estimated to be 6,335 and employment opportunities were estimated to be 3,126. As such, 
under this alternative, on-site employees would increase by 1,536 employees when compared 
to the EBPSP’s estimated 1,590 employees. As shown in Table 3.14-7, SCAG estimated a total of 
95,500 housing units and 187,700 jobs in 2050 and the TOP 2050 estimated a total of 411,268 
residents, 129,551 housing units, and 296,204 jobs in 2050. Buildout of the Specific Plan area as 
forecast under the Current TOP would be consistent with the City’s and SCAG’s growth 
projections. Nevertheless, growth under this alternative would be consistent with the City’s and 
SCAG’s growth projections, and impacts would be similar and less than significant. 
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4.5.15 Public Services

Policy Plan Amendment 
This alternative would result in a decrease in population compared to proposed project. As a 
result, the impacts on public services, including fire, police, school, and library services, would 
be reduced under this alternative and would be less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
Under the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050, buildout would result in a total of 6,335 
new residents and 3,126 new employees, an increase of 1,536 employees compared to the 
EBPSP. Therefore, demand for fire and police protection services would increase under this 
alternative. In addition to the increased demands for fire and police protection services, the 
residential uses developed under this alternative would result in an increased population of 
school-aged children. This would result in an increased demand for school services that would 
not occur under the EBPSP. As such, public service demands would be greater than those under 
the EBPSP but would remain less than significant.

4.5.16 Recreation 

Policy Plan Amendment 
This alternative would result in a reduction in population compared to proposed project. As a 
result, the demand for recreation and recreational services in the City would be less. Impacts 
under this alternative, would be less than the proposed project, and would be less than 
significant. 

Specific Plan 
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in the development of residential 
uses not proposed by the EBPSP. The increased population caused by this alternative would 
result in an increased demand for recreational facilities. Development under this alternative 
would include 51.16 acres of Open Space Parkland to support the recreational demand from 
future residents, employees and visitors. Although impacts are not anticipated to be significant, 
they would be increased when compared to the EBPSP. 

4.5.17 Transportation 

Policy Plan Amendment 
As identified in Section 3.17, Transportation, this alternative results in a slight decrease in total 
VMT and VMT per service population (VMT/SP) compared to proposed project. As a result, this 
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alternative would reduce the project’s significant VMT impact; however, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Specific Plan 
Using the assumptions from the TOP 2050 EIR for the site (2,195 residential units and 
approximately 1.6 million square feet of non-residential mixed use) the trip generation that 
would be expected under the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 was developed and 
compared to the EBPSP, as shown in Table 4-4, EBPSP No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050. 
As shown, traffic under this alternative would increase by 17,378 trips when compared to the 
EBPSP. Given the increase in trip generation, it can reasonably be expected that the No Project 
Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would also increase VMT. Therefore, VMT impacts would be 
greater than the EBPSP and would remain a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Table 4-4  EBPSP No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 Trip Generation 

Land Use 

 AM Peak Hour   PM Peak Hour  

Daily In Out Total In Out Total 
Actual Vehicle       
Business Park (ITE 770) 1,225 269 1,494 368 901 1,269 16,016
Internal Capture -14 0 -14 -17 -17 -34 -406
Multi-Family Residential  
(ITE 220) 

216 684 900 708 434 1,142 13,632 

Internal Capture 0 -14 -14 -17 -17 -34 -406
Total Trips 1,427 939 2,366 1,042 1,301 2,343 28,836
EBPSP Trips 696 249 945 448 750 1,198 11,458
Net Change 731 690 1,421 594 551 1,145 17,378 

4.5.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Policy Plan Amendment 
Impacts to tribal cultural resources would primarily be associated with potential ground 
disturbance and development of previously undisturbed areas. Development under proposed 
project and this alternative would be similar, as the TOP 2050 and proposed project would have 
the same development footprint. Mitigation measures for the protection of tribal cultural 
resources would be applicable to this alternative. Additionally, both the proposed project and 
this alternative would comply with federal and state regulations pertaining to the protection 
and preservation tribal cultural resources. Therefore, impacts to potential tribal cultural 
resources would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. 
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Specific Plan
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in a similar potential to adversely 
affect buried tribal cultural resources as the EBPSP, since the development impact area would 
be the same. As with the EBPSP, this alternative would be required to implement mitigation 
measures to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Potential impacts to tribal cultural 
resources under this alternative would be similar to those associated with the EBPSP. 

4.5.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

Policy Plan Amendment
This alternative would result in a decrease in population compared to TOP 2050; therefore, the 
impact on the City’s infrastructure systems would be reduced, including the demand on water 
supply. Overall, impacts would be reduced under this alternative compared to the proposed 
project, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Specific Plan 
Like the EBPSP, the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would implement all necessary on-
site and off-site utilities and service infrastructure system improvements. In general, residential 
uses and commercial uses have greater water and sewer demands compared to business park 
uses. Based on the increased scope and intensity of development under this alternative, 
demands for utilities and services under this alternative would be increased. However, no 
significant impacts would result from either the EBPSP or this alternative 

4.5.20 Wildfire 

Policy Plan Amendment 
The City of Ontario is not in a very high fire hazards severity zone. Additionally, the development 
footprint of the TOP 2050 and proposed project are the same. As a result, this alternative would 
result in similar risk associated with wildfire events. Overall, this alternative would have similar 
impacts compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Specific Plan 
According to the City’s 2023 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), no high fire severity zones 
exist within the City, nor does the City have any wildland-urban interface areas. The No Project 
Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in a similar development impact area to the EBPSP 
and would therefore result in similar potential for wildfire. The impacts related to wildfire would 
be less than significant for both the EBPSP and this alternative.  
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4.5.21 Summary

Policy Plan Amendment 
Impacts of the No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would be similar for aesthetics, 
agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, population 
and housing, noise, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire. This alternative would reduce the 
proposed project’s air quality, energy, GHG, land use and planning, public services, recreation, 
transportation, and utilities and service systems impacts. This alternative would not meet some 
of the objectives of the proposed project.

Specific Plan 
The No Project Alternative/Current TOP 2050 would result in greater impacts to energy, 
construction noise, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. This alternative 
would exacerbate significant and unavoidable impacts related to operational air quality, GHG, 
off-site traffic-related noise, and transportation. Impacts related to aesthetics, agriculture and 
forestry resources, construction air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, onsite 
noise, population and housing, tribal cultural resources, and wildfire would be similar compared 
to the EBPSP. Additionally, impacts to land use and planning would decrease under this 
alternative.

As compared with the EBPSP, this alternative would not meet the following objectives to the 
same extent due to the change in the proposed land uses from business park to residential and 
mixed-use: 

To provide a land use plan that implements The Ontario Plan’s vision and appropriately 
positions business park and public parkland uses north of Eucalyptus Avenue, between 
Campus Avenue and Walker Avenue.

 To facilitate the development of a variety of employment-generating uses in a business park 
setting. 

 To provide business park uses that are compatible with surrounding land uses. 

4.6 TRUCK ROUTE SCENARIO 3 ALTERNATIVE 
In summer 2025, the City conducted outreach and initiated an evaluation of its existing truck 
routes, which evaluated changes to truck routes in northern Ontario, including in the Original 
Model Colony. Changes in southern Ontario were evaluated as part of the Policy Plan 
Amendment concurrent with land use changes. The City received comments regarding heavy 

■ 

■ 

■ 



ON TAR IO  P OLIC Y P LA N AM EN DM EN T D RAFT  S UP P LEMENTAL  E IR  
C ITY  O F ON TARIO  

4 .  A L T E R N A T I V E S  T O  T H E  P R O P O S E D  P R O J E C T  

M ARC H 2 0 2 6 4 - 21  

truck traffic passing by residential areas, especially along Ontario Ranch Road and Archibald 
Avenue. Specific issues identified by the public from truck travel include noise, vibration, and air 
quality impacts on homes and schools; safety concerns for pedestrians and cyclists; road 
damage from heavy vehicles; and the need for better enforcement of truck routes. Based on 
feedback from the public, the City identified four truck routes concepts for Ontario Ranch. 
Figure 2-9, Proposed Truck Routes, identifies the proposed truck routes selected by the City to 
move forward for the Policy Plan Amendment and to address the requirements of AB 98. 

The Truck Route Scenario 3 is one of the four concepts evaluated by the City. Truck Route 
Scenario 3 Alternative would not remove Archibald Avenue as a designated truck route, as 
proposed under the project, and would add additional truck routes along Eucalyptus Avenue, 
Walker Avenue, and Hellman Avenue. The Truck Route Scenario 3 Alternative was chosen as an 
alternative to the proposed project because these additional routes would disperse truck traffic 
throughout the Ontario Ranch area to a greater extent. While the total number of trucks in the 
City and the Ontario Ranch area would remain the same, impacts would be spread across a 
broader area rather than concentrated along two specific routes. This alternative would 
increase impacts along Archibald Avenue and Edison Avenue while decreasing impacts along 
Ontario Ranch Road. See Figure 4-1, Truck Route Scenario 3 Alternative. 

This alternative would not affect the land uses proposed for the EBPSP. Therefore, a separate 
analysis of this alternative for the Specific Plan component is not included below as it would be 
the same as that of the Policy Plan Amendment. 

4.6.1 Aesthetics 

In this alternative, the entire City would be developed in the same areas as TOP 2050 but with 
truck routes dispersed across the Ontario Ranch area. The City’s Municipal Code identifies 
development standards to ensure quality development in the City. Aesthetic impacts would be 
similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant.

4.6.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

In this alternative, the City would be developed in similar areas as the proposed project. The 
alternative truck routes would be on existing roadways within the Ontario Ranch area and 
would have similar impacts to Farmland (City) and lands currently under a Williamson Act 
contract. Therefore, impacts on agriculture and forestry resources would be similar to the 
proposed project and would be less than significant. 
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4.6.3 Air Quality

The proposed project results in increases in diesel particulate matter (DPM) concentration and 
health risk along some truck route in Ontario Ranch as a result of changes to the City’s truck 
routes in accordance with AB 98. While these changes are designed to reduce the number of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, there are some truck routes that 
would experience an increase in trucks when compared to the current TOP. Under this 
alternative, trucks would be dispersed on several north-south and east-west truck routes, 
including Archibald Avenue. Because Archibald Avenue would remain a truck route, localized 
concentrations of air pollutants would be slightly reduced at some sensitive receptors, in 
particular along Ontario Ranch Road, compared to the proposed project. Localized impacts 
associated with the revisions to the truck routes would be similar and would remain less than 
significant.  

Regional emissions would be the same as the proposed project because the changes to the 
truck routes would not generate new truck trips or warehouses that have the potential to 
generate additional area and stationary sources of air pollutant emissions, which cumulative 
contribute to health risk impacts in the air basin. Therefore, like the proposed project, 
implementation of this alternative would be the same and also result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts regarding consistency with the AQMP, cumulatively considerable net 
increase of pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment, and exposing sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In comparison to the proposed project, this 
alternative would have similar, significant and unavoidable impacts. 

4.6.4 Biological Resources 

Under this alternative, biological resource impacts would be the same as the proposed project. 
A number of special status plant species and special status wildlife species are known to occur 
within or immediately adjacent to the City or are known to occur in the region based on 
historical data. Federal and state regulations require development projects to assess and 
mitigate potential biological resources within a project site. This alternative would be within the 
same footprint as the proposed project. Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project 
would be applicable to this alternative. Therefore, impacts on biological resources would be the 
same as the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 
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4.6.5 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources impacts are primarily associated with potential ground disturbance and 
development of previously undisturbed areas, or impacts to potential historic structures 
(building additions, demolition, etc.). Development under this alternative would be the same as 
the proposed project because the development footprint would be the same. The alternative 
truck routes would be on existing roadways within the Ontario Ranch area. Mitigation measures 
for the proposed project would be applicable to this alternative and would mitigate potential 
impacts to archeological resources; however, like the proposed project, this alternative would 
have the potential to impact historic buildings as a result of redevelopment. Therefore, impacts 
to potential cultural resources would be the same as the proposed project and would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

4.6.6 Energy 

This alternative would result in the same energy use compared to the proposed project as in 
does not change buildout as compared to the proposed project. In general, impacts to energy 
use under this alternative would be the same as the proposed project and would be less than 
significant.

4.6.7 Geology and Soils 

As with proposed project, individual development projects under this alternative would be 
required to prepare site-specific geotechnical investigations to evaluate seismic, liquefaction, 
ground settlement, paleontological resources, and/or soil expansion hazards similar to that of 
the proposed project. All development projects would be required to comply with existing 
federal, state, and local regulations, such as the California Building Code and statewide General 
Construction Permit. Impacts be the same as proposed project and would be less than 
significant.

4.6.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This alternative would result in the same buildout and a similar VMT compared to the proposed 
project. As a result, this alternative would also have the same GHG emissions as of the proposed 
project, but they would be dispersed through the Ontario Ranch area. Therefore, impacts of this 
alternative would be the same compared to the proposed project and would remain less than 
significant. 
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4.6.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

In this alternative, land uses throughout the City would be required to comply with existing 
federal, state, and local regulations governing use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste. Since truck routes would spread throughout the Ontario Ranch 
area, transport hazardous materials would remain the same citywide, but would be dispersed 
throughout residential areas, posing a slight increase of transport of hazardous materials to 
additional residents. Structures would be required to comply with building standards in the 
California Building Code and the California Fire Code. This alternative would result in similar 
impacts compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant. 

4.6.10 Hydrology and Water Quality  

This alternative would have the same hydrology and water quality impacts as the proposed 
project. Future project-specific WQMPs, preliminary and/or final, will be prepared consistent 
with the prevailing terms and conditions of the City LIP, and Model WQMP at the time of project 
application. Moreover, LID and water quality treatment solutions prescribed in project-specific 
WQMPs would be designed to support or enhance the regional BMPs and efforts implemented 
by the City as part of its citywide efforts to improve water quality. During construction, project-
specific SWPPPs are required to be prepared in accordance with the site-specific sediment risk 
analyses based on the grading plans. The SWPPP must describe construction BMPs that address 
pollutant source reduction and provide measures/controls necessary to mitigate potential 
pollutant sources. Therefore, impacts would be similar and remain less than significant. 

4.6.11 Land Use and Planning 

This alternative would result in dispersed truck routes in the Ontario Ranch area, but truck trips 
in the City would remain consistent with the proposed project. The truck routes under the 
alternative would be through residential areas and would not be consistent with land uses, as 
such impacts associated with this alternative would be higher than the proposed project but 
would remain less than significant. Neither this alternative nor the proposed project would 
divide an established community. Therefore, the land use impacts would be the same and, like 
the proposed project, would be less than significant. 

4.6.12 Mineral Resources 

The proposed project and this alternative would result in similar impacts to mineral resources. 
The alternative truck routes would be on existing roadways within the Ontario Ranch area. 
Impacts would be the same as the proposed project and would be less than significant. 
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4.6.13 Noise

Construction and operational noise impacts would be the same as the proposed project under 
this alternative. Like the proposed project, construction activities under this alternative could 
occur close to sensitive receptors, and impacts would be significant. This alternative would have 
slightly reduced operational noise and vibration impacts from a reduction in truck traffic while 
also increasing traffic noise levels along alternate roadways, however overall traffic noise would 
be reduced along major arterials in the City. Noise and vibration impacts would be slightly 
reduced under this alternative in comparison to the proposed project but would remain 
significant. 

4.6.14 Population and Housing 

This alternative would result in the same buildout as the proposed project. Therefore, 
population and housing impacts of this alternative would be similar to the proposed project and 
would remain less than significant. 

4.6.15 Public Services 

This alternative would result in the same buildout as the proposed project. As a result, the 
impacts on public services, including fire, police, school, and library services, would be the same 
as the proposed project under this alternative and would be less than significant. 

4.6.16 Recreation 

This alternative would result in the same buildout as the proposed project. As a result, the 
demand for recreation and recreational services in the City would be the same. Impacts under 
this alternative would be the same as the proposed project and would be less than significant.

4.6.17 Transportation 

This alternative would result in the same total VMT as the truck traffic would remain the same 
within the City, although truck routes would be spread throughout the Ontario Ranch area. This 
alternative would have a similar VMT per service population (VMT/SP) compared to proposed 
project. Impacts would be the same under this alternative and would not eliminate the 
significant unavoidable VMT impact under criterion 2. Overall, this alternative would have 
similar VMT impacts compared to the proposed project, and the VMT impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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4.6.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Impacts to tribal cultural resources would primarily be associated with potential ground 
disturbance and development of previously undisturbed areas. Development under this 
alternative would be similar, as this alternative and proposed project would have the same 
development footprint. Mitigation measures for the protection of tribal cultural resources 
would be applicable to this alternative. Additionally, both the proposed project and this 
alternative would comply with federal and state regulations pertaining to the protection and 
preservation tribal cultural resources. Therefore, impacts to potential tribal cultural resources 
would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. 

4.6.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in the same buildout as the proposed project; therefore, the 
impact on the City’s infrastructure systems would be the same. Overall, impacts would be 
similar under this alternative compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

4.6.20 Wildfire 

The City of Ontario is not in a very high fire hazards severity zone. Additionally, the development 
footprint of this alternative and the proposed project are the same. As a result, this alternative 
would result in similar risk associated with wildfire events. Overall, this alternative would have 
similar impacts compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.

4.6.21 Summary 

This alternative would be similar for aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public 
services, recreation, transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and system services, and 
wildfire. This alternative would reduce the proposed project’s air quality and noise impacts. 

This alternative would meet all the objectives of the Policy Plan Amendment with the exception 
of objectives on truck routes and circulation changes. As compared with the proposed project, 
this alternative would not meet the following objectives: 

 Update the City’s truck routes based on proposed land use changes to ensure the City 
continues to comply with state law and ensures a safe and efficient goods movement 
network while minimizing the exposure of existing and future sensitive receptors to noise, 
vibration, and air pollution generated by heavy trucks. 

■ 
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 Update the Policy Plan component of TOP 2050 for internal consistency with proposed land 
use and circulation changes.

4.7 REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
The proposed land use plan would result in a net increase of 6,370,304 square feet of industrial 
and business park land use compared to the approved TOP 2050. The EBPSP represents
2,939,000 square feet of the growth in industrial and business park land uses under the 
proposed project (46 percent). Therefore, this alternative considers a reduced intensity 
alternative for the EBPSP area. The Reduced Intensity Alternative was selected to reduce overall 
impacts associated with air quality, noise, and transportation.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a 30 percent reduction in building area on the 
EBPSP project site. The buildout intensity of the remaining portions of the proposed project 
would remain the same; however, overall, the buildout of the proposed project would be 
reduced. Under this alternative, a total of 2,057,300 square feet of non-residential square feet 
would be developed, a reduction of 881,700 square feet. The total development impact area 
would remain the same as the EBPSP. Park areas are assumed to remain as proposed. Access to 
the site would be similar to the EBPSP, with a proportional reduction in the number of parking 
spaces. Table 4-5, Reduced Intensity Alternative, provides the buildout statistics of this 
alternative for the proposed project and EBPSP.  

Table 4-5 Reduced Intensity Alternative 

Category Proposed Project 
Reduced Intensity 

Alternative Difference 
Policy Plan Amendment    
Population 427,741 427,741 0
Housing Units 137,177 137,177 0 
Non-residential SQFT 268,162,895 267,281,195 -881,700
Jobs 301,035 300,558 -477
EBPSP Site    
Non-residential SQFT 2,939,000 2,057,300 -881,700
Jobs 1,590 1,113 -477

Note: SQFT = square feet 

4.7.1 Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, land uses within the City would be built out in accordance with the 
proposed project, with the exception of the EBPSP, where the intensity would be reduced. 
Though this alternative would result in a slight reduction in land use intensity in Ontario Ranch 

■ 
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for the EBPSP, overall the aesthetics of the site would be similar to those of the proposed 
project. 

The Specific Plan area is not in an area identified for scenic preservation. There are no scenic 
vistas in the Specific Plan area; nor would the development of the site adversely affect a 
designated scenic vista. The existing land uses would still be replaced with business park and 
open space – parkland uses, although the building square footage would be reduced. Site 
design and architectural features would be similar to the project under this alternative. Walls 
and fences would be provided for screening, buffering, and security purposes along building site 
perimeters and interior to building sites. Landscaping would include a variety of trees, shrubs, 
vines, and accent plants along the site’s perimeter. Thus, impacts under this alternative would 
be the less than significant, similar to the EBPSP. Impacts to the remaining portions of the 
proposed project would remain the same and would be less than significant.  

4.7.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

In this alternative, the City would be developed in similar areas as the proposed project. The 
reduction in land use intensity would be within the EBPSP, and the remaining portions of the 
City would have similar impacts to Farmland (City) and lands currently under a Williamson Act 
contract. Therefore, impacts on agriculture and forestry resources would be similar to the 
proposed project and would be less than significant. 

Similar to the EBPSP, development realized under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
remove the existing agricultural uses from the site. The City of Ontario no longer has land 
designated for agricultural use, and impacts associated with the implementation of the EBPSP, 
including the conversion of grazing land and Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use, would 
not result in significant impacts. Therefore, implementation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would result in the same impacts to agricultural resources that would occur from 
implementation of the EBPSP.  

4.7.3 Air Quality 

This alternative would result in a less than 1 percent decrease in non-residential development 
citywide, but approximately 30 percent decrease in non-residential development within the 
EBPSP. Therefore, the citywide air pollution emission impacts and local impacts would be 
slightly reduced. Like the proposed project, implementation of this alternative would also result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts regarding consistency with the AQMP, cumulatively 
considerable net increase of pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment, and 
exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. In comparison to the 
proposed project, this alternative would have slightly less impact, but impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Although the development impact area would be similar to the EBPSP, the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would result in an approximate 30 percent reduction of allowable building square 
footage. Therefore, this alternative would slightly reduce the EBPSP’s already less than 
significant construction-related air quality impacts. 

At buildout, the EBPSP’s operational emissions of ROGs, NOX, CO, and PM10 emissions would 
exceed the applicable South Coast AQMD regional thresholds for these pollutants and would 
therefore contribute to the violation of an air quality standard and result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of an ozone precursor. No feasible mitigation measures exist that 
would reduce the EBPSP’s emissions to levels that are less than significant. 

The 30 percent reduction in development intensity under the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would translate to an approximate 30 percent reduction in operational-source air pollutant 
emissions when compared to the EBPSP. Table 4-6, Reduced Intensity Alternative Operation 
Emission Comparison at Buildout, compares operational-source air pollutant emissions under 
the EBPSP and Reduced Intensity Alternative. 

Table 4-6 Reduced Intensity Alternative Operational Emissions Comparison at Buildout 

Pollutant 
SCAQMD 
Threshold 

EBPSP  
Reduced Intensity 

Alternative  

Maximum1 
Daily 

Emissions 
Threshold 
Exceeded? 

Maximum2 
Daily 

Emissions 
Threshold 
Exceeded? 

ROG - Summer 
55 

129 YES 91 YES 
ROG - Winter 107 YES 75 YES 
NOX - Summer 

55 
196 YES 138 YES 

NOX - Winter 205 YES 143 YES 
CO - Summer

550 
759 YES 531 NO

CO - Winter 563 YES 394 NO
SO2 - Summer 

150 
3 NO 2 NO

SO2 - Winter 2 NO 2 NO
PM10 - Summer

150 
170 YES 119 NO

PM10 - Winter 170 YES 119 NO
PM2.5 - Summer 

55 
47 NO 33 NO

PM2.5 - Winter 46 NO 33 NO
1. See Table 3.3-18.  
2. Reflects a 30 percent reduction. 
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As shown above, although the reduction in intensity realized under the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would be sufficient to alleviate the EBPSP’s CO and PM10 exceedances, this 
alternative would still result in operational exceedances of South Coast AQMD thresholds for 
ROG and NOX. Therefore, significant and unavoidable air quality impacts would persist under 
the Reduced Intensity Alternative but would be slightly reduced compared to the proposed 
project. 

4.7.4 Biological Resources 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would involve the same development impact area as the 
proposed project and EBPSP. As such, this alternative would result in the same potential impacts 
to biological resources (including sensitive raptors, migratory birds, nesting birds, burrowing 
owl, and roosting bat species) as the EBPSP. As with the EBPSP, mitigation measures would be 
necessary to reduce impacts. Impacts to biological resources under the Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would be comparable to the EBPSP. Impacts on biological resources would be the 
same as the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 

4.7.5 Cultural Resources 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same development impact area as the EBPSP 
and the proposed project. No known historical or archaeological resources, as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5, are present in the EBPSP area; however, there is a remote potential 
for the EBPSP site to contain unidentified surface or subsurface archaeological resources. Like 
the EBPSP, this alternative would be required to implement mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts. Therefore, impacts to potential cultural resources would be the same as the 
proposed project and would remain significant and unavoidable. Impacts to cultural resources 
from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the EBPSP.  

4.7.6 Energy 

Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the total building square footage would be reduced by 
approximately less than 1 percent citywide but 29 percent with a proportional decrease in 
construction energy demands, operational building energy consumption, and vehicle fuel within 
the EBPSP. This alternative would result in a slight decrease in energy impacts and a decrease in 
buildout. In general, impacts to energy use under this alternative would be slightly decreased 
compared to the proposed project because development would be reduced, but would remain 
less than significant. This alternative would further reduce the EBPSP’s already less than 
significant energy impacts. 
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4.7.7 Geology and Soils

This alternative would result in the same development footprint as the proposed project. As 
with proposed project, individual development projects under this alternative would be 
required to prepare site-specific geotechnical investigations to evaluate seismic, liquefaction, 
ground settlement, paleontological resources, and/or soil expansion hazards similar to that of 
the proposed project. All development projects would be required to comply with existing 
federal, state, and local regulations, such as the California Building Code and statewide 
Construction General Permit. Impacts would be the same as proposed project and would be less 
than significant. 

Grading and development of the entire EBPSP area would still occur under the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative; therefore, impacts to geology and soils would be similar to those 
generated by the EBPSP. This alternative would also result in a similar potential to impact 
undiscovered paleontological resources during grading. Development realized under this 
alternative, like the EBPSP, would be required to implement mitigation measures to reduce 
potential impacts. Therefore, impacts from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar 
to those of the EBPSP. 

4.7.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

This alternative would result in a decrease in buildout compared to the proposed project. As a 
result, this alternative would also have a slight decrease in GHG emissions compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts of this alternative would be slightly decreased compared 
to the proposed project, but would remain significant and unavoidable.

With the reduced scope of facilities realized under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, 
greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced. At buildout and with mitigation, the EBPSP’s 
greenhouse gas emissions of 45,539 MTCO2e/yr would exceed the applicable numeric threshold 
of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, greenhouse gas emissions would 
be reduced to 31,877 MTCO2e/yr. No feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce 
these emissions to levels that are less than significant. Therefore, although greenhouse gas 
emissions would be reduced under this alternative, impacts would continue to be significant 
and unavoidable.

4.7.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

In this alternative, land uses throughout the City would still be required to comply with existing 
federal, state, and local regulations governing use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste. Structures would be required to comply with building standards 



ON TAR IO  P OLIC Y P LA N AM EN DM EN T D RAFT  S UP P LEMENTAL  E IR  
C ITY  O F ON TARIO  
4 .  AL T ERN AT IVES  T O  THE  PRO P OSED  PRO JECT 

4 -3 4 

in the California Building Code and the California Fire Code. This alternative would result in 
similar impacts compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would develop the same types of land uses as the EBPSP, but 
on a reduced scale. The use and storage of potentially hazardous materials would be subject to 
the same federal, state, and local regulations and permitting requirements as would occur with 
the EBPSP. As with the EBPSP, development of the site under this alternative would address the 
potentially contaminated soils that may be present within the site. This alternative would be 
required to implement the same type of mitigation measures that are included in Section 3.9, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Similar to the EBPSP, with mitigation incorporated, hazards 
and hazardous materials impacts under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than 
significant. 

4.7.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have the same hydrology and water quality impacts as the proposed 
project. Future project-specific WQMPs, preliminary and/or final, will be prepared consistent 
with the prevailing terms and conditions of the City LIP, and Model WQMP at the time of project 
application. Moreover, LID and water quality treatment solutions prescribed in project-specific 
WQMPs would be designed to support or enhance the regional BMPs and efforts implemented 
as part of citywide efforts to improve water quality. During construction, project-specific 
SWPPPs are required to be prepared in accordance with the site-specific sediment risk analyses 
based on the grading plans. The SWPPP must describe construction BMPs that address pollutant 
source reduction and provide measures/controls necessary to mitigate potential pollutant 
sources. Therefore, impacts would be similar and remain less than significant.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a slight reduction in the amount of 
impervious surfaces when compared to the EBPSP. Regardless, this alternative would introduce 
new sources of water pollutants from construction and operational activities, and result in 
similar runoff and potential for impacts to drainage, erosion, and water quality as the EBPSP. 
Similar to the EBPSP, this alternative would be required to include storm drain facility 
improvements, source control, site design, and treatment control BMPs. Therefore, the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would result in similar less than significant impacts to hydrology and water 
quality. 

4.7.11 Land Use and Planning 

The land uses identified in the proposed project would remain the same under this alternative, 
with the exception of the EBPSP. The current General Plan designations of the site include 
Medium Density Residential (with Affordable Housing Overlay), Mixed Use with Chino Airport 
Overlay (and Affordable Housing Overlay), and Open Space–Parkland. Uses under the Reduced 
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Intensity Alternative would not be consistent with these designations. Like the EBPSP, upon 
adoption of the Specific Plan, the EBPSP Development Regulations and Design Standards would 
apply to the Specific Plan area and would establish the applicable zoning regulations and 
development standards. The Specific Plan would become the land use implementation tool for 
the site as a whole. Similarly, no conflicts with TOP 2050 policies, the City’s Development Code, 
or SCAG’s Connect SoCal would occur. Both the EBPSP and the Reduced Intensity Alternative 
would result in less than significant impacts related to land use and planning. Neither this 
alternative nor the proposed project would divide an established community. Therefore, the 
land use impacts would be the same and, like the proposed project, would be less than 
significant.

4.7.12 Mineral Resources 

The proposed project and this alternative would result in similar impacts to mineral resources as 
the footprint would remain the same. Impacts would be the same as the proposed project and 
would be less than significant.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a similar development impact area as the 
EBPSP and would therefore result in similar potential to adversely affect any mineral resources 
in the Specific Plan area. The Specific Plan area is designated MRZ-3 and does not contain 
known mineral resource deposits. The City’s Policy Plan does not identify any locally important 
mineral resource recovery sites on or within proximity to the site. Therefore, like the EBPSP, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no potential to impact the availability of known 
mineral resources or a mineral resource recovery site. 

4.7.13 Noise 

Construction noise impacts would be the same as the proposed project under this alternative
for both the Policy Plan Amendment and the EBPSP. Under this alternative, the types of 
construction activities and equipment employed would be similar to those associated with 
construction of the EBPSP. Maximum received construction-source noise/vibration levels at 
receptors near the EBPSP would be unchanged, but the duration may be decreased. For the 
Policy Plan Amendment, construction activities would continue to occur close to sensitive 
receptors, and impacts would continue to be significant. No significant construction noise 
impacts were identified for the EBPSP so impacts for the Specific Plan would remain less than 
significant.  

This alternative would have slightly decrease in operational noise impacts associated with the 
reduction in nonresidential square feet and associated reduction in truck trips. However, the 
29 percent reduction in the nonresidential square footage within the Specific Plan would not be 
sufficient to reduce the significant off-site vehicular noise for either the EBPSP or the Policy Plan 
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Amendment. Overall operational noise and vibration impacts would be slightly reduced under 
this alternative in comparison to the proposed project and would remain significant.

4.7.14 Population and Housing 

This alternative would result in decrease in buildout, as shown in Table 4-5, compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, population and housing impacts of this alternative would be 
slightly decreased compared to the proposed project and would remain less than significant. 

As with the EBPSP, no housing would be developed under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. As 
such, no increase in population would occur. Buildout of this alternative would result in a 
reduction of employment opportunities on-site. While the EBPSP would employ an estimated 
1,590 employees, this alternative would reduce the number of employees to 1,113. Similar to 
the EBPSP, development implemented under this alternative would be within the growth 
projections for the area, and impacts to population and housing would be less than significant.  

4.7.15 Public Services 

This alternative would result in decrease in non-residential square footage, as shown in Table 4-
5, compared to the proposed project. Therefore, public services impacts of this alternative 
would be slightly decreased compared to the proposed project and would remain less than 
significant. 

The reduction in overall scope under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in slightly 
less demand for public services, including fire protection and law enforcement. This alternative 
would further reduce the EBPSP’s already less than significant impacts to public services.

4.7.16 Recreation 

This alternative would result in a decrease in non-residential square footage, as shown in Table 
4-5, compared to the proposed project. Therefore, recreation impacts of this alternative would 
be slightly decreased compared to the proposed project and would remain less than significant. 

The EBPSP introduces 36.15 acres planned for development of the City’s public “Grand Park.” 
The amount of Open-Space-Parkland under this alternative is assumed to be the same as 
proposed under the EBPSP. Similarly, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 
not directly increase housing or population, both of which typically cause an increase in the 
demand for and use of existing neighborhood parks and other citywide recreational facilities. 
Therefore, impacts associated with recreation under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
less than significant and similar to the EBPSP. 
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4.7.17 Transportation

This alternative would result in decreased dwelling units as compared to the proposed project. 
As such this would decrease VMT in the City and would result in a decrease in VMT impacts
compared to the proposed project; however the VMT impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable.

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in reduced total VMT when compared to the 
EBPSP. Because the intensity and scope of uses would be decreased under the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative, the service population would also be decreased. The Reduced Intensity 
Alternative would therefore not substantially alter the VMT/SP ratio otherwise resulting from 
the EBPSP. As with the EBPSP, VMT impacts under this alternative would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

4.7.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impacts to tribal cultural resources would primarily be associated with potential ground 
disturbance and development of previously undisturbed areas. Development under this 
alternative would be similar, as this alternative and proposed project would have the same 
development footprint. Mitigation measures for the protection of tribal cultural resources 
would be applicable to this alternative. Additionally, both the proposed project and this 
alternative would comply with federal and state regulations pertaining to the protection and 
preservation tribal cultural resources. Therefore, impacts to potential tribal cultural resources 
would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a similar potential to adversely affect buried 
tribal cultural resources as the EBPSP, since the development impact area would be the same. 
As with the EBPSP, this alternative would be required to implement mitigation measures to 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Potential impacts to tribal cultural resources 
under this alternative would be similar to those associated with the EBPSP. 

4.7.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in decrease in buildout, as shown in Table 4-5, compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, utilities and system services impacts of this alternative would be 
slightly decreased compared to the proposed project and would remain less than significant. 

Like the EBPSP, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would implement all necessary on-site and 
off-site utilities and service infrastructure system improvements. Based on the decreased scope 
and intensity of development under this alternative, demands for utilities and services under 
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this alternative would be slightly reduced. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would further 
reduce the EBPSP’s already less than significant impacts.

4.7.20 Wildfire 

The City of Ontario is not in a very high fire hazards severity zone. Additionally, the development 
footprint of this alternative and the proposed project are the same. As a result, this alternative 
would result in similar risk associated with wildfire events. Overall, this alternative would have 
similar impacts compared to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.

According to the City’s 2023 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP), no high fire severity zones 
exist within the City, nor does the City have any wildland-urban interface areas. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative would result in a similar development impact area as the EBPSP and would 
therefore result in similar potential for wildfire.  

4.7.21 Summary 

Policy Plan Amendment 
This alternative would be similar for aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, land use, mineral resources, population and housing, recreation, tribal cultural 
resources, and wildfire. This alternative would reduce the proposed project’s air quality, energy, 
GHG, noise, public services, transportation, and utilities and system services impacts. This 
alternative would meet all the objectives of the Policy Plan Amendment.  

Specific Plan  
This alternative would be similar for aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, land use, mineral resources, population and housing, recreation, tribal cultural 
resources, and wildfire. This alternative would reduce the proposed project’s air quality, energy, 
GHG, noise, public services, transportation, and utilities and system services impacts.  

The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the EBPSP objectives; however, this 
alternative would not meet the following objectives to the same extent as the EBPSP due to the 
reduced square footage and proportional reduction in employees.  

 To provide a land use plan that implements The Ontario Plan’s vision and appropriately 
positions business park and public parkland uses north of Eucalyptus Avenue, between 
Campus Avenue and Walker Avenue.

■ 
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 To facilitate the development of a variety of employment-generating uses in a business park 
setting.

 To provide opportunities for positive economic benefit to the City, including new net 
revenues to the General Fund that can be used for vital City services.

Use of the Specific Plan area would not be maximized under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 
Additionally, the 30 percent reduction would reduce the amount of potential employment 
opportunities for community residents; therefore, the alternative would not be fully maximizing 
the economic benefit to the City.  

4.8 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 
In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of the proposed project and the 
alternatives, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an “environmentally superior” 
alternative be selected and the reasons for such a selection be disclosed. In general, the 
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative to the proposed project that has the 
potential to reduce the proposed project’s significant impacts on the environment to the 
greatest extent feasible. 

Identification of the environmentally superior alternative is an informational procedure, and the 
alternative to the proposed project selected may not be the alternative to the proposed project 
that best meets the goals or needs of the City of Ontario. Because CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c) requires an evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, 
the proposed project under consideration cannot be identified as the environmentally superior 
alternative. Additionally, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. 

The following alternative has been identified as “environmentally superior” to the proposed 
project: 

 Reduced Intensity Alternative 

The Reduced Intensity Alternative has been identified as the environmentally superior 
alternative because it would either lessen or result in similar impacts as the proposed project;
however, it would not avoid any significant and unavoidable impacts. As shown in Table 4-7, 
Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts, and Table 4-8, Ability to Meet Proposed Project 
Objectives, the Reduced Intensity Alternative lessens impacts to air quality, energy, GHG 
emissions, noise, public services, transportation, and utilities and system services while partially 
achieving the benefits of the project objectives. 

■ 

■ 

■ 



O
N

TA
R

IO
 P

O
LI

C
Y 

P
LA

N
 A

M
EN

D
M

EN
T 

D
R

A
FT

 S
U

P
P

LE
M

EN
TA

L 
EI

R
 

C
IT

Y 
O

F 
O

N
TA

R
IO

 
4

. 
A

LT
ER

N
A

TI
V

ES
 T

O
 T

H
E 

P
R

O
P

O
SE

D
 P

R
O

JE
C

T 

4
-4

0 

Ta
bl

e 
4-

7 
Co

m
pa

ris
on

 o
f P

ro
je

ct
 A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
Im

pa
ct

s 
 

 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l T
op

ic
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t1 

N
o 

Pr
oj

ec
t A

lte
rn

at
iv

e/
  

Cu
rr

en
t T

O
P 

20
50

Tr
uc

k 
Ro

ut
e 

Sc
en

ar
io

 3
 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
e

Re
du

ce
d 

In
te

ns
ity

 
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
3.

1 
Ae

st
he

tic
s 

LT
S 

PP
A:

= 
SP

:=
 

=
=

3.
2 

Ag
ric

ul
tu

re
 a

nd
 F

or
es

tr
y 

Re
so

ur
ce

s 
LT

S 
PP

A:
 =

 
SP

: =
 

= 
= 

3.
3 

Ai
r Q

ua
lit

y
SU

PP
A:

SP
: 

 
3.

4 
Bi

ol
og

ic
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
LT

S/
M

PP
A:

 =
SP

: =
=

=

3.
5 

Cu
ltu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

PP
A:

 S
U

 
EB

PS
P:

 LT
S/

M
PP

A:
 =

SP
: =

=
=

3.
6 

En
er

gy
 

LT
S 

PP
A:

 
SP

: 
 

=
 

3.
7 

G
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 S
oi

ls
 

LT
S/

M
 

PP
A:

 =
 

SP
: =

 
= 

= 

3.
8 

G
re

en
ho

us
e 

G
as

 E
m

iss
io

ns
 

SU
PP

A:
 

SP
: 

 
=

 

3.
9 

H
az

ar
ds

 a
nd

 H
az

ar
do

us
 M

at
er

ia
ls

 
PP

A:
 LT

S
EB

PS
P:

 LT
S/

M
 

PP
A:

 
SP

: 
 

=
=

3.
10

 H
yd

ro
lo

gy
 a

nd
 W

at
er

 Q
ua

lit
y 

LT
S 

PP
A:

 
SP

: 
 

=
=

3.
11

 L
an

d 
U

se
 a

nd
 P

la
nn

in
g 

LT
S 

PP
A:

 
SP

: 
 

=
=

3.
12

 M
in

er
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 

PP
A:

 LT
S

EB
PS

P:
 N

I
PP

A:
 

SP
: 

 
=

=➔ ➔ ➔ 

➔ 

➔ +,- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔➔ ➔ +-



O
N

TA
R

IO
 P

O
LI

C
Y 

P
LA

N
 A

M
EN

D
M

EN
T 

D
R

A
FT

 S
U

P
P

LE
M

EN
TA

L 
EI

R
 

C
IT

Y 
O

F 
O

N
TA

R
IO

 
4

. 
A

LT
E

R
N

A
T

IV
E

S 
T

O
 T

H
E

 P
R

O
P

O
SE

D
 P

R
O

JE
C

T

M
A

R
C

H
 2

0
2

6 
4

-4
1

 

Ta
bl

e 
4-

7 
Co

m
pa

ris
on

 o
f P

ro
je

ct
 A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
Im

pa
ct

s 
 

 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l T
op

ic
Pr

op
os

ed
 

Pr
oj

ec
t1 

N
o 

Pr
oj

ec
t A

lte
rn

at
iv

e/
  

Cu
rr

en
t T

O
P 

20
50

Tr
uc

k 
Ro

ut
e 

Sc
en

ar
io

 3
 

A
lte

rn
at

iv
e

Re
du

ce
d 

In
te

ns
ity

 
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
3.

13
 N

oi
se

PP
A:

SU
EB

PS
P:

 LT
S 

PP
A:

 
SP

: =
 

 
 

3.
14

 P
op

ul
at

io
n 

an
d 

H
ou

si
ng

 
LT

S 
PP

A:
 =

 
SP

: =
 

= 
= 

3.
15

 P
ub

lic
 S

er
vi

ce
s

LT
S

PP
A:

SP
: 

 
=

3.
16

 R
ec

re
at

io
n 

LT
S

PP
A:

SP
:

=
=

3.
17

 T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n

SU
PP

A:
SP

:
=

3.
18

 T
rib

al
 C

ul
tu

ra
l R

es
ou

rc
es

 
LT

S/
M

 
PP

A:
 

SP
: 

 
=

=

3.
19

 U
til

iti
es

 a
nd

 S
er

vi
ce

 S
ys

te
m

s 
LT

S 
PP

A:
 

 
SP

: 
 

= 
 

3.
20

 W
ild

fir
e 

LT
S 

PP
A:

 
SP

: 
 

=
=

N
ot

es
: 

PP
A 

Po
lic

y 
Pl

an
 A

m
en

dm
en

t 
 

Re
du

ce
d 

im
pa

ct
 in

 c
om

pa
ris

on
 to

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

 
SP

 
Sp

ec
ifi

c 
Pl

an
 

= 
Si

m
ila

r i
m

pa
ct

 in
 c

om
pa

ris
on

 to
 th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 p

ro
je

ct
 

N
I 

N
o 

Im
pa

ct
 

 G
re

at
er

 im
pa

ct
 in

 c
om

pa
ris

on
 to

 th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 p
ro

je
ct

 
LT

S 
 

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ig

ni
fic

an
t 

LT
S/

M
  

Le
ss

 th
an

 S
ig

ni
fic

an
t w

ith
 M

iti
ga

tio
n 

SU
 

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 a

nd
 U

na
vo

id
ab

le
 

1.
 T

he
 im

pa
ct

s l
ist

ed
 in

 th
is

 c
ol

um
n 

re
pr

es
en

t t
he

 h
ig

he
st

 s
ig

ni
fic

an
ce

 d
et

er
m

in
at

io
n 

fo
r e

ac
h 

re
sp

ec
tiv

e 
to

pi
c.

 

➔ ➔ ➔ ➔ 

➔ 

➔ ➔ +,- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔ +- ➔ +-

➔ 



ON TAR IO  P OLIC Y P LA N AM EN DM EN T D RAFT  S UP P LEMENTAL  E IR  
C ITY  O F ON TARIO  
4 .  AL T ERN AT IVES  T O  THE  PRO P OSED  PRO JECT 

4 -4 2 

Table 4-8 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives   

Objective
Proposed 

Project

No Project 
Alternative/ 
Current TOP 

2050

Truck Route 
Scenario 3 
Alternative

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative
Policy Plan Amendment     

Comprehensively plan for and assess land use changes requested by 
property owners while ensuring compliance with state laws and 
maintaining the vision and objectives of current TOP 2050. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Reposition the planned employment center in southwest Ontario from a 
mix of office, retail, and residential uses to a concentration of business 
park uses. 

Yes No Yes Yes 

Ensure there is no net loss in overall housing capacity within the City, 
consistent with the requirements of state law. Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Plan for adequate housing capacity to ensure the City continues to meet 
the requirements of the City’s sixth-cycle RHNA obligation.

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Update the City’s truck routes based on proposed land use changes to 
ensure the City continues to comply with state law and ensures a safe and 
efficient goods movement network while minimizing the exposure of 
existing and future sensitive receptors to noise, vibration, and air pollution 
generated by heavy trucks. 

Yes No No Yes 

Update the Policy Plan component of TOP 2050 for internal consistency 
with proposed land use and circulation changes.

Yes No No Yes
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Table 4-8 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives   

Objective
Proposed 

Project

No Project 
Alternative/ 
Current TOP 

2050

Truck Route 
Scenario 3 
Alternative

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative
Specific Plan     

To provide a land use plan that implements The Ontario Plan’s vision and 
appropriately positions business park and public parkland uses north of 
Eucalyptus Avenue, between Campus Avenue and Walker Avenue. 

Yes No NA Partial 

To facilitate the development of a variety of employment-generating uses 
in a business park setting.

Yes No NA Partial

To provide business park uses that are compatible with surrounding land 
uses. 

Yes No NA Yes 

To provide opportunities for positive economic benefit to the City, 
including new net revenues to the General Fund that can be used for vital 
City services.

Yes No NA Partial

To provide opportunities for the development of passive use parks 
consistent with the City of Ontario’s Grand Park Master Plan. 

Yes No NA Yes

To provide landscaped open space within the Specific Plan area, including 
pedestrian trails adjacent to public arterial and collector streets.

Yes No NA Yes 

To improve connectivity in the area by providing pedestrian paths, bicycle 
routes, and comfort amenities such as bike racks that encourage 
circulation by means not dependent on a motorized vehicle.

Yes No NA Yes

To identify and construct capital improvements for water, recycled water, 
sewer, storm drain, and circulation facilities that serve planned land uses 
within and adjacent to the Specific Plan area. 

Yes No NA Yes
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Table 4-8 Ability to Meet Proposed Project Objectives   

Objective
Proposed 

Project

No Project 
Alternative/ 
Current TOP 

2050

Truck Route 
Scenario 3 
Alternative

Reduced 
Intensity 

Alternative
To set forth a development phasing sequence that allows for logical 
development and aligns with installation of on-site and off-site 
infrastructure. 

Yes No NA Yes 

To define guidelines and standards that provide a cohesive design for 
architecture, landscaping, streetscapes, entry monuments, corner 
treatments, walls and fencing, lighting, and signage within the Specific Plan 
area. 

Yes No NA Yes 

 



M ARC H 2 0 2 6 5- 1  

5. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

This chapter provides a discussion of the effects of the proposed project based on the analyses 
in Sections 3.1 through 3.20 of this Draft SEIR. The topics covered in this chapter include effects
not found to be significant, significant and unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible changes 
to the environment, and growth-inducing effects. A more detailed analysis of the effects that 
the proposed project would have on the environment and proposed mitigation measures to 
minimize significant impacts are provided in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of this Draft 
SEIR.  

5.1 EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15128, “Effects Not Found to Be 
Significant,” allows environmental issues for which there is no likelihood of significant impact to 
be “scoped out” and not analyzed further in the SEIR. 

As described in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) prepared for the proposed project (see 
Appendix A), the City of Ontario determined a full-scope SEIR would be required to evaluate all 
impacts in the 20 environmental categories; therefore, all categories are evaluated in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Analysis, of this SEIR. 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a) requires that “Direct and indirect significant effects of the 
project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to 
both the short- and long-term effects.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(c) requires that an EIR 
describe any significant impacts that cannot be avoided, even with the implementation of 
feasible mitigation measures. Table ES-3, Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, in the Executive Summary of this Draft EIR summarizes the significant 
impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance with and without mitigation. 

Though mitigation measures, where feasible, would reduce the level of impact of the proposed 
project, the following impacts would remain significant and unavoidable:

AIR QUALITY 

 Impact AQ-1 (PPA + EBPSP): The additional population growth forecast for the Policy Plan 
Amendment and Specific Plan and the associated emissions would exceed the assumptions 
of the South Coast AQMD’s AQMP. 

■ 
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 Impact AQ-2 (PPA): Construction activities associated with future development that would 
be accommodated under the Policy Plan Amendment could generate short-term emissions 
in exceedance of the South Coast AQMD’s threshold criteria.

 Impact AQ-3 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project would generate 
additional, long-term emissions in exceedance of South Coast AQMD’s threshold criteria and 
cumulatively contribute to the South Coast Air Basin’s nonattainment designations. 

Impact AQ-4 (PPA): Construction activities associated with the Policy Plan Amendment
could expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations.

 Impact AQ-5 (PPA): Operation of industrial and warehousing land uses accommodated 
under the Policy Plan Amendment would cumulatively contribute to elevated levels of toxic 
air contaminants in the South Coast AQMD region.

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 Impact CUL-1 (PPA): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment could impact historical 
resources. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 Impact GHG-1 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the proposed project would result in an 
increase in GHG emissions compared to the approved project and would not achieve the
carbon neutrality threshold of AB 1279. 

 Impact GHG-2 (PPA + EBPSP): The proposed project would be inconsistent with the 
Community Climate Action Plan’s objective of reducing citywide GHG emissions and the 
State’s carbon neutrality goals.

NOISE 

 Impact NOI-1 (PPA): Construction activities associated with buildout of the Policy Plan 
Amendment would result in intermittent, temporary increases in noise levels at sensitive 
receptors due to construction activities. Construction of the EBPSP would not exceed 
applicable thresholds or significantly increase ambient noise levels.  

 Impact NOI-2 (PPA + EBPSP): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment and EBPSP 
would expose sensitive receptors to substantial permanent traffic noise increases. 

 Impact NOI-3 (PPA): Construction activities associated with buildout of the Policy Plan 
Amendment may expose sensitive uses to excessive levels of groundborne vibration. 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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 Impact NOI-4 (PPA): Heavy truck traffic annoyance along City haul routes associated with 
buildout of the Policy Plan Amendment may expose sensitive uses to excessive levels of 
groundborne vibration annoyance.

 Impact NOI-5 (PPA): Implementation of the Policy Plan Amendment could expose noise 
sensitive uses to excessive noise levels from the Ontario International Airport (ONT). 

TRANSPORTATION 

 Impact TRA-2 (PPA + EBPSP): The proposed project would generate a substantial increase in 
VMT per service population and total VMT compared to the approved project resulting in 
significant project-level and cumulative VMT impacts.  

5.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES  
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss whether “Uses of 
nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may be 
irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter 
unlikely.” The discussion shall consider primary and secondary impacts that generally commit 
future generations to similar uses, irreversible damage from environmental accidents, and 
irretrievable commitments of resources.  

 Implementation of the proposed project would include construction activities that would 
entail the commitment of nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable energy resources; human 
resources; and natural resources such as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, 
asphalt, steel, copper, lead, other metals, water, and fossil fuels. Future developments in 
accordance with the proposed project would require the use of natural gas and electricity, 
fossil fuels, and water. The commitment of resources required for the construction and 
operation of the proposed project would limit the availability of such resources for future 
generations or for other uses during the life of the project. 

 An increased commitment of social services and public maintenance services (e.g., police, 
fire, schools, libraries, and sewer and water services) would also be required. The energy 
and social service commitments would be long-term obligations in view of the low likelihood 
of returning the land to its original condition once it has been developed. 

 Population growth related to the proposed project compared to the approved project would 
increase vehicle miles traveled and volatile organic compound emissions associated with 
consumer product use. The proposed project would cumulatively contribute to the South 
Coast Air Basin’s nonattainment designation for ozone (O3). 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 
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5.4 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS 
Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the ways in which a 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Typical factors may 
include the removal of obstacles to population growth, such as through a major expansion of a 
wastewater plant. 

This section evaluates the proposed project’s potential to create such growth inducements. As 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(e) states, “It must not be assumed that growth in an area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.” In other words, 
negative impacts associated with growth inducement occur only where the projected growth 
would cause significant adverse environmental impacts. 

Approval and implementation of proposed project would not remove obstacles to growth. 
Development in the City is guided by TOP 2050. Changes to the approved project are identified 
in Section 2.4.1, Project Characteristics, and would not result in changes to existing regulations 
that would remove barriers to growth in the City. Portions of the City are already served by 
infrastructure. Like the approved project, implementation of proposed project would allow for 
development of currently undeveloped land and redevelopment of existing land uses. This 
would induce construction of infrastructure extensions and improvements, such as roadways, 
storms drains, water pipes, solid waste collection systems, and energy/communication 
extensions toward undeveloped areas of the City. In addition, the proposed project would 
increase demand for electricity and natural gas that could require expansion of energy 
infrastructure, as provided by Southern California Edison and the Southern California Gas 
Company. Impacts to existing utilities and service systems and potential needs for future 
improvements are discussed further in Section 3.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

TOP 2050 and the proposed project accommodate the additional population growth required to 
accommodate the South California Association of Governments’ Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA). Buildout of the proposed project may require additional firefighting and 
police personnel and construction of new and/or expanded facilities to improve response times, 
if necessary. Buildout may also require future construction of new and/or expanded schools in 
the school districts that serve Ontario (e.g., Chaffey Joint Union High School District, Chino 
Valley Unified School District, Cucamonga School District, Ontario-Montclair School District, and 
Mountain View School District). Impacts from the proposed project on public services facilities 
are discussed in detail in Section 3.15, Public Services. 
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6. REPORT PREPARERS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
CONSULTED

This Draft SEIR was prepared by the City of Ontario in consultation with the following 
organizations, consultants, and individuals.

LEAD AGENCY
City of Ontario 
Rudy Zeledon ............................................................ Executive Director Community Development
Henry Noh ............................................................................................................. Planning Director
Kimberly Ruddins, AICP .......................................................................... Assistant Planning Director 
Thomas Grahn........................................................................................................ Principal Planner
David F. Eoff IV........................................................................................................ Principal Planner
Robert Morales ..................................................................................................... Associate Planner
Jay Bautista................................................................................................. Transportation Manager

REPORT PREPARERS 
PlaceWorks 
Nicole Vermillion................................................................................................................. Principal
Emma Haines ..................................................................................................................... Associate
Emily Parks ......................................................................................................................... Associate
Vivian Kha ........................................................................................................................... Associate
Chris Shields ............................................................................................................ Senior Associate
Lance Park ............................................................................................................... Senior Associate
Jessica Mendoza ........................................................................................................ Project Planner
Lexie Zimny......................................................................................................................... Associate
Chris Hazel .................................................................................................................................... GIS
Cary Nakama ....................................................................................................................... Graphics
Gina Froelich ........................................................................................................... Technical Editing
Laura Munoz .......................................................................................................... Word Processing
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T&B Planning
Nicole Morse, Esq. .............................................................................................................. Principal
Amy Flores................................................................................................... Senior Project Manager
Tracy Chu................................................................................................................. Project Manager
Justin Nguyen................................................................................................ Environmental Analyst
Jessica Sofian................................................................................................. Environmental Analyst
Cristina Maxey................................................................................... Senior GIS/Graphics Specialist
Rhea Smith .................................................................................................. GIS/Graphics Technician

Fehr & Peers 
Jolene Hayes, AICP .............................................................................................................. Principal
Paul Herrmann, PE .................................................................................................. Senior Associate
Trevor Lien.................................................................................................. Senior Engineer/Planner
Marsha Phillips ...................................................................................................... Engineer/Planner

Cathy Fitzgerald, Inc. 
Cathy Fitzgerald, DEnv, PE, QSP ........................................................................... Principal Engineer

Urban Crossroads 
Aric Evett ............................................................................................................................ President
Charlene So, PE ................................................................................................................... Principal
Haseeb Quereshi................................................................................................................. Principal
Bill Lawson........................................................................................................................... Principal
Alex So ..................................................................................................................... Senior Associate
Jared Brawner ........................................................................................... Assistant Traffic Engineer
Michael Tirohn ............................................................................................ Environmental Scientist

ELMT Consulting 
Tom McGill ............................................................................ Senior Biologist/Regulatory Specialist
Travis McGill .............................................................................. Senior Biologist/Managing Director
Rachael Lyons...................................................................................................... Associate Biologist
Megan Peukert .................................................................................................... Associate Biologist

BFSA Environmental Services 
Jennifer Stropes ................................Vice President of Cultural Resources/Principal Archaeologist
Tracy Stropes........................................ Vice President of California Operations/Principal Historian
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Southern California Geotechnical, Inc.
Daniel Nielsen .......................................................................................................... Senior Engineer
Robert Trazo ......................................................................................................... Principal Engineer

JLC Engineering & Consulting, Inc.
Joseph Castaneda......................................................................................................... Civil Engineer

Roux Associates, Inc. 
Mauricio Escobar ........................................................................Principal Geologist/Vice President
Kasia Anderson.......................................................................................................Project Geologist

ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 
City of Ontario Police Department 
Chief Rudy Lopez............................................................................................................. Police Chief

City of Ontario Fire Department 
Sagar Patel............................................................................................. Fire Administrative Director

Ontario Municipal Utilities Company 
Alexis Mascarinas, P.E. ............................................................................. Senior Associate Engineer 

Mountain View School District 
Jeremy Currier..............................................................................................Deputy Superintendent

Chaffey Joint Union High School District 
Mathew Holton, Ed.D. .............................................................................................. Superintendent

Ontario-Montclair School District 
James Q. Hammond, Ed.D........................................................................................ Superintendent

Cucamonga School District 
Michael Chaix, Ed. D................................................................................................. Superintendent
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Chino Valley Unified School District
Dr. Norm Enfield....................................................................................................... Superintendent

Ontario International Airport
Jacqueline Meraz .....................................................................................Capital Program Specialist

Native American Tribes 
AGUA CALIENTE BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS

Lacy Padilla.......................... Director of Historic Preservation/ Tribal Historic Preservation Officer

CAHUILLA BAND OF INDIANS

BobbyRay Esparza ................................................................................................... Cultural Director
Anthony Madrigal ...................................................................... Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Erica Schenk ................................................................................................................... Chairperson

GABRIELENO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS - KIZH NATION 

Christina Swindall Martinez ............................................................................................... Secretary
Andrew Salas.................................................................................................................. Chairperson

GABRIELENO/TONGVA SAN GABRIEL BAND OF MISSION INDIANS

Anthony Morales............................................................................................................ Chairperson

GABRIELINO TONGVA INDIANS OF CALIFORNIA TRIBAL COUNCIL

Robert Dorame............................................................................................................... Chairperson
Christina Conley ............................................................................. Cultural Resource Administrator

GABRIELINO/TONGVA NATION 

Sandonne Goad .............................................................................................................. Chairperson

GABRIELINO-TONGVA TRIBE

Sam Dunlap ............................................................................................. Cultural Resource Director 
Charles Alvarez............................................................................................................... Chairperson
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MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS

Ann Brierty ................................................................................. Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Robert Martin ................................................................................................................ Chairperson

QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE OF THE FORT YUMA RESERVATION

Jill McCormick ......................................................................................Historic Preservation Officer
Jonathan Koteen ......................................................................... President, Quechan Tribal Council

SAN MANUEL BAND OF MISSION INDIANS

Alexandra McCleary ....................................... Senior Manager of Cultural Resources Management

SANTA ROSA BAND OF CAHUILLA INDIANS

Mercedes Estrada ................................................................................................... Cultural Director
Steven Estrada.......................................................................................................... Tribal Chairman
Vanessa Minott ................................................................................................. Tribal Administrator

SERRANO NATION OF MISSION INDIANS

Wayne Walker .......................................................................................................... Co-Chairperson
Mark Cochrane ......................................................................................................... Co-Chairperson

SOBOBA BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS

Joseph Ontiveros........................................................................ Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Jessica Valdez ........................................................................................ Cultural Resource Specialist
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