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Section 1.0  Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan Project has been 

prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and CEQA Guidelines. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15132 indicates that the contents of a Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) Environmental Impact Reports shall contain the information outlined in this article, but the format 

of the document may be varied. Each element must be covered, and when these elements are 

not separated into distinct sections, the document shall state where in the document each 

element is discussed.  

(b) The EIR may be prepared as a separate document, as part of a general plan, or as part of a project 

report. If prepared as a part of the project report, it must still contain one separate and 

distinguishable section providing either analysis of all the subjects required in an EIR or, as a 

minimum, a table showing where each of the subjects is discussed. When the Lead Agency is a 

state agency, the EIR shall be included as part of the regular project report if such a report is used 

in the agency’s existing review and budgetary process. 

(c) Draft EIRs shall contain the information required by Sections 15122 through 15131. Final EIRs shall 

contain the same information and the subjects described in Section 15132.  

(d) No document prepared pursuant to this article that is available for public examination shall 

include a “trade secret” as defined in Section 6254.7 of the Government Code, information about 

the location of archaeological sites and sacred lands, or any other information that is subject to 

the disclosure restrictions of Section 6254 of the Government Code. 

The Final EIR includes all of these required components. 

In accordance with § 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Ontario (City), as the lead agency for 

the proposed Project, evaluated comments received on the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse 

No. 2023020281) and has prepared responses to the comments received. The preceding Table of Contents 

and Section 1.0 provides of a list of all persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 

Draft EIR. Section 2.0 includes the Responses to Comments received on the Draft EIR. It should be noted 

that responses to comments also result in various editorial clarifications and corrections to the original 

Draft EIR text. Added or modified text is shown in Section 3.0, Errata, by underlining (example) while 

deleted text is shown by striking (example). The additional information, corrections, and clarifications are 

not considered to substantively affect the conclusions within the EIR. This Response to Comments 

document is part of the Final EIR, which includes the EIR pursuant to § 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

After review and discussion by City staff and the City Planning Commission, responses to comments will 

be sent to commenting agencies and individuals. This satisfies the requirement of Section 21092.5 of CEQA 

to send responses to the public agency comments received on the Draft EIR at least 10 days prior to Project 

approval. This document includes responses to all written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR. 
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1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR provides the requisite information required under CEQA and is organized as follows: 

 Section 1.0 Introduction. This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR, including the 

requirements under CEQA, the organization of the document, as well as brief summary of the 

CEQA process activities to date. 

 Section 2.0 Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested 

persons commenting on the Draft Subsequent EIR; copies of comment letters received during the 

public review period, and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of the 

responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number. Individual 

comments have been numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with 

references to the corresponding comment number. 

 Section 3.0 Errata to the Draft EIR. This section details changes to the Draft EIR. 

 Appendix. This section provides additional content where needed and cross-referenced from the 

body of the Final EIR. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR 

As described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088, 15089, 15090 and 15132, the Lead Agency must evaluate 

comments received on the Draft EIR and prepare written responses and consider the information 

contained in a Final EIR before approving a project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons 

and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft EIRs should be: 

“…on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the 

environment and ways in which significant effects of the project might be avoided or 

mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives 

or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 

an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not require a 

lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 

recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 

agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide 

all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is 

made in the EIR.” 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises: 

“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 

references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 

not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”  
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Section 15204(d) also states: 

“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental 

information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.”  

Section 15204(e) states: 

“This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the 

general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 

recommended by this section.” 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 recommends that where a response to comment makes important 

changes in the information contained in the text of the Draft EIR, that the Lead Agency either revise the 

text of the Draft Subsequent EIR or include marginal notes showing that information. The Final 

Subsequent EIR for the Project has been prepared in accordance with CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 

15132 indicates that the contents of a Final EIR shall consist of: 

 “The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary; 

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

 The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process; and 

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

The City has evaluated comments on environmental issues from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and 

has prepared a written response, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a). Pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088(b), the City provided written responses to comments to any public agency that 

commented on the Draft Subsequent EIR, at least ten (10) days prior to the City Council consideration of 

certifying the EIR as adequate under CEQA. Written responses to comments will also be provided to non-

public agency individuals, organizations, and entities that commended on the Draft EIR. In addition, the 

Final EIR will be made available to the general public at the City’s Planning Division office and on the City’s 

website a minimum of 10 days prior to the City Council public hearing. 

The Final EIR, along with other relevant information and public testimony at the Planning Commission and 

City Council public hearings, will be considered by the City’s Council. 

1.4 CLARIFICATIONS, AMPLIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE 

DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft EIR, details the proposed changes to the Draft EIR. In response to public 

comments, text changes have been made to Draft EIR sections to clarify and amplify the analysis or 

mitigation measures, and to make insignificant modifications to the Draft EIR. This information does not 

rise to the level of significant new information as the resulting impact analysis and alternatives considered 

remain essentially unchanged, and no new or more severe impacts have been identified. These changes 
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do not warrant Draft EIR recirculation pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21092.1 and CEQA 

Guidelines §15088.5.  

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 describes when an EIR requires recirculation prior to certification, stating in 

part: 

“(a)  A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR 

after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 

but before certification. As used in this section, the term "information" can include changes in the 

project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information 

added to an EIR is not "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 

meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project 

or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 

the project's proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring 

recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 

project’s proponents decline to apply it. 

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and 

Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 

amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” 

As discussed herein and as elaborated upon in the respective Response to Comments, none of the 

clarifications or changes made in the Errata reflect a new significant environmental impact, a “substantial 

increase” in the severity of an environmental impact for which mitigation is not proposed, or a new 

feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen significant environmental impacts but 

is not adopted, nor do the Errata reflect a “fundamentally flawed” or “conclusory” Draft EIR. In all cases, 

as discussed in individual responses to comments, master responses and Draft EIR Errata, these minor 

clarifications and modifications do not identify new or substantially more severe environmental impacts 

that the City has not committed to mitigate. Here, the public has not been deprived of a meaningful 

opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or an unadopted 

feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure. Instead, the information added supports the existing 

analysis and conclusions, and responds to inquiries made from commenters. Therefore, this Final EIR is 

not subject to recirculation prior to certification. 
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Section 2.0  Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that: “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written 

response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments that were received during the noticed comment 

period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” In accordance with these requirements, 

this section of the Final EIR provides the City of Ontario’s responses to each of the comments on the Draft 

EIR received during the public comment period. 

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 

sections of the Draft EIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the 

Draft EIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for deletions. 

The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public 

review period.  

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comments have been numbered as shown below, with responses to each comment following the 

respective comment letter. 

Letter Date Received Organization/Name 

Local 

L1 February 1, 2024 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

L2 February 6, 2024 City of Chino 

O1 February 5, 2024 Blum, Collins & Ho LLP (Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance) 

O2 February 5, 2024 Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of Carpenters [WSRCC]) 

O3 February 29, 2024 Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of Carpenters [WSRCC]) 
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Comment Letter L1 - South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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Responses to Comment Letter L1 - South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Response L1-a 

Comment is introductory and general in nature. Therefore, no further action needed.   

Response L1-b 

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts based on, amongst other data, the assumption that “Phase I is expected 

to start construction in 2024, with an anticipated opening year in 2032,” as stated in Section 3.0: Project 

Description of the Draft EIR, page 3-7. It should be noted that specific details regarding development of 

the parcels in Phase II are not known at this time. The Draft EIR’s air quality analysis assumed construction 

of Phase II would begin subsequent to Phase I construction completion. Actual development would be 

subject to market conditions. It is not possible to know the specific timing and characteristics of potential 

future projects occurring in the planning area and, therefore, evaluating potential combined emissions 

scenarios would be speculative and would not provide meaningful information or analyses.  

As such, for purposes of providing a conservative air quality analysis, the operations for buildout of the 

entire development are anticipated to begin in 2026 (as discussed in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the 

Draft EIR, page 4.3-14). Conducting the air quality modeling in this way is considered conservative as 

emissions factors would decrease over time as emissions regulations become more stringent and cleaner 

construction equipment would be more readily available. As construction of Phase II and full buildout 

operations would occur at a later date than was analyzed in the Draft EIR, the emissions presented are, 

accordingly, conservative. No correction to the construction schedule or buildout operational dates are 

needed. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-c 

The Draft EIR evaluated impacts based on, amongst other data, the assumption that “Phase I is expected 

to start construction in 2024, with an anticipated opening year in 2032,” as stated in Section 3.0: Project 

Description of the Draft EIR, page 3-7. For Phase II, it was assumed that construction would start right 

after Phase I construction is complete/at the start of Phase I operations and used model defaults as there 

is no detailed phasing. Thus, the City has analyzed sequential construction of Phase I with Phase II in the 

Draft EIR.   

The commenter’s recommendation to combine construction emissions with operational emissions, 

i.e., an overlap, is not consistent with other South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

guidance documents, recommendations, and impact analyses. For example, neither the SCAQMD’s CEQA 

Air Quality Handbook, Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local 

Planning, or Air Quality Significance Thresholds imply or explicitly recommend combining emissions from 

distinct construction and operational activities into a single lump sum emissions total. Rather, each of 

these documents discusses potential sources, mitigation measures, and thresholds of significance for 

construction and operational emissions separately.  

As stated in Section 3.0: Project Description of the Draft EIR, page 3-18, Phase II may be developed in 

several subphases in response to market demands and according to the logical and orderly completion of 

infrastructure improvements. Additionally, as stated in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 
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page 4.3-14, “for purposes of this analysis, construction of Phase I of the Project is not anticipated to 

overlap with the construction of Phase II of the Project as there are still no proposals for this portion of 

the Project.” Phasing sequencing is subject to change over time to respond to various market and local 

factors and as such, individual phases may overlap or develop concurrently. Actual development would 

be subject to market conditions. It is not possible to know the specific timing and characteristics of 

potential future projects occurring in the planning area and, therefore, evaluating potential combined 

emissions scenarios would be speculative and would not provide meaningful information or analyses. 

Nonetheless, the Final EIR will include the following discussion on impacts from the potential overlapping 

of Phase I operational activities with Phase II construction activities (refer to Draft EIR Appendix B for 

modeling outputs): 

Table 4.3-12a: Emissions from Overlapping Phase I Operation and Phase II Construction 

Sources 
Pollutants (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Unmitigated Emissions 

Phase I Operations (2026)1 68.73 191.98 611.85 1.01 23.53 10.07 

Phase II Construction (2026)2 206.00 31.70 46.90 0.06 21.30 11.40 

Total Unmitigated Overlapping Emissions 274.73 223.68 658.75 1.07 44.83 21.47 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold Yes Yes Yes No No No 

Mitigated Emissions 

Phase I Operations (2026)1 59.89 145.59 207.35 0.91 21.93 8.64 

Phase II Construction (2026)2 31.90 14.50 46.90 0.06 21.30 11.40 

Total Mitigated Overlapping Emissions 91.79 160.09 254.25 0.97 43.23 20.04 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold Yes Yes No No No No 
1. Refer to Draft EIR Table 4.3-9: Phase I – Maximum Daily Operation Emissions 
2. Refer to Draft EIR Table 4.3-10: Phase II – Maximum Daily Construction-Related Emissions 
Note that Phase II construction would occur in 2025 and 2026. This table provides the maximum daily emissions, which would occur in 2026. 

 

As shown in Table 4.3-12a of the Final EIR, Project emissions from the operation of Phase I combined with 

concurrent maximum day construction emissions of Phase II could result in maximum worst-case 

unmitigated daily emissions of VOC, NOX, and CO in excess of applicable thresholds. Overlapping emissions 

of SO2, PM10, and PM2.5 would not exceed the applicable thresholds. Implementation of applicable 

mitigation measures would reduce impacts from CO to below the applicable thresholds and impacts from 

CO emissions would be reduced to less than significant. Even with implementation of applicable mitigation 

measures described in the Draft EIR, and as disclosed in the Draft EIR, mitigated emissions of VOC and 

NOX would remain in excess of applicable thresholds. 

Comparing the results summarized in Table 4.3-12a of the Final EIR, with the total Project buildout (Phase I 

and Phase II) emissions as reported in Table 4.3-12 in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR 

demonstrates that emissions for all six criteria pollutants studied are less during the overlapping scenario 

than at Project buildout. As such, Table 4.3-12 in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR presents the 

worst-case maximum daily emissions from the Project (i.e., exceedances of VOC and NOX regional daily 

mass emissions thresholds). The Draft EIR identifies all feasible mitigation to reduce construction and 
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operational impacts. Combining Phase II construction with Phase I operations (i.e., the phases that would 

potentially overlap) would not result in a new threshold exceedance, would not make additional 

mitigation feasible, and no new impact would occur. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the 

Draft EIR is required.  

Response L1-d 

The Draft EIR evaluated air quality impacts based on, amongst other data, trip generation and average 

vehicle trip distance for passenger vehicle and trucks as provided by Urban Crossroads in Appendix I: 

Transportation Reports, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the Project vehicle trip generation was obtained 

from the Project’s Traffic Analysis Study (Appendix I1: Traffic Analysis of the Draft EIR), which includes 

7,938 total daily passenger car vehicle trips and 882 daily truck trips. In order to develop the traffic 

characteristics of the Project, trip-generation statistics published in the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition, 2021) was used to estimate the trip generation. As 

discussed below, the City contends the use of the ITE Trip Generation Manual is justified and disagrees 

with the assertion that the modeling underestimated Project emissions from truck trips. 

The commenter’s recommendation to utilize other trip generation rates, such as those presented in the 

City of Fontana’s 2003 Truck Trip Generation Study, is not consistent with other City guidance documents, 

recommendations, and impact analyses. The City of Fontana’s 2003 Truck Trip Generation Study is more 

than 20 years old and therefore, it is not representative of current trucking/industrial industry data, such 

as those released by other national sources. The latest Institute of ITE Trip Generation Manual 

(11th Edition, published in 2021) includes truck mix percentages for most of the industrial land use 

categories including those used for the Project. The ITE provides a mix of passenger cars versus total trucks 

and is an industry standard/source that is used across the country. The South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) has preferred mix of trucks by axle-type for non-cold storage and cold 

storage warehouse uses. The use of these mixes in the traffic analysis, as was done for the Project, ensures 

that the traffic operations analysis and forecasts align with other technical studies that rely on the same 

data, such as air quality. Thus, the ITE Trip Generation Manual is an accepted methodology for estimating 

trip generation.  

The air quality modeling is consistent with the trip generation of fleet assumptions of the traffic analysis, 

included as Appendix I of the Draft EIR. As shown in Table 4-2 of the Euclid Mixed-Use Specific Plan Traffic 

Analysis (included as Appendix I of the Draft EIR), total trucks generated by the truck/trailer parking lot, 

warehouse, and business park uses (total of 882 trucks) would consist of approximately 34.6 percent of 

the total 2,548 trips associated with those uses. The commenter miscalculated the truck percentage based 

on total trips for the entire Project Site, which includes uses that only account for passenger car trips. The 

remaining passenger car trips shown on Table 4-2 of the Euclid Mixed-Use Specific Plan Traffic Analysis 

are associated with residential, restaurant, and retail trips and application of Fontana Truck Trip 

Generation Study to those uses would not be appropriate. As such, the modeled truck fleet mix for 

applicable Project land uses (generating 882 trucks out of a total of 2,548 trips) is more conservative 

(34.6 percent) than the 20.4 percent trucks suggested in the comment. Therefore, the comment that the 

fleet mix assumptions underestimate operational emissions is incorrect. Therefore, no further revision to 

the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 
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Response L1-e 

The Air Quality Assessment, provided as Appendix B of the Draft EIR, used a truck trip length of 33.2 miles 

in the emissions modeling based on the California Air Resources Board (CARB) document Emissions 

Estimation Methodology for On-Road Diesel-Fueled Heavy-Duty Drayage Trucks at California Ports and 

Intermodal Rail Yards. It should be noted that this distance is specific to transloading/local distribution 

facilities and is the longest (i.e., most conservative) distance identified in the study for the South Coast Air 

Basin. Shorter distances are identified for other locations such as off-terminal and intermodal facilities. 

The CARB study used GIS to estimate travel distances. CARB explains that that estimating travel distances 

to/from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to distribution and transloading facilities is complicated 

because there are thousands of facilities and the number of trips to each facility and location of each 

facility is unknown. Therefore, CARB used the Ports’ truck trip origin and destination (O-D) survey data to 

estimate distribution center travel distances.  

The CalEEMod methodology uses average trip lengths, which accounts for some longer trips (e.g., to/from 

the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach or other location) and some shorter trips (e.g., to/from other 

facilities or warehouses in the area). Goods movement can involve several steps (i.e., origin and 

destination) between the port and a particular warehouse, intermodal facility, or other facility. Each step 

would be a separate trip. As such, not all truck trips would originate from the Ports; some trips may be 

from intermodal facilities, storage warehouses, cross-dock warehouses, distribution centers, retail stores, 

etc. Truck trips would likely be redistributed from other existing locations. As described above, the CARB 

truck trip lengths used in the Air Quality Assessment are based on substantial evidence and representative 

of warehouse truck trips to/from the ports in the South Coast Air Basin (i.e., the region where the Project 

is located). Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-f 

The City acknowledges that health risk assessment (HRA) modeling does not include the building 

downwash option (where the potential for pollutants to be trapped in a recirculating pattern near 

buildings is accounted for) in the AERMOD dispersion model for operations. The purpose of building 

downwash is to determine if stack discharge might become caught in the turbulent wakes of structures 

within close proximity. A plume drawn into a turbulent wake is temporarily trapped in a recirculating 

cavity, increasing ground-level pollutant concentrations near the building than if the building weren’t 

present. The City disagrees that the dispersion modeling must include building downwash. The SCAQMD 

Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions 

for CEQA Air Quality Analysis (August 2003) includes guidance for truck idling, ship hoteling at ports and 

train idling. Page 6 of said document further describes that volume or area source options (where the 

movement of sources, such as trucks, within a given area is accounted for) are most appropriate for the 

diesel particulate matter sources associated with truck idling and movement and that point source 

treatment is most appropriate for ship activity and train idling emissions where the source of emissions 

has little to no movement (i.e., ships idling at the port). Additionally, the treatment of downwash in 

AERMOD is based on the Plume Rise Model Enhancements (PRIME) model which is integrated into 

AERMOD for point sources (Schulman et al. 2000) only and is therefore only applicable to point and flare 
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emission source types. In addition, PRIME algorithms have not been updated and the current treatment 

of downwash does not reflect more recent research and the current understanding of downwash effects.1  

The Draft EIR modeled the mobile sources in the AERMOD dispersion model as line-volume sources 

consistent with SCAQMD guidance that represent on- and off-site truck movements and idling and is 

consistent with industry standard analysis. As the building downwash modeling option is applicable to 

point and flare emissions source types, it is not applicable to line-volume sources that were modeled for 

the Project. 

With regard to emissions from backup generators, tenants of the proposed buildings are not known and 

it is not possible to know if or where backup generators would be installed. In addition, area sources 

(which encompass a general area on the site as opposed to a specific location for a point source) assume 

less dispersion due to a lower release height of pollutants (closer ground level) and lower exit velocity 

(speed at which pollutants are emitted from the exhaust) compared to a point source with a higher release 

height and exit velocity. The lower release height and lower exit velocity associated with the area sources 

assumed in the modeling results in a more conservative analysis in that greater pollutant concentrations 

near the ground-level (in closer proximity to receptors) released at lower speeds would disperse slower.  

Therefore, areas sources were modeled to account for backup generators throughout the Project Site to 

provide a more conservative analysis. The modeling data is available in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-g 

Though not required by CEQA, the analysis in the Draft EIR (Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-46, and Appendix B2: Health Risk Assessment Data of the Draft EIR) 

conservatively analyzed localized impacts from Project operations on future on-site residential receptors. 

As discussed in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-46, mitigated buildout 

operations would not result in significant impacts related to localized criteria pollutant emissions (see 

Tables 4.3-19 and 4.3-20 in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR) or carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic 

risks (see Tables 4.3-21 and 4.3-22 in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR), at off-site or future on-site 

residential receptors. Based on California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) Section 5.504.5.3 

requirements, most residential heating, air conditioning, and ventilation (HVAC) systems are rated for 

MERV13. The use of filters greater than MERV13 is not required and no presumed effectiveness or 

feasibility of a particular HVAC filter to filter out DPM or VOC has been accounted for in the analysis. It is 

noted that maintenance of the HVAC systems including filters would be performed by the building 

manager to ensure filters are changed regularly and that systems are fully functioning. Additionally, 

buildings are required to be energy efficient, meeting the strict standards of Title 24 (Part 6 and Part 11), 

which would offset the HVAC system energy consumption. Therefore, no further action needed. 

Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

 
1  U.S. EPA, Issues Related to Building Downwash in AERMOD. https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-

01/documents/downwash_overview_white_paper.pdf.  

https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-01/documents/downwash_overview_white_paper.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-01/documents/downwash_overview_white_paper.pdf
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Response L1-h 

The Draft EIR identifies potentially significant levels of emissions during construction and operation of the 

proposed Project. The Draft EIR also includes a number of Plans, Programs, and Policies, standard 

conditions, and mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the proposed Project. These Plans, Programs, 

and Policies are provided within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-15 through 4.3-16; 

Regulatory Requirements are included within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-27 

through 4.3-28; and mitigation measures are provided within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.3-28 through 4.3-30 and page 4.3-44. The City disagrees that the suggested performance 

standards must be adopted in the Final EIR, as discussed further below.  

The City requires the use of “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints during construction through the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-1. The City designed air quality mitigation measures to 

require strategies which can reasonably be seen as feasible at the time Project operations are expected 

to begin. For example, it would not be feasible to require the Project Applicant to use more electric 

construction equipment than stated in the Draft EIR or zero emissions or near zero emissions heavy-duty 

trucks because such equipment suitable for project construction are not now nor are they expected to be 

commercially available to meet the construction needs of the Project within the Project schedule. 

Specifically, MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-7 have been identified to reduce operational emissions. MM AQ-2 

requires that all cargo handling equipment used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be 

electric. MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management program to 

reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be 

designed to accommodate EV infrastructure, and MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when engines are not in use. 

MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage. MM GHG-1 requires that the Project 

incorporate project design features to achieve a minimum score of 100 points on the Climate Action Plan 

Screening Tables. Incorporation of eligible design features such as low-flow water fixtures and renewable 

energy would result in reduced operational emissions. Additionally, Standard Condition (SC) AQ-9 through 

SC AQ-11 would provide designated parking to promote the use of alternative fuels and clean fleets, 

facilitate future installation of EV supply equipment, and limit idling times.  

This comment provides a list of recommended additional mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s 

operational VOC and NOX emissions. The Draft EIR identifies a number of Plans, Programs, and Policies, 

standard conditions, and mitigation measures to reduce impacts from the proposed Project. These Plans, 

Programs, and Policies are provided within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-15 through 

4.4-16; Regulatory Requirements are included within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-27 

through 4.3-28; and mitigation measures are provided within Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.3-28 through 4.3-30 and page 4.3-44. The City disagrees that the suggested additional mitigation 

measures are necessary and feasible. The applicability and feasibility of each of these proposed measures 

is discussed below:  

Mitigation Measures for Operational Air Quality Impacts from Mobile Sources 

1) Require zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emission (NZE) on-road haul trucks.  

The suggested measures contained in the comment related to ZE or NZE vehicles are not feasible 

to implement, because the availability of vehicles equipped with such technology in the opening 
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year is speculative. Even with adoption of CARB’s Advanced Clean Truck Rule, CARB acknowledges 

that it will take time for ZE and NZE vehicles to become commercially availability and to penetrate 

market. 

 

Emissions of motor vehicles are controlled by State and federal standards, and neither the City 

nor the Project has control over these standards.  Federal and State agencies regulate and enforce 

vehicle emission standards. Trucks accessing the Project site would be subject to the Advanced 

Clean Truck Regulation, CARB’s Mobile Source Strategy, CARB’s Sustainable Freight Action Plan, 

and CARB’s Emissions Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement. Additionally, trucks are 

subject to the Heavy-Duty Low NOX Omnibus Regulation. As noted in the comment, these 

regulations are required for all trucks. These suggested mitigation measures are already part of 

the existing regulatory environment and would not be considered mitigation under CEQA. For 

example, CARB already regulates truck emissions with the Advanced Clean Truck Regulation, the 

Mobile Source Strategy (including the low-NOX engine emissions standard), the Sustainable 

Freight Action Plan, and the Emissions Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, among 

others. As these regulations are already required, they do not represent CEQA mitigation for the 

Project. 

 

2) Require a phase-in schedule to incentivize the use of cleaner operating trucks to reduce any 

significant adverse air quality impacts.  

Refer to response L1-h(1), above. As these regulations are already required, they do not represent 

CEQA mitigation for the Project. 

3) At a minimum, require the use of a 2010 model year that meets CARB’s 2010 engine emissions 

standards. 

The CARB Truck and Bus Regulation required trucks to be upgraded to 2010 or new model year 

engines. The Truck and Bus regulation has been in effect since December 2008 and the final 

deadline for the last replacement phase of the regulation was January 1, 2023. As this regulation 

is already required, it does not represent CEQA mitigation for the Project. 

4) Limit the daily number of trucks allowed at the Proposed Project to levels analyzed in the Final 

CEQA document. 

The analysis provided in the Draft EIR is based on a set of realistic, but conservative, assumptions 

regarding the magnitude of potential activities resulting from the proposed Project, including 

truck trip estimates.  The comment does not provide any substantial evidence that the Proposed 

Project would exceed this estimate and therefore such an action would not reduce any potentially 

significant impacts.  

5) Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations or, at a minimum, provide electrical infrastructure, 

and electrical panels should be appropriately sized. Electrical hookups should be provided for 

truckers to plug in any onboard auxiliary equipment. 
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Draft EIR PDF GHG-2 ensures that the tilt-up concrete warehouse buildings shall have rooftops 

that can support tenant improvements for solar panels (i.e., solar-ready). As discussed in 

Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-37, the Project would comply 

with the Building Energy Efficiency Standards, the California Green Building Standards Code 

(CALGreen), and energy efficiency measures implemented by the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). 

Consistent with the CAP, the buildings developed under the Project would have rooftops that can 

support solar panels (i.e., solar-ready) which will comply with solar ready requirements of the 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which would enable future tenants to install a PV system. 

Further, MM AQ-4 requires electrical conduit for future electric trucks. Therefore, the Project 

would be consistent with this recommended measure. 

Commenter-Recommended Mitigation Measures for Operations Air Quality Impacts from Other Area 

Sources 

1) Maximize the use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays. 

The proposed Project would promote renewable energy sources including passive solar collection, 

subject to the City of Ontario policies and development regulations, within the Business Park and 

Mixed-Use Districts. Draft EIR PDF GHG-2 ensures that the tilt-up concrete warehouse buildings 

shall have rooftops that can support tenant improvements for solar panels (i.e., solar-ready). As 

discussed in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-37, the Project 

would comply with the Building Energy Efficiency Standards, the California Green Building 

Standards Code (CALGreen), and energy efficiency measures implemented by the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP). Consistent with the CAP, the buildings developed under the Project would have 

rooftops that can support solar panels (i.e., solar-ready) which will comply with solar ready 

requirements of the Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which would enable future tenants to 

install a PV system. The residential buildings on-site would be prewired for the future installation 

of solar collection improvements. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 

recommended measure. 

2) Use light-colored paving and roofing materials. 

California’s Title 24, Part 6 Building Energy Efficiency Standards includes cool roof requirements 

for new and existing buildings. These requirements are in the following sections of the 2022 

Title 24, Part 6 standards: 

• Section 10-113(a): (Mandatory Labeling of Roofing Product Reflectance and Emittance) 

• Section 10-113(b): (Mandatory Certification) 

• Section 110.8(i): (Mandatory Insulation, Roofing Products & Radiant Barriers) 

• Section 140.1: (Performance Approach: Energy Budgets [Nonresidential]) 

• Section 140.2: (Prescriptive Approach [Nonresidential]) 

• Section 140.3(a)(1): (Prescriptive Requirements for Building Envelopes [Nonresidential]) 

Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this recommended measure. 
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3) Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices and appliances. 

2022 Title 24, Part 6 Building Energy Efficiency Standards includes requirements to meet or exceed 

Energy Star standards. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this recommended 

measure. 

Commenter-Recommended Design Considerations 

1) Clearly mark truck routes with trailblazer signs. 

Draft EIR MM AQ-5 requires the Project to post signs that direct trucks to truck routes and away 

from sensitive receptors. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this recommended 

measure. 

2) Design the Proposed Project such that truck entrances and exits are not facing sensitive receptors 

and trucks will not travel past sensitive land uses to enter or leave the Proposed Project site.  

As discussed in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-34, the Project 

is located in proximity to existing truck routes and freeways. As mentioned, MM AQ-5 requires 

the Project to post signs that direct trucks to truck routes and away from sensitive receptors, 

consistent with City requirements that truck traffic to be routed to minimize the impact on 

sensitive land uses (e.g., access locations, use of traffic control features, signage). Therefore, the 

Project would be consistent with this recommended measure. 

3) Design the Proposed Project such that any truck check-in point is inside the Proposed Project site 

to ensure no trucks are queuing outside. 

As described above, the City has requirements for truck traffic. In addition, Section 4.8: 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.15-20, states that the “truck/trailer 

component of the Project is anticipated to provide overflow or excess trailer parking for nearby 

warehouses and distribution centers.” The truck storage lot is anticipated to serve nearby 

warehouses and distribution facilities that would be seeking to locate overflow truck/trailer 

storage as close as possible to the primary warehouse or distribution facility. As a result, the trips 

are expected to be local serving. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 

recommended measure. 

4) Design the Proposed Project to ensure that truck traffic inside the Proposed Project site is as far 

away as feasible from sensitive receptors. 

As described above, the City requires truck traffic to be routed to minimize the impact on sensitive 

receptors, (e.g., access locations, use of traffic control features, signage). Therefore, the Project 

would be consistent with this recommended measure. 

5) Restrict overnight truck parking in sensitive land uses by providing overnight truck parking inside 

the Proposed Project site. 

The Project is required to provide adequate on-site parking in accordance with the City’s parking 

standards. The City requires facilities to provide adequate on-site parking and queuing for 

trucks/trailers away from sensitive receptors and prohibit commercial truck and/or trailer parking 
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on the public road right- of-way or adjacent to sensitive receptors. Therefore, the Project would 

be consistent with this recommended measure.  

As discussed above, the City designed six operational air quality mitigation measures and one 

greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measure to require strategies which can reasonably be seen as 

feasible at the time Project construction and operations are expected to begin.  MM AQ-2 through 

MM AQ-7 have been identified to reduce operational emissions. MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo 

handling equipment used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric. 

MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management program to 

reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit. MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be 

designed to accommodate EV infrastructure, and MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when engines are not 

in use. MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage. Additionally, the applicant 

must complete and submit a final set of screening tables showing the achievement of the required 

100 points prior to issuance of the building permit, as required by MM GHG-1. Therefore, no 

further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-i 

This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No further 

response is necessary. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-j 

This air quality impact analysis considers construction and operational impacts associated with the 

Project. Where criteria air pollutant quantification was required, emissions were modeled using the 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod; see Appendix B1: Air Quality Emissions Model Data of 

the Draft EIR). Air quality impacts were assessed according to methodologies recommended by CARB and 

the SCAQMD. SCAQMD rules considered in the analysis are discussed in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-9 and 4.3-10, and includes Rule 402 (Nuisance), Rule 403 

(Fugitive Dust), Rule 431.2 (Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels), Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings), and Rule 

2305 (Warehouse Indirect Source Rule). Typical construction equipment assumed by CalEEMod includes 

the use of generators.2 In order to provide a conservative analysis, the Draft EIR included emissions 

associated with backup generators based on general assumptions and associated calculations are included 

in Appendix B. Therefore, the construction and operations emissions estimations conservatively include 

the use of generators (see Appendix B1: Air Quality Emissions Model Data of the Draft EIR, Section 5.2 

Off-Road Equipment of CalEEMod output files). 

In addition, MM AQ-2 provides the following guidance, should the City deem generators necessary: “Prior 

to the issuance of building permits, the City of Ontario Building Department shall confirm that if 

emergency generators are proposed, the Project applicant shall explore non-diesel options. If non-diesel 

generators are determined to not be feasible due commercial availability or the energy requirements of 

the project, the Project applicant shall provide written justification to be approved by the City’s Building 

Department.” If stationary equipment, such as generators, is needed, the end user would be required to 

 
2  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, 2022. California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2022.1 User Guide. 

https://www.caleemod.com/user-guide.  

https://www.caleemod.com/user-guide
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obtain a permit from the SCAQMD prior to installation. Stationary equipment would be required to 

implement SCAQMD’s Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and comply with applicable SCAQMD 

Rules, such as Rule 1470 (Requirements for Stationary Diesel-Fueled Internal Combustion and Other 

Compression Ignition Engines). In order to provide a conservative analysis, the Draft EIR also included 

emissions associated with backup generators based on general assumptions (see Section 4.3: Air Quality 

of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-19) and the associated calculations are included in Appendix B1. Therefore, no 

further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L1-k 

The comment is general in nature, summarizing portions of California Public Resources Code and CEQA 

Guidelines and includes the author’s salutation. The City of Ontario intends to fully comply with the 

requirements of California Public Resources Code Section 21092.5(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 

as requested in the comment. That is, the comment requests that the City comply with CEQA when 

responding to SCAQMD’s comments. As requested, the City’s responses to SCAQMD’s comments will be 

sent to the SCAQMD as part of the Final EIR distribution prior to certification of Final EIR. As the comment 

does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s 

environmental effects, no further response is warranted. The comment is included here to provide a 

complete record of the SCAQMD’s letter. The comment will become part of the administrative record and 

will be considered by the decision-makers. The comment does not raise any CEQA related issues, and no 

response is therefore warranted. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

 

  



Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

 

City of Ontario  July 2024 
2-22 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

 

City of Ontario  July 2024 
2-23 

Comment Letter L2 – City of Chino 
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Response to Comment Letter L2 – City of Chino 

Response L2-a 

Comment is introductory and general in nature. Therefore, no further action needed. Therefore, no 

further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L2-b 

The commentor states that the Project Traffic Impact Analysis (Traffic Analysis) does not assess impacts 

that are likely to occur in the City of Chino. The City disagrees with this assertion. Roadways and 

intersections that could likely be substantially affected by Project traffic were identified through the 

Project Traffic Study Scoping Agreement, included within Appendix I1: Traffic Analysis of the Draft EIR. 

The City of Ontario (the CEQA Lead Agency) has reviewed and approved the Traffic Study Scoping 

Agreement.  

The Traffic Study Scoping Agreement identifies roadways and intersections located north, south, and east 

of the Project site as likely travel routes for traffic accessing the Project site. This is consistent with the 

Project location in the context of regional travel corridors, and the most direct travel routes available to 

Project traffic connecting with regional traffic corridors. More specifically, State Route 83 (SR-83, 

Euclid Avenue) comprises the Project site western boundary. Direct access to State Route 60 (SR-60) to 

the north, and State Route 71 (SR-71) to the south is provided by SR-83. Edison Avenue comprises the 

Project site southern boundary. Direct access to Interstate 15 (I-15) to the east is provided by 

Edison Avenue. It is considered unlikely that substantial traffic accessing the Project site would take a 

circuitous route traversing the City of Chino located west of the Project site, across SR-83. Please refer 

also to the Traffic Study Scoping Agreement, which is provided as Appendix 1.1: Traffic Study Scoping 

Agreement to Appendix I1: Traffic Analysis of the Draft EIR.   

City of Chino Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines cited by the commentor are recognized. The Project is 

located in the City of Ontario (the CEQA Lead Agency). Accordingly, the Project Traffic Analysis has been 

prepared consistent with City of Ontario requirements.  

As a general note, commentor concerns regarding Traffic Impact Analysis roadway performance standards 

(Level of Service [LOS] impacts) are recognized. However, LOS is not an environmental concern recognized 

under CEQA. The Traffic Analysis and LOS information presented in the Draft EIR are provided for the 

purposes of developing roadway general design and performance parameters. The City may employ these 

designs and standards in future planning and development of the area circulation system. LOS 

considerations do not affect findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR.  

Based on the preceding, findings and conclusions of the Draft EIR are not affected. Therefore, no further 

revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L2-c 

Comment noted. The comment makes no specific claim regarding the validity of the Draft EIR. Pursuant 

to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), a lead agency is only required to evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues, and thus no further response is necessary. The City of Ontario 
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will coordinate with the City of Chino regarding improvements to Euclid Avenue including the modification 

of traffic signals at Schaefer Avenue, Red Bud Lane, and Edison Avenue. Generally, the City of Ontario will 

coordinate with the City of Chino to ensure compatible design(s) and construction of shared public 

improvements, and public improvements transitions. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the 

Draft EIR is required.  

Response L2-d 

City of Chino General Plan Air Quality Chapter requirement for a 1,000-foot separation between 

distribution warehouse operations with 100 or greater trucks per day and sensitive receptors is 

recognized. The 1,000-foot separation is intended to buffer or avoid air pollutant effects of warehouse 

operations at proximate sensitive land uses. The Project is closer than 1,000 feet to the sensitive uses 

identified by the commentor; also depicted in Section 4.12: Noise of the Draft EIR, Figure 4.12-1: Sensitive 

Receptors and Noise Measurement Locations.3 The Project in total would generate more than 100 truck 

trips per day, as discussed in Section 4.15: Transportation and Traffic of the Draft EIR, page 4.15-13. 

The Ontario Plan 2050 (TOP 2050) Policy ER-4.9 incorporates provisions similar to those adopted by the 

City of Chino addressing protection of sensitive land uses. TOP 2050 Policy ER-4.9 requires that new 

developments conduct a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for land uses that generate more than 100 trucks 

per day, or 40 trucks per day for trucks with transportation refrigeration units (TRU's), if these 

developments are located within 1,000 feet of sensitive land uses. 

Consistent with City of Ontario requirements, a construction and operational phase HRA has been 

prepared for the Project and is incorporated in Section 4.3: Air Quality and Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 

In this manner, the Draft EIR fully considers and addresses the Project’s potential localized air quality 

impacts at sensitive uses, including those uses cited by the commentor. The analysis presented in 

Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-30 through 4.3-44, and in the Project HRA Modeling 

within Appendix B of the Draft EIR substantiate that localized air quality impacts to all areas having 

sensitive receptors (including sensitive receptors located in the City of Chino) would be less-than-

significant as mitigated by MM AQ-1 through AQ-8. As shown in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 

page 4.3-28, MM AQ-1 requires the Project to use “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints. As shown in 

Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-28 and 4.3-29, MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo 

handling equipment used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric. As shown in 

Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-29, MM AQ-3 requires the implementation of a 

Transportation Demand Management program to reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage 

transit. As shown in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-29 and 4.3-30, MM AQ-4 requires 

the buildings to be designed to accommodate electric vehicle infrastructure, and MM AQ-5 prohibits idling 

when engines are not in use. As shown in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-30, MM AQ-6 

prohibits the installation of wood-burning and natural gas devices. As shown in Section 4.3: Air Quality of 

the Draft EIR, page 4.3-30, MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage. As shown in 

Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-44, MM AQ-8 requires off-road equipment 

 
3  The nearest sensitive receptor to Project Phase I is a single-family residence located 135 feet (41 meters) west of the Project [in the City of 

Chino] (Draft EIR. p. 4.3-31) 
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50 horsepower or greater to meet California Air Resources Board Tier 4 Final standards. Therefore, no 

further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L2-e 

The commenter is requesting clarification on the scope of the Preliminary Water Quality Management 

Plan that was prepared on March 16, 2023, for the Phase I area. The Phase II area is being evaluated only 

at a programmatic level, and there are no specific development proposals at this time. Upon 

commencement of project-level CEQA review for the Phase II area, a WQMP for the Phase II area would 

be conducted, similar to that of the Phase I analysis.  

During future development of the Phase II area, Best Management Practices (BMPs), which could include 

debris capture, onsite filters, and full trash capture devices, would be incorporated as necessary. 

Additionally, Section 4.10: Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.10-15, states that, while 

the Phase I development structures and associate would alter the existing hydrological characteristics of 

the site, impacts associated with water quality would be less than significant, as the Project would not 

increase the time of concentration and the post-development runoff volume would incorporate 

applicable BMPs. Therefore, the comment is noted for the record and no further revision to the Draft EIR 

is warranted.  

Response L2-f 

The commenter requests that dust control and circulation of traffic during construction should be 

maintained. As stated in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.3-15, Project construction 

activities would be conducted in compliance with any applicable South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD) rules and regulations, including SCAQMD Rule 403. SCAQMD Rule 403 for Fugitive Dust 

requires fugitive dust sources to implement BMPs for all sources. Additionally, as discussed in  

Section 4.15: Transportation and Traffic of the Draft EIR, the Project would be required to comply with 

City Municipal Code Section 7-3.07, which requires that prior to any activity that would encroach into a 

right-of-way, the area be safeguarded through the installation of safety devices that would be specified 

by the City’s Engineering Department during the construction permitting process to ensure that 

construction activities would not increase hazards. Therefore, no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted.  

Response L2-g 

Comment noted. The comment makes no specific claim regarding the validity of the Draft EIR. Pursuant 

to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), a lead agency is only required to evaluate and respond to 

comments raised on environmental issues, and thus no further response is necessary. The Project would 

allow for approximately 12 acres of open space designated for non-recreational uses. While no buildings 

are proposed within this area, it is suitable for uses such as landscape plant nurseries, recreational vehicle 

and truck/trailer storage and other uses allowed by the City zoning. No further revision to the analysis in 

the Draft EIR is required. 

Response L2-h 

Comment is introductory and general in nature. Therefore, no further action needed.   
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Response to Comment Letter O1 - Blum, Collins & Ho LLP (Golden State Environmental Justice 

Alliance) 

Response O1-a 

Introductory comments are noted for the record. The commenter provides a general introductory and 

requests to be added to the public interest list are noted to the record. All attachments to the comment 

letter have been received. As the specific comments in the letter re-state the comments in the 

attachments, responses to the letter also fully respond to the attachments. Therefore, no further revision 

to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O-1b 

The commenter’s summary of the Project is noted for the record. Therefore, no further revision to the 

analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O1-c 

The City disagrees that the Draft EIR must include analysis of potential environmental justice issues, as 

CEQA does not require consideration of potential implications to environmental justice or socioeconomics 

as a specific resource, further, environmental justice is not listed within the “Environmental Factors 

Potentially Affected” in Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form, to the CEQA Guidelines.4 The 

remainder of the comment presents data from California Environmental Protection Agency’s (CalEPA) 

CalEnviroScreen. The City further notes that the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not recommend analysis of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from short-

term construction activities associated with land use development projects.5  

As well, a construction health risk assessment (HRA) is not required by SCAQMD and no guidance for HRAs 

for construction has been adopted by SCAQMD or the City. Although SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook does not require an HRA for short-term construction emissions, a construction HRA was 

conservatively prepared for the Project and is provided in the Draft EIR in Section 4.3: Air Quality. The 

HRA was conducted based on the SCAQMD’s Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks 

from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis and the SCAQMD Risk 

Assessment Procedures and the guidance from the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment (OEHHA). 

As analyzed in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-35 and 4.3-36, in Project construction 

activities, including TACs from equipment exhaust would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations. Project-related TAC impacts during construction would be less than significant 

with mitigation measures Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-1 through MM AQ-8.  MM AQ-1 requires the 

Project to use “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints; MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo handling equipment 

used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric; MM AQ-3 requires the 

implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program to reduce single occupant 

 
4  Title 14. Natural Resources. (2018). Retrieved from: http://files.resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2018_CEQA_FINAL_TEXT_122818.pdf. 
5  South Coast Air Quality Management District. (2024). Air Quality Analysis Handbook. Retrieved from: https://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-

compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook. 
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vehicle trips and encourage transit; MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate 

electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure; MM AQ-5 prohibits idling when engines are not in use; MM AQ-6 

prohibits the installation of wood-burning and natural gas devices for residential fireplaces; MM AQ-7 

prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage; and MM AQ-8 requires the use of Tier 4 

construction equipment is required to reduce the cancer risk. 

An operational phase HRA was also conducted for this Project (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR).  The 

analysis included both on-site and off-site impacts from the diesel trucks accessing the warehouse 

development on nearby residential and worker receptors. Chronic impacts were also evaluated in the 

HRA.  

The operational HRA determined that incorporating operational MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-5 and 

MM AQ-7, would reduce potential hazards to be within acceptable limits. MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo 

handling equipment used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric; MM AQ-3 

requires the implementation of a TDM program to reduce single-occupant vehicle trips and encourage 

transit; MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate EV infrastructure; MM AQ-5 

prohibits idling when engines are not in use; and MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold 

storage. Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR determined that Project construction and operations 

would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Construction and 

operations would not exceed SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs), would not create a carbon 

monoxide (CO) hotspot, and would not generate concentrations of DPM that would result in carcinogenic, 

chronic, or acute health risk effects. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, 

no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O1-d 

This comment is noted for the record. See Response O1-c. 

Response O1-e 

This comment is noted for the record. See Response O1-c. 

Response O1-f 

This comment is noted for the record. See Response O1-c.  

Response O1-g 

This comment is noted for the record. See Response O1-c.   

Response O1-h 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR must use one of three state-approved compliance 

modeling software for non-residential buildings and that the Draft EIR does not comply with the 2022 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards. The software programs listed by the California Energy Commission 

(CEC) concern the performance approach method, which provides maximum flexibility to trade off the 

energy performance of different building components to achieve compliance for the 2022 Energy 

Standards. As stated in the CalEEMod User’s Guide, CalEEMod, which was used by the City, utilizes widely 
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accepted methodologies for estimating emissions combined with default data. The sources for the 

methodologies include studies commissioned by the CEC and also utilize energy conservation standards 

subject to Title 24.6  

The energy analysis and associated thresholds are provided on Draft EIR Section 4.6: Energy. The analysis 

specifically responds to the guidance for energy analysis in the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, which 

requires a determination on if a project would increase the need for new energy supplies. The analysis is 

used to disclose the amount of energy that the Project would require and is not utilized to demonstrate 

compliance for performance. Additionally, the Draft EIR discloses the Project’s electricity consumption, 

natural gas consumption, and transportation fuel consumption and determined that the Project’s energy 

consumption would not be inefficient or wasteful as the Project will be required by the California Green 

Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) to comply with the Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 

(Nonresidential) published by the CEC, which contain stringent mandatory standards for mechanical 

systems, lighting (indoor and outdoor), and appliances to minimize energy use. Therefore, the Project 

used the appropriate model to calculate and disclose the Project’s energy use, and also demonstrated 

that the Project would be required to comply with the CALGreen Code and Title 24. Therefore, no further 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-i 

GHG emissions and impacts were fully analyzed within Draft EIR Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

As discussed in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-14, CEQA Guidelines 

allow lead agencies to determine thresholds of significance that illustrate the extent of an impact and are 

a basis from which to apply mitigation measures. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b)(3), 

when determining the significance of impacts from GHG emissions, the lead agency should consider “the 

extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, 

regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” As stated in the City 

of Ontario Community Climate Action Plan (CAP), the CAP is in concert with Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and 

international efforts to address global climate change and includes specific local requirements that will 

substantially lessen the cumulative problem and therefore the CAP is the type of mitigation called for in 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3) and Section 15183.5. 

The Draft EIR’s GHG analysis quantifies the Project’s GHG emissions for informational-purposes only and 

determines significance based on the Project’s consistency with the CAP, adopted in 2022.  The CAP 

utilizes screening tables that assign point values to document implementation of CAP strategies, ensuring 

compliance with CEQA provisions for evaluating and mitigating climate change impacts. The Screening 

Tables provides a menu of options that both ensures implementation of the reduction strategies and 

flexibility. According to the adopted CAP, projects garnering at least 100 points on the CAP Consistency 

Tables would be considered consistent with the reduction quantities in the City’s CAP and are considered 

less than significant with regards to GHG emissions. Therefore, the quantitative threshold of 

3,000 MTCO2e threshold raised by the comment has no relevancy to the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis. 

Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
6  CalEEMod User’s Guide. (2021). Retrieved from: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/user-guide-2021/01_user-39-s-

guide2020-4-0.pdf?sfvrsn=6. 
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Response O1-j 

The City disagrees that Table 4.8-8 in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, provides an 

erroneous and misleading consistency analysis. The commenter claims that the Project is not consistent 

with Transportation Strategy 9 due to the lack of transit in the Project vicinity. However, the consistency 

analysis states that the Project would construct transit turnouts within the Specific Plan Area. This Project 

feature is intended to support the expansion of transit service in the Project vicinity, specifically the BRT 

service that the City is coordinating with regional transit agencies in order to serve Euclid Avenue on the 

western boundary of the Project site. Therefore, the Project would directly support the expansion of 

transit service into the Project Area by constructing turnouts and the Draft EIR correctly concludes that 

the Project would be consistent with Transportation Strategy 9. Therefore, no further revision to the 

analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O1-k 

As the commenter notes, there is no site plan or development information for the residential portion of 

the proposed Project, which has been analyzed programmatically in the Draft EIR. Table 4.8-9: GHG 

Reduction Measures Screening Table for Ontario Development in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-28, includes a list of reduction measures that individual developments can 

implement to show consistency with the CAP. Projects that achieve 100 points are considered to be 

consistent with the CAP and would result in less than significant impact with regard to consistency with 

GHG reduction planning.  

The commenter incorrectly claims that the Draft EIR assigns the points shown in Table 4.8-9 in Section 4.8: 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, to the Project. However, as discussed in Table 4.8-9 in 

Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 4.8-28, “identifies potential design features and their 

associated scores” and is included to show “that the proposed Project has the potential to achieve 

100 points on the CAP’s screening tables” given the amount of available points. The discussion in 

Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-28, has been revised to clarify that 

Table 4.8-9 lists all available design features and points potential and is not intended to provide that the 

Project would implement all of the design features listed; see Section 3.0: Errata, of the Final EIR. 

Table 4.8-9 in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR has also been updated to include 

the design features and points value according to the latest version of the CAP screening tables (2022), 

which is also included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required. 

Response O-1l 

The City disagrees with the assertion that achievement of CAP screening points is not possible. MM GHG-1 

requires the achievement of 100 points per the CAP screening tables and the incorporation of design 

features in development plans prior to the issuance of building permits. As shown in Table 4.8-9 of the 

Final EIR, CAP screening tables provide development projects with design options that could provide a 

total of 218 possible multi-family residential points and a total of 238 possible warehouse points. 

Therefore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, consistency with the CAP through achievement of 100 points on 

the screening tables is both feasible and required. The less than significant impact conclusion is solely 



Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan Project  
Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft EIR 

 

City of Ontario  July 2024 
2-85 

based on the Project’s feasible and required achievement of 100 points on the screening tables and not 

on a quantification of GHG emissions reductions. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are 

required. 

Response O-1m 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR provides inadequate consistency analysis as to the 

2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020-2045 RTP/SCS). The 

consistency analysis in the Draft EIR serves to determine the Project’s consistency with the 2020-2045 

RTP/SCS and explains, specifically, that the Project is consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goals 5, 6, 

and 7.   

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 5 aims to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and improve air quality. The 

Project is consistent with Goal 5 because the reduction of energy use, improvement of air quality, and 

promotion of more environmentally sustainable development would be encouraged through the existing 

and proposed alternative transportation modes, sustainable building and landscaping design techniques, 

and other best management practices for structures and non-structures. Further, the Project includes the 

construction of bus turnouts, which would serve future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service currently being 

coordinated by the City of Ontario and regional transit agencies. The future BRT service would target 

destinations along corridors, including Euclid Avenue on the western boundary of the Project site. The 

Project would directly support the expansion of transit services in the Project area. 

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 6 aims to support healthy and equitable communities. The Project is consistent 

with Goal 6 as it would be constructed to comply with the current building codes, State and federal 

requirements, including Green Building Standards. 

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 7 aims to adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional 

development pattern and transportation network. The Project is consistent with Goal 7 as it would 

construct new roads, infrastructure, and buildings to support uses consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 

and consistent with current building codes, State and federal requirements including Green Building 

Standards. In addition, as discussed in Goal 5, the Project would support the expansion of transit services 

in the Project vicinity through the construction of bus turnouts to service future BRT services. Therefore, 

no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O-1n 

The City disagrees with this assertion in that the Draft EIR does not adequately or accurately analyze the 

proposed Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist threshold, “For a project 

located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 

public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people 

residing or working in the project area.” 

As discussed in Section 4.9: Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the Draft EIR, page 4.9-5, the Project 

site is located approximately 1.2 miles north of the Chino Airport and is approximately 3.7 miles southwest 

of the Ontario International Airport. Chino Airport is owned and operated by the County of San Bernardino 

and situated within the incorporated limits of the City of Chino in the southwestern corner of the County 
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of San Bernardino. Operations at Chino Airport affect lands within Riverside County less than two miles to 

the east, thus necessitating Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission adoption of a Chino Airport 

Land Use Compatibility Plan for the portion of the airport influence area lying within Riverside County.7  

The Project site is within the Chino Airport Influence Area and is within the Zone E compatibility zone, as 

depicted in Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1: Chino Airport Compatibility Zones. Zone E is categorized as other airport 

environs and prohibits only hazards to flight. Zone E places no requirements on open land, no limit on 

residential densities, and discourages major spectator-oriented facilities such as sports stadiums, 

amphitheaters, and concert halls beneath principal flight tracks. In addition, airspace review is required 

for objects that exceed 100 feet tall. Zone E requirements align with the Project Specific Plan. 

Furthermore, the maximum building height for the Project is 45 feet in the Business Park district and 

55 feet in the Mixed-Use district and the Project does not require ALUCP review. Additionally, the City 

disagrees with the assertion that the Project site, including the southern residential portion of the site, is 

within Safety Zone III, of the Chino Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. According to The Ontario Plan 

2050 (TOP 2050) EIR Figure 5.9-2: Airport Safety Zones, the Project site is not located within a 

Chino Airport Safety Zone.8 As discussed in Section 4.9: Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the Draft 

EIR, pages 4.9-37 through 4.9-38, the San Bernardino County Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

identifies the Project site not being within a Safety Zone of the Chino Airport Overlay (Generic Safety 

Zones for General Aviation Airports from the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics – California Airport Land Use 

Planning Handbook), further depicted in Draft EIR Figure 4.9-2: Airport Safety Zones that shows the Project 

site on TOP 2050 EIR Figure 5.9-2. Therefore, as concluded in the Draft EIR, the Project is not anticipated 

to result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the Project area. Therefore, 

no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-o 

The City disagrees with this assertion that the Draft EIR omits discussion and analysis regarding the 

Project’s consistency with other land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. In particular, the commenter asserts that the Project will 

have a significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable impact to air quality and greenhouse gas 

emissions. As identified within Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, the Project would 

result in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. As stated in Section 4.11: Land Use 

and Planning of the Draft EIR, discussion regarding reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions can be 

found in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, and discussion regarding improvements 

to air quality can be found in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, page 4.11-10.  

The reduction of energy use, improvement of air quality, and promotion of more environmentally 

sustainable development would be encouraged through the existing and proposed alternative 

transportation modes, sustainable building and landscaping design techniques, and other best 

management practices for structures and non-structures. In addition, it is anticipated that less emissions 

would occur due to the mixed-use nature of the Project, which encourages an environment that is 

 
7  Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission. 2008. https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/migrated/Portals-13-PDFGeneral-plan-

newplan-36--20Vol.-202-20Chino.pdf.  
8  City of Ontario. The Ontario Plan 2050, Figure 5.9-2. Page 5.9-29: Airport Safety Zones. https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-

Files/Planning/The%20Ontario%20Plann/EIR/Final_DraftSEIR_TOP2050.pdf.  

https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/migrated/Portals-13-PDFGeneral-plan-newplan-36--20Vol.-202-20Chino.pdf
https://rcaluc.org/sites/g/files/aldnop421/files/migrated/Portals-13-PDFGeneral-plan-newplan-36--20Vol.-202-20Chino.pdf
https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-Files/Planning/The%20Ontario%20Plann/EIR/Final_DraftSEIR_TOP2050.pdf
https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-Files/Planning/The%20Ontario%20Plann/EIR/Final_DraftSEIR_TOP2050.pdf
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accessible through walkability and other sustainable alternatives. The Project would construct new roads, 

infrastructure, and buildings to support uses consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS and consistent with 

current building codes and state and Federal requirements including CALGreen Code. Additionally, the 

proposed Project Specific Plan proposes the same land uses as contained in the City’s General Plan, The 

Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050. Furthermore, the Project Specific Plan would promote orderly development to 

coincide with adjacent land uses. As shown in Section 4.11: Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, 

Tables 4.11-2 and 4.11-3, the Project embodies the goals and policies in the applicable long-range 

planning documents. No mitigation is required other than compliance with applicable plans, policies, and 

programs, including the proposed Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. Therefore, no further revision to 

the cumulative projects analyzed in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O-1p 

See Response O1-c. The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide information 

regarding the buildout conditions of the City’s TOP 2050. The Draft EIR provides cumulative analysis for 

each focus area in its respective section associated with development and growth in the City and region. 

Further description of the portion of the Draft EIR referenced in this comment is not necessary. 

Cumulatively significant effects were individually discussed in each environmental topic area’s 

(Sections 4.1: Air Quality through 4.17: Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR) cumulative Impacts 

subsection. Further, the cumulative project list was considered to evaluate cumulative impacts per 

Sections 15130 and 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, no further revision to the cumulative 

projects analyzed in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O-1q 

Comment noted. The City disagrees with this assertion in that the Draft EIR provides inadequate 

consistency analysis that focuses on the broad policy-oriented goals of the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. The 

Project is consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goals 5, 6, and 7.   

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 5 aims to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and improve air quality. The 

Project is consistent with Goal 5 as the reduction of energy use, improvement of air quality, and promotion 

of more environmentally sustainable development would be encouraged through the existing and 

proposed alternative transportation modes, sustainable building and landscaping design techniques, and 

other best management practices for structures and non-structures. Further, the Specific Plan area is 

within walking distance of the Eucalyptus and Euclid Omnitrans Bus Route 83. Omnitrans Bus Route 83 

directly connects the site to the cities of Chino and Upland and to several stops in the City of Ontario, as 

well as the Chino Transit Center and Ontario Civic Center Transfer Station.  

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 6 aims to support healthy and equitable communities. The Project is consistent 

with Goal 6 as it would be constructed to comply with the current building codes, State and federal 

requirements, including Green Building Standards. 

2020-2045 RTP/SCS Goal 7 to adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional development 

pattern and transportation network. The Project is consistent with Goal 7 as it would construct new roads, 

infrastructure, and buildings to support uses consistent with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS and consistent with 

current building codes, State and federal requirements including Green Building Standards. In addition, as 
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discussed in Goal 5, the Project would be located within walking distance of public transit, thereby 

reducing the potential use of vehicles. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is 

required. 

Response O1-r 

See Response O1-n. The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide an accurate 

consistency analysis with all land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding 

or mitigating an environmental effect, specifically with Policy LU5-7 ALUCP Consistency with Land Use 

Regulations. As discussed in Section 4.9: Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the Draft EIR, pages 4.9-37 

through 4.9-38, the San Bernardino County Chino Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan identifies the 

Project site not being within a Safety Zone of the Chino Airport Overlay (Generic Safety Zones for General 

Aviation Airports from the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics – California Airport Land Use Planning 

Handbook), as depicted in Draft EIR Figure 4.9-2: Airport Safety Zones. Therefore, Project implementation 

is not required to comply with the criteria of the Chino Airport final composite safety zones, and no further 

revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required.  

Response O1-s 

See Response O1-n. The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has not adequately or 

accurately analyzed the Project’s consistency with the San Bernardino County ALUC Chino Airport 

Compatibility Plan. Additionally, the Project Specific Plan allows for up to 466 residential units and a 

maximum of 1,676,887 square feet of employment generating land uses within the Project area. The 

Specific Plan includes future transit stops and near planned transit lines and helps to improve jobs housing 

balance in the City and the surrounding region with the provision of varied land use alternatives within 

the Mixed-Use District. Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.11: Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.11-9 through 4.11-30, the Specific Plan is consistent with the City TOP 2050, Policy ER4-3, which 

aims to reduce GHG emissions in accordance with regional, State, and federal regulations. The Project is 

consistent with TOP 2050 Policy ER4-3 as it would be constructed in accordance with California Green 

Building Standards Code; including but not limited to, using energy-efficient LED products, choosing roof 

and paving materials that possess a high level of solar reflectivity, and employing high-performance dual-

pane window glazing in office storefronts. As such, the Project would help reduce GHG emissions in 

accordance with regional, State, and federal regulations and be consistent with TOP 2050 Policy ER4-3. 

Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-t 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has provided a misleading and inaccurate 

qualitative analysis of the project’s GHG emissions that cannot be feasibly assured to reduce GHG 

emissions to less than significant levels. As stated in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft 

EIR, the Project’s construction and operational emissions were calculated using the California Emissions 

Estimator Model version 2022.1 (CalEEMod). Details of the modeling assumptions and emission factors 

are provided in Appendix B1: Air Quality Emissions Model Data of the Draft EIR. For construction, 

CalEEMod calculates emissions from off-road equipment usage and on-road vehicle travel associated with 

haul, delivery, and construction worker trips. GHG emissions during construction were forecasted based 
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on the proposed construction schedule and applying the mobile-source and fugitive dust emissions factors 

derived from CalEEMod. The Project’s construction-related GHG emissions would be generated from off-

road construction equipment, on-road hauling and vendor (material delivery) trucks, and worker vehicles. 

The Project’s operations-related GHG emissions would be generated by vehicular traffic, off-road 

equipment, area sources (e.g., landscaping maintenance, consumer products), electrical generation, 

natural gas consumption, water supply and wastewater treatment, and solid waste. The increase of traffic 

over existing conditions as a result of the Project was obtained from the Project’s Traffic Analysis Study 

(see Appendix I1: Traffic Analysis) prepared by Urban Crossroads (January 2023). Project trip generation 

from the Trip Generation Analysis is based on the following Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 

land use categories: 

• ITE Land Use 130: Industrial Park  

• ITE Land Use 150: Warehousing 

• ITE Land Use 220: Multifamily Low-Rise Residential 

• ITE Land Use 822: Strip Retail 

• ITE Land Use 933: Fast-Food Restaurant Without Drive-Through 

• ITE Land Use: 934: Fast-Food Restaurant With Drive-Through 

The ITE Trip Generation Manual does not contain trip generation rates for truck/trailer parking lots. 

Therefore, the traffic study developed rates with data from other truck/trailer parking facilities located in 

the surrounding area, as discussed in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. Truck mix percentages are based on the 

SCAQMD Truck Trip Generation Study applied to ITE truck percentages. Other operational emissions from 

area, energy, and stationary sources were quantified in CalEEMod based on land use activity data, as 

discussed in Appendix B and Appendix I of the Draft EIR. 

As concluded in Table 4.8-7 in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, Project Buildout 

would generate approximately 36,129 MTCO2e per year with the implementation of operational air 

quality MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6. Since the majority of emissions are from mobile sources and neither 

the Project Applicant nor the City have regulatory authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible 

mitigation measures exist that would reduce the Project’s impacts with respect to mobile operational 

emissions. While the Project has some control over GHG emissions (refer to MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6), 

the majority of emissions are beyond the Project’s control. MM GHG-1 would require that the Project 

incorporate project design features to achieve a minimum score of 100 points on the Screening Tables. As 

stated in the adopted Community Climate Action Plan (CAP), projects that achieve a minimum score of 

100 points are considered less than significant. At the time of this analysis, the Project is in the design 

phase, where project design features needed to achieve consistency with the Screening Tables are being 

considered and implemented. A preliminary set of the screening tables has been completed to show that 

the Project can feasibly achieve 100 points (refer to Appendix B of the Draft EIR). The City requires that 

an applicant must complete and submit a final set of screening tables showing the achievement of the 

required 100 points prior to issuance of the building permit, as required by MM GHG-1. Therefore, with 

the implementation of MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 and MM GHG-1, the Project impact is less than 

significant. 
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In addition, the Project would include several sustainable design features as required by MM GHG-1 that 

would help reduce GHG emissions. Regarding goals for 2050 under Executive Order S-3-05, at this time it 

is not possible to quantify the emissions savings from future regulatory measures, as they have not yet 

been developed; nevertheless, it can be anticipated that operation of the proposed Project would benefit 

from the implementation of current and potential future regulations (e.g., improvements in vehicle 

emissions, SB 100/renewable electricity portfolio improvements, etc.) enacted to meet an 80 percent 

reduction below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The majority of the GHG reductions from the Scoping Plan would result from continuation of the Cap-and-

Trade regulation. AB 398 extends the State’s Cap-and-Trade program through 2030 and the Scoping Plan 

provide a comprehensive plan for the state to achieve its GHG targets through a variety of regulations 

enacted at the State level. Additional reductions are achieved from electricity sector standards (i.e., utility 

providers to supply 60 percent renewable electricity by 2030 and 100 percent renewable by 2045), 

doubling the energy efficiency savings at end uses, additional reductions from the LCFS, implementing the 

short-lived GHG strategy (e.g., hydrofluorocarbons), and implementing the Mobile Source Strategy and 

Sustainable Freight Action Plan. 

The Project would not obstruct or interfere with efforts to increase zero emission vehicles (ZEVs) or state 

efforts to improve system efficiency. As discussed above and in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, 

MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 would reduce mobile source emissions and would support the State’s 

transition to ZEVs. The Project would also benefit from implementation of the State programs for ZEVs 

and goods movement efficiencies that reduce future GHG emissions from trucks. 

The CAP establishes a city points system that assigns values for each GHG emissions mitigation design 

element or operational program feature incorporated into a given development project. The CAP 

Screening Tables point values correspond to the minimum GHG emissions reduction expected from each 

feature. Projects with features that yield at least 100 Screening Table points are considered consistent 

with the reduction quantities anticipated in the City’s CAP. Such projects would be determined to have a 

less than significant individual and cumulative GHG emissions impact. As discussed above, both Phase I 

and Phase II of the Project can feasibly achieve 100 points individually, based on the completion of 

preliminary Screening Tables (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR). Achieving 100 points ensures that the 

Project would not impede California’s statewide GHG reduction goals for 2030 and 2050. Therefore, 

impacts would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 

and MM GHG-1. Therefore, the Project is consistent with TOP 2050 Policy ER4-6. Therefore, no further 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-u 

See Response O1-c above. As analyzed in Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR, pages 4.3-35 and 4.3-36, 

Project construction activities, including TACs from equipment exhaust would not expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Project-related TAC impacts during construction would 

be less than significant with mitigation measures MM AQ-1 through MM AQ-8.  MM AQ-1 requires the 

Project to use “Super-Compliant” low VOC paints; MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo handling equipment 

used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric; MM AQ-3 requires the 

implementation of a TDM program to reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit; 
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MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate EV infrastructure; MM AQ-5 prohibits 

idling when engines are not in use; MM AQ-6 prohibits the installation of wood-burning and natural gas 

devices; MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage; and MM AQ-8 requires the use 

of Tier 4 construction equipment is required to reduce the cancer risk. 

Additionally, incorporating operational MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-5 and MM AQ-7, would reduce 

potential hazards to be within acceptable limits. MM AQ-2 requires that all cargo handling equipment 

used on a daily basis (yard trucks/hostlers, forklifts, etc.) be electric; MM AQ-3 requires the 

implementation of a TDM program to reduce single occupant vehicle trips and encourage transit; 

MM AQ-4 requires the buildings to be designed to accommodate EV infrastructure; MM AQ-5 prohibits 

idling when engines are not in use; and MM AQ-7 prohibits refrigerated warehouse space/cold storage. 

Section 4.3: Air Quality of the Draft EIR determined that Project construction and operations would not 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Construction and operations would 

not exceed SCAQMD Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs), would not create a carbon monoxide (CO) 

hotspot, and would not generate concentrations of DPM that would result in carcinogenic, chronic, or 

acute health risk effects. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant. No further revisions to 

the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-v 

Per CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131 and 15384, CEQA analysis addresses a project’s potential impacts on 

the physical environment; economic or social issues of a project are not treated as significant effects on 

the environment, or as substantial evidence if they do not contribute to or are not caused by physical 

impacts on the environment. Additionally, the proposed Project Specific Plan is consistent with the City’s 

TOP 2050, land use and zoning designations, and therefore, a general plan amendment is not required. 

Therefore, TOP 2050 Policies CE3-1 and CE3-2, which concern economic issues not required to be assessed 

in the Draft EIR. These policies can be considered by the City Council as part of its policy deliberations 

concerning the Project. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-w 

The City disagrees with the assertion the Draft EIR does not provide adequate analysis of the application 

of the City’s Development Impact Fee (DIF) program to mitigate deficient level of service (LOS) 

intersections. 

As a preliminary matter, LOS-related impacts are no longer potential environmental impacts under CEQA.  

TOP 2050 Policy M1-5 Level of Service requires roadways to maintain a peak hour Level of Service (LOS) E 

or better at all intersections. The Project would comply with the Functional Roadway Classification Plan 

of the Mobility Element which aims to comply with federal, State, and local design and safety standards, 

meet the needs of multiple transportation modes and users, and maintain a LOS of E or better at all 

intersections addressed in the Draft EIR. The Project would be required to comply with the City’s DIF 

program, which helps fund transportation improvements. The City’s DIF includes regional improvements 

to comply with Measure I. As discussed in Section 4.15: Transportation and Traffic of the Draft EIR, 

page 4.15-11, if roadway improvements are not included in the DIF program, the Project would be 

required to provide funding on a fair share basis where appropriate, as determined by the City. The City 
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shall collect these fees, with the proceeds solely used as part of a funding mechanism aimed at ensuring 

that regional highways and arterial expansions keep pace with the projected population increases. 

Therefore, the Project is consistent with TOP 2050 Policy M1-5. Therefore, no further revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required. 

Response O-1x 

Comment noted for the record. 

Response O1-y 

Comment noted. As discussed in Section 3.0: Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Specific Plan is 

consistent with the land use and zoning designations within the City’s TOP 2050. The existing zoning 

designation for the site is SP (Specific Plan) Zoning District. The SP District designation requires approval 

of a specific plan by the City for urban development of the project site. The Euclid Mixed-Use Specific Plan 

will be the zoning for the Project site, consistent with TOP 2050. Therefore, no further revisions to the 

Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-z 

See Response O-1x above.  

Response O1-aa 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has not identified and analyzed the potential 

impact of developing replacement sites for the net loss in residential capacity for 774 units as a result of 

adopting the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan. As discussed in Section 3.0: Project Description of the 

Draft EIR, the City’s TOP 2050 designates the Project site for development of Business Park (BP) at 0.6 FAR, 

and Mixed-Use (MU) at 14.0 to 65.0 du/ac; 1.5 FAR office; 1.0 FAR retail, and includes portions designated 

for Open Space-Non-Residential (OS-NR). As analyzed within Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the 

Draft EIR, the Project would provide 466 high-density residential development which would contribute to 

the City’s RHNA Allocation for the 2021-2029 planning period. The Project site has been identified as a 

Housing Opportunity Area where residential neighborhoods would be balanced by mixed-use, 

commercial, and public places and organized around a regional-scale park. The City’s housing strategies 

for this area promote the creation of mixed-income communities in the western Ontario Ranch. The 

Project would be consistent with the goals and growth projection for the City and the region, which 

accounts for the 466 planned high-density residential units. While the development of new business 

associated with Phase I development and the development of new residences associated with Phase II 

development would directly result in population growth, growth of 1,571 residents would be well within 

the growth projections assumed for the City and the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) region, specifically, 96,900 by 2045 in the City and 674,000 by 2045 in the County (see Table 4.13-2 

in Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR,). The Project Specific Plan proposes the same 

land uses as contained in the City’s TOP 2050. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is 

required other than compliance with applicable plans, policies, and programs, including the proposed 

Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. Therefore, the Project would not result in residential capacity loss. No 

further revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  
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Response O1-bb 

See Response O-1x above. 

Response O1-cc 

See Response O-1x above. 

Response O1-dd 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has not provided any analysis to demonstrate that 

adoption of the Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan will yield 338 affordable units in the income categories 

specified in the Housing Element. As analyzed within Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the 

Draft EIR, the Project would not cause substantial unplanned population growth in the area. The Project 

would provide 466 high-density residential development which would contribute to the City’s Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Allocation for the 2021-2029 planning period. The Project site has been 

identified as a Housing Opportunity Area where residential neighborhoods would be balanced by mixed-

use, commercial, and public places and organized around a regional-scale park. The City’s housing 

strategies for this area promote the creation of mixed-income communities in the western Ontario Ranch. 

The Project would be consistent with the goals and growth projection for the City and the region. While 

the development of new business associated with Phase I development and the development of new 

residences associated with Phase II development would directly result in population growth, growth of 

1,571 residents would be well within the growth projections assumed for the City and the SCAG region, 

specifically, 96,900 by 2045 in the City and 674,000 by 2045 in the County (see Table 4.13-2 in 

Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR). The Project Specific Plan proposes the same land 

uses as contained in the City’s TOP 2050. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required 

other than compliance with applicable plans, policies, and programs, including the proposed Project 

Specific Plan and TOP 2050. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-ee 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR does not provide a calculation of construction jobs 

generated by the Project. The Draft EIR determines that the Project would not introduce new population 

or housing to the Project site as the development would include business park and mixed uses, which 

would result in jobs for residents in the surrounding area. As stated in Section 4.13: Population and 

Housing of the Draft EIR, the construction phase of the development would generate temporary 

employment opportunities, including short-term design, engineering, and construction jobs. Construction 

related jobs would not result in a significant population increase because they are expected to be filled by 

persons within the local economy. The unemployment rate is approximately 4.1 percent within the 

jurisdictions in the Project vicinity of the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario Metropolitan Area as of 2021. 

Because many of the employment opportunities are expected to be filled by persons within the local 

economy, it is anticipated that an adequate number of persons are available to fill the employment 

positions without constructing new residential units. Furthermore, the small percentage of skilled and 

managerial positions could either be filled by the local economy or by persons outside the local economy. 
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Therefore, the implementation of the Project would result in less than significant growth inducement 

impacts in the Project vicinity.  

CEQA does not require that an EIR provide estimates on the demographics and geographic location for 

qualified workers. As discussed in Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR, page 4.13-10, 

construction phase of the development would generate temporary employment opportunities, including 

short-term design, engineering, and construction jobs. The forecast increase in Project employment is 

within SCAG’s forecast employment increase for the City, which is 55,400 jobs and the forecast 

employment increase for the County of San Bernardino, which is 273,000 by 2045 (see Table 4.13-2 in 

Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR). The San Bernardino Council of Governments 

region is housing rich. The Project would produce more jobs and therefore would support the 

improvements designated by SCAG in pursuit of an improved jobs-housing-balance for the County. 

Because the region is housing-rich, it is expected that jobs at the Project site would be drawn from the 

local and regional labor force. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-ff 

The referenced documents are available for review at the City Planning Department offices.  

Response O1-gg 

See Response O1-dd above.  

Response O1-hh 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR “does not provide any cumulative analysis 

discussion of projects approved since 2016 and projects “in the pipeline” to determine if the project will 

exceed the employment/population growth forecasts by SCAG and/or the General Plan.” As analyzed in 

Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR, impacts are analyzed using County projections in 

SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Demographics and Growth Forecast. Development of the Project in 

conjunction with the related project list in Table 4-1: Related Approved and Pending Projects in 

Section 4.0: Environmental Impact Analysis of the Draft EIR, would not result in cumulative wide 

population and/or housing impacts, as mixed-use business park projects would further improve the jobs-

housing balance. This would encourage alignment with objectives set by SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS as it 

would increase employment opportunities in an area that is predominantly residential. Furthermore, the 

Project would be consistent with the goals set forth in TOP 2050 by providing long-term employment 

opportunities associated with the buildout of the Project. Related projects would be reviewed by the City, 

and development would be required to be consistent with adopted State and City development standards, 

regulations, plans, and policies to minimize the effect of the increase in population on physical impacts 

on the environment. Additionally, the indirect effect of Project employment on housing and population 

growth in the City has been anticipated in TOP 2050, and therefore in regional housing and population 

forecasts provided in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. As such, the Project would not contribute to cumulatively 

adverse growth impacts. Upon approval, the Project would improve the jobs-housing balance in the 

County which is considered a housing-rich area. Therefore, the Project combined with related projects 
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would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to population and housing as no substantial new 

unplanned growth would occur. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-ii 

See Response O1-w above.   

Response O1-jj 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the VMT analysis has underestimated the proposed projects 

VMT generation. The VMT analysis was prepared consistent with the City of Ontario’s adopted VMT 

guidelines and thresholds as adopted by City Council in June 2020 (File No.: SB 743 VMT Thresholds). The 

City’s resolution states that SBTAM is the appropriate tool to use when preparing a VMT analysis. As 

SBTAM was utilized to formulate and establish the City’s adopted VMT impact threshold it is appropriate 

for land use projects follow the methodologies used to establish these thresholds.9  

In addition, the City disagrees with the assertion that the VMT analysis does not adequately or accurately 

represent the VMT impacts of the Project. As part of the preparation of the VMT analysis, 1,333 new 

employees were added to the Project’s TAZ to ensure the inclusion of the Project’s industrial warehouse 

uses; therefore, the analysis includes the additional traffic from both passenger cars and trucks associated 

with the Project’s proposed land uses. Furthermore, as noted in the VMT analysis, the City’s VMT analysis 

guidelines require the calculation of total VMT as derived from the SBTAM model’s origin/destination 

(OD) trip matrices. These matrices include internal to internal (II), internal to external (IX), and external to 

internal (XI) vehicle trips for all vehicle types (i.e., passenger car and commercial vehicles).   

Lastly, the truck/trailer component of the Project is anticipated to serve nearby warehouses and 

distribution facilities that would be seeking to locate overflow truck/trailer storage as close as possible to 

the primary warehouse or distribution facility. As a result, the trips are expected to be local serving. 

Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-kk 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has not adequately analyzed the project’s potential 

to substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses; or the project’s potential to result in inadequate emergency access. 

As discussed in Section 4.15: Transportation and Traffic of the Draft EIR, page 4.15-24, roadway 

improvements and installation of driveways that would be implemented during construction of the 

Project would be required to comply with City Municipal Code Section 7-3.07, which requires that prior 

to any activity that would encroach into a right-of-way, the area be safeguarded through the installation 

of safety devices that would be specified by the City’s Engineering Department during the construction 

permitting process to ensure that construction activities would not increase hazards. In the conduct of 

such activity or encroachment, materials, supplies, excavated material, and equipment shall be properly 

placed, and the permittee shall provide and maintain such safety devices, including, but not limited to, 

lights, barricades, signs, and guards, as are necessary to protect the public. Additionally, during 

 
9  Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. 2018. Page 30-31. Retrieved from: https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20180416-

743_Technical_Advisory_4.16.18.pdf. 
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construction and long-term operation of the Project, adequate emergency access for emergency vehicles 

would be maintained along public streets that abut the Project site. Access roads to the site would be 

constructed throughout the Project site for construction staff/inspectors, construction equipment and 

materials delivery/removal, and emergency response vehicles. The access roads would be kept or 

maintained in such condition to allow for the safe passage for emergency response vehicles. The City, as 

part of its discretionary review process, reviewed the Project’s application materials to ensure that 

appropriate emergency ingress and egress would be available to-and-from the Project site and that 

circulation on the Project site was adequate for emergency vehicles.  

The City has adopted an Emergency Operations Plan to identify evacuation routes, emergency facilities, 

and City personnel and equipment available to effectively deal with emergency situations. No revisions to 

the adopted Emergency Operations Plan would be required as a result of the Project. The Project includes 

the construction and/or improvement of 17 driveways to and from the Project site from adjacent 

roadways. Exhibit 1-4 in the Traffic Analysis (Appendix I1) illustrates and describes access to the Project 

site. The Project’s proposed circulation and off-site improvements would be constructed accordingly with 

Recommendations 1 through 16 listed in the Project Traffic Analysis to accommodate on-site access. 

Additionally, all roadway improvements would be designed consistently with the City’s TOP 2050 Mobility 

Element programs, plans, goals and policies, and City Traffic and Transportation Guidelines, and PPP TR-1 

and PPP TR-2. Therefore, direct access to the Project site would not substantially increase hazards due to 

geometric design features or dangerous intersections and a less than significant impact would occur. 

Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-ll 

See Response O1-kk above.  

Response O1-mm 

Comment noted. The City disagrees with this assertion. The intent of the Draft EIR is to provide sufficient 

information on the potential environmental impacts of the Project to allow the City to make an informed 

decision regarding approval of the Project. The intent and purpose of the Project is to provide zoning 

regulations for development of the Project site by establishing permitted land use, development 

standards, infrastructure requirements, and implementation requirements for development. A 

comprehensive set of design guidelines and development regulations are included to guide and regulate 

site planning, architectural character, and landscape within the community, ensuring that excellence in 

community design is achieved during project development. The Draft EIR, as an informational document 

evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the Project, does not include revisions of the final 

document. The Specific Plan establishes the procedures and requirements to approve new development 

within the Project site and does not serve as land entitlement approval for each development project on 

site. The Project is considered under a Legislative Action Application by the City of Ontario. Any new 

development within the Specific Plan area would be required to submit a discretionary permit/action 

application and obtain approval from the City.  

Section 3.0: Project Description of the Draft EIR discusses the conceptual grading plan and earthwork 

analysis. The information provided in Section 3.0: Project Description of the Draft EIR regarding grading 
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plan and earthwork analysis are adequate analysis of the contents within the Specific Plan, and no 

revisions or recirculation of the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O1-nn 

Comment noted. The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR has not provided any analysis of 

the available horizontal and vertical sight distance at the intersection of the project driveways and 

adjacent streets. As identified in Appendix I: Transportation Reports of the Draft EIR, sight distance at 

each project access point shall be reviewed with respect to standard Caltrans and City of Ontario sight 

distance standards at the time of preparation of final grading, landscape, and street improvement plans. 

Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required.  

Response O1-oo 

See Response O1-pp, below. Further, the Draft EIR cumulative project list was considered to evaluate 

cumulative impacts per Sections 15130 and 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) for the Project was distributed on February 10, 2023. The data available at the time of the 

preparation of the NOP was the most current at that time. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR 

are required. 

Response O1-pp 

The Draft EIR provides cumulative analysis for each focus area in its respective section. Further description 

in the portion of the Draft EIR referenced in this comment is not necessary. Cumulatively significant effects 

were individually discussed in each environmental topic area’s (Sections 4.1: Aesthetics through 4.20: 

Utilities and Service Systems of the Draft EIR) Cumulative Impacts subsection. Therefore, no further 

revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-qq 

The City disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR has not adequately discussed or 

analyzed the commitment of resources relating to consistency with regional and local growth forecasts. 

Additionally, the commenter asserts that the Project would result in air quality and GHG impacts that 

exceed with the forecasts of the applicable air quality plans (e.g., AQMP). As discussed in Response O1-I, 

GHG emissions and impacts were fully analyzed within Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft 

EIR. Based on the discussion therein, the quantitative threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e threshold raised by the 

comment is not relevant to Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding GHG emissions. 

As discussed in Response O1-ee, the forecast increase in Project employment is within SCAG’s forecast 

employment increase for the City of 55,400 and the forecast employment increase for the County of 

273,000 by 2045 (see Table 4.13-2 in Section 4.13: Population and Housing of the Draft EIR). The Project, 

including the Specific Plan, has been evaluated for its consistency with relevant goals and policies in TOP 

2050 and the SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. As discussed in Section 4.11: Land Use of the Draft EIR, 

pages 4.11-9 through 4.11-30, the Project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation. 

The proposed Project Specific Plan proposes the same land uses as contained in the City’s TOP 2050. 

Furthermore, the Project Specific Plan would promote orderly development to coincide with adjacent land 
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uses. As shown in Section 4.11: Land Use of the Draft EIR, Tables 4.11-2 and 4.11-3, the Project embodies 

the goals and policies in the SCAG adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS and City TOP 2050. No mitigation is 

required other than compliance with applicable plans, policies and programs, including the proposed 

Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. Therefore, the City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR 

must be revised to ensure that the proposed Project is within the TOP 2050 EIR’s analysis.  

Cumulative projects could include General Plan amendments and/or zone changes, and modifications to 

existing land uses. However, such amendments do not necessarily represent an inherent negative effect 

on the environment, particularly if the proposed changes involve changes in types and intensity of uses, 

rather than eliminating application of policies that were specifically adopted for the purpose of avoiding 

or mitigating environmental effects. Past and present cumulative projects do not involve amendments 

that would eliminate application of policies that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 

environmental effects. Determining whether any future project might include such amendments and 

determining the cumulative effects of any such amendments would be speculative since it cannot be 

known what applications that are not currently filed might request. Thus, it is expected that the land uses 

of cumulative projects would be consistent with policies that avoid an environmental effect; therefore, 

cumulatively considerable impacts from cumulative projects related to policy consistency would be less 

than significant. Therefore, no further revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response O1-rr 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze a ‘reasonable range 

of alternatives. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states: “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 

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

objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. 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.”  

Apart from the analysis of the No Project alternative however, there is no ironclad rule governing the 

nature or scope of the “reasonable range” of other alternatives to be discussed, other than the “rule of 

reason” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) & (f); see also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 

Supervisors (1990); Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California 

(1988)). 

What constitutes a “reasonable range” of alternatives will vary with the facts of each project and should 

be guided only by the purpose of offering substantial environmental advantages over the project proposal 

which may be “feasibly accomplished in a successful manner” considering the economic, environmental, 

social and technological factors involved (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 

(citing Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21002, 21061.1; CEQA Guidelines Section 15364)). 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a); 

Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012)). The alternatives considered may 

include alternative approaches, sites, or both (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). 
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Consistent with this rule of reason, it is generally uncommon (though not strictly prohibited) for an EIR to 

evaluate only the No Project alternative. In such a case, the Lead Agency has the relatively difficult legal 

burden of establishing that, given the circumstances at hand, no other feasible alternatives could satisfy 

the project objectives while resulting in fewer environmental impacts than the proposed project 

(see Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012)). 

In consideration of the above, the inclusion of “only two alternatives beyond the required No Project 

alternative” (page 22 of Comment Letter) does not, itself, constitute an inadequate range of alternatives.  

Additionally, the commenter claims that the “No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative” does not 

represent an actual alternative to the Project as the “No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative” results 

in the same quantity and type of development as the proposed Project. As described in Section 6.0: 

Alternatives of the Draft EIR, page 6-4 and 6-9, the “No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative” is 

distinct from the “No Project/No Build Alternative” in that, under the “No Project/No Build Alternative,” 

the Project site would not be developed, and no new development would occur. In other words, the 

existing conditions of the Project site would remain. Accordingly, the “No Project/No Build Alternative” 

provides a comparison between the environmental impacts of the Project as compared to the current 

environmental conditions, resulting from not approving or denying the Project. Section 15126.6(e) of the 

State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate and analyze the impacts of the “No-Project” 

Alternative. When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing 

operation, the no-project alternative is the continuation of the plan, policy, or operation into the future. 

Therefore, under the “No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative,” the current TOP 2050 land uses and 

zoning would remain in effect. Development in accordance with the existing GTOP 2050 and zoning would 

occur. The inclusion of both a “No Project/No Build Alternative” and the “No-Project” 

(“No Project/existing General Plan Alternative”) is intended to provide decisionmakers with a reasonable 

range of alternatives to the Project within the unique parameters of the proposed Project. 

In addition, the commenter asserts that the Draft EIR should analyze a “mixed-use project” alternative 

that “provides affordable housing and local-serving commercial uses that may reduce VMT, GHG 

emissions, and improve Air Quality.” In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this mixed-

use/commercial alternative would not meet the basic project objectives as outlined in Section 3.0: Project 

Description of the Draft EIR, page 3-5 and 3-6. Therefore, no further revision to the alternatives analyzed 

in the Draft EIR is required. 

Response O1-ss 

The commenter’s request for the Draft EIR’s recirculation is noted for the record. However, the 

commenter has raised no substantial or substantiated criticisms of the Draft EIR which would necessitate 

recirculation. The commenter’s request for subsequent public noticing and hearing information is noted 

for the record. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft EIR is required. 
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Comment Letter O2 - Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 

[WSRCC]) 
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Response to Comment Letter O2 - Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of 

Carpenters [WSRCC]) 

Response O1-a 

This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 

commenter requests to be included on the noticing list for all future notices referring or related to the 

Project related to CEQA and the California Planning and Zoning Law. The commenter has been added to 

the noticing and mailing list.  

The City of Ontario intends to fully comply with the requirements of California Public Resources Code 

(PRC) Section 21000 et seq., 21092.2, and 21167(f), California Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code 

Sections 65000-65010), and California Government Code Section 65092. That is, the comment requests 

that the City comply with CEQA when responding to Western States Regional Council of Carpenters’ 

(WSRCC) comments. As requested, the City’s responses to WSRCC’s comments will be sent to the WSRCC 

as part of the Final EIR distribution prior to certification of Final EIR. As the comment does not raise any 

issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft EIR or the Project’s environmental effects, 

no further response is warranted. The comment is included here to provide a complete record of WSRCC’s 

letter. The comment will become part of the administrative record and will be considered by the decision-

makers. The comment does not raise any CEQA related issues, and no response is therefore warranted.   

Response O2-b 

The commenter requests that the City include a mitigation measure to require the Project to be built using 

local workers (i.e., residing within 10 miles of the Project) in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 

improve jobs/housing balance and the economic performance of the Project and reduce greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions.    

The commenter also requests that the City require the Project to be built with construction workers who 

have graduated from a specified apprenticeship program in order to produce a positive economic impact 

of the Project. The Draft EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the Project. CEQA does 

not require an analysis of the Project’s economic effects or allow mitigation measures intended to address 

economic characteristics of the Project. 14. Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15064(e), 15064(f)(6), 15131(a) and 

15382. Accordingly, the commenter’s request for the City to require construction labor requirements in 

order to improve economic conditions does not raise any CEQA issues. This comment will be provided to 

the City’s decision-makers for their policy consideration. 

Regarding VMT as to construction workers, CEQA provides the lead agency with discretion to choose the 

most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT (14. Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15064.3[b][4]).  

CEQA does not require a separate VMT analysis for construction worker trips or for the construction phase 

of the Project. The Project’s Traffic Analysis (provided as Appendix I1 of the Draft EIR) was conducted in 

accordance with San Bernardino County’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.  Additionally, the VMT analysis 

in the Traffic Analysis concluded that the Project would have a less than significant impact related to VMT, 

as analyzed in Section 4.15: Transportation and Traffic of the Draft EIR.  
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The Project would have a less than significant impact regarding the GHG emissions from construction, as 

discussed in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, pages 4.8-18 through 4.8-23. As 

indicated in Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, Table 4.8-2, the combined 30-year 

amortized construction GHG emissions for Phase I and II would be 145 metric tons of carbon dioxide-

equivalents (MTCO2e; 92 and 53 MTCO2e, respectively). This would account for approximately 0.4 percent 

of all GHG emissions related to the Project, including operational emissions, which is approximately 

36,129 MTCO2e (refer to Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR, page 4.8-22).  

The commenter included a letter from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) dated March 8, 2021, 

which discusses GHG emissions associated with trip lengths for construction workers traveling to a job 

site. The SWAPE letter provided calculations for GHG emissions reductions resulting from local hire 

provisions being applied to the Project’s construction. The SWAPE letter concludes that if a local hire 

provision with a 10-mile radius were implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project 

construction would decrease by approximately 17 percent. However, the SWAPE letter, and the 

calculations provided, utilized data and information related to a different project in a separate jurisdiction, 

the Village South Specific Plan and City of Claremont, respectively. The SWAPE letter also uses CalEEMod 

2016, while the current version available is CalEEMod 2022.1. The SWAPE letter also uses EMFAC2014 

data, while EMFAC2021 is the latest. Therefore, the calculations do not pertain to the Project and are not 

based on the correct modeling. In comparison, the analysis provided in the Draft EIR utilizes the most up 

to date and most relevant modeling for the Project.  

Furthermore, the SWAPE letter states that it ran a model “reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 miles…”  

(page 4 of the SWAPE Letter). Thus, the SWAPE letter assumes that a local hire program would produce 

100 percent local residents as a project’s construction workforce, while being located within 10 miles of 

the project site. In fact, most local hire programs are able to ensure that only a small percentage of 

construction workers reside locally. For example, the Community Workforce Agreement between the City 

of Moreno Valley and the Construction Workers Union (CWA) governing public works contracts defines 

“Local Residents” as residing in the City of Moreno Valley or Riverside County. The CWA only requires that 

contractors use “best efforts” to hire local residents and sets a goal of 30 percent of the workforce be 

local residents. Accordingly, the commenter’s suggestion that all construction workers live within 10 miles 

of the Project site is unrealistic. 

Using the attainment of the 30 percent goal as an example of an existing local hire program and utilizing 

the SWAPE letter’s assumption that 100 percent local resident workforce would reduce construction-

related GHG emissions by 17 percent (and assuming the SWAPE letter’s conclusions are transferrable to 

the Project), implementing a local hire program for the Project would result in a 5.1 percent reduction in 

construction-related GHG emissions (30 percent of 17 percent). This would represent a reduction of 

7.4 MTCO2e of construction-related GHG emissions or approximately 0.02 percent of the Project’s 

mitigated construction and operational mitigated emissions combined (36,129 MTCO2e of construction 

and operational GHG emissions) or approximately 0.020 percent of the Project’s unmitigated emissions 

(37,931 MTCO2e). This would not constitute a significant reduction in GHG emissions and therefore the 

implementation of a local-hire provision as a mitigation measure would be ineffective in reducing GHG 

emissions. The City’s “duty to condition project approval on incorporation of feasible mitigation measures 

only exists when such measures would ‘substantially lessen’ a significant environmental effect 
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(Public Resources Code Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15021, subd. [a][2]). Thus, the [City] need 

not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention or proposed in 

the project EIR…” (San Franciscans For Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco [1989] 

209 Cal.App.3d 1502.) Furthermore, it is quite possible that the 30 percent goal would not be attained 

and the reduction in GHG emissions could be substantially less. In addition, the local hire program would 

require extensive record-keeping and monitoring that would not be justified in light of the insignificant 

reduction in GHG emissions (i.e., the mitigation would not be roughly proportional to the impact as 

required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, subd. [a][4][A]–[B]). Therefore, no revisions to the Draft 

EIR are required. 

Response O2-c 

The commenter requests that the City require certain construction protocols to address the possibility of 

COVID-19 infections among construction worker during the construction process.  This comment does not 

address the adequacy of the environmental analysis and/or document. This comment is noted for the 

record.  In addition, at this time, COVID-19 public health restrictions on workplace activities functions have 

been repealed and are no longer in effect. If COVID-19 infections were to increase in severity, it is expected 

that applicable public health authorities would impose new restrictions and protocols for testing, 

distancing and other measures on construction sites to address these public health concerns. Therefore, 

no revisions to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Comment Letter O3 - Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 

[WSRCC]) 
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Response to Comment Letter O3 - Mitchell M. Tsai (Western States Regional Council of 

Carpenters [WSRCC]) 

Response O3-a 

The commenter is stating their withdrawal of the prior comment letter received February 5, 2024, and 

expresses their support of the project. No further response is warranted. 
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Section 3.0  Errata to the Draft EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE ERRATA 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (a), this section of the Final EIR provides changes 

to the Draft EIR that have been made to clarify, correct, or supplement the information provided in that 

document. This section contains revisions to the Draft EIR based upon (1) additional or revised information 

required to prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable updated information that was not 

available at the time of Draft EIR publication; and/or (3) typographical errors. This section also includes 

additional mitigation measures to fully respond to commenter concerns as well as provide additional 

clarification to mitigation requirements included in the Draft EIR.  

These changes and additions are due to recognition of inadvertent errors or omissions, and to respond to 

comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period. The changes described in this section 

do not add significant new information to the Draft EIR that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

More specifically, CEQA requires recirculation of a Draft EIR only when “significant new information” is 

added to a Draft EIR after public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR has occurred (refer to California 

Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR 

is certified. Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines specifically states:  

New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 

public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 

project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 

the project’s proponents have declined to implement. ‘Significant new information’ requiring 

recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented. 

• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 

analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the 

project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 also provides that “[re]circulation is not required where the new 

information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an 

adequate EIR... A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record.” As demonstrated in this Final EIR, the changes presented in this section do not 

constitute new significant information warranting recirculation of the Draft EIR as set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5. Rather, the Draft EIR is comprehensive and has been prepared in accordance 

with CEQA. 
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As explained below, none of the changes adds any new significant information and recirculation is not 

required. 

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the Final EIR. 

City of Ontario staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material constitutes the 

type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the Draft EIR for further public comment 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that the project will result in 

a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed or analyzed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, 

none of this material indicates that there would be a substantial increase in the severity of a previously 

identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that there would be any of the other 

circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

Changes to the Draft EIR are listed by Section, page, paragraph, etc. to best guide the reader to the 

revision. Changes are identified as follows: 

• Deletions are indicated by strikeout text. 

• Additions are indicated by underline text. 

3.2 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Section 1.0: Executive Summary 

The Draft EIR Executive Summary (Section 1.0) is hereby revised to incorporate the minor revisions to 

mitigation measures noted below. 

Section 4.3 Air Quality 

1. Mitigation Measure AQ-6 on page 4.3-30 is revised as follows: 

MM AQ-6 In residential uses, tThe installation of wood-burning and natural gas equipmentfireplaces 

and stoves shall be prohibited. The purpose of this measure is to limit emissions of ROG, 

CO, particulate matter, and visible emissions from wood-burning and natural gas devices 

fireplaces and stoves used for primary heat, supplemental heat, or ambiance. This 

prohibition shall be noted on the deed and/or lease agreements for future residential 

property owners/tenants to obey. 

Section 4.5: Cultural Resources 

1. The third paragraph on Page 4.5-20 is revised as follows: 

The City Development Code Article 26, Historic Preservation, promotes the public health, safety, and 

general welfare by: 

• Safeguarding the character and history of the City which is reflected in its unique cultural, 

historical, and architectural heritage, with emphasis on the “Model Colony” as recognized by an 

Act of Congress and presented at the St. Louis World’s Fair in 1904;  

• Promoting public knowledge, appreciation, and understanding of the City’s past; 
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• Fostering civic and neighborhood pride in the beauty and accomplishments of the past; 

• Promoting the enjoyment and use of Historical Resources appropriate for the education and 

recreation of the people of the City; 

• Enhancing the visual and aesthetic character, diversity, and interest of the City; 

• Enhancing property values and stabilizing neighborhoods within the City; 

• Recognizing Historical Resources and protecting areas of historical buildings from encroachment 

of incompatible designs;  

• Providing economic benefits to the City and its inhabitants through financial incentives for 

preservation;  

• Protecting and enhancing the City’s attraction to tourists and visitors,  

• Stimulating business and industry;  

• Promoting public awareness of the benefits of preservation; and 

• Encouraging public participation in historic preservation, thereby increasing civic pride in the 

City’s heritage. 

The Project area would comply with the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance, ensuring all historically-

significant findings within the City, including the Project area, would align with the above standards. 

The City Development Code Section 4.02.040 through 4.02.065 and, establishes processes and procedures 

for the historic preservation of the City through discretionary permits and actions, including: 

• Procedures by which Local Historic Landmarks and Districts, Historic Resource Tiering, and 

Architectural Conservation Areas may be designated, 

• A process by which a historic resource may rescind or amend its assigned status, including a Local 

Landmark or Local District Designation, a Tier Designation, an Eligibility Determination, or an 

Architectural Conservation Area,  

• a process to ensure that any alteration to, or demolition of, an eligible or designated historic 

resource within the City is in keeping with the historic character of the resource, 

• a process to ensure that denial of a Certificate of Appropriateness and/or a Demolition Application 

does not create any undue hardship upon the owner of a Tier I or Tier II historic resource, 

• a process to expedite the review process for project areas in which numerous historic resources 

within a single project area would require the issuance of multiple Certificates of Appropriateness 

for proposed work to those Historic Resources, and 

• a process by which economic incentives may be provided for the preservation of a designated 

historic landmark or contributing structure within a designated historic district. 

The City Development Code Division 7.01, Historic Preservation, specifies significance criteria for the 

designation of historic resources, procedures for designation, and review procedures to:  
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• Safeguard the character and history of the City, which is reflected in its unique culturally, 

historically, and architecturally significant structures and heritage, with emphasis on the “Model 

Colony,” as recognized by an Act of Congress and presented at the St. Louis World’s Fair in 1904; 

• Encourage and promote the adaptive reuse of the City's historic resources; 

• Enhance, perpetuate, and preserve architecturally and historically significant structures and 

promote revitalization of historic neighborhoods and commercial areas; 

• Ensure that the rights of the owners of historic resources are safeguarded; 

• Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past by promoting private 

stewardship of historic resources that represent these accomplishments; 

• Fulfill the City's responsibilities as a Certified Local Government under Federal preservation laws; 

• Promote the identification, documentation, and evaluation of the significance of individual 

historic resources and districts; 

• Implement the historic preservation goals, policies, and programs of the Policy Plan (General Plan) 

component of The Ontario Plan; 

• Promote the City as a destination for tourists and as a desirable location for business; 

• Promote public awareness of the value of rehabilitation, restoration, and maintenance of the 

existing building stock as a means to conserve reusable material and energy resources; 

• Recognize the City's historic resources as economic assets and provide economic financial 

incentives for historic preservation; 

• Stabilize and improve property values, and enhance the aesthetic and visual character, place 

making, diversity, and environmental amenities of the City's historic properties and areas; 

• Promote public knowledge, appreciation, and understanding of the City’s past, and foster civic 

and neighborhood pride in the beauty and accomplishments of the past; 

• Promote the enjoyment and use of historic resources appropriate for the education and 

recreation of the people of the City; 

• Recognize historic resources and protect areas of historic structures from encroachment of 

incompatible designs; 

• Promote public awareness of the benefits of preservation; and 

• Encourage public participation in historic preservation, thereby increasing civic pride in the City’s 

heritage. 

2. Mitigation measures listed on page 4.5-29 through 4.5-30 are revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 

MM CUL-1 Prior to issuance of a demolition building permit, every effort shall be made to relocate 

the Milk Parlor (front portion). If determined by the feasibility study pursuant MM CUL-6 

that the historic property is able to be relocated, every effort shall be made to facilitate 
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the relocation. The buildings shall be offered at no cost for those who can relocate off-

site. Advertisements notifying the public of the opportunity to relocate the building shall 

be placed for a minimum of 30 days: on-site with temporary signage, in at least three local 

publications (newspapers, magazines, local organization newsletters), and on local 

bulletin boards. 

MM CUL-2 Prior to issuance of a building permit for demolition of historic properties addressed to 

13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer Avenue, or 7244 & 7260 Edison Avenue at the same 

time or separately, a HABS (level 3) documentation, including but not limited to as built 

drawing, historical narrative, and Historic American Building Survey (HABS) photographs 

of the subject historic resource pursuant to HABS Level 3 standards shall be submitted to 

the Planning Department for review, approval, and subsequent release to the Ovitt Family 

Community Library, Model Colony History Room prior to issuance of demolition building 

permit. Digital files and 2 printed copies are required (one archival and one non-archival). 

MM CUL-3 A mitigation fee pursuant to Section 7.01.030 of the Ontario Development Code shall be 

paid to the Planning Department prior to issuance of building permit for demolition of the 

historic resources located at 13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer Avenue, and 7244 & 

7260 Edison Avenue. Mitigation fee is equal to 30% of the price per square foot 

construction cost as established in the most current International Code Council Building 

Valuation Data. The fee amount will be provided by the Planning Department at the time 

of payment. Funds will be deposited into the City’s Historic Preservation Trust Fund. 

MM CUL-4 Prior to issuance of a building permit for demolition of historic properties addressed to 

13813 Euclid Avenue, 7275 Schaefer Avenue, or 7244 & 7260 Edison Avenue, A a 

determination shall be made by the Planning Department whether items within or on the 

historic properties resource should be salvaged shall be made by the Planning 

Department. The applicant shall be responsible for the removal, relocation and donation 

of such items selected for salvaging. An inventory of salvaged items shall be provided by 

the applicant to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of building permit. 

MM CUL-6 Prior to issuance of a demolition building permit, A a feasibility study of the relocation 

and adaptive reuse shall be completed by a qualified architect and structural engineer 

who specializes in historic buildings in consultation with contractors who specialize in 

moving buildings for the Milk Parlor within the area identified as Phase II. MM CUL-1 shall 

be implemented if determined relocation is feasible. 

MM CUL-7 A comparative study of other dairy areas within California such as the San Joaquin Valley, 

Arcata Bottoms in Humboldt County, and the Fresno region to further understand the 

significance of dairy farming at a local, regional, and statewide level shall be submitted to 

the Planning Department for review and acceptance, prior to issuance of the Certificate 

of Final Occupancy for the first building constructed within the project area.    

MM CUL-8      Produce a A short video documentary (12-15 minute) on the operations of a functioning 

dairy located within the Ontario Ranch area. The 12-15 minute documentary should focus 
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focusing on the dairy history, themes, site, building, and stories gathered from new and 

archived oral interviews, dairy context and recent dairy surveys shall be produced and 

submitted to the Planning Department for review and acceptance prior to issuance of a 

Certificate of Final Occupancy for the first building constructed within the project area. 

Section 4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

1. The second and third paragraphs on page 4.8-23 are revised as follows: 

As shown in Table 4.8-7, Project Buildout would generate approximately 36,129 MTCO2e per year with 

the implementation of operational air quality MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6. Since the majority of 

emissions are from mobile sources and neither the Project Applicant nor the City have regulatory 

authority to control tailpipe emissions, no feasible mitigation measures exist that would reduce the 

Project’s impacts with respect to mobile operational emissions . While the Project has some control over 

GHG emissions (refer to MM AQ-2 through MM AQ 6), the majority of emissions are beyond the Project’s 

control.  MM GHG-1 would require that the Project incorporate project design features to achieve a 

minimum score of 100 points on the Screening Tables. As stated in the Community CAP, projects that 

achieve a minimum score of 100 points are considered less than significant. At the time of this analysis, 

the Project is in the design phase, where project design features needed to achieve consistency with the 

Screening Tables are being considered and implemented. A preliminary set of the screening tables has 

been completed to show that the Project can feasibly achieve 100 points (refer to Appendix B). The 

applicant must complete and submit a final set of screening tables showing the achievement of the 

required 100 points prior to issuance of the building permit, as required by MM GHG-1. Therefore, even 

with the implementation of MM AQ-2 through MM AQ-6 and MM GHG-1, this Project impact is less than 

significant. 

The Project would be pursuant to TOP 2050 and would represent a consistent and logical continuation of 

the existing and planned pattern of development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. The City 

has long anticipated that this area would transition from dairy/agricultural to urban uses, and the Project 

Specific Plan is implementing TOP 2050.  Pursuant to TOP 2050, implementation of the Project Specific 

Plan would represent a consistent and logical continuation of the existing and planned pattern of 

development in Ontario, specifically the Ontario Ranch area. Therefore, the Project impact is considered 

less than significant. Therefore, although Project emissions are conservatively considered to be significant 

and unavoidable, emissions have been included in the emissions forecasts for TOP 2050. 

2. The Impact 4.8-2 level of significance on page 4.8-24 is revised as follows: 

Impact 4.8-2:  Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 

adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions? 

Level of Significance: Significant and Unavoidable Impact Less than Significant with 

Mitigation Incorporated 

3. The first paragraph on page 4.8-28 is revised as follows: 

The CAP establishes a city points system that assigns values for each GHG emissions mitigation design 

element or operational program feature incorporated into a given development project. The CAP 
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Screening Tables point values correspond to the minimum GHG emissions reduction expected from each 

feature. Projects with features that yield at least 100 Screening Table points are considered consistent 

with the reduction quantities anticipated in the City’s CAP. Such projects would be determined to have a 

less than significant individual and cumulative GHG emissions impact. Table 4.8-9: GHG Reduction 

Measures Screening Table for Industrial Development identifies potential design features listed in the 

screening tables and their associated scores. The Project Applicant may work with the City to determine 

point values for additional design features with the goal of achieving a minimum of 100 points. Since the 

Project contains both residential and industrial/commercial developments, both the residential and 

industrial/commercial screening tables must be filled out. A proportion of the points identical to the 

proportion of the multiple uses would be used to determine the total number of points for the 

development. For the Project, approximately 90 percent of the total area is industrial/commercial and 

approximately 10 percent is residential. Therefore, a 0.9 multiplier would be used for the 

industrial/commercial screening table points and a 0.1 multiplier would be used for the residential 

screening table. Table 4.8-9 shows that the proposed Project has the potential to achieve 100 points on 

the CAP’s screening tables through the implementation of high-scoring design features. Note that 

Table 4.8-9 lists all of the design options provided on the screening tables and is not meant to indicate 

that the proposed Project would implement these features. A preliminary set of the screening tables has 

been completed to show that the Project can feasibly achieve 100 points (refer to Appendix B). 

4. Table 4.8-9: GHG Reduction Measures Screening Table for Ontario Development on pages 4.8-28 

through 4.8-33 is revised as follows: 

Table 4.8-9: GHG Reduction Measures Screening Table for Ontario Development 

Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

Multi-Family Residential 

Reduction Measure 1: Building Electrification 

Insulation 

2008 Baseline (walls: R-13; roof/attic: R-30) 0 

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (walls: R-13; roof/attic: R-38)  15 

Enhanced Insulation (rigid wall insulation: R-13; roof/attic: R-38) 18 

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (spray foam wall insulated walls R-15 or 

higher) roof/attic R-38 or higher) 
20 

Windows 

2008 Baseline Windows (0.57 U-factor, 0.4 solar heat gain coefficient 
(SHGC) 

0 

Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation {0.4 U-Factor, 0.32 SHGC) 7 

Enhanced Window Insulation {0.32 U-Factor, 0.25 SHGC) 8 

Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation {0.28 or less U-Factor, 0.22 or less 
SHGC) 

12 

Cool Roof 

Modest Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 

12 

Enhanced Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.2 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 14 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

emittance) 

Greatly Enhanced Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.35 aged solar reflectance, 

0.75 thermal emittance) 
16 

Air Infiltration 

Air barrier applied to exterior walls, calking, and visual inspection such as 
the HERS Verified Quality Insulation Installation (Q11 or equivalent) 

12 

Blower Door HERS Verified Envelope Leakage or equivalent 10 

Thermal Storage of 
Building 

Modest Thermal Mass (10% of floor or 10% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

4 

Enhanced Thermal Mass (20% of floor or 20% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

6 

Enhanced Thermal Mass (80% of floor or 80% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

24 

Replacement of gas 
appliance with 
efficient electric 
appliance (select all 
that apply)  

Electric space heater 6 

Electric water heater 8 

Electric stove 5 

Electric dryer 1 

Additional electric 
appliance measures, if 
applicable (select all 
that apply) 

Electric pool heater (if applicable) 1 

Electric spa heater (if applicable) 1 

Project site does not have any natural gas infrastructure 10 

Reduction Measure 2: Green Roofs 

Installation of a roof 
with a planted layer of 
vegetation over a 
waterproof surface 
for multi-family 
residential  buildings 

Medium Green Roof – Total vegetated area makes up 25% or more of 
combined multi-family residential unit area (in square feet) 

3 

Reduction Measure 3: Urban Cooling 

On-site tree planting 
(select one option) 

1 tree per each required on-site vehicle parking space. 6 

2 trees per each required on-site vehicle parking space. 12 

3 trees per each required on-site vehicle parking space. 18 

Reduction Measure 4: Transit Oriented Communities (TOCs) 

New development is 
located in a transit-
oriented community 
(TOC) 

Development site is located within ½ mile radius of one or more of the 
following: a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) stop, bus transit center, light rail 
station, the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency 
of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon 
peak commute periods, and/or High-Quality Transit Corridor defined as a 

10 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 
15 minutes during peak commute hours. 

Reduction Measure 5: Increase Transit Ridership 

Provision of free 
transit passes for on-
site residents or 
tenants for a period of 
5 years after 
completion of 
construction (select 
one option) 

One 50% discounted annual transit pass for every two parking spaces, or 
one per residential unit, whichever is greater. 

2 

One 100% discounted (free) annual transit pass for every two parking 
spaces or one per residential unit, whichever is greater. 

6 

One 100% discounted (free) annual transit pass per parking space or one 
per residential bedroom, whichever is greater. 

12 

Reduction Measure 6: Vehicle Electrification 

Installation of EV 
charging stations for 
resident vehicle 
parking spaces (select 
one option) 

Installation of Level 2 EV or higher charging stations at a rate of 5-10% of 
required vehicle parking spaces. 

10 

Installation of Level 2 EV or higher charging stations at a rate of 11-29% of 
required vehicle parking spaces. 

20 

Installation of Level 2 EV or higher charging stations at a rate of 30% or 
more of required vehicle parking spaces. 

30 

Reduction Measure 7: Active Transportation 

Installation or 
improvement of 
bicycle facilities 
(select all that apply) 

Bicycle parking facilities with 1:1 ratio of bicycle parking to guest vehicle 
parking space.  

3 

Construct or improve a single bicycle lane facility (only Class I, II, or IV) 
that 1) connects to a larger existing bikeway network or 2) closes an 
existing bikeway network gap that is at least 0.5 miles long. 

6 

Installation or 
improvement of 
pedestrian facilities 
(select one option) 

Two or three pedestrian infrastructure improvements to street design on 
private streets, including, but not limited to curb extensions, raised 
crosswalks, speed humps/bumps, street tree plantings in parkways or 
street medians, and elevated pavement markings. 

3 

Four or more pedestrian infrastructure improvements to street design, 
including, but not limited to cub extensions, raised crosswalks, speed 
humps/bumps, street tree plantings in parkways or street medians, and 
elevated pavement markings. 

6 

Reduction Measure 8: Parking Policy 

Require that some or 
all of resident vehicle 
parking spaces be 
purchased at an 
additional cost. This 
does not include 
guest vehicle parking 
spaces (select one 
option) 

Unbundle, or separate, half (50%) of parking costs of a residential project 
from property costs, requiring those who wish to purchase an additional 
parking space to do so at an additional cost. 

1 

Unbundle, or separate, 100% of residential project’s parking costs from 
property costs, requiring those who wish to purchase parking spaces to do 
so at an additional cost. 

2 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

Reduction Measure 9: Electric construction equipment 

Use zero emission or 
electric construction 
equipment (select one 
option) 

One-third (33%) of construction equipment used for construction (during 
building phase, not including grading phase), measured by number of 
hours in operation, is zero emission equipment. 

4 

Half (50%) of construction equipment used for construction (during the 
building phase, not including the grading phase), measured by the number 
of hours of operation, is zero emission equipment. 

8 

Two-thirds (66%) or more of construction equipment used for 
construction (during the building phase, not including the grading phase), 
measured by number of hours of operation, is zero emission equipment. 

12 

Reduction Measure 10: Waste diversion 

Design and plan multi-
family housing 
developments to 
include on-site areas 
for municipal 
compost/green waste 
and recycling 
bins/containers 

Site design allocates sufficient space for storage and collection of green 
waste, organic waste, and recyclables. 

33 

Reduction Measure 11: Water conservation 

Implement indoor 
water efficiency 
measures (select all 
that apply) 

Implement water efficient showerheads and faucets. 1 

Install on-demand water circulators on all showers/baths. 2 

Incorporate outdoor 
water efficiency 
measures 

Design and plan outdoor landscapes planted with drought-tolerant, low 
maintenance plants with a 1) drip irrigation system or 2) sprinkler 
irrigation system with a water-based irrigation controller. 

4 

Additional Recommended Measures 

AR-1: Meet CalGreen 
voluntary tiers (select 
one option) 

CalGreen Tier 1 compliance. 5 

CalGreen Tier 2 compliance. 10 

AR-2: Generate 
energy from on-site 
solar PV (4 stories and 
higher buildings only, 
select one option) 

Solar PV that generates 30%-49% of residential energy needs on 
multifamily residential buildings that are 4 stories in height or taller. 

5 

Solar PV that generates 50% - 79% of residential energy needs on multi-
family residential buildings that are 4 stories in height or taller. 

10 

Solar PV that generates 80% or more of residential energy needs on 
multifamily residential buildings that are 4 stories in height or taller.  

15 

AR-3: Energy Storage 

If the building is 3 stories in height or less, install battery energy storage 
systems that meet the same performance standards as energy storage 
system that would be required by the building code in an comparable 
building 4 stories in height or taller. 

5 

AR-4: Recycled Water Use recycled water for at least 80% of outdoor water needs. 4 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

AR-5: Reflective 
Paving 

Use high-reflectivity pavement for all hardscaped areas, including parking 
areas, walking paths, and patios. 

4 

AR-6: Building 
Orientation  

Orient the building along a north-south alignment. 3 

AR-7: Building Shading 
Shade at least 90% of south-facing glazing by vegetation or overhangs at 
noon on June 21. 

2 

AR-8: Building 
Daylight 

Provide daylighting in all rooms. 1 

Total Multi-Family Residential Points Possible 218 

Indoor Space Efficiencies 

Heating/Cooling  

Distribution System 

Minimum Duct Insulation (R-4.2 required) 0 

Modest Duct insulation (R-6) 8 

Enhanced Duct Insulation (R-8) 10 

Space Heating/  

Cooling Equipment 

2008 Minimum HVAC Efficiency (SEER 13/60% AFUE or 7.7 HSPF} 0 

Improved Efficiency HVAC (SEER 14/65% AFUE or 8 HSPF) 7 

High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 15/72% AFUE or 8.5 HSPF) 8 

Very High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 16/80% AFUE or 9 HSPF) 12 

Water Heaters 

2008 Minimum Efficiency (0.57 Energy Factor) 0 

Improved Efficiency Water Heater (0.675 Energy Factor) 14 

High Efficiency Water Heater (0.72 Energy Factor) 16 

Very High Efficiency Water Heater (0.92 Energy factor) 19 

Solar Pre-heat System (0.2 Net Solar Fraction) 4 

Enhanced Solar Pre-heat System (0.35 Net Solar Fraction) 8 

Daylighting 

All peripheral rooms within the living space have at least one window 
(required) 

1 

All rooms within the living space have daylight (through use of windows, 

solar tubes, skylights, etc.) 
5 

All rooms daylighted 7 

Artificial Lighting 

2008 Minimum (required) 0 

Efficient lights (25% of In-unit fixtures considered high efficacy. High 
efficacy is defined as 40 lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures: SO 
lumens/watt for15 to 40-watt fixtures, 60 lumens/watt for fixtures 
>40watt) 

9 

High Efficiency lights (50% of in-unit fixtures are high efficacy) 12 

Very High Efficiency Lights (100% of in-unit fixtures are high efficacy) 14 

Appliances Energy Star Commercial Refrigerator (new) 4 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

Energy Star Commercial Dish Washer (new) 4 

Energy Star Commercial Cloths Washing 4 

Building Placement 
North/South alignment of building or other building placement such that 
the orientation of the buildings optimizes natural heating, cooling, and 
lighting. 

5 

Energy Star Homes EPA Energy Star for Homes (version 3 or above) 25 

Irrigation and Landscaping 

Water Efficient 
Landscaping 

Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping 0 

Only moderate water using 3 

Only low water using plants 4 

Only California Native landscape that requires no, or only supplemental, 
irrigation 

8 

Water Efficient  

Irrigation Systems 

Low precipitation spray heads <. 75"/hour, or drip irrigation 1 

Weather based Irrigation control systems combined with drip irrigation 
(demonstrate 20% reduced water use) 

5 

Recycled Water Recycled connections (purple pipe) to irrigation system on-site 5 

Potable Water 

Showers Water Efficient Showerheads (2.0 gpm) 3 

Toilets Water Efficient Toilets (1.5 gpm) 3 

Faucets Water Efficient faucets (1.28 gpm) 3 

Commercial 
Dishwashers 

Water Efficient Dishwasher (6 gallons per cycle or less) 1 

Commercial  

Laundry Washers 
Water Efficient Washing Machine (Water factor < 5.5) 1 

Bicycle Master Plan 

Bicycle 

Infrastructure 

Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and other land uses. 2 

Provide bicycle path linkages between residential and transit. 5 

Industrial 

Insulation 

2008 Baseline (walls: R-13; roof/attic: R-30) 0 

Modestly Enhanced Insulation (walls: R-13; roof/attic: R-38)  15 

Enhanced Insulation (rigid wall insulation: R-13; roof/attic: R-38) 18 

Greatly Enhanced Insulation (spray foam wall insulated walls R-15 or 

higher) roof/attic R-38 or higher) 
20 

Windows 

2008 Baseline Windows (0.57 U-factor, 0.4 solar heat gain coefficient 
(SHGC) 

0 

Modestly Enhanced Window Insulation {0.4 U-Factor, 0.32 SHGC) 7 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

Enhanced Window Insulation {0.32 U-Factor, 0.25 SHGC) 8 

Greatly Enhanced Window Insulation {0.28 or less U-Factor, 0.22 or less 
SHGC) 

12 

Cool Roof 

Modest Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.15 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 
emittance) 

12 

Enhanced Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.2 aged solar reflectance, 0.75 thermal 

emittance) 
14 

Greatly Enhanced Cool Roof (CRRC Rated 0.35 aged solar reflectance, 

0.75 thermal emittance) 
16 

Air Infiltration 

Air barrier applied to exterior walls, calking, and visual inspection such as 
the HERS Verified Quality Insulation Installation (Q11 or equivalent) 

12 

Blower Door HERS Verified Envelope Leakage or equivalent 10 

Thermal Storage of 
Building 

Modest Thermal Mass (10% of floor or 10% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

4 

Enhanced Thermal Mass (20% of floor or 20% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

6 

Enhanced Thermal Mass (80% of floor or 80% of walls: 12" or more thick 
exposed concrete or masonry. No permanently installed floor covering 
such as carpet, linoleum, wood or other insulating materials)  

24 

Indoor Space Efficiencies 

Heating/Cooling  

Distribution System 

Minimum Duct Insulation (R-4.2 required) 0 

Modest Duct insulation (R-6) 8 

Enhanced Duct Insulation (R-8) 10 

Space Heating/  

Cooling Equipment 

2008 Minimum HVAC Efficiency (SEER 13/60% AFUE or 7.7 HSPF} 0 

Improved Efficiency HVAC (SEER 14/65% AFUE or 8 HSPF) 7 

High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 15/72% AFUE or 8.5 HSPF) 8 

Very High Efficiency HVAC (SEER 16/80% AFUE or 9 HSPF) 12 

Water Heaters 

2008 Minimum Efficiency (0.57 Energy Factor) 0 

Improved Efficiency Water Heater (0.675 Energy Factor) 14 

High Efficiency Water Heater (0.72 Energy Factor) 16 

Very High Efficiency Water Heater (0.92 Energy factor) 19 

Solar Pre-heat System (0.2 Net Solar Fraction) 4 

Enhanced Solar Pre-heat System (0.35 Net Solar Fraction) 8 

Daylighting 
All peripheral rooms within the living space have at least one window 
(required) 

1 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

All rooms within the living space have daylight (through use of windows, 

solar tubes, skylights, etc.) 
5 

All rooms daylighted 7 

Artificial Lighting 

2008 Minimum (required) 0 

Efficient lights (25% of In-unit fixtures considered high efficacy. High 
efficacy is defined as 40 lumens/watt for 15 watt or less fixtures: SO 
lumens/watt for15 to 40-watt fixtures, 60 lumens/watt for fixtures 
>40watt) 

9 

High Efficiency lights (50% of in-unit fixtures are high efficacy) 12 

Very High Efficiency Lights (100% of in-unit fixtures are high efficacy) 14 

Appliances 

Energy Star Commercial Refrigerator (new) 4 

Energy Star Commercial Dish Washer (new) 4 

Energy Star Commercial Cloths Washing 4 

Irrigation and Landscaping 

Water Efficient 
Landscaping 

Eliminate conventional turf from landscaping 0 

Only moderate water using 3 

Only low water using plants 4 

Only California Native landscape that requires no, or only supplemental, 
irrigation 

8 

Water Efficient  

Irrigation Systems 

Low precipitation spray heads <. 75"/hour, or drip irrigation 1 

Weather based Irrigation control systems combined with drip irrigation 
(demonstrate 20% reduced water use) 

5 

Recycled Water Recycled connections (purple pipe) to irrigation system on-site 5 

Potable Water 

Showers Water Efficient Showerheads (2.0 gpm) 3 

Toilets Water Efficient Toilets (1.5 gpm) 3 

Faucets Water Efficient faucets (1.28 gpm) 3 

Commercial 
Dishwashers 

Water Efficient Dishwasher (6 gallons per cycle or less) 1 

Commercial  

Laundry Washers 
Water Efficient Washing Machine (Water factor < 5.5) 1 

Warehouse/ Non-Residential Development 

Reduction Measure 1: Building Electrification  

Replacement of gas 

appliance with 

electric appliance 

Electric space heater 5 

Electric water heater 8 

Electric stove (if applicable) 2 



Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan  
Final Environmental Impact Report  Section 3 – Errata to the Draft EIR 

 

City of Ontario  July 2024 
3-15 

Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

(select all that apply) 

Lack of natural gas 

infrastructure 
Project site does not have any natural gas infrastructure 8 

Reduction Measure 2: Solar Energy Systems for New Warehouse Development only (solar energy system required 
for warehouse development) 

Installation of 

rooftop solar energy 

systems at new 

warehouse/ logistics 

facilities. (select one 

option) 

Installation of rooftop solar energy system which generates enough 
electricity to meet 45% of annual warehouse electricity demand. 

22 

Installation of rooftop solar energy system which generates enough 
electricity to meet 90% of annual warehouse electricity demand. 

44 

Installation of rooftop solar energy system which generates enough 
electricity to meet 100% of annual warehouse electricity demand. 

48 

Installation of 

battery storage at 

new warehouse/ 

logistics facilities 

(select one option) 

Solar battery storage installation with a capacity of 200-599 kW (DC). 3 

Solar battery storage installation with a capacity of 600-799 kW (DC). 6 

Solar battery storage installation with a capacity of 800-1200 kW (DC). 11 

Reduction Measure 3: Green Roofs 

Installation of a roof 

with a planted layer 

of vegetation over a 

waterproof surface 

for non-residential 

buildings (select one 

option) 

Medium Green Roof – Total vegetated area makes up 50% of combined 
non-residential floor area (in square feet). 

1 

Large Green Roof – Total vegetated area makes up 100% or more of 
combined non-residential floor area (in square feet). 

2 

Reduction Measure 4: Urban Cooling 

On-site tree planting 

(select one option) 

1 tree per each required on-site employee/visitor vehicle parking space. 4 

2 trees per each required on-site employee/visitor vehicle parking space. 8 

3 trees per each required on-site employee/visitor vehicle parking space. 15 

Reduction Measure 5: Transit Oriented Communities (TOCs) 

New development is 

located in a transit-

oriented community 

(TOC) 

The development site is located within ½ mile radius of one or more of the 
following: a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) stop, bus transit center, light rail 
station, the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency 
of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon 
peak commute periods, and/or High-Quality Transit Corridor defined as a 
corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 
15 minutes during peak commute hours. 

7 

Reduction Measure 6: Increase Transit Ridership 

Provision of free 

transit passes in a 

quantity equivalent 

One free annual transit pass for every employee. 6 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

to the expected 

number of 

employees at the 

non-residential 

building. Transit 

passes shall be 

provided for a period 

of 5 years after 

completion of 

construction. 

Reduction Measure 7: Vehicle Electrification 

Installation of EV 

charging stations for 

truck parking spaces 

(select one option) 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 5-9% of 
planned truck parking spaces. 

2 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 10-19% of 
planned truck parking spaces. 

4 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 20-29% of 
planned truck parking spaces. 

6 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 30-49% of 
planned truck parking spaces. 

10 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 50% or 
more of planned truck parking spaces. 

15 

Reduction Measure 8: Active Transportation 

Installation or 

improvement of 

bicycle facilities 

(select all that apply) 

Bicycle parking facilities with 1:20 ratio of bicycle parking to employee 
vehicle parking space. 

2 

Construct or improve a single bicycle lane facility (only Class I, II, or IV) 
that 1) connects to a larger existing bikeway network or 2) closes an 
existing bikeway network gap that is at least 0.5 miles long. 

3 

Installation or 

improvement of 

pedestrian facilities 

(select one option) 

Two or three pedestrian infrastructure improvements to street design on 
private streets, including, but not limited to curb extensions, raised 
crosswalks, speed humps/bumps, street tree plantings in parkways or 
street medians, and elevated pavement markings. 

2 

Four or more pedestrian infrastructure improvements to street design on 
private streets, including, but not limited to private property curb 
extensions, raised crosswalks, speed humps/bumps, elevated pavement 
markings, and public property street tree plantings in parkways or street 
medians. 

4 

Reduction Measure 9: Parking Policy 

Require that 

employee vehicle 

parking spaces be 

purchased at an 

additional cost. This 

Unbundle, or separate, 100% of non-residential project’s parking costs 
from property costs, requiring those who wish to purchase parking spaces 
to do so at an additional cost. 

1 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

does not include 

client/visitor vehicle 

parking spaces. 

Reduction Measure 10: Electric construction equipment 

Use electric 

construction 

equipment for a 

portion of the 

construction project 

(select one option) 

One-third (33%) of construction equipment used for construction (during 
building phase, not including grading phase), measured by number of 
hours of operation, is zero emission equipment. 

3 

Half (50%) of construction equipment used for construction (during the 
building phase, not including the grading phase), measured by the number 
of hours of operation, is zero emission equipment. 

5 

Two-thirds (66%) or more of construction equipment used for 
construction (during the building phase, not including the grading phase), 
measured by number of hours of operation, is zero emission equipment. 

8 

Reduction Measure 11: Waste diversion 

Site design for non-

residential 

warehouse 

development 

includes site(s) for 

green waste/ 

organics and 

recycling collection 

bins 

Site design allocates sufficient space for storage and collection of green 
waste, organic waste, and recyclables. 

20 

Reduction Measure 12: Water Conservation 

Implement indoor 

water efficiency 

measures (select all 

that apply) 

Install water-efficient faucets and showerheads. 1 

Install on-demand water circulators on commercial sinks or dishwashing 
equipment. 

2 

Incorporate outdoor 

water efficiency 

measures 

Design and plan outdoor landscapes planted with drought-tolerant, low 
maintenance plants with a 1) drip irrigation system or 2) sprinkler 
irrigation system with a weather-based irrigation controller. 

4 

Additional Recommended Measures 

AR-1: Charging 

stations for large 

trucks (select one 

option) 

Installation of conduit for charging stations for zero emission trucks larger 
than two-axles (class 8 and 9, and semi-trucks) so that facilities are 
prepared for the transition to electric trucks. 

4 

Installation of 1-4 charging stations for zero emission trucks larger than 
two-axles (class 8 and 9, and semi-trucks) 

8 

Installation of 5-9 charging stations for zero emission trucks larger than 
two-axles (class 8 and 9, and semi trucks) 

12 

Installation of 10 or more charging stations for zero emission trucks larger 
than two-acles (class 8 and 9, and semi-trucks) 

24 
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Feature Description 
Assigned 

Point Value 

AR-2: Meet CalGreen 

voluntary tiers 

(select one option) 

CalGreen Tier 1 compliance 5 

CalGreen Tier 2 compliance 20 

AR-3: Installation of 

EV charging stations 

for employee vehicle 

parking spaces 

(select one option) 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 5-9% of 
planned employee vehicle parking spaces. 

4 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 10-19% of 
planned employee vehicle parking spaces with Level 2 EV charging 
stations. 

6 

Installation of Level 2 or higher EV charging stations at a rate of 20% or 
more of planned employee vehicle parking spaces Level 2 EV charging 
stations. 

12 

AR-4: Recycled 

Water 
Use recycled water for at least 80% of outdoor water needs. 2 

AR-5: Reflective 

Paving 
Use high-reflectivity pavement for all hardscaped areas, including parking 
areas, walking paths, and patios. 

4 

AR-6: Zero Emission 

Cargo Equipment 
Use of zero emission cargo handling equipment for a minimum of 50% of 
all operations. 

4 

AR-7: Alternative 

Fueling 
Installation of alternative fuel facilities, such as CNG, biofuels, or hydrogen 
fueling stations. 

10 

Total Warehouse Points Possible 238 

Source: City of Ontario, 2023. Ontario Community Climate Action Plan Greenhouse Gas Emissions Screening Tables. City of Ontario 2018. 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures Screening Threshold Table Directions. https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-
Files/Planning/Applications/Greenhouse%20Gas%20-%20Threshold%20%26%20Screening%20Tables.pdf. (accessed April 2023). 

 

Section 4.16: Tribal Cultural Resources 

1. The fourth paragraph on page 4.16-10 is revised as follows:  

As stated above, no TCRs were identified within the Project area. However, impacts to cultural resources, 

including TRCs, are considered potentially significant and mitigation measures are required to ensure the 

proper treatment of undiscovered cultural resources that may be encountered during grading. As 

discussed in Section 4.5: Cultural Resources, the application of mitigation measures MM CUL-6  MM CUL-9 

and MM CUL-7 MM CUL-10 below requiring Cultural Awareness training for all construction and field 

personnel and ensure the proper treatment of undiscovered resources that may be encountered during 

grading would reduce the impacts to less than significant levels. 

2. The fifth paragraph on page 4.16-10 is revised as follows: 

Refer to Section 4.5: Cultural Resources for MM CUL-6 MM CUL-9 and MM CUL-7 MM CUL-10. 

https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-Files/Planning/Applications/Greenhouse%20Gas%20-%20Threshold%20%26%20Screening%20Tables.pdf
https://www.ontarioca.gov/sites/default/files/Ontario-Files/Planning/Applications/Greenhouse%20Gas%20-%20Threshold%20%26%20Screening%20Tables.pdf
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Section 6.0: Alternatives 

1. The third paragraph on page 6-6 is revised as follows:  

Under the No Project/No Build Alternative, no new development would occur, and no construction, 

demolition, or operational activities would generate GHG emissions. Under the No Project/No Build 

Alternative the existing, minimal emissions would continue. These emissions would be incorporated and 

accounted for in the City’s long-range planning efforts and would therefore act as a baseline for the City’s 

air quality goals. Furthermore, this alternative would not increase GHG emissions by 24,271 MTCO2e per 

year, unlike the proposed Project and would avoid the proposed Project’s significant and unavoidable 

impacts. Therefore, impacts under the No Project/No Build Alternative would be reduced compared to 

the Project. 

2. The sixth paragraph on page 6-11 is revised as follows:  

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would have the same overall impact area as the proposed 

Project. This alternative would result in up to 466 dwelling units, 1,517 residents, and 1,655 employees. 

The No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative would result in similar impacts to the proposed Project. 

Therefore, construction and operation related greenhouse gas emissions would be similar and would 

remain significant and unavoidable. All future development areas would be consistent with TOP 2050 

under this alternative and be zoned for urban uses rather than agricultural uses. Therefore, impacts under 

this alternative would be the same compared to the proposed Project. 

3. The first paragraph on page 6-17 is revised as follows:  

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative would develop the Project site for the same type of mixed-use and 

business park uses, but with less intensity than the proposed Project. Therefore, a reduced volume of 

construction activities and associated GHG emissions would occur. In addition, the reduced square 

footage would result in less stationary source emissions from equipment on-site, and less traffic related 

GHG emissions than the proposed Project. The proposed Project would result in the generation of 

approximately 24,271 MTCO2e per year, which would be reduced by approximately 25 percent to 18,204 

MTCO2e per year under the Reduced-Intensity Alternative. This alternative would result in a similar 

impact to the Project, and mitigation measures would be incorporated to reduce emissions to less than 

significant levels. This alternative would still result in significant and unavoidable GHG impacts, since it 

would exceed the threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year, and mitigation measures would not reduce 

emissions to less than significant levels. Therefore, the alternative would have a significant and 

unavoidable impact on GHG emissions, but would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. 

4. The second paragraph on page 6-22 is revised as follows:  

The Reduced-Intensity Alternative has been identified as the environmentally-superior alternative 

because it would result in reduced impacts related to noise, population and housing, public services, 

transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems and similar impacts related to agriculture and 

forestry resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG 

emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, and 

tribal cultural resources. However, the Reduced-Intensity Alternative would still result in significant and 
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unavoidable impacts related to agricultural and forestry resources, air quality, cultural resources, GHG 

emissions, and transportation and traffic. Impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, geology and 

soils, GHG emissions, hazardous and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and tribal cultural 

resources would be similar to the proposed Project. 
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Section 4.0 Final EIR Appendices 

4.1 DEIR DISTRIBUTION PACKAGE 

The following items are provided in the Affidavit of Distribution for the Draft EIR. 

• Affidavit of Distribution 

• Proof of Publication, The Press Enterprise  

• NOA – San Bernardino County Clerk Filing Copy 
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