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1. Introduction 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and CEQA 
Guidelines (California Code of  Regulations §§ 15000 et seq.). 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of  the Draft; 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR either verbatim or in summary; 

(c) A list of  persons, organizations, and public agencies comments on the DEIR; 

(d) The responses of  the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 
consultation process; and 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This document contains responses to comments received on the DEIR for the Ontario Ranch Business Park 
Specific Plan during the public review period, which began February 13, 2020, and closed March 30, 2020. This 
document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and represents the 
independent judgment of  the Lead Agency. This document and the circulated DEIR comprise the FEIR, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

1.2 FORMAT OF THE FEIR 
This document is organized as follows:  

Section 1, Introduction. This section describes CEQA requirements and content of  this FEIR. 

Section 2, Response to Comments. This section provides a list of  agencies and interested persons 
commenting on the DEIR; 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 (A-1 through A-8 for letters received from agencies). Individual comments have been 
numbered for each letter and the letter is followed by responses with references to the corresponding comment 
number.  
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Section 3. Revisions to the Draft EIR. This section contains revisions to the DEIR text and figures as a 
result of  the comments received by agencies and interested persons as described in Section 2, and/or errors 
and omissions discovered subsequent to release of  the DEIR for public review.  

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of  the FEIR. 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 DEIR 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 DEIR. 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. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons and 
public agencies that the focus of  review and comment of  DEIRs 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.” 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.” 

In accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, copies of  the written responses to public 
agencies will be forwarded to those agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the environmental impact report. 
The responses will be forwarded with copies of  this FEIR, as permitted by CEQA, and will conform to the 
legal standards established for response to comments on DEIRs. 
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2. Response to Comments 
Section 15088 of  the CEQA Guidelines requires the Lead Agency (City of  Ontario) to evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and prepare 
written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the City of  Ontario’s responses to each 
comment.  

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where sections 
of  the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. Changes to the DEIR 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 DEIR during the public review 
period. 

 
Number 

Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

Agencies & Organizations 

A1 Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Paul Rull, ALUC Principal Planner February 18, 2020 2-3 

A2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), 
Margaret Isied, Assistant Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR February 21, 2020 2-9 

A3 South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), 
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR March 24, 2020 2-13 

A4 San Bernardino County – Department of Public Works, Michael R. Perry, 
Supervising Planner March 25, 2020 2-25 

A5 California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk 
Reduction Branch March 27, 2020 2-29 

A6 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Scott Wilson, 
Environmental Program Manager March 27, 2020 2-45 

A7 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), Scott Morgan, Director, 
State Clearinghouse March 30, 2020 2-71 

A8 City of Chino, Warren Morelion, AICP, City Planner March 30, 2020 2-75 

A9 Department of Transportation May 19, 2020 2-87 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Paul Rull, ALUC Principal Planner (1 of  3 pages) 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Paul Rull, ALUC Principal Planner (2 of  3 pages) 
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LETTER A1 – Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Paul Rull, ALUC Principal Planner (3 of  3 pages) 
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A1. Response to Comments from Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Paul Rull, ALUC 
Principal Planner, dated February 18, 2020. 

A1-1 The commenter is correct in stating that the project site is within Zone E, not Zone D. 
This change has been incorporated into the EIR, as identified in Section 3, Revisions to the 
Draft EIR, in this FEIR. The proposed project would develop office and warehouse uses 
onsite, which are allowed within Zone E. 

A1-2 See response to A1-1.  
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LETTER A2 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Margaret Isied, 
Assistant Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR (1 of 2 pages) 
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LETTER A2 – South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Margaret Isied, 
Assistant Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR (2 of 2 pages) 
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A2. Response to Comments South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), 
Margaret Isied, Assistant Air Quality Specialist, CEQA IGR, dated February 21, 2020. 

A2-1 Upon the request of  the commenter, the live modeling files that were used to generate 
the CalEEMod, AERMOD, and HARP runs were sent to South Coast AQMD. 
Additionally, the off-model emissions and risk calculations spreadsheets were sent to 
South Coast AQMD. The documents were sent electronically on February 25, 2020. 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (1 of  8 pages) 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (2 of  8 pages) 

  



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-15 

LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (3 of  8 pages) 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (4 of  8 pages) 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (5 of  8 pages) 

  



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

2. Response to Comments 

Page 2-18 PlaceWorks 

LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (6 of  8 pages) 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (7 of  8 pages) 
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LETTER A3– South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD), Program Supervisor, 
CEQA IGR (8 of  8 pages) 
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A3. Response to Comments from South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast 
AQMD), Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR, dated March 24, 2020. 

Intro Responses to the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (South Coast AQMD) 
comments can be found in responses A3-2 through A3-8.  

A3-1 The commenter asserts that the health risk assessment used a shorter exposure duration 
than is recommended for operational uses. The health risks for a 30-year exposure to 
operational emissions is provided on page 5.2-40 of  the Draft EIR (Table 5.2-16 
Operational HRA Results). As discussed in the DEIR, the health risk to the maximum 
exposed residential receptor would be 6.2 in a million over a 30-year exposure duration, 
which is below the South Coast AQMD threshold of  10 in a million.  

The combined “Construction and Operational” health risks, provided on page 5.2-41 of  
the Draft EIR (Table 5.2-17), take into account that a nearby resident could be exposed 
to 2-years of  construction emissions and 28-years of  operational emissions over a total 
exposure period of  30 years. Therefore, the combined “Construction and Operation” 
scenario is calculated for a 30-year exposure duration which is in alignment with South 
Coast AQMD’s recommended CEQA guidance for residential receptors. 

A3-2 The commenter recommends revisions to the construction mitigation measures, including 
Tier 4 equipment, zero- or near zero-emission on-road vehicles, and a discussion of  
requirements of  South Coast AQMD Rule 403(e). 

Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 already require use of  newer, lower emissions Tier 
4 engines for equipment 50 horsepower. At the request of  the commenter, Tier 4 Final 
equipment will be required and the applicable mitigation measure has been revised 
accordingly. 

During construction, on-road trucks onsite would meet the CARB’s current Truck and 
Bus Rule. However, construction contractors do not own their own truck fleets. Rather, 
they are served by third-party trucks operated by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo 
owners (BCO). Additionally, while penetration of  ZE trucks into the commercial market 
is imminent, there are no commercially available ZE trucks today. Imposing extensive 
requirements on the proposed project related to emerging technology, when the various 
types of  technological advancements and their timeframes for common availability are 
not known with any certainty, is not feasible. As a result, requiring that individual 
construction contractors utilize zero emission (ZE) trucks is not a feasible mitigation 
measure 

A discussion of  South Coast AQMD Rule 403 is included on page 5.2-11 of  the Draft 
EIR. Additionally, Rule 403 is identified as a Plan, Policy, or Program (PPP) AIR-4. At the 
request of  the commenter, additional information regarding requirements for large 
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grading operations has been incorporated into the EIR Section 5.2, Air Quality, at Page 
5.2-11 and can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR.  

A3-3 The commenter requests written responses to all DEIR comments prior to certification 
of  the FEIR and cites various CEQA Guidelines. Comment noted.  

A3-4 The commenter describes sensitive receptors for purposes of  the health risk assessment 
and asserts that the operational exposure duration is incorrect. The health risks for a 30-
year exposure to operational emissions is provided on page 5.2-40 of  the Draft EIR (Table 
5.2-16 Operational HRA Results). As discussed in the DEIR, the health risk to the 
maximum exposed residential receptor would be 6.2 in a million over a 30-year exposure 
duration, which is below the South Coast AQMD threshold of  10 in a million.  

The combined “Construction and Operational” health risks, provided on page 5.2-41 of  
the Draft EIR (Table 5.2-17), take into account that a nearby resident could be exposed 
to 2-years of  construction emissions and 28-years of  operational emissions over a total 
exposure period of  30 years. Therefore, the combined “Construction and Operation” 
scenario is calculated for a 30-year exposure duration which is in alignment with South 
Coast AQMD’s recommended CEQA guidance for residential receptors. 

A3-5 The commenter references guidance documents for siting warehouses near sensitive 
receptors and recommends a 1,000-foot separation between sensitive land uses and 
project. The project area is limited to the boundaries of  the project site. Sensitive receptors 
proximate to the site are identified in, Figure 5.2-1, Project Site and Off-Site Sensitive Receptors. 
One home that is part of  an existing dairy operation is within 82 feet of  the project site 
and all other homes are at least 150 feet away and all homes are located away from the 
large buildings that will generate the most truck traffic. As previously stated, based on the 
nearest sensitive receptor, health risk impacts were determined to be less than significant. 
Therefore, a 1,000 foot-buffer zone is not required or feasible. 

A3-6 The commenter suggests revisions to Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16. These 
mitigation measures already require use of  newer, lower emissions Tier 4 engines for 
equipment more than 50 horsepower. At the request of  the Commenter, Tier 4 Final 
equipment will be required where available and the applicable mitigation measure has been 
revised accordingly. Revisions to these mitigation measures have been incorporated into 
the EIR and can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR. 

A6-7 The commenter requests that the project implement further mitigation measures in 
Attachment A to decrease construction and operations emissions. Additional information 
requested by the commenter and incorporated into the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR. The following summarizes South Coast AQMD’s 
recommended measures and provides a response to each proposed measure: 
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Construction-Related Air Quality Mitigation Measures  

a) Require construction equipment such as concrete/industrial saws, pumps, aerial lifts, material hoist, 
air compressors, forklifts, excavator, wheel loader, and soil compactors be electric or alternative-fueled (i.e., 
non-diesel). Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 has been modified to require electric 
equipment for equipment 25 horsepower and lower. 

Operational-Related Air Quality Mitigation Measures 

b) Require the use of  zero-emissions (ZE) or near-zero emissions (NZE) on-road vehicles and off-road 
equipment during operation. Trucks accessing the project site are required to comply with 
applicable regulations, including CARB’s Truck and Bus Rule. By January 1, 2023, nearly 
all trucks and buses will be required to have 2010 or newer model year engines. While 
penetration of  ZE trucks into the commercial market is imminent, there are no 
commercially available ZE trucks today. As a result, it is speculative to determine what the 
market penetration and availability of  ZE trucks will be in year 2030. When ZE trucks 
enter the market, there is likely to be limited availability of  these trucks while they are first 
phased into the commercial market over the next 10 years. Imposing extensive 
requirements on the proposed project related to emerging technology, when the various 
types of  technological advancements and their timeframes for common availability are 
not known with any certainty, is not a feasible mitigation measure. Additionally, at this 
time the future tenant is unknown, therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or 
not individual warehouse operators would have their own truck fleets or be served by 
third-party trucks operated by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., 
the project applicant nor tenants own the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that 
requires all electric trucks is not a feasible mitigation measure. However, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-13 has been added to require phase-in of  ZE and NZE trucks. A 
performance standard is not applicable since one is not available; and it is speculative to 
determine if/when ZE trucks will be phased-into the market. 

c) Limit the daily number of  truck trips allowed at the Proposed Project to the level that was analyzed in 
the Final EIR (e.g., 796 daily truck trips). The traffic analysis included in DEIR Section 5.14, 
Transportation, provides a conservative estimate of  the maximum number of  truck trips 
generated by the project based on the maximum allowable building square footage. CEQA 
requires that an EIR evaluate the proposed project based on reasonable assumptions and 
foreseeable actions. The number of  passenger vehicle and truck trips that the project is 
expected to generate is based on Institute of  Transportation Engineers (ITE) in their Trip 
Generation Manual (10th Edition), recommendations, which rely on surveyed data from 
other operating industrial warehouse buildings, which is reasonable and reliable 
information. Information on ITE trip rates and vehicle type mixes is found in the DEIR, 
Traffic Study (DEIR Appendix L1). Instituting a cap on the number of  trucks that can 
access the project’s building is not required under CEQA, nor would it be reasonable or 
feasible for the City of  Ontario to monitor and enforce such a requirement. The DEIR 
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has made reasonable assumptions based on substantial evidence by using ITE 
recommendations based on a reasonable type of  building occupant that would be 
permitted by the site’s zoning. Based on the foregoing discussion, the City concludes that 
it would be infeasible to impose and enforce a numerical cap on the number of  trucks 
that access the site on a daily basis during the project’s operation. Furthermore, 
subsequent projects within the Specific Plan would be required to evaluate whether or not 
the individual site-specific project is within the scope of  the EIR. For these reasons, the 
City respectfully rejects the commenter’s recommendation to impose and enforce a 
numerical cap on the number of  trucks that the project attracts during its operation. 

d) Design the Proposed Project such that any check-in point for trucks is well inside the Proposed Project 
site to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside of  the facility. Trucks are required to adhere 
to the City’s truck routes and trucks prohibitions (e.g., prohibiting truck traffic and truck 
parking in residential areas), subject to enforcement penalties (fines). Truck routing 
information will be posted or provided by future tenants. The project has already been 
designed to provide internal roadway circulation to ensure that trucks will not queue on 
public streets. At the request of  the commenter, a new Mitigation Measure AQ-15 has 
been added to prevent off-site queuing of  trucks in the event a warehouse includes an on-
site “check-in” point.  

A3-8 The commenter requests a discussion of  the project’s compliance with South Coast 
AQMD Rule 403(e). The project will be required to adhere to all South Coast AQMD 
rules including Rule 403, Rule 1156. A discussion of  South Coast AQMD Rule 403 is 
included on page 5.2-11 of  the Draft EIR. Additionally, Rule 403 is identified as a Plan, 
Policy, or Program (PPP) AIR-4. At the request of  the Commenter, additional 
information regarding requirements for large grading operations has been incorporated 
into the EIR and can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR. 

The commenter also requests consultation in the event that methane is encountered and 
requires remediation, control, or capture A discussion of  the potential to encounter 
methane hazards is included in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the DEIR. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 requires soil gas testing prior to grading activities in order to 
identify the presence or absence of  methane. In accordance with Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 and the Department of  Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), if  methane exceeds 
the 5,000 ppmv the Applicant will be required to install a methane gas mitigation system. 
Installation of  the soil gas mitigation system may require use of  portable equipment that 
requires a permit from South Coast AQMD. If  required, the Applicant will be required to 
obtain the applicable permit(s) from South Coast AQMD in accordance with existing 
regulations. 
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A4. Response to Comments from San Bernardino County – Department of Public Works, Michael 
R. Perry, Supervising Planner, dated March 25, 2020. 

A4-1 The commenter states that existing and future storm drainage improvements are subject 
to the City of  Ontario MPD, dated March 2012 and the impact area is the Chino SOI 
Subarea 2 MPD, dated June 2005. Improvements should be reviewed and approved by the 
cities of  Ontario and Chino. Additionally, the commenter requests to be provided all 
public notices relating to the project. 

As indicated in Section 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, the project’s storm drain 
improvements are consistent with the facilities in Drainage Area XIV of  the City of  
Ontario Master Plan of  Drainage. The project will be required to contribute funds to the 
construction (by others) of  the master planned storm drain facilities south of  Merrill 
Avenue according to a formula and timing to be determined in the Development 
Agreement. In addition, the project shall mitigate flooding of  existing storm drain 
facilities downstream of  the project site (south of  Merrill Avenue), in the City of  Chino, 
to the satisfaction of  the City of  Chino. 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (1 of  8 
pages) 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (2 of  8 
pages) 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (3 of  8 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (4 of  8 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (5 of  8 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (6 of  8 
pages)  
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (7 of  8 
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LETTER A5 – California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, Risk Reduction Branch (8 of  8 
pages) 
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A5. Response to Comments from California Air Resources Board (CARB), Richard Boyd, Chief, 
Risk Reduction Branch, dated March 27, 2020. 

Intro The comment provides introductory comments and describes the project description. 
Responses to the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) comments can be found in 
responses A5-1 through A5-7.  

A5-1 The comment that the project is proximate to economically and socially vulnerable 
communities that are exposed to high levels of  air pollution is noted, including the 
residential receptors and schools within a two-mile radius of  the Specific Plan area. 
Sensitive receptors proximate to the site are identified in, Figure 5.2-1, Project Site and Off-
Site Sensitive Receptors. Section 5.2, Air Quality, identifies that the proposed project would 
result in construction and operational phase emissions that would cumulatively contribute 
to the nonattainment designations in the SoCAB and health effects. As requested by the 
commenter, additional mitigation measures have been considered and incorporated into 
the EIR to reduce emissions. The project includes mitigation measures AQ-1 through 
AQ-15 and PDF AQ-1 through PDF AQ-3 to ensure that air pollution emissions are 
minimized, thus minimizing the impact on surrounding communities. Additional 
information requested by the commenter that have been incorporated into the EIR can 
be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR.  

A5-2 The commenter asserts that the health risk assessment used inappropriate assumptions to 
model the project’s health risk impacts from on-site transportation refrigeration units 
(TRUs).  

Cold Storage Space. The EIR conservatively estimates the amount of  tenant space that 
would be utilized for cold storage as 10 percent of  the total allowable square footage 
within the Specific Plan area (i.e., 200,000 square feet). Large warehouses are not typically 
associated with cold storage use. This is because the tenants that require cold storage 
operations typically lease smaller spaces to house refrigerated goods. As a result, the 
majority of  warehouse square footage space utilized by tenants that require cold storage 
usage is a small percentage of  the overall warehouse square footage. In the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) region, based on an analysis of  
warehouse space conducted for Proposed Rule 2305, Warehouse Indirect Source Review (ISR), 
only one percent of  the warehouse over 100,000 square feet have cold storage use. The 
commenter’s assertion that over half  the warehouse space could be cold storage space is 
not supported by substantial evidence. The EIR assumes that all 138 truck trips associated 
with cold storage uses have transport refrigeration units (TRUs) (100 percent of  the cold 
storage truck trips), which equates to over 17 percent of  the total project trucks. As a 
result, the EIR likely overestimates the number of  trucks with TRUs and associated 
emissions generated by the Specific Plan. The assumptions used for the health risk 
assessment are very conservative.  
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TRU Idling. CARB identifies that TRUs can operate for up to two hours per visit; and 
this most conservative assumption on TRU idling (i.e., all trucks idle for two hours) should 
be used for the analysis. However, not all TRUs idle for the maximum duration of  two 
hours. As a result, the EIR utilizes an average TRUs idling time of  approximately 30 
minutes per truck per day, resulting in 34.5 hours of  TRU idling on the project site each 
day. This idling duration is based on Appendix VII: Risk Characterization Scenarios of  
CARB’s Final Diesel Risk Reduction Plan prepared in October 2000.1 Per this document, 
the risk characterization scenario discussion for a distribution center states it was assumed 
TRUs cycled 25 percent of  the time for two hours (i.e., 15 minutes every hour for two 
hours) (see page VII-6). Additionally, Table 6, Trailer TRU Activity Average, of  CARB’s 
Draft 2019 Update to Emissions Inventory for Transportation Refrigeration Units, 
indicates an average TRU engine running time of  25.1 percent.2 As identified above, the 
amount of  TRUs and associated emissions generated by the project is likely overestimated 
as the EIR assumes that 17 percent of  the trucks are equipped with TRUs.  

TRU Emission Rate. CARB identifies that the EIR analyzed TRUs with a power rating 
of  50 horsepower (hp) and that TRUs with a power rating of  less than 25 hp have a higher 
PM emission rate (0.3 g/bhp-hr) than for TRUs with a power rating between 25 and 50 
hp (0.02 g/bhp-hr). However, based on calendar year 2022 data from OFFROAD2017, 
Version 1.0.1, 95.7 percent of  non-railcar TRUs operating in California (statewide) and in 
San Bernardino County (South Coast portion) have a power rating of  greater than 25 
horsepower (i.e., 50 HP_Bin category). Additionally, Figure 15, Composite TRU Population 
Forecast and Backcast, of  CARB’s Draft 2019 Update to Emissions Inventory for 
Transportation Refrigeration Units indicates that in the year 2020 the majority of  TRUs 
registered in California are over 25 hp.3 It should be noted that emissions from TRUs are 
likely overestimated as the EIR assumes that 17 percent of  the trucks are equipped with 
TRUs. However, at the request of  the commenter, Mitigation Measure AQ-8 has been 
incorporated into the FEIR that trucks with TRUs must meet the USEPA Tier 4 standard 
of  0.02 grams per brake horsepower hour (g/bhp-hr) of  particulate matter (PM). 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires that all the truck docking bays that serve 
cold storage tenants be electrified. As a result, modeling conducted for TRU idling is 
overly conservative because modeling conducted for the EIR assumed that none of  the 
trucks with TRUs would utilize/have the plug-in capabilities. However, most newer cold-
storage trucks are equipped with an integral diesel engine in TRU housing (i.e., “hybrid 
TRUs”). When in transit, these hybrid TRUs are powered by the truck’s diesel engine. 
However, when the truck is not in transit, the hybrid TRUs utilize electric power supplied 

 
1  California Air Resources Board. 2000, October. Appendix VII: Risk Characterization Scenarios. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/diesel/documents/rrpapp7.pdf. 
2  California Air Resources Board. 2019, October. Draft 2019 Update to Emissions Inventory for Transport Refrigeration Units. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/cold-storage/documents/hra_emissioninventory2019.pdf. 
3  California Air Resources Board. 2019, October. Draft 2019 Update to Emissions Inventory for Transport Refrigeration Units. 

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/cold-storage/documents/hra_emissioninventory2019.pdf. 



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

2. Response to Comments 

August 2020 Page 2-39 

at the docks. The primary issue with the new hybrid TRUs and battery TRUs is that there 
is not sufficient infrastructure in place to allow the TRU to be plugged in when stationary. 
Because the proposed project requires electrification of  the docks, newer TRUs are able 
to utilize the infrastructure to be ‘zero emissions’ when plugged in at the docks (i.e., zero 
idling). Consequently, TRU idling at the docks is likely to decrease overtime as older diesel-
only TRUs are replaced with battery TRUs and hybrid TRUs.  

A5-3 The commenter states that there are inconsistencies between the air pollutant emission 
rates shown in DEIR Table 5.2-11 and Appendix C. As requested by the commenter, 
technical revisions to Tables 5.2-11, 5.2-12, 5.2-15, and 5.2-19 have been incorporated into 
the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR. These edits do not 
change the findings of  the EIR.  

A5-4 The commenter requests additional emission reduction measures provided in Attachment 
A in the comment letter. The project includes mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-15 
and PDF AQ-1 through PDF AQ-3 to ensure that air pollution emissions are minimized, 
thus minimizing the impact on surrounding communities. Mitigation Measures identified 
by the commenter in Attachment A and are addressed individually in response to 
Comments A5-6 and A5-7 for construction and operational impacts, respectively. 
Additional mitigation measures identified by the commenter that have been incorporated 
into the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR.  

A5-5 The commenter makes concluding statements reiterating previous comments. See 
response to Comments A5-1 through A6-4 above and responses to Attachment A in 
response to Comments A5-6 and A5-7. As requested by the Commenter, additional 
mitigation measures have been considered an incorporated into the EIR to reduce 
emissions. Additional information requested by the commenters and incorporated into 
the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, in this FEIR. 

A5-6 The commenter requests that the project implement further mitigation measures in 
Attachment A to decrease construction emissions. Additional information requested by 
the commenters and incorporated into the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to the 
DEIR, in this FEIR. The following summarizes CARB’s recommended measures and 
provides a response to each proposed measure in Attachment A: 

Recommended Construction Measures 

1. Ensure the cleanest possible construction practices and equipment are used. This includes eliminating 
the idling of  diesel-powered equipment and providing the necessary infrastructure (e.g., electrical hookups) 
to support zero and near-zero equipment and tools. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 require 
use of  newer, lower emissions Tier 4 engines for equipment 50 horsepower and higher, 
and electric equipment for equipment 25 horsepower and lower. 
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2. Implement, and plan accordingly for, the necessary infrastructure to support the zero and near-zero 
emission technology vehicles and equipment that will be operating on site. Necessary infrastructure may 
include the physical (e.g., needed footprint), energy, and fueling infrastructure for construction equipment, 
on-site vehicles and equipment, and medium-heavy and heavy-heavy duty trucks. As discussed in detail 
above, zero emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE) construction equipment are not 
readily available. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-16 require use of  newer, lower 
emission equipment. However, this equipment is also diesel. Furthermore, permanent 
infrastructure is not needed for temporary construction equipment fueling. Consequently, 
this measure is not considered applicable for the project.  

3. In construction contracts, include language that requires all off-road diesel-powered equipment used 
during construction to be equipped with Tier 4 or cleaner engines, except for specialized construction 
equipment in which Tier 4 engines are not available. In place of  Tier 4 engines, off-road 
equipment can incorporate retrofits such that emission reductions achieved equal or 
exceed that of  a Tier 4 engine. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 (previously AQ-11) 
already require use of  Tier 4 engines for equipment 50 horsepower or higher.  

4. In construction contracts, include language that requires all off-road equipment with a power rating 
below 19 kilowatts (e.g., plate compactors, pressure washers) used during project construction be battery 
or alternative fuel powered. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 (previously AQ-11) have 
been revised to require use of  battery or alternative fuel powered equipment for off-road 
equipment rated 25 horsepower or less. Equipment with a power rating of  19 kilowatts is 
equal to 25 horsepower engine. 

5. In construction contracts, include language that requires all heavy-duty trucks entering the construction 
site, during the grading and building construction phases be model year 2014 or later. All heavy-duty haul 
trucks should also meet CARB's lowest optional low-NOx standard starting in the year 2022. During 
construction, trucks onsite would meet the CARB’s current Truck and Bus Rule. However, 
construction contractors do not own their own truck fleets. Rather, they are served by 
third-party trucks operated by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO). As 
a result, requiring that individual construction contractors utilize 2014 or newer trucks is 
not a feasible mitigation measure.  

6. In construction contracts, include language that requires all construction equipment and fleets to be in 
compliance with all current air quality regulations. CARB staff  is available to assist in implementing 
this recommendation. The project will be required by law to comply with applicable air quality 
regulations. Additionally, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-16 require use of  Tier 4 
engines.  

A5-7 The commenter requests that the project implement further mitigation measures in 
Attachment A to decrease operation air pollutant emissions. As requested by the 
commenter, additional mitigation measures have been considered and incorporated into 
the EIR to expedite integration of  zero emission (ZE) and near-zero emission (NZE) 
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technologies for warehouses and distribution centers. Additional information requested 
by the commenters and incorporated into the EIR can be found in Chapter 3, Revisions to 
the DEIR, in this FEIR. The following summarizes CARB’s recommended measures and 
provides a response to each proposed measure in Attachment A: 

Recommended Operation Measures 

1. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires tenants to use the cleanest 
technologies available, and to provide the necessary infrastructure to support zero-emission vehicles and 
equipment that will be operating on site. The DEIR includes project design features (PDFs) and 
mitigation measures for onsite equipment. PDF AQ-1 requires electric indoor material 
handling equipment and Mitigation Measure AQ-5 requires use of  electric-powered yard 
trucks/hostlers. Mitigation Measure AQ-9 requires that landscape equipment be electric 
powered. The DEIR also includes PDFs and mitigation measures for electric vehicles 
(EV), such as passenger vehicles, trucks, and transport refrigeration units. PDF AQ-3 
requires that 71 parking stalls be equipped with electric vehicle (EV) charging 
infrastructure. Mitigation Measure GHG-2 increases the number of  EV charging stations 
for passenger vehicles to comply with the voluntary standards of  the California Green 
Building Standards Code (CALGreen). Mitigation Measure AQ-6 requires that tenant 
improvements for warehouses that require cold storage provide electric charging at the 
docks to allow for electric TRUs. New mitigation measures have been added to support 
future truck electric charging to ensure that the project supports the transition to ZE 
trucks (Mitigation Measure AQ-11) and use of  newer Tier 4 TRUs for facilities with cold 
storage (Mitigation Measure AQ-7).  

2. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires all loading/unloading docks and 
trailer spaces be equipped with electrical hookups for trucks with transport refrigeration units (TRU) or 
auxiliary power units. Use of  zero-emission all-electric plug-in TRUs, hydrogen fuel cell transport 
refrigeration, and cryogenic transport refrigeration are encouraged and can also be included in lease 
agreements. The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-6, which requires that tenant 
improvements for warehouses that require cold storage provide electric charging at the 
docks to allow for electric TRUs. Additionally, at this time the future tenant is unknown, 
therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or not individual warehouse operators 
would have their own truck fleets or be served by third-party trucks operated by carriers 
contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., the project applicant nor tenants own 
the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that requires all electric TRUs or alternatively 
fueled TRUs is not a feasible mitigation measure. 

3. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires all TRUs entering the project site 
be plug-in capable. See also response A5-2. The DEIR includes Mitigation Measure AQ-6, 
which requires that tenant improvements for warehouses that require cold storage provide 
electric charging at the docks to allow for electric TRUs. Additionally, at this time the 
future tenant is unknown; therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or not 
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individual warehouse operators would have their own truck fleets or be served by third-
party trucks operated by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., the 
project applicant nor tenants own the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that requires 
plug-in capable TRUs is not a feasible mitigation measure as a requirement, although it 
may present an option. 

4. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires future tenants to exclusively use 
zero-emission light and medium-duty delivery trucks and vans. Tenants for warehouses generally utilize 
the most fuel-efficient fleets for their business activities. These fleets typically include zero-emissions 
or alternatively fueled light and medium-duty vehicles. At this time the future tenant is 
unknown, therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or not individual warehouse 
operators would have their own truck fleets or be served by third-party trucks operated 
by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., the project applicant nor 
tenants own the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that requires light-duty and medium 
duty electric trucks is not a feasible mitigation measure. 

5. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements requiring all TRUs, trucks, and cars entering 
the Project site be zero-emission. The measure language recommended by CARB is not feasible. While 
penetration of  ZE trucks into the commercial market is imminent, there are no 
commercially available ZE trucks today. Additionally, at this time the future tenant is 
unknown, therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or not individual warehouse 
operators would have their own truck fleets or be served by third-party trucks operated 
by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., the project applicant nor 
tenants own the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that requires all electric trucks and 
all electric TRUs is not a feasible mitigation measure. Similarly, requiring passenger 
vehicles driven by the tenant’s employees to be ZE vehicle is also not a feasible mitigation 
measure.  

6. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires all service equipment (e.g., yard 
hostlers, yard equipment, forklifts, and pallet jacks) used within the project site to be zero-emission. The 
DEIR already incorporates project design feature (PDF) AQ-1 which requires electric 
fueled indoor cargo-handling equipment (e.g., forklifts) and Mitigation Measure AQ-5, 
which requires electric yard trucks/hostlers.  

7. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires all heavy-duty trucks entering or 
on the project site to be model year 2014 or later, expedite a transition to zero-emission vehicles, and be 
fully zero-emission beginning in 2030. Trucks accessing the project site are required to comply with 
applicable regulations, including CARB’s Truck and Bus Rule. By January 1, 2023, nearly all trucks 
and buses will be required to have 2010 or newer model year engines. While penetration 
of  ZE trucks into the commercial market is imminent, there are no commercially available 
ZE trucks today. As a result, it is speculative to determine what the market penetration 
and availability of  ZE trucks will be in year 2030. Additionally, at this time the future 
tenant is unknown, therefore, it is not possible to determine whether or not individual 
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warehouse operators would have their own truck fleets or be served by third-party trucks 
operated by carriers contracted by beneficial cargo owners (BCO) (i.e., the project 
applicant nor tenants own the trucks). As a result, a lease agreement that requires all 
electric trucks and/or use of  2014 or newer trucks is not a feasible mitigation measure. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-13 has been added to require phase-in of  ZE and NZE trucks.  

8. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that requires the tenant be in, and monitor 
compliance with, all current air quality regulations for on-road trucks including CARB's Heavy-Duty 
(Tractor-Trailer) Greenhouse Gas Regulation, Periodic Smoke Inspection Program (PSIP), and the 
Statewide Truck and Bus Regulation. The DEIR already incorporates PDF AQ-2, which 
requires use of  2010 or better model year engines. A new Mitigation Measure AQ-14 has 
been incorporated into the EIR at the request of  the commenter to ensure that these 
regulations are part of  the operator’s employee training handbook.  

9. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements restricting trucks and support equipment from 
idling longer than five minutes while on site. The CARB’s idling restrictions are already identified 
as a requirement under Plans, Policies, and Program (PPP) AIR-3.  

10. Include contractual language in tenant lease agreements that limits on-site TRU diesel engine runtime 
to no longer than 15 minutes. If  no cold storage operations are planned, include contractual language and 
permit conditions that prohibit cold storage operations unless a health risk assessment is conducted and 
the health impacts fully mitigated. See also response to Comment A5-2. The EIR includes a 
conservative assumption regarding the amount of  total warehouse space that would be 
cold storage. The duration of  TRU idling is necessitated based on the interior temperature 
of  the unit. At this time, it is unknown what types of  cold storage products would occur 
within the individual tenant spaces. Therefore, requiring restrictions on “essential” idling 
duration is not feasible.  

11. Include rooftop solar panels for each proposed warehouse to the extent feasible, with a capacity that 
matches the maximum allowed for distributed solar connections to the grid. As shown on DEIR Table 
5.7-6, only a small percentage of  the project’s air pollutant emissions are associated with 
energy use; as such, the installation of  solar panels does not have a proportional nexus to 
a majority of  the project’s GHG emissions, which are attributed to mobile sources (vehicle 
exhaust). Installation of  solar panels prior to tenant move-in is not feasible. Instead, the 
buildings will be designed to be solar-ready (PDF GHG -2), meaning they will be 
structurally designed to accommodate the future installation of  solar panels should the 
occupant decide to rely on solar energy for a portion of  the project’s energy needs. Last, 
due to proximity of  the project site to the Chino Airport, solar panels may be infeasible 
if  the placement of  the panels would create safety hazards associated with glare. For these 
reasons, this measure has been determined to not be feasible.  
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LETTER A6 – California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Scott Wilson, Environmental Program 
Manager (1 of  22 pages) 
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A6. Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Scott 
Wilson, Environmental Program Manager, dated March 27, 2020. 

Intro The commenter provides introductory comments related to CDFW’s role as a Trustee 
Agency and a summary of  the project. Introductory comments are noted.  

A6-1 The commenter asserts that the EIR did not provide a complete inventory of  special-
status species and impact to these species. CDFW therefore is providing comments and 
recommendations on the impact analysis and mitigation measures based on the DEIR, 
aerial imagery, and best available scientific data. The commenter provides additional 
recommended mitigation to reduce potential impacts to tricolored blackbirds. 

The City disagrees with the assertion that the DEIR did not provide a complete inventory 
of  special-status species. The General Biological Assessment (GBA) prepared for the 
project (DEIR Appendix D1) included a literature review and field survey of  the project 
site and surrounding areas. The Prado Dam 7.5’ USGS topographic quadrangle and eight 
surrounding quadrangles were used to identify sensitive species in the California Natural 
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). Additional resources reviewed during the literature search 
included the United States Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) Endangered Species Lists, and the 
California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) Rare plant lists to obtain species information for 
the project area. The field survey consisted of  walking linear transects spaced 
approximately 50 feet apart for 100 percent coverage of  the project site. All species 
observed were recorded and Global Positioning System (GPS) way points were taken to 
delineate specific habitat types, species locations, state or federal waters, or any other 
information that would be useful for the assessment of  the project site. A comprehensive 
list of  all plant and wildlife species that were detected during the field survey was recorded, 
which is included in Appendix A of  the GBA prepared for the project (DEIR Appendix 
D1). During the field survey, onsite habitats were assessed to determine suitability to 
support special status species with the potential to occur within the project area, as 
determined by the literature search. The site is a heavily impacted active dairy with little 
or no suitable habitat and the "ponds" are man-made urine and waste collectors. The 
DEIR and GBA identifies whether special-status wildlife species have the potential to 
occur on the site, whether focused protocol surveys were needed, whether the project will 
result in impacts to special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur, and includes 
recommendations to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate for potential impacts to special-
status wildlife species. 

According to the CNDDB, tricolored blackbird colonies have been recorded within the 
vicinity of  the project site. Further, the GBA prepared for the project found that suitable, 
but significantly impacted, habitat for this species occurs on the project site, and the 
species does have a potential to occur on the project site. Tricolored blackbirds require 
open accessible water, a secure substrate in which to place their nests, and suitable nearby 
foraging areas that provide adequate food sources for breeding (Beedy and Hamilton 
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1999). If  any one of  these required elements is missing, the species will not breed in that 
location (Beedy and Hamilton 1999). Although the GBA prepared for the project found 
that suitable habitat for this species occurs on the project site; breeding habitat is 
contingent upon the onsite waste filled stock ponds. The species’ preferred foraging 
habitats include agricultural crops such as rice, alfalfa, irrigated pastures, and ripening or 
cut grain fields, as well as annual grasslands, cattle feedlots, and dairies. Therefore, the site 
does provide potentially suitable foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 is intended to offset potential direct impacts to tricolored blackbird that 
may be nesting on or within the vicinity of  the project site during the nesting season. 
However, state law protections only protect against the taking of  the species, not the 
mitigation for loss of  habitat and therefore CDFW's requested mitigation is not necessary. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires avoidance in lieu of  a taking.  

A6-2 The commenter asserts that Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would not offset the losses of  
occupied breeding and foraging habitat for the western pond turtle. The commenter states 
that western pond turtles may move up to 500 meters from water. 

According to the CNDDB, the nearest recorded occurrence of  western pond turtle lies 
approximately 4.5 miles to the southeast of  the project area within the Santa Ana River 
floodplain, well beyond the 500 meter travel path. Although the stock ponds located on 
the project site arguably provide potential habitat for this species, the species was not 
observed during the general biological assessment field survey. The species is a species of  
special concern, but not threatened or endangered. Further, the onsite stock ponds are 
not suitable habitat because they retain animal waste and also do not contain water 
throughout the year; therefore, the ponds do not provide a permanent source of  open 
water necessary for the species. It is unlikely that this species occurs within the project 
area; however, the proposed Mitigation Measure BIO-5 (as revised pursuant to response 
to Comment A6-3) will provide for relocation of  the species in the unlikely event that 
western pond turtle is found onsite during pre-construction surveys.  

A6-3 The commenter requests revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-5. Based on CDFW’s 
recommendation, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 will be revised to require preconstruction 
surveys to occur within the breeding season (May-July) prior to the onset of  construction 
activities as provided in Section 3, Revisions to DEIR, herein. 

A6-4 The commenter recognizes the known occurrence of  burrowing owl in the vicinity of  the 
Project and agrees that any impacts to burrowing owl could be significant without 
mitigation. The commenter suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-3 for areas 
outside of  the Chino RMP boundary. The commenter finds the section of  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3 under the “City of  Chino, RMP Boundary” header inappropriate and 
inadequate and suggests that portion of  the measure be deleted, and that the entirety of  
the project follow the mitigation measures specified for “Areas Outside of  the Chino RMP 
Boundary” as recommended.  
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In 2003, the City of Chino certified The Preserve Chino Sphere of Influence – Subarea 2 
Final EIR and the The Preserve Resource Management Plan (RMP) with input and 
approval from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and CDFW (Michael Baker 
Associates, 2003). The RMP for The Preserve includes extensive mitigation measures to 
lessen the impacts of development in The Preserve area on burrowing owls. It is 
appropriate that if burrowing owl(s) is(are) detected within the Project’s disturbance 
footprint in the City of Chino RMP boundary, the owl(s) are required to be handled as 
indicated by the RMP. Therefore, no revisions are made. The RMP can be found in the 
Subarea 2 Final EIR Appendices B-01 through B-05, and can be accessed at:  
https://www.cityofchino.org/city_hall/departments/community_development/plannin
g/plans/the_preserve_ 
 

A6-5 The commenter requests revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 to address species that 
may nest outside of  the specified nesting season. Based on CDFW’s recommendation, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 will be revised to address species that may nest outside of  the 
specified nesting season, as set forth in Section 3, Revisions to DEIR, herein. 

A6-6 The commenter recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 to mitigate impacts 
from the potential loss of  habitat and loss of  roosts through the removal of  agricultural 
structures, residential buildings, and trees. 

The GBA prepared for the project found that the project site provides suitable foraging 
opportunities but does not provide suitable roosting opportunities for bats. The site is 
developed with active dairy farm and agricultural facilities. The agricultural structures, 
residential buildings, and trees are located within an active site, and roosting bats or 
colonies were not observed during the biological field survey. Based on CDFW’s 
recommendation, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 will be revised to minimize impacts to bats 
regardless of  species conservation status, number of  individuals, or colony type; however 
due to the low potential for impacts to roosting bats, compensatory mitigation is not 
required. Revisions are set forth in Section 3, Revisions to DEIR, herein. 

A6-7 The commenter recommends that a CESA incidental Take Permit (ITP) be obtained for 
tricolored blackbird if  the project has the potential to result in “take” as defined by 
California Fish and Game Code Section 86. 

Refer to response to Comment A6-1. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is intended to offset 
potential direct impacts to tricolored blackbird that may be nesting on or within the 
vicinity of  the project site during the nesting season. If  an active tricolored blackbird 
colony is found onsite, the project proponent will avoid the species by creating a sufficient 
buffer until the species has moved on from the Project site. 

A6-8 The commenter requests an analysis of  indirect impacts due to lighting on biological 
resources. The project site consists of  a dairy farm and agricultural fields. The project site 
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is adjacent to Euclid Avenue to the west, Merrill Avenue to the south, the unimproved 
right-of-way of  Sultana Avenue to the east, and Eucalyptus Avenue to the north. 
Surrounding land uses include agricultural uses to the north and east, residential and 
agricultural uses to the west, and commercial/industrial uses to the south. The Chino 
Airport is located to the south. The project area consists of  urban development and 
agricultural lands. No sensitive habitats occur adjacent to or within the vicinity of  the 
project site. As documented in the DEIR Appendix A, impacts related to lighting would 
be less than significant. The Specific Plan requires lighting fixtures to be selected and 
located to confine the area of  illumination to within the site boundaries, including lighting 
for parking areas, pedestrian walkways, graphics and signage, architectural and landscape 
features, shipping and loading areas, and any additional exterior areas. This would reduce 
the potential for spill light. All subsequent development within the Specific Plan area 
would be required to conform with the Specific Plan Development Regulations and 
Design Guidelines addressing light, glare and overspill.  

Additionally, the proposed project would be subject to the City’s Development Code, 
(Development Code, Division 6.01 – District Standards and Guidelines, Lighting). Any 
night lighting will be directed away from the adjacent land uses to avoid potential impacts 
from direct nighttime lighting. The Specific Plan guidelines and the City’s Development 
Regulations initially are enforced through the City’s permit plan check process. Finally, the 
project accommodates a variety of  industrial-serving commercial, low-intensity office, 
technology, light manufacturing, and warehouse/distribution which would create lighting 
typical for business park uses. Thus, operations consistent with Allowable Uses, Chapter 
4, Land Use and Development Standards, of  the Specific Plan would not result in unusual 
night lighting and would not impact adjacent habitats. No significant impacts are 
anticipated. 

A6-9 The commenter’s explanation of  the mitigation process and submission of  environmental 
data pertaining to special status species and natural communities, as well as filing fees is 
noted. This information will be forwarded onto the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration. The mitigation measures provided by CDFW in Attachment A have been 
revised and incorporated as documented in response to Comments A6-1 through A6-7. 

A6-10 The commenter includes an example Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and 
requested mitigation measures. The mitigation measures provided by CDFW in 
Attachment A have been revised and incorporated as documented in response to 
Comments A6-1 through A6-7. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be 
adopted as required pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.  
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LETTER A7 – Governor’s Office of  Planning and Research (OPR), Scott Morgan, Director, State 
Clearinghouse (1 page)  
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A7. Response to Comments from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), Scott 
Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse, dated March 30, 2020. 

A7-1 The letter indicates that the proposed project has complied with the State Clearinghouse 
review requirements for draft environmental documents; no further response is necessary. 
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LETTER A8 – City of  Chino, Warren Morelion, AICP, City Planner (1 of  4 pages)  
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LETTER A8 – City of  Chino, Warren Morelion, AICP, City Planner (3 of  4 pages) 
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LETTER A8 – City of  Chino, Warren Morelion, AICP, City Planner (4 of  4 pages) 
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A8. Response to Comments from City of Chino, Warren Morelion, AICP, City Planner, dated 
March 30, 2020. 

A8-1 The commenter noted that a copy of  the proposed Development Agreement was not 
included. Approval of  a statutory development agreement authorized pursuant to 
California Government Code Section 65864 et seq. is required by this Specific Plan. The 
Development Agreement shall include, but not be limited to, methods for financing, 
acquisition, and construction of  necessary infrastructure. The Development Agreement 
shall be fully executed prior to recordation of  the first Final Map. 

Specific Plan backbone infrastructure will be installed by the project developer, in 
accordance with the applicable City-adopted infrastructure plan for the area, as well as the 
provisions of  this Specific Plan and an approved Development Agreement. Fair share 
responsibilities for improvements will be addressed in a Development Agreement with 
the City of  Ontario. The timing for installation of  infrastructure and utilities within the 
Specific Plan area will be determined as part of  the City’s approval of  parcel maps. 
Infrastructure will be constructed and made available in a timely manner as development 
progresses. All of  the Specific Plan required infrastructure can be found in the Specific 
Plan Section 3.4 (Figure 3.9) for Potable Water, Section 3.5 (Figure 3.11) for Recycled 
Water, and Section 3.6 (Figure 3.13) for Sewer phasing will be determined per separate 
Development Agreement.  

The Development Agreement was still being negotiated as of  August 2020 and will be 
approved as a part of  the Development Plan and Tentative Parcel Map applications. The 
timing, design, conditions of  approval, fees and/or environmental mitigation will be 
consistent with the DEIR and the mitigation measures. The development agreement is 
referenced at Section 3.4.1 of  the EIR and analyzed throughout. 

A8-2 The commenter requests a revision to Figure 4-1 to identify land uses adjacent to the site 
in the City of  Chino. Figure 4-1 has been revised to show the surrounding land uses to 
the west and south of  the project site. This change has been incorporated into the EIR, 
as identified in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft EIR, in this FEIR. 

A8-3 The commenter requests two additional related projects to be added to Table 4-3 of  the 
DEIR. The cumulative development project list was developed based on consultation with 
the Planning Departments at the City of  Ontario, City of  Chino, City of  Chino Hills, City 
of  Eastvale, and City of  Jurupa Valley at the time the traffic study was prepared. Although 
the City of  Chino is requesting the inclusion of  two additional projects, the traffic 
forecasts evaluated in the traffic study are considered conservative and would likely 
capture the traffic attributable to these projects. The proposed project’s opening year of  
2021 considered a very conservative amount of  cumulative traffic attributable to other 
projects presented in the traffic study that were in process at the time. Upon review of  
the growth between the Existing baseline and Opening Year Cumulative forecasts in the 
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traffic study, the growth observed at intersections that would likely be affected by adding 
the two City of  Chino projects is on average 6 percent per year (or 19 percent over 3 
years). The SCAG RTP/SCS identifies growth forecasts for the City of  Chino identifies 
projected growth in population of  79,400 in 2012 to 120,400 in 2040, or a 51.64% increase 
over the 28-year period. The change in population equates to roughly a 1.50% growth 
rate, compounded annually. Similarly, growth over the same 28-year period in households 
is projected to increase by 61.90%, or a 1.74% annual growth rate. Finally, growth in 
employment over the same 28-year period is projected to increase by 18.78%, or a 0.62% 
annual growth rate. As such, the growth assumed for Opening Year Cumulative conditions 
is in excess of  the annual growth observed for the City and would likely be overstated and 
account for the inclusion of  these two projects. The inclusion of  these projects is not 
anticipated to significantly alter the findings or mitigation measures of  the EIR. 

A8-4 The commenter states that Chino has existing infrastructure in Merrill that need to be 
protected. Additionally, Chino has an existing water treatment facility at the southeast 
corner of  Schaefer and Campus that needs to be protected from the project’s construction 
activities and that will make future connections to storm water and sanitary sewer facilities 
that extend northeasterly from the project. Chino also proposes new infrastructure in 
Merrill and Euclid and has coordinated final design with Ontario staff.  

Construction-related project impacts are analyzed throughout the EIR. With respect to 
fugitive dust, the project is required to comply with South Coast Air Quality Management 
District’s Rule 403. This rule requires best available control measures to be applied to earth 
moving and grading activities to prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. With 
respect to existing and future infrastructure in the City of  Chino, the Applicant will 
coordinate with both cities of  Ontario and Chino for future infrastructure during final 
design. 

A8-5 The commenter describes flooding problems during storm events in the City of  Chino. 
The commenter states that the project site is located in a larger watershed that drains south 
into the City of  Chino via an existing ditch on the east side of  Euclid Ave, which drains 
to the El Prado Regional Park. The existing ditch floods yearly during the rainy season, 
causing the easterly legs of  the Euclid Ave/Kimball Ave and Euclid Ave/Bickmore Ave 
intersections to be closed and that overflow from the ditch floods Euclid Ave. The 
commenter states that the City of  Chino is currently updating the Preserve Master Plan 
of  Drainage for the Euclid Ave corridor to determine solutions to resolve the current 
flooding problems. 

The proposed project would utilize on-site storm water detention until the double 10-foot 
by 10-foot reinforced concrete box culvert along Euclid Avenue is complete. The 
proposed onsite storm drain system would be sufficiently sized to limit proposed 
condition site discharge to less than the existing stormwater discharge for a 25-year storm 
event. Therefore, the proposed project would not worsen existing flood conditions, and 
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would not contribute to delays to emergency vehicle response times and circulation as a 
result of  storm events.  

 The final stormwater infrastructure design will take into consideration Chino’s update to 
the Preserve Master Plan of  Drainage for the Euclid Ave corridor. The project will be 
required to contribute funds to the construction (by others) of  the master planned storm 
drain facilities south of  Merrill Avenue according to a formula and timing to be 
determined in the Development Agreement. In addition, the project shall mitigate 
flooding of  existing storm drain facilities downstream of  the project site (south of  Merrill 
Avenue), in the City of  Chino, to the satisfaction of  the City of  Chino. 

A8-6 The City of  reviewed the Preliminary Hydrology Calculations provided in Appendix I1 
of  the DEIR. Responses to these comments are provided below.  

Add to the “Study Purpose” section of  the Introduction language that indicates the purpose of  the study 
is to determine what if  any downstream drainage impacts the project may have and recommend mitigation 
measures to address the impacts. The purpose of  the hydrology study (DEIR Appendix I1) 
was to determine 25-year and 100-year, existing and proposed condition peak flow rates 
from the project site. These events are analyzed to determine the proper mitigation 
measures necessary such that there are no adverse effects on existing downstream 
facilities. Detailed detention analysis shows that the 100-year post-developed condition 
can be reduce to less than 90% of  the 25-year pre-developed condition (see DEIR Impact 
5.9-2, starting on Page 5.9-17 and Appendix I2). 

A “study purpose” section will be added to the project specific final hydrology & hydraulic 
report and will be coordinated with the City of  Chino and City of  Ontario. 

The “Study Purpose” section also indicates that existing and proposed peak runoff  flow rates during 25-
year and 100-year events were analyzed without stating why these conditions were studied. Given the 
frequency of  flooding, the City of  Chino requests that 5, 10, 25 and 100-year event be studied and that 
peak flow rates in the developed condition not exceed 80% of  the peak flow rates in the corresponding 
pre-developed condition. This criteria is regularly used for development within Chino when in adequate 
storm drain facilities exists downstream of  a project. The current report, dated November 1, 2019, 
considers the 25- and 100-year events, as required by San Bernardino County, which is a 
more stringent detention analysis than requested by the City. The City requests that 80% 
of  the existing condition 100-year shall be met. However, the project meets a higher 
standard than requested by the City by limiting the 100-year storm to 90% of  the existing 
condition 25-year event. The 25-year event in the existing condition is approximately 65% 
of  the 100-year event. The project improves the 100-year proposed condition to 
considerably less than 90% of  the 100-year existing. Consequently, the 25-year storm 
comparisons between existing and proposed conditions can be achieved since the 100-
year is already less than the 25-year event.  
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While not calculated at this time, the 5- and 10-year volumes are expected to be less than 
the 25-year volumes, and the 25-year can be adequately stored. The actual discharge for 
each of  these events are specific to storm drain and grading plans typically calculated at 
the time of  precise grading plans. The peak flow rates for all of  the requested events can 
accurately be completed with precise grading; and will be addressed at that time. 
Furthermore, the final hydrology and hydraulic study will be coordinated with City of  
Chino’s updated Master Plan of  Drainage and will be submitted to both cities for review 
and approval prior to any construction permits. 

In addition to flow rates, an analysis and possible mitigation measures should be provided for duration of  
flooding in the existing ditch. The nature of  detention basins (as proposed to decrease flow rates) is to 
lengthen the time storm water flows downstream. Given the regular flooding that is experienced, lengthening 
the time of  flooding during storm events is a concern. 

A8-7 The commenter states that an analysis and possible mitigation measures should be 
provided for duration of  flooding in the existing ditch. The commenter is concerned 
about the lengthening of  time of  existing flooding during storm events.  

Detention basins are utilized to reduce peak flow rates while temporarily storing some 
volume. There are 10 different hydrograph\detention analyses in Appendix “C” of  the 
hydrology report (DEIR Appendix I1). The hydrographs are established over a 24-hour 
period. The undetained peak flow typically occurs around hour 16.2 or so. While each 
detention area is different, the highest peak flow leaving the detention areas occurs 
between 0.2 – 1.0 hour later. The same is expected for the existing detention areas, so 
overall there will not be a significant difference in peak flow times leaving the site between 
existing and proposed conditions. The final hydrology and hydraulic study will be 
coordinated with City of  Chino’s updated Master Plan of  Drainage and will be submitted 
to both cities for review and approval prior to any construction permits. The project will 
be required to contribute funds to the construction (by others) of  the master planned 
storm drain facilities south of  Merrill Avenue according to a formula and timing to be 
determined in the Development Agreement. In addition, the project shall mitigate 
flooding of  existing storm drain facilities downstream of  the project site (south of  Merrill 
Avenue), in the City of  Chino, to the satisfaction of  the City of  Chino and in coordination 
with the City of  Ontario.  

A8-8 The commenter states that the project will result in widening streets along its perimeter 
and increase stormwater runoff; the additional impervious area should be addressed. 

Although the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces, as substantiated in 
Chapter 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and Chapter 5.16, Utilities and Service Systems, 
impacts would be less than significant. Stormwater runoff  from the project would surface 
drain to various catch basins throughout the site, and the proposed project would 
construct an additional detention system at the site, as the existing storm drain 
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infrastructure does not have the capacity to accept stormwater flows in access of  the 25-
year storm. With the proposed BMPs and onsite detention, the 100-year peak flow rate 
from the project site to Merrill Avenue would be approximately 65.5 cfs which is less than 
the peak flow under existing conditions for the 25-year storm (79.6 cfs). 

The Applicant will coordinate with both City of  Chino and City of  Ontario for the street 
widening of  Euclid Avenue. Prior to any permits, the increased surface run-off  due to the 
street widening will be analyzed as part of  the project specific hydrology & hydraulic study 
and will comply to all drainage requirements as set forth by City of  Chino and City of  
Ontario, in addition to SWRCB water quality requirements. 

A8-9 The commenter states that onsite detention basin exists on the site and the existing 
condition hydrology calculations do not take this into account to calculate the existing 
condition flow rates, resulting in existing flow rates that are too high. The commenter 
requests the effects of  the existing detention basin on existing condition flow rates be 
taken into account. 

The site does contain areas where storm water runoff  is stored. Ultimately, all flows from 
the site discharge to the southerly portion of  the project site. There is a bermed area with 
an existing concrete spillway at the southerly property line. This spillway allows flow to 
discharge into Merrill Avenue. The current report demonstrates that the 100-year post-
developed flow can be limited to less than 90% of  the pre-developed 25-year peak flow 
rate. Detention analysis for the existing basins and the other storm events will be 
addressed with hydrology based on precise grading plans. Analysis that includes existing 
conditions flow rates will be included as part of  the project specific final hydrology & 
hydraulic study as part of  the grading permit/plan check process. The final hydrology and 
hydraulic study will be coordinated with City of  Chino’s Master Plan of  Drainage Update 
and will be submitted to both cities for review and approval prior to any construction 
permits.  

A8-10 The commenter states that increased flow rates downstream of  the project due to changes 
in the hydrogeomophology conditions should be addressed.  

Refer to response to Comment A8-9. The project as proposed will comply with the 
drainage requirements as set forth by City of  Chino and City of  Ontario, in addition to 
SWRCB water quality requirements. A hydraulic analysis of  the existing ditch (pre- and 
post-construction) within Euclid Avenue will be included as part of  the project specific 
final hydrology & hydraulic study demonstrating that the project will not have adverse 
impacts. The final hydrology and hydraulic study will be coordinated with City of  Chino’s 
Master Plan of  Drainage Update and will be submitted to both cities for review and 
approval prior to any construction document permits. 
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A8-11 The commenter states that the study should discuss financial contributions this project 
should make toward improving downstream storm drain systems within the City of  
Chino, if  any of  the above concerns cannot be addressed through onsite infrastructure. 

It is not the purpose of  CEQA to discuss financial contributions. The onsite infrastructure 
will be determined with precise grading plans. This infrastructure will include onsite storm 
drain systems, underground and above ground storage and BMP features all of  which will 
be used to determine peak flow discharge and storage for various storm events. The final 
hydrology and hydraulic study will be coordinated with City of  Chino’s Master Plan of  
Drainage Update and will be submitted to both cities for review and approval prior to any 
construction permits. The financial contributions from this project for improving 
downstream storm drain systems in the City of  Chino will be determined via a separate 
Development Agreement between Owner and the City of  Ontario. 

A8-12 The commenter states that the master plan of  drainage for the two agencies have 
difference flow rates and acreages for stormwater flows at the Euclid Avenue and Merrill 
Avenue intersections, which would be addressed. 

The project as proposed will comply to the drainage requirements as set forth by City of  
Chino and City of  Ontario, in addition to SWRCB water quality requirements. The final 
hydrology and hydraulic study will be coordinated with City of  Chino’s Master Plan of  
Drainage Update and will be submitted to both cities for review and approval prior to any 
construction document permits. 

A8-13 The commenter states that the project needs to be conditioned to construct the entire 
ultimate Euclid Avenue median from Eucalptus to Merrill Avenue to further prohibit left 
turns into and out of  Driveways 1 and 2. The City of  Chino has available funding 
mechanisms that could contribute towards this improvement. 

The project is conditioned to construct the raised landscape median along Euclid Ave 
from Eucalyptus Ave to Merrill Ave. The available funding mechanisms that the City of  
Chino has, which can be utilized to contribute towards the improvements to Euclid 
Avenue (SR-83) is noted. This information will be forwarded onto the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

A8-14 The commenter states that the project needs to be conditioned to build the ultimate full 
roadway width improvements on Merrill Avenue according to the City of  Chino and City 
of  Ontario’s General Plans and The Preserve Specific Plan.  

The available funding mechanisms that the City of  Chino has, which can be utilized to 
contribute towards the improvements to Merrill Avenue is noted. The project presently is 
conditioned to construct full half  street improvements on both sides of  Merrill Ave from 
Euclid Ave to Sultana Avenue. Your request will be forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration.  
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A8-15 The commenter states that the traffic signal operation at the intersection of  Euclid Avenue 
and Merrill would require the prohibition of  southbound U-turn movements and that 
southbound U-turn movements should be analyzed. The City agrees with the commenter 
that the southbound U-turn movement will need to be prohibited due to the 
recommendation of  the westbound right-turn overlap phase. Since U-turns would be 
prohibited, no further analysis is warranted. 

A8-16 The commenter states that the Traffic Impact Analysis (DEIR Appendix L1) should be 
updated to show truck turning templates for the intersection of  Sultana Avenue and 
Merrill Avenue. 

Exhibit 1 (see Appendix C of  this FEIR) includes the truck turn templates for the 
intersection of  Sultana Avenue and Merrill Avenue which includes the southbound left 
and westbound right turn movements as noted in the comment. 

A8-17 The commenter states that the City of  Chino’s truck routes identified in Appendix L of  
the Traffic Report (DEIR Appendix L1) should be updated to the City’s new truck route 
map approved on March 17, 2020. The new truck route map shows the remove of  Kimball 
Avenue from future Mayhew Avenue to Hellman Avenue as a truck route. 

The City of  Chino’s comment with respect to the City’s recently adopted truck route map 
is noted. However, the proposed project does not send any truck traffic along Kimball 
Avenue east of  Mayhew Avenue. As such, the City of  Chino’s adoption of  a new truck 
route does not affect the analysis or findings/recommendations in the traffic study 
(Appendix L1 of  the DEIR). 
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LETTER A9 – Department of  Transportation, District 8, Planning, Rosa Clark, Office Chief  (1 of  3 pages) 
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LETTER A9 – Department of  Transportation, District 8, Planning, Rosa Clark, Office Chief  (2 of  3 pages) 
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LETTER A9 – Department of  Transportation, District 8, Planning, Rosa Clark, Office Chief  (3 of  3 pages) 
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A9. Response to Comments from Department of Transportation, District 8, Planning, Rosa Clark, 
Office Chief, dated May 19, 2020. 

Intro The commenter presents introductory statements regarding the project description and 
Caltrans responsibilities. Reponses to Caltrans comments are provided in responses to 
Comments A9-1 through A9-4. 

A9-1 The commenter requests: truck turning templates for all movements at the intersections 
of  #8 and #11, including standard right turn lanes, shoulders and bike buffers at 
northbound right turn lanes; one driveway along SR-83; construction of  Euclid along the 
project frontage at its ultimate half-section width; and revisions to Tables 2-4, 3-3, 5-3, 7-
3, and 6-1. 

 Exhibit 1 (see Appendix C of  this FEIR) includes the truck turns for the intersection of  
Sultana Avenue and Merrill Avenue. A minimum of  two access points are needed along 
SR-83 to allow for building operations, which requires approval from Caltrans (see Figure 
3-5, Circulation Plan, in Section 3 of  this FEIR). Truck turning templates at 
Euclid/Eucalyptus and Euclid/Merrill and the consolidation of  the two driveways on 
Euclid to a single driveway will be addressed at the time of  final design and during the 
Caltrans Encroachment Permit phase. Section 5.14, Transportation, of  the DEIR has been 
revised to address comments on the tables and provided in Section 3, Revisions to the Draft 
EIR, herein. Additionally, an errata to the Traffic Impact Assessment has been included 
in Appendix C, herein.  

A9-2 The commenter states that the right-in/right-out driveways along SR-83 are subject to 
approval of  Traffic Operations Office and any traffic signal modifications will be made 
during the Caltrans Encroachment Permit phase. This comment is acknowledged; no 
further response is necessary. 

A9-3 The commenter states that they anticipate the storm drain within SR-83 to be complete 
prior to completion of  site development. As described in Section 3, Project Description, the 
project will construct the storm drain in SR-83 north of  Merrill Avenue. 

 During the Caltrans Encroachment Permit phase, Caltrans will request additional 
discussion of  the master plan drainage system and an in-depth review of  on- and of  site 
hydrology/hydraulics. This comment is acknowledged; no further response is necessary. 

A9-4 The commenter limits its comments to SR-83 right-of-way only and states that discharge 
of  sediment or debris into SR-83 during construction shall be avoided. This comment is 
acknowledged; no further response is necessary. 
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3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section contains revisions to the DEIR 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  DEIR 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 DEIR.  

None of  the revisions to the DEIR require recirculation of  the document. Recirculation is only required when 
significant new information is added. Information 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 
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. Recirculation is not required where the new information 
merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.) As explained 
below, none of  the changes adds any new significant information and recirculation is not required. 

Changes made to the DEIR are identified here in strikeout text to indicate deletions and in underlined text to 
signify additions. 

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS 
The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR. 
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Page 1-11 through 1-16, Table 1-3, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Level of  Significance After Mitigation, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. 
This table has been revised to revise and incorporate additional air quality and biological resources mitigation measures in response to commenters. The 
same revisions to air quality mitigation measures are also reflected in Page 1-24 through 1-27, 5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

 

5.2 AIR QUALITY  
Impact 5.2-1: Construction activities 
associated with the proposed project would 
generate short-term VOC and NOX emissions 
in exceedance of SCAQMD’s threshold criteria. 

Significant Impact AQ-1 Construction contractors shall, at minimum, use equipment that meets the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 4 Interim Final 
emissions standards for off-road diesel-powered construction equipment with 
more than 50 horsepower for all Phase 1 rough grading and rough grading 
soil hauling activities, unless it can be demonstrated to the City of Ontario 
Building Department that such equipment is not available. Where equipment 
is not available, the next available engine Tier (e.g., US EPA Tier 4 Interim 
equipment) shall be used. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could 
be achieved by Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards for a similarly sized 
engine, as defined by the California Air Resources Board’s regulations. For 
construction equipment 25 horsepower or less (e.g., plate compactors, 
pressure washers), the Construction Contractor shall use battery-powered or 
alternative fuel-powered equipment. During construction activity, electrical 
hook-ups or other charging mechanisms (including generators) for electric 
construction tools, such as saws, drills and compressors, shall be provided 
where feasible.  

 
 Prior to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all construction 

(e.g., demolition and grading) plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 
4 Interim Final emissions standards for construction equipment over 50 
horsepower and battery-powered or alternative fuel-powered equipment for 
engines under 25 horsepower for the specific activities stated above. During 
construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of all operating 
equipment in use on the construction site for verification by the City of 
Ontario. The construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, 
Equipment Identification Numbers, and number of construction equipment 
onsite. Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction contractors shall also 
ensure that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to 5 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Page 3-4 PlaceWorks 

minutes or less in compliance with Section 2449 of the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9. 

 
 AQ-2 During building construction, the construction contractor shall, at minimum, 

use paints with a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 20 grams per 
liter or less for all interior and exterior coatings of the Phase 1 buildings (i.e., 
Buildings 1 through 3). This requirement shall be noted on all construction 
management plans verified by the City of Ontario prior to issuance of any 
construction permits and during interior coating activities and verified by the 
City of Ontario during construction activities.  

 
AQ-3 During building construction, the construction contractor shall, at minimum, 

use paints with a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 50 grams per 
liter or less for all interior and exterior coatings of the Phase 2 buildings (i.e., 
Buildings 4 through 8). This requirement shall be noted on all construction 
management plans verified by the City of Ontario prior to issuance of any 
construction permits and during interior coating activities and verified by the 
City of Ontario during construction activities.  

 
AQ-4 During Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction, the construction contractor shall, at 

minimum, use paints with a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 50 
grams per liter or less for all surface parking lot striping. This requirement 
shall be noted on all construction management plans verified by the City of 
Ontario prior to issuance of any construction permits and during interior 
coating activities and verified by the City of Ontario during construction 
activities. 

Impact 5.2-2: Long-term operation of the 
project would generate emissions in 
exceedance of SCAQMD’s threshold criteria. 

Significant Impact AQ-5 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers) shall be 
utilized onsite for daily warehouse and business operations. The project 
developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all tenants/business 
entities prior to the signing of any lease agreement. In addition, the limitation 
to use only electric-powered off-road equipment shall be included all leasing 
agreements.  

 
 Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business entity, the 

project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity shall provide to the 
City of Ontario Planning Department and Business License Department a 
signed document (verification document) noting that the project 
development/facility owner has disclosed to the tenant/business entity the 
requirement to use only electric-powered equipment for daily operations. This 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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verification document shall be signed by authorized agents for the project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entities. In addition, if applicable, 
the tenant/business entity shall provide documentation (e.g., purchase or 
rental agreement) to the City of Ontario Planning Department and Business 
License Department to verify, to the City’s satisfaction, that any off-road 
equipment utilized will be electric-powered. 

 
AQ-6 All truck/dock bays that serve cold storage facilities within the proposed 

buildings shall be electrified to facilitate plug-in capability and support use of 
electric standby and/or hybrid electric transport refrigeration units. All site and 
architectural plans submitted to the City of Ontario Planning Department shall 
note all the truck/dock bays designated for electrification. Prior to the issuance 
of a Certificate of Occupancy, the City of Ontario Building Department shall 
verify electrification of the designated truck/dock bays. 

 
AQ-7 To reduce idling emissions from transport trucks, signage shall be placed at 

truck access gates, loading docks, and truck parking areas that identify 
applicable California Air Resources Board (CARB) anti-idling regulations (e.g., 
Rule 2485). At minimum, each sign shall include: 1) instructions for truck 
drivers to shut off engines when not in use; 2) instructions for drivers of diesel 
trucks to restrict non-essential idling to no more than two (2) consecutive 
minutes; and 3) telephone numbers of the building facilities manager and 
CARB to report violations. All signage shall be made of weather-proof 
materials. All site and architectural plans submitted to the City of Ontario 
Planning Department shall note the locations of these signs. Prior to issuance 
of the Certificate of Occupancy, the City of Ontario Building Department shall 
verify the installation of these signs. 

 
AQ-8 For tenants that require use of trucks with transport refrigeration units (TRUs), 

all TRU operating onsite shall be required to meet the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4 standard, which requires engines to achieve 
0.02 grams per brake horsepower hour (g/bhp-hr) of particulate matter (PM). 
The project developer/facility owner shall disclose this requirement to all 
tenants/business entities that require cold storage and use of TRUs prior to 
the signing of any lease agreement. In addition, the limitation to use only Tier 
4 off-road equipment shall be included all leasing agreements.  

 
 Prior to issuance of a Business License for a new tenant/business entity, the 

project developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity shall provide to the 
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City of Ontario Planning Department and Business License Department a 
signed document (verification document) noting that the project 
development/facility owner has disclosed to the tenant/business entity the 
requirement to use only Tier 4 TRUs for daily operations. . 

 
AQ-89 All landscaping equipment (e.g., leaf blower) used for property management 

shall be electric-powered only. The property manager/facility owner shall 
provide documentation (e.g., purchase, rental, and/or services agreement) to 
the City of Ontario Planning Department to verify, to the City’s satisfaction, 
that all landscaping equipment utilized will be electric-powered. 

 
AQ-910 All paints used for interior and exterior architectural re-coatings of all buildings 

shall at minimum, have a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of 25 20 
grams per liter or less.  

 
AQ-1011 Paints used in re-striping of the parking lot shall, at minimum, have a volatile 

organic compound (VOC) content of 50 grams per liter or less.  
 
AQ-12 The project shall install the necessary infrastructure (e.g., conduit in parking 

lots) to support the future transition to zero emissions (ZE) and near zero 
emission (NZE) trucks. These requirements shall be noted on all site plans 
and verified by the City of Ontario during site inspections prior to issuance of 
occupancy permits. 

 
AQ-13 The City of Ontario shall require phased-in use of on-road trucks that have 

zero-emissions or near-zero emissions—such as trucks with natural gas 
engines that meet the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) adopted 
optional nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions standard of 0.02 gram per break 
horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr). At a minimum, operators on-site shall commit to 
using year 2010 or newer trucks with engines that meet CARB’s 2010 
emissions standards—which are 0.01 g/bhp-hr for particulate matter (PM) and 
0.20 g/bhp-hr for NOx—or newer, cleaner trucks or equipment. These 
requirements shall be noted on all site plans and verified by the City of 
Ontario during site inspections during project operation. During operation, the 
building tenant and/or building owner shall maintain records of all truck 
deliveries to the warehouse on an annual basis. These records shall be made 
available to the City of Ontario upon request. 
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AQ-14 Prior to the issuance of occupancy permit, the applicant and/or building 
operators shall submit an employee training handbook to the City of Ontario 
that includes the following: 

 Required facility operator management and employee 
training on efficient scheduling and load management to 
eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of trucks.  

 Required facility operator management and employee 
training on keeping vehicle records in diesel technologies and 
compliance with CARB regulations.  

 Required facility operator management and employee to 
attend courses approved by the California Air Resources 
Board.  

 The facility operators shall maintain records on-site 
demonstrating compliance with training and shall make 
records available for inspection by the City of Ontario upon 
request. 
 

AQ-15 The City of Ontario shall require that check-in points for trucks provide 
sufficient stacking distance within the individual parcels to ensure that there 
are no trucks queuing outside of the facility and that truck traffic does not idle 
on public streets. The applicant for a warehouse project that includes check-in 
points for trucks shall submit a queuing analysis to the City of Ontario 
Engineering Division prior to approval of grading permits. 

Impact 5.2-3: Construction-related emissions 
associated with land uses accommodated 
under the proposed project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of criteria air pollutants. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.2-4: Project-related construction 
activities would not result in potentially 
significant cancer risk impacts to nearby off-site 
sensitive receptors. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.2-5: Long-term operation of the land 
uses associated with buildout of the proposed 
project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants. 

Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant 
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Impact 5.2-6: Construction activities and long-
term operation of the land uses associated with 
buildout of the proposed project would expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of toxic air contaminants. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-815 apply.  
 
AQ-1116 Construction contractors shall, at minimum, use equipment that meets the 

United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 4 Interim Final 
emissions standards for off-road diesel-powered construction equipment with 
more than 50 horsepower for all Phase 2 building construction activities, 
unless it can be demonstrated to the City of Ontario Building Department that 
such equipment is not available. Where equipment is not available, the next 
available engine Tier (e.g., US EPA Tier 4 Interim equipment) shall be used. 
Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by Tier 4 Interim 
Final emissions standards for a similarly sized engine, as defined by the 
California Air Resources Board’s regulations. For construction equipment 25 
horsepower or less (e.g., plate compactors, pressure washers), the 
Construction Contractor shall use battery-powered or alternative fuel-powered 
equipment. During construction activity, electrical hook-ups or other charging 
mechanisms (including generators) for electric construction tools, such as 
saws, drills and compressors, shall be provided where feasible.  

 
 Prior to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all construction 

(e.g., demolition and grading) plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 
4 Interim Final emissions standards for construction equipment over 50 
horsepower and battery-powered or alternative fuel-powered equipment for 
engines under 25 horsepower for the specific activity stated above. During 
construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of all operating 
equipment in use on the construction site for verification by the City of 
Ontario. The construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, 
Equipment Identification Numbers, and number of construction equipment 
onsite. Equipment shall be properly serviced and maintained in accordance 
with the manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction contractors shall also 
ensure that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to 5 
minutes or less in compliance with Section 2449 of the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9. 

Less Than Significant 

Impact 5.2-7: The proposed project would 
generate long-term emissions in exceedance of 
the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds 
and be inconsistent with the applicable air 
quality management plan. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-1015 apply. Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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Impact 5.2-8: Operation of land uses 
accommodated under the proposed project 
could result in other emissions that would 
adversely affect a substantial number of 
people. 

Potentially Significant AQ-1217 Prior to future discretionary approval, if it is determined that a project has the 
potential to emit nuisance odors beyond the property line, an odor 
management plan shall be prepared by the project applicant, subject to review 
and approval by the City of Ontario Planning Department. Facilities that have 
the potential to generate nuisance odors include but are not limited to: 

 
 Wastewater treatment plants 
 Composting, green waste, or recycling facilities 
 Fiberglass manufacturing facilities 
 Painting/coating operations 
 Large-capacity coffee roasters 
 Food-processing facilities 

 
 The odor management plan shall show compliance with the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District’s Rule 402 for nuisance odors. The Odor 
Management Plan shall identify the best available control technologies for 
toxics (T-BACTs) that will be utilized to reduce potential odors to acceptable 
levels, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T-BACTs may 
include, but are not limited to scrubbers (i.e., air pollution control devices) at 
the industrial facility. T-BACTs identified in the odor management plan shall 
be identified as mitigation measures in the environmental document and/or 
incorporated into the site plan. 

Less Than Significant 

Cumulative Impacts (Operational criteria 
pollutants) 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-815 apply. Significant and 
Unavoidable 

5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOUCES 
Impact 5.3-1: Development of the proposed 
project has the potential to impact nine sensitive 
animal species and nesting birds; no impacts to 
sensitive plant species or sensitive habitat 
would occur. 

Potentially Significant BIO-1 Prior to the issuance of permits for any construction activity, the project 
applicant shall demonstrate compliance with the federal MBTA and Fish and 
Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503 to the satisfaction of the City of Ontario 
that either of the following has been accomplished: 

 
• Conduct pre-construction nesting bird surveys within three days prior to any 

disturbance of the site, including staging, site preparation, disking, 
demolition activities, and grading. If active nests are found, they shall be 
flagged and the biologist shall establish suitable buffers around the nest 
(generally a minimum of 200 feet up to 500 feet for raptors and a minimum 
of 50 feet up to 300 feet for passerine species, with specific buffer widths to 

Less Than Significant 
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be determined by a qualified biologist). The buffer areas shall be avoided 
until the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can survive 
independently from the nests. 

• Conduct grading activities and vegetation removal outside of the nesting 
season (February 1 to August 31) to avoid impacts to nesting birds, 
including raptors. 

 
• If vegetation removal will occur during the bird nesting season, between 

February 1 and August 31, pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be 
performed within three days prior to any disturbance of the site, including 
disking, demolition activities, and grading. If active nests are found, they 
shall be flagged and the biologist shall establish suitable buffers around the 
nest (generally a minimum of 200 feet up to 500 feet for raptors and a 
minimum of 50 feet up to 300 feet for passerine species, with specific buffer 
widths to be determined by a qualified biologist). The buffer areas shall be 
avoided until the nests are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can 
survive independently from the nests.  

 
 
BIO-3 Prior to issuance of a demolition or grading permit for any ground disturbing 

activity, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction 
presence/absence survey for burrowing owls within 14 days prior to site 
disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted consistent with the procedures in 
outlined in the “California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 2012 Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.” If the species is absent, no additional 
mitigation will be required. City of Chino, RMP Boundary. If burrowing owl(s) 
is(are) detected within the Project’s disturbance footprint in the City of Chino 
RMP boundary, the owl(s) are required to be handled as indicated by the 
RMP: 

 
 Areas Outside of the Chino RMP Boundary. If burrowing owl(s) are 

observed onsite during the pre-construction clearance survey; 
 

• Prior to disturbance of the occupied burrows, suitable and unoccupied 
replacement burrows shall be provided at a ratio of 2:1 within designated 
off-site conserved lands to be identified through coordination with CDFW 
and the City in which the burrowing owl(s) is(are) detected (either the City 
of Ontario or the City of Chino). A qualified biologist shall confirm that the 
artificial burrows are currently unoccupied and suitable for use by owls. 
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• Until suitable replacement burrows have been provided/confirmed within 

the off-site conserved lands to be identified through coordination with 
CDFW and the City of Ontario or the City of Chino, no disturbance shall 
occur within 50 meters (approximately 160 feet) of occupied burrows during 
the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 31) or within 75 
meters (approximately 250 feet) during the breeding season (February 1 
through August 31). If reduced setbacks are implemented, a broad-scale, 
long-term, scientifically-rigorous monitoring program shall be implemented 
by the City to ensures that burrowing owls are not detrimentally affected by 
the project. 

 
• Occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season 

(February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by 
CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds have 
not begun egg-laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied 
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent 
survival. 

 
• If burrowing owls are present at the time that the occupied burrows are to 

be disturbed, then the owls shall be excluded from the site following the 
2012 CDFG Staff Report. 

 
 City of Chino, RMP Boundary. If burrowing owl(s) is(are) detected within the 

Project’s disturbance footprint in the City of Chino RMP boundary, the owl(s) 
are required to be handled as indicated by the RMP: 

 
 The RMP addresses mitigation requirements for impacts to burrowing owls. 

The RMP states that the 1995 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation (as supplemented by the RMP) shall be followed when burrowing 
owls are detected on properties. If avoidance of occupied habitat is infeasible, 
provisions shall be made to passively relocate owls from sites in accordance 
with the current 2012 CDFG Staff Report (supersedes 1995 CDFG Staff 
Report). 

 
 According to the Preserve EIR and RMP, Burrowing Owls to be relocated from 

properties within the City’s Subarea 2 are intended to be accommodated 
within a “300-acre conservation area” and/or additional Candidate Relocation 
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Areas as described on Page 4-16 and 4-21 of the RMP. One such 
contingency conservation area is identified in the RMP as “Drainage Area B.” 

 
 Drainage Area B consists of a series of Natural Treatment System (NTS) 

facilities that were constructed south of Kimball Avenue and west of Mill Creek 
Road. When the NTS facilities were constructed, approximately 50 artificial 
owl burrows were installed within the basins to accommodate relocated owls 
and additional owls dispersing to the site. This location was given top priority 
as an owl relocation site by the RMP due to its proximity to areas that have 
been and will be converted to urban development. If Burrowing Owls are 
present at the Project site at time of site disturbance, the Burrowing Owls 
would be more likely to initially relocate to the immediately surrounding 
properties, including additional locations within the Chino Airport. However, 
the NTS basins represent the nearest conservation area providing regional 
mitigation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat. 

 
 Consistent with the RMP, the following measures shall apply to the portion of 

the Project site within the RMP boundary regarding burrowing owl mitigation: 
 

• Prior to disturbance of the occupied burrows, suitable and unoccupied 
replacement burrows shall be provided at a ratio of 2:1 within the City of 
Chino designated relocation area (e.g. the NTS basins). A qualified 
biologist through coordination with the City shall confirm that the artificial 
burrows are currently unoccupied and suitable for use by owls. 

 
• Until suitable replacement burrows have been provided/confirmed within 

the designated relocation area (e.g. the NTS basins), no disturbance shall 
occur within 50 meters (approximately 160 feet) of occupied burrows during 
the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 31) or within 75 
meters (approximately 250 feet) during the breeding season (February 1 
through August 31). 

 
• Occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season 

(February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by 
CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds have 
not begun egg-laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied 
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent 
survival. 
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• If Burrowing Owls are present at the time that the occupied burrows are to 
be disturbed, then the owls shall be excluded from the site following the 
2012 CDFG Staff Report and Table 4-6 of the RMP. 

 
• Pursuant to mitigation measure B-3(8) of The Preserve EIR, and as noted 

on Page 4-39 of the RMP, the Project shall pay the required mitigation fee 
prior to initiation of ground disturbing activities. One priority for funding 
supported by the mitigation fees is the establishment and long-term 
management of burrowing owl habitat within the Drainage Area B 
conservation area. 

 
BIO-4 Prior to implementation of project activities, a qualified biologist shall be 

retained to determine whether potential roosting sites for bats may be 
affected. For large ornamental trees habitats or structures suitable for bat 
roosting/nursery, an appropriate combination of structure inspection, 
sampling, exit counts, and acoustic surveys shall be performed prior to initial 
ground disturbance and vegetation removal to determine whether the project 
footprint and a 300-foot buffer supports a nursery or roost, and by which 
species. This survey work will occur between late-spring and late summer 
and/or in the fall (generally mid-March through late October) April 1 through 
August 31. 

 
  If the results of the bat survey finds roosting individuals a total of a single 

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

 
BIO-5 Within 14 days the breeding season (May- July) prior to the onset of 

construction activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction 
visual surveys, following U.S. Geological Survey visual survey protocol, for 
western pond turtle within all areas that fall within 100 feet of any suitable 
aquatic and upland nesting habitat for this species (retention ponds). If 
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Western pond turtles are observed during the pre-construction survey, the 
Applicant shall prepare for CDFW review and approval, a translocation plan 
identifying proposed protocol for trapping and relocating turtles, including 
identifying potential, appropriate receiver sites shall be contacted to relocate 
western pond turtles to ensure that no western pond turtles are harmed. If no 
western pond turtles are observed during the pre-construction survey, then 
construction activities may begin. If construction is delayed or halted for more 
than 30 days, another pre-construction survey for western pond turtle shall be 
conducted. Within seven days of the pre-construction survey, a report of 
findings from the survey shall be submitted to the CDFW.  

 
 During construction, a qualified biological monitor who has been approved by 

the CDFW to relocate western pond turtles shall be onsite to ensure that no 
western pond turtles are harmed. If western pond turtles are observed in the 
construction area at any time during construction, the onsite biological monitor 
shall be notified and construction in the vicinity of the sighting shall be halted 
until such a time as a turtle has been removed from the construction zone, 
and relocated by an approved biologist. If a sighting occurs during 
construction, the biologist shall prepare a report of the event and submit it to 
CDFW. 
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Page 1-42 through 1-43, Table 1-3, Summary of  Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Level of  Significance After Mitigation, Chapter 1, Executive Summary. 
The following impact level has been revised to correct a typographically error and show that the implementation of  the mitigation measure would reduce 
tribal cultural resource impacts to less than significant.  

 

5.15  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Impact 5.15-1: Grading activities have the 
potential to encounter unknown, buried tribal 
cultural resources. 

Significant Impact TCR-1 Prior to commencement of any excavation activities, the project developer 
shall retain a Native American Monitor of Gabrieleño Ancestry to:  

 
 Conduct a Native American Indian Sensitivity Training for construction 

personnel. The training session shall include a handout and focus on how 
to identify Native American resources encountered during earthmoving 
activities and the procedures followed if resources are discovered, the 
duties of the Native American Monitor of Gabrieleño Ancestry, and the 
general steps the Monitor would follow in conducting a salvage 
investigation.  

 
 Monitor all project-related, ground-disturbing construction activities (e.g., 

pavement removal, auguring, boring, grading, excavation, potholing, 
trenching, and grubbing) of previously undisturbed native soils to a 
maximum depth of 30 feet below ground surface. At their discretion and 
expense, a Native American Monitor of Gabrieleño Ancestry can be present 
during the removal of dairy manure to native soil.  

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
Less Than Significant 
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Page 3-10, Chapter 3, Project Description. The text in Section 3.4.1.2, Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan, has 
been revised to add additional information.  

 Euclid Avenue (SR-83). Euclid Avenue is an expressway under Caltrans’ jurisdiction that is designated as 
an eight-lane Principal Arterial in TOP’s Functional Roadway Classification Plan. The centerline of  this 
street forms the boundary between the City of  Ontario to the east and the City of  Chino to the west. 
Euclid Avenue is designed with a 200-foot wide right-of-way, a 66-foot wide center median, and 52-feet of  
pavement including curb and gutter. Proposed improvements would occur on the half  width of  Euclid 
Avenue along the project site’s western boundary in the City of  Ontario. Improvements include a 15-foot 
wide parkway with a 5-foot wide sidewalk and an 8-foot wide on-site multipurpose trail within a 35-foot 
wide landscape buffer. This would create a 50-foot wide neighborhood edge as specified in the Ontario 
Ranch Colony Streetscape Master Plan. 

Page 3-15, Chapter 3, Project Description. The text in Section 3.4.1.2, Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan, has 
been revised to provide consistency with the updated Figure 3-6.  

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

Implementation of  the Specific Plan would improve all trail and bikeways along the project frontages in 
conjunction with street improvements (see Figure 3-6, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan). Sidewalks would be 5-feet wide 
and provided along all streets abutting the project site. Multipurpose trails would be provided on the east side 
of  Euclid Avenue, the south side of  Eucalyptus Avenue, and the north side of  Merrill Avenue. A Class II 
bikeway on the north side of  Merrill Avenue will be provided to link to the City’s bike path system (see TOP, 
Figure M-3).  

Figures 3-5, Circulation Plan, and 3-6, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Chapter 3, Project Description. Have been revised 
and are provided in Appendix A, herein.  

Refer to Appendix A, herein. 

Page 3-16, Chapter 3, Project Description. The text in Section 3.4.1.2, Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan, Potable 
Water Plan, has been revised to provide consistency with updated Figures 3-7a and 3-7b. 

Potable water system improvements for implementation of  the Specific Plan require the planning, design, and 
construction of  the 925 Pressure Zone (PZ) Phase 2 West Backbone, which include: extending the 24-inch 
potable water main generally along Eucalyptus Avenue from Grove Avenue to CarpenterArchibald Avenue; 
installing a 30-inch potable water main in Grove Avenue connecting from the 24-inch potable water main in 
Eucalyptus Avenue and extending to Chino Avenue; installing a 42-inch potable water main in Grove Avenue 
connecting from the 30-inch potable water main in Grove Avenue at Chino Ave and extending to Francis 
Avenue; installing a 42-inch potable water main in Francis Avenue connecting from the 42-inch potable water 
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main in Grove Avenue and extending to Bon View Avenue; installing a 42-inch potable water main in Bon View 
Avenue connecting from the 42-inch potable water main in Francis Avenue and extending to Bon View Avenue 
Reservoir site and to the Reservoir; a 9 million gallon reservoir on the Bon View Reservoir site; and, two 2,500 
gpm wells with any treatment necessary to meet water quality standards and the 16-inch and 24-inch collection 
main from the wells to the reservoirs. 

In addition to the 925 Pressure Zone (PZ) Phase 2 West Backbone, implementation of  the Specific Plan 
requires the planning, design, and construction of  a Secondary Loop between the 925 Pressure Zone (PZ) 
Phase 2 West Backbone and the Specific Plan area which includes: installing a 16-inch potable water main in 
Eucalyptus Avenue connecting to the 30-inch 925 Pressure Zone (PZ) Phase 2 West Backbone main in Grove 
Avenue and extending to Euclid Avenue; installing a 16-inch potable water main in Euclid Avenue connecting 
from the 16-inch potable water main in Eucalyptus Avenue and extending to Merrill Avenue; installing a 16-
inch potable water main in Merrill Avenue connecting from the 16-inch potable water main in Euclid Avenue 
and extending to WalkerVineyard Avenue; and installing a 16-inch potable water main in WalkerVineyard 
Avenue connecting from the 16-inch potable water main in Merrill Avenue and extending to connect to the 24-
inch potable water main in Eucalyptus Avenue. 

Figures 3-7a, Potable Water Plan, 3-7b, Potable Water Plan, 3-8, Recycled Water Plan, 3-9, Sewer Plan, Chapter 3, Project 
Description. Have been revised and are provided in Appendix A, herein.  

Refer to Appendix A, herein. 

Page 3-23, Chapter 3, Project Description. The text in Section 3.4.1.2, Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan, Sewer 
Plan and Storm Drain Plan, have been revised to provide consistency with updated Figure 3-9 and provided 
updated information, respectively. 

Sewer Plan 
There are no sewer mains located within the vicinity of  the Specific Plan area. Regional wastewater treatment 
services are provided to the City of  Ontario and its neighboring agencies by the Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
(IEUA). Several regional trunk sewers collect sewage generated in the City and transport it to IEUA’s Regional 
Plant No.1 and Regional Plant No.5 for treatment. The City of  Ontario’s sewer service area is divided into eight 
sewer sheds, primarily based on the outlet points where the City’s system ties into the IEUA downstream facility. 
Ontario Ranch is located in Sewer shed 8. 

The Specific Plan includes a network of  new public sewer mains (see Figure 3-9), consistent with the City of  
Ontario’s Sewer Master Plan. A 36-inch sewer main will connect to an existing IEUA interceptor trunk main 
sewer at either the 54- or 60-inch portion located in Kimball Avenue to the south, run north in Euclid Avenue 
to Merrill Avenue, then east to Sultana Avenue. The final point of  connection to the existing IEUA interceptor 
trunk sewer at Euclid Avenue and Kimball Avenue will be determined at the time of  final design subject to 
approval of  the City and IEUA. A 18-inch sewer main will run from Merrill Avenue north within Euclid Avenue 
to Eucalyptus Avenue connect from Eucalyptus along Euclid Avenue to an existing IEUA interceptor trunk 
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main sewer located in Kimball Avenue to the south. The IEUA interceptor trunk sewer main is 54-inches east 
of  Euclid and 60-inches west of  Euclid Avenue. Intergovernmental coordination is underway to discuss 
alternative sewer routes south of  the project through the Chino Airport. 

An 3618-inch sewer main will run along Merrill Avenue from Euclid Avenue to Sultana and an 8-inch sewer 
line will connect from Merrill Avenue north along Sultana Avenue. An eight-inch private main will also be 
installed in an on-site easement to provide for connections at the northeast portion of  the site. Six-inch sewer 
laterals will connect buildings to sewer mains. 

The ultimate sizing and alignment of  the sewer shall be consistent with the City of  Ontario Sewer Master Plan 
and/or a City conducted and approved hydraulic analysis. A Sewer Sub-Area Master Plan (SSAMP) shall be 
prepared for each Tract Map and development within the Specific Plan. 

The total estimated cost of  the proposed sewer infrastructure is $9.4 million (Murow 2020; see Appendix N). 

Storm Drain Plan 
The Specific Plan area storm drain improvements (see Figure 3-10) are consistent with the facilities specified 
in Drainage Area XIV of  the City of  Ontario Master Plan of  Drainage. The Specific Plan will construct storm 
drains consistent with the Master Plan of  Drainage, including storm drain improvements along the project 
frontage with a 108-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) along Euclid Avenue, a 90- to 66-inch RCP along 
Eucalyptus Avenue, a 30-inch RCP along Sultana Avenue, and a 9.5-foot by 9.5-foot RCP along Merrill Avenue. 
Runoff  would be conveyed to an open channel along Euclid (Airport Channel) south of  Merrill in the City of  
Chino. The City of  Chino plans to construct a mainline storm drain along Euclid south of  Merrill and a double 
10-foot by 10-foot reinforced concrete box culvert with a point of  connection at Pine Avenue as part of  its 
Master Plan of  Drainage. Currently, the ultimate discharge location downstream is not fully improved. Until 
the ultimate discharge location downstream is fully improved, the project would utilize on-site storm water 
detention, subject to City of  Ontario review and approval, so that discharge from Specific Plan development 
remains less than peak flow rates prior to development. 

Catch basins located throughout the site would collect runoff. On-site storm drain systems would convey 
runoff  southerly to a reinforced concrete box facility in Merrill Avenue. Landscaped areas adjacent to Euclid 
Avenue would continue to drain to the street. The proposed project includes construction of  storm drains in 
Eucalyptus Avenue and Euclid Avenue. The construction of  these facilities would require additional drainage 
improvements south of  Merrill Avenue at Euclid Avenue. An expanded The reinforced concrete box facility in 
Merrill Avenue will end just north of  the existing earthen channel would be located between the paved portions 
of  Euclid Avenue and the existing easterly right-of-way. The storm water will then bubble up in the structure 
and spill out into the existing channel where it will continue to flow south to eventually discharge south of  Pine 
Avenue in the City of  Chino.  

The total estimated cost of  the proposed stormwater infrastructure is $9.1 million (Murow 2020; see Appendix 
N).  
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Page 3-39, Chapter 3, Project Description. The text in Section 3.4.2, Phasing, has been revised to fix a typographical 
error.  

The project would be built in two Phases. Phase 1 would include development of PA-2 (Buildings 4-8 1-3), 
the southern portion of the project site identified for construction of storage, warehousing, and industrial 
development. Phase 2 would develop PA-1 (Buildings 1-3 4-8), the northern portion of the project site 
identified for business park development. See Figure 3-14, Conceptual Phasing Plan.  

Page 3-43, Chapter 3, Project Description. The following figure, Figure 3-14, Conceptual Phasing Plan, is revised.  

See Appendix A, herein. 

Page 4-5, Chapter 4, Environmental Setting. The following figure, Figure 4-1, Surrounding Land Use Map, is revised 
in response to Comment A8-2.  

See Appendix A, herein. 

Page 4-15, Section.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts, text and Table 4-2, Ontario General Plan Buildout 
Capacities. The following was revised to update the City’s general plan buildout capacities adopted January 2020. 

The land use intensities allowed by the adopted general plan and the growth projections in the land use elements 
are detailed in Tables 4-2. Table 4-2 shows TOP has a buildout capacity of  345,971 345,936 population, 99,887 
99,878 residential units, and 247,575,980 247,445,148 nonresidential square footage (TOP 2010). This buildout 
includes the planned land use and development intensity for the “New Model Colony (NMC)” Special Planning 
Areas. 
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Table 4-2 Ontario General Plan Buildout Capacities 

Land Use Acres2 Assumed Density/Intensity3 Units Population4 
Non-Residential 

Square Feet Jobs5 
Residential 
Rural 529 2.0 du/ac 1,059 4,232   
Low Density6 7,255 4.0 du/ac (OMC) 

4.5 du/ac (NMC) 
30,584 122,244   

Low-Medium6 
Density 

999 8.5 du/ac 8,500 
8,492 

33,976 
33,941 

  

Medium Density 1,897 18.0 du/ac (OMC) 
22.0 du/ac (NMC) 

38,200 133,791   

High Density 183 35.0 du/ac 6,415 21,470   
Subtotal 10,864  84,758 

84,750 
315,713 
315,679 

  

Mixed Use 
Downtown 113 • 60% of the area at 35 du/ac 

• 40% of the area at 0.80 FAR 
for office and retail 

2,365 4,729 1,569,554 2,808 

East Holt Boulevard 57 • 25% of the area at 30 du/ac 
• 50% of the area at 1.0 

FAR office 
• 25% of area at 0.80 FAR retail 

428 856 1,740,483 3,913 

Meredith 93 • 47% of the area at 39.46 du/ac 
• 48% at 0.35 FAR for office 

and retail uses 
• 5% at 0.75 FAR for Lodging 

1,725 3,450 832,497 975 

Meredith 93 • 23% of the area at 37.4 du/ac 
• 72% at 0.35 FAR for office 

and retail uses 
• 5% at 0.75 FAR for Lodging 

800 1,600 1,172,788 1,462 

Transit Center 76 • 10% of the area at 60 du/ac 
• 90% of the area at 1.0 

FAR office and retail 

457 913 2,983,424 5,337 

Inland Empire Corridor 37 • 50% of the area at 20 du/ac 
• 30% of area at 0.50 FAR office 
• 20% of area t 0.35 FAR retail 

368 736 352,662 768 

Guasti 77 • 20% of the area at 30 du/ac 
• 30% of area at 1.0 FAR retail 
• 50% of area at .70 FAR office 

465 929 2,192,636 4,103 

Ontario Center 345 • 30% of area at 40 du/ac 
• 50% of area at 1.0 FAR office 
• 20% of area at 0.5. FAR retail 

4,139 8,278 9,014,306 22,563 

Ontario Mills 240 • 5% of area at 40 du/ac 
• 20% of area at 0.75 FAR office 
• 75% of area at 0.5 FAR retail 

479 958 5,477,126 7,285 

NMC West/South 315 • 30% of area at 35 du/ac 
• 70% of area at 0.7 FAR 

office and retail 

3,311 6,621 6,729,889 17,188 

NMC East 264 • 30% of area at 25 du/ac 
• 30% of area at 0.35 FAR 

for office 
• 40% of area at 0.3 FAR for 

retail uses 

1,978 3,956 2,584,524 4,439 

Euclid/Francis 10 • 50% of the area at 30 du/ac 
• 50% of area at 0.8 FAR retail 

156 312 181,210 419 
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Table 4-2 Ontario General Plan Buildout Capacities 

Land Use Acres2 Assumed Density/Intensity3 Units Population4 
Non-Residential 

Square Feet Jobs5 
SR-60/ 
Hamner Tuscana 
Village 

41 • 18% of the area at 25 du/ac 
• 57% of the area at 0.25 

FAR retail 
• 25% of the area at 1.5 

FAR office 

185 369 924,234 2,098 

Subtotal 1,668  15,129 
16,054 

32,257 
32,107 

34,922,836 
34,582,545 

72,383 
71,896 

Residential 
Neighborhood6 
Commercial 

281 0.30 FAR   3,671,585 8,884 

General Commercial 519 
533 

0.30 FAR   6,788,695 
6,964,199 

6,307 
6,470 

Office/ Commercial 514 0.75 FAR   16,805,775 37,269 
Hospitality 142 

141 
1.00 FAR   6,177,679 

6,157,642 
7,082 
7,060 

Subtotal 1,470    33,599,200 59,682 
Neighborhood6 
Commercial 

281 0.30 FAR   3,671,585 8,884 

Employment  
Business Park 1,507 0.40 FAR   26,261,610 46,075 
Industrial 6,372 0.55 FAR   152,947,800 

152,661,502 
134,383 
134,132 

Subtotal 7,879    179,209,410 
178,923,112 

180,459 
180,207 

Other 
Open Space– Non-
Recreation 

1,232 Not applicable     

Open Space– 
Parkland6 

950 Not applicable     

Open Space- Water 59 Not applicable     
Public Facility 97 Not applicable     
Public School 632 Not applicable     
LA/Ontario 
International Airport 

1,677 Not applicable     

Landfill 137 Not applicable     
Railroad 251 Not applicable     
Roadways 4,871 Not applicable     

Subtotal 9,906      

TOTAL 31,786  99,887 
100,812 

345,971 
347,821 

247,575,980 
247,235,690 

312,383 
311,896 

Source: Ontario General Plan Land Use Element, 2020. 
Notes: FAR = floor area ratio; du = dwelling units; sf = square feet; ac= Acre 
1 Historically, citywide buildout levels do not achieve the maximum allowable density/intensity on every parcel and are, on average, lower than allowed by the Policy Plan. 

Accordingly, the buildout projections in this Policy Plan do not assume buildout at the maximum density or intensity and instead are adjusted downward. To view the 
buildout assumptions, access the Methodology report. 

2 Acres are given as adjusted gross acreages, which do not include the right-of-way for roadways, flood control facilities, or railroads. 
3 Assumed Density/Intensity includes both residential density, expressed as units per acre, and non-residential intensity, expressed as floor area ratio (FAR), which is the 

amount of building square feet in relation to the size of the lot. 
4 Projections of population by residential designation are based on a persons-per-household factor that varies by housing type. For more information, access the 

Methodology report. 
5 To view the factors used to generate the number of employees by land use category, access the Methodology report. 
6 Acreages and corresponding buildout estimates for these designations do not reflect underlying land uses within the Business Park, Industrial and Commercial Overlays. 

Estimates for these areas are included within the corresponding Business Park, Industrial and General Commercial categories. 
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Page 5.2-11, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text is revised in response to Comment A3-2.  

 Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. This rule is intended to reduce the amount of  particulate matter entrained in 
the ambient air as a result of  anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to 
prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made 
condition capable of  generating fugitive dust, and requires best available control measures to be applied to 
earth moving and grading activities. In general, the rule prohibits new developments from the installation 
of  wood-burning devices. Additionally, Rule 403 requires large grading operations, which are defined as 
projects that include 50 or more acres of  disturbed surface area; or earth-moving operations with a daily 
earth-moving or throughput volume of  5,000 cubic yard or more three times during the most recent 365-
day period, to prepare and implement a fugitive dust control plan.  

Page 5.2-15, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text is has been updated.  

… As a result, the estimated basinwide population-weighted risk decreased by approximately 57 percent since 
MATES III (SCAQMD 2015a). According to the MATES IV web application, cancer risk in the project vicinity 
is 831.2 in one million. 

Page 5.2-32, Section 5.2, Air Quality. Table 5.2-11, Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Emissions, is revised 
in response to Comment A5-3.  

Table 5.2-11 Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Emissions 

Sources 
Criteria Air Pollutants (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area 43 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Energy <1 3 3 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile – Passenger Vehicles1 12 13 159 <1 45 12 
Mobile – Transport Trucks1 5 6 105 188 31 44 1 31 10 
Transport Refrigeration Units2,3 1 4 6 <1 <1 <1 
Off-Road Equipment4 <1 3 31 <1 <1 <1 
Maximum Daily Emissions 61 62 129 211 231 244 1 76 23 22 
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Threshold Yes Yes No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. Based on trip generation information provided by Urban Crossroads (Appendix L1). 
Notes: Highest winter or summer. Emissions totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. Bold = Exceedance. 
1 Based on calendar year 2022 aggregated emission rates derived EMFAC2017 Version 1.0.2 and CalEEMod methodology. 
2 Based on calendar year 2022 aggregated Instate Trailer TRU emission rates obtained from OFFROAD2017 Version 1.0.1. 
3 Based on 69 trucks with TRUs per day and 30 mins of idling per truck per day. 
4 Based on three diesel-powered and four CNG-powered yard trucks at the facility operating for four hours per day. Emissions based on emission rates for a 175 

horsepower diesel-powered rail yard tractor and CNG-powered airport fuel truck derived from OFFROAD2017 Version 1.0.1. 
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Page 5.2-33, Section 5.2, Air Quality. Table 5.2-12. Potential Overlap of  Construction and Operational Activities, is 
revised in response to Comment A5-3.  

Table 5.2-12 Potential Overlap of Construction and Operational Activities 

Maximum Daily Emissions 

Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Year 2022 Construction Peak Emissions 104 99 56 <1 14 7 

Year 2022 Maximum Operational Emissions 61 62 129 211 231 244 1 76 23 22 

Max Daily Combined Emissions1 165 166 228 310 287 300 1 90 29 
Source: CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. 
Notes: 
1 The maximum daily operational emissions are based on full buildout. Therefore, the maximum daily combined emissions represent a conservative scenario because 

in practice, only a proportion of the allowable land use space would be operating while the rest of the proposed project is constructed and fully built out. 
 

Page 5.2-38, Section 5.2, Air Quality. Table 5.2-15, Localized Onsite Operational Emissions, is revised in response to 
Comment A5-3.  

Table 5.2-15 Localized Onsite Operational Emissions 

Source 
Pollutants (lbs/day) 

NOX  CO  PM10 PM2.5 

Area Sources <1 <1 <1 <1 
Off-Road Equipment1,2 3 31 <1 <1 
Onsite Truck Travel3,4 2 3 <1 1 <1 <1 
Truck Idling3 5 3 <1 <1 
Transport Refrigeration Units5,6 4 6 <1 <1 
Maximum Daily Onsite Operation Emissions 14 16 41 1 <1 
SCAQMD Screening-Level LST 270 2,193 4 2 
Exceeds Screening-Level LST? No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.; SCAQMD 2008. 
Notes: In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, only onsite stationary sources and mobile equipment occurring on the proposed project site are included in the 

analysis. Operational LSTs are based on sensitive receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) of a 5.0-acre site in SRA 33.  
1 Based on three diesel-powered and four CNG-powered yard trucks at the facility operating for four hours per day.  
2 Based on calendar year 2022 emission rates for a 175 horsepower diesel-powered rail yard tractor and CNG-powered airport fuel truck derived from OFFROAD2017 

Version 1.0.1. 
3 Based on year 2022 emission rates derived EMFAC2017 Version 1.0.2 and CalEEMod methodology.  
4 Based on the proportion of distance traveled onsite compared to the overall distance traveled. It is anticipated that each truck would travel approximately 0.61 mile 

onsite on average. 
5 Based on 69 trucks with TRUs per day and 30 mins of idling per TRU per day. 
6 Based on calendar year 2022 aggregated Instate Trailer TRU emission rates obtained from OFFROAD2017 Version 1.0.1. 
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Page 5.2-46 through 5.2-49, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following Mitigation Measures have been revised 
and/or incorporated at the request of  Commenters. 

Impact 5.2-1 
AQ-1 Construction contractors shall, at minimum, use equipment that meets the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards for off-
road diesel-powered construction equipment with more than 50 horsepower for all Phase 1 
rough grading and rough grading soil hauling activities, unless it can be demonstrated to the 
City of  Ontario Building Department that such equipment is not available. Where equipment 
is not available, the next available engine Tier (e.g., US EPA Tier 4 Interim equipment) shall 
be used. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions 
reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by Tier 4 Interim Final emissions 
standards for a similarly sized engine, as defined by the California Air Resources Board’s 
regulations. For construction equipment 25 horsepower or less (e.g., plate compactors, 
pressure washers), the Construction Contractor shall use battery-powered or alternative fuel-
powered equipment. During construction activity, electrical hook-ups or other charging 
mechanisms (including generators) for electric construction tools, such as saws, drills and 
compressors, shall be provided where feasible.  

 Prior to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all construction (e.g., demolition 
and grading) plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 4 Interim Final emissions 
standards for construction equipment over 50 horsepower and battery-powered or alternative 
fuel-powered equipment for engines under 25 horsepower for the specific activities stated 
above. During construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of  all operating 
equipment in use on the construction site for verification by the City of  Ontario. The 
construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, Equipment Identification Numbers, 
and number of  construction equipment onsite. Equipment shall be properly serviced and 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction 
contractors shall also ensure that all nonessential idling of  construction equipment is restricted 
to 5 minutes or less in compliance with Section 2449 of  the California Code of  Regulations, 
Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9. 

 AQ-2 During building construction, the construction contractor shall, at minimum, use paints with 
a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of  20 grams per liter or less for all interior and 
exterior coatings of  the Phase 1 buildings (i.e., Buildings 1 through 3). This requirement shall 
be noted on all construction management plans verified by the City of  Ontario prior to 
issuance of  any construction permits and during interior coating activities and verified by the 
City of  Ontario during construction activities.  

AQ-3 During building construction, the construction contractor shall, at minimum, use paints with 
a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of  50 grams per liter or less for all interior and 
exterior coatings of  the Phase 2 buildings (i.e., Buildings 4 through 8). This requirement shall 
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be noted on all construction management plans verified by the City of  Ontario prior to 
issuance of  any construction permits and during interior coating activities and verified by the 
City of  Ontario during construction activities.  

AQ-4 During Phase 1 and Phase 2 construction, the construction contractor shall, at minimum, use 
paints with a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of  50 grams per liter or less for all 
surface parking lot striping. This requirement shall be noted on all construction management 
plans verified by the City of  Ontario prior to issuance of  any construction permits and during 
interior coating activities and verified by the City of  Ontario during construction activities. 

Impacts 5.2-2 
Off-Road Equipment 

AQ-5 Only electric-powered off-road equipment (e.g., yard trucks/hostlers) shall be utilized onsite 
for daily warehouse and business operations. The project developer/facility owner shall 
disclose this requirement to all tenants/business entities prior to the signing of  any lease 
agreement. In addition, the limitation to use only electric-powered off-road equipment shall 
be included all leasing agreements.  

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

AQ-8 For tenants that require use of  trucks with transport refrigeration units (TRUs), all TRU 
operating onsite shall be required to meet the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Tier 4 standard, which requires engines to achieve 0.02 grams per brake horsepower hour 
(g/bhp-hr) of  particulate matter (PM). The project developer/facility owner shall disclose this 
requirement to all tenants/business entities that require cold storage and use of  TRUs prior 
to the signing of  any lease agreement. In addition, the limitation to use only Tier 4 off-road 
equipment shall be included all leasing agreements.  

 Prior to issuance of  a Business License for a new tenant/business entity, the project 
developer/facility owner and tenant/business entity shall provide to the City of  Ontario 
Planning Department and Business License Department a signed document (verification 
document) noting that the project development/facility owner has disclosed to the 
tenant/business entity the requirement to use only Tier 4 TRUs for daily operations. 
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Landscaping Equipment 

AQ-89 All landscaping equipment (e.g., leaf  blower) used for property management shall be electric-
powered only. The property manager/facility owner shall provide documentation (e.g., 
purchase, rental, and/or services agreement) to the City of  Ontario Planning Department to 
verify, to the City’s satisfaction, that all landscaping equipment utilized will be electric-powered. 

Architectural Coatings & Paints 

AQ-910 All paints used for interior and exterior architectural re-coatings of  all buildings shall at 
minimum, have a volatile organic compound (VOC) content of  20 25 grams per liter or less.  

AQ-1011 Paints used in re-striping of  the parking lot shall, at minimum, have a volatile organic 
compound (VOC) content of  50 grams per liter or less.  

Transportation Sector 

AQ-12 The project shall install the necessary infrastructure (e.g., conduit in parking lots) to support 
the future transition to zero emissions (ZE) and near zero emission (NZE) trucks. These 
requirements shall be noted on all site plans and verified by the City of  Ontario during site 
inspections prior to issuance of  occupancy permits. 

 
AQ-13 The City of  Ontario shall require phased-in use of  on-road trucks that have zero-emissions 

or near-zero emissions—such as trucks with natural gas engines that meet the California Air 
Resources Board’s (CARB) adopted optional nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions standard of  
0.02 gram per break horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr). At a minimum, operators on-site shall 
commit to using year 2010 or newer trucks with engines that meet CARB’s 2010 emissions 
standards—which are 0.01 g/bhp-hr for particulate matter (PM) and 0.20 g/bhp-hr for 
NOx—or newer, cleaner trucks or equipment. These requirements shall be noted on all site 
plans and verified by the City of  Ontario during site inspections during project operation. 
During operation, the building tenant and/or building owner shall maintain records of  all 
truck deliveries to the warehouse on an annual basis. These records shall be made available to 
the City of  Ontario upon request. 

 
AQ-14 Prior to the issuance of  occupancy permit, the applicant and/or building operators shall 

submit an employee training handbook to the City of  Ontario that includes the following: 

 
 Required facility operator management and employee training on efficient scheduling and 

load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of  trucks.  

 Required facility operator management and employee training on keeping vehicle records 
in diesel technologies and compliance with CARB regulations.  
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 Required facility operator management and employee to attend courses approved by the 
California Air Resources Board.  

 The facility operators shall maintain records on-site demonstrating compliance with 
training and shall make records available for inspection by the City of  Ontario upon 
request. 
 

AQ-15 The City of  Ontario shall require that check-in points for trucks provide sufficient stacking 
distance within the individual parcels to ensure that there are no trucks queuing outside of  the 
facility and that truck traffic does not idle on public streets. The applicant for a warehouse 
project that includes check-in points for trucks shall submit a queuing analysis to the City of  
Ontario Engineering Division prior to approval of  grading permits. 

Impact 5.2-6 
Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-815 are applicable to Impact 5.2-6. Additionally, the following 
mitigation measure is also prescribed to reduce impacts associated with Impact 5.2-6. 

AQ-1116 Construction contractors shall, at minimum, use equipment that meets the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards for off-
road diesel-powered construction equipment with more than 50 horsepower for all Phase 2 
building construction activities, unless it can be demonstrated to the City of  Ontario Building 
Department that such equipment is not available. Where equipment is not available, the next 
available engine Tier (e.g., US EPA Tier 4 Interim equipment) shall be used. Any emissions 
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than 
what could be achieved by Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards for a similarly sized engine, 
as defined by the California Air Resources Board’s regulations. For construction equipment 25 
horsepower or less (e.g., plate compactors, pressure washers), the Construction Contractor 
shall use battery-powered or alternative fuel-powered equipment. During construction activity, 
electrical hook-ups or other charging mechanisms (including generators) for electric 
construction tools, such as saws, drills and compressors, shall be provided where feasible.  

 
Prior to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all construction (e.g., demolition 
and grading) plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 4 Interim Final emissions 
standards for construction equipment over 50 horsepower and battery-powered or alternative 
fuel-powered equipment for engines under 25 horsepower for the specific activity stated 
above. During construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of  all operating 
equipment in use on the construction site for verification by the City of  Ontario. The 
construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, Equipment Identification Numbers, 
and number of  construction equipment onsite. Equipment shall be properly serviced and 
maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction 
contractors shall also ensure that all nonessential idling of  construction equipment is restricted 
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to 5 minutes or less in compliance with Section 2449 of  the California Code of  Regulations, 
Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9. 

Impact 5.2-7 
Apply Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-1015. 

Impact 5.2-8 
AQ-1217 Prior to future discretionary approval, if  it is determined that a project has the potential to 

emit nuisance odors beyond the property line, an odor management plan shall be prepared by 
the project applicant, subject to review and approval by the City of  Ontario Planning 
Department. Facilities that have the potential to generate nuisance odors include but are not 
limited to: 

 Wastewater treatment plants 

 Composting, green waste, or recycling facilities 

 Fiberglass manufacturing facilities 

 Painting/coating operations 

 Large-capacity coffee roasters 

 Food-processing facilities 

The odor management plan shall show compliance with the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s Rule 402 for nuisance odors. The Odor Management Plan shall identify 
the best available control technologies for toxics (T-BACTs) that will be utilized to reduce 
potential odors to acceptable levels, including appropriate enforcement mechanisms. T-BACTs 
may include, but are not limited to scrubbers (i.e., air pollution control devices) at the industrial 
facility. T-BACTs identified in the odor management plan shall be identified as mitigation 
measures in the environmental document and/or incorporated into the site plan. 

Page 5.2-50, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text has been revised in response to Comment A3-2. 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would require off-road construction equipment of  50 
horsepower or greater used for Phase 1 rough grading activities to be fitted with engines that meet the EPA’s 
Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards… 

Page 5.2-50, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text has been revised to reflect the revised mitigation 
measure numbering. 

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-5 would limit off-road equipment used in daily operations to be 
electric-powered only. As shown in Table 5.2-19, implementation of  Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-
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1015 would reduce emissions to the extent possible. However, project-related operation phase emissions would 
still exceed the VOC and NOX regional significance thresholds. Therefore, Impact 5.2-2 would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Page 5.2-51, Section 5.2, Air Quality. Table 5.2-19, Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Emissions With 
Mitigation, is revised in response to Comment A5-3.  

Table 5.2-19 Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Emissions With Mitigation 

Sources 
Criteria Air Pollutants (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area1 40 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
Energy <1 3 3 <1 <1 <1 
Mobile – Passenger Vehicles2 12 13 159 <1 45 12 
Mobile – Transport Trucks2 5 6 105 188 31 44 1 31 10 
Transport Refrigeration Units4 1 4 6 <1 <1 <1 
Off-Road Equipment3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum Daily Emissions 57 58 126 208 199 213 1 76 23 22 
SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds Threshold Yes Yes No No No No 
Source: CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2. Based on trip generation information provided by Urban Crossroads (Appendix L1). 
Notes: Highest winter or summer. Emissions totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding. Bold = Exceedance. 
1 Incorporates Mitigation Measures AQ-2 through AQ-4, AQ-910, and AQ-1011, which require use of low VOC paints and Mitigation Measure AQ-89, which limits 

landscaping equipment to be electric-powered only. 
2 Based on calendar year 2022 aggregated emission rates derived from EMFAC2017 Version 1.0.2 and CalEEMod methodology. 
3 Incorporates Mitigation Measure AQ-5, which only allows use of electric-powered off-road equipment. 
 

 

Page 5.2-52, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text has been in response to Comment A3-2 and revisions 
to the mitigation measure numbering.  

Implementation of  Mitigation Measure AQ-1116 would require off-road construction equipment of  50 
horsepower or greater used for Phase 2 building construction activities to be fitted with engines that meet the 
EPA’s Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards. As shown in Table 5.2-20, implementation of  Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1116 in addition to Mitigation Measure AQ-1, which is prescribed to reduce project-related 
regional construction impacts, would reduce the total combined cancer risk to 7.6 in a million. In addition, 
while not accounted for in Table 5.2-20, Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-815 would provide further 
reductions in health risks through the use of  cleaner and lower emitting off-road equipment. Therefore, with 
incorporation of  mitigation, Impact 5.2-6 would be reduced to less than significant. 
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Page 5.2-52, Section 5.2, Air Quality. Table 5.2-20, Combined Construction and Operational HRA with Mitigation, is 
revised in to reflect the updated mitigation measure numbering. 

Table 5.2-20 Combined Construction and Operational HRA With Mitigation 

Source 
Cancer Risk – 30-year Residential 

(per million) 
Chronic Hazard 

Index 
Construction Emissions – 2-year duration1 4.1 0.013 
Operational Emissions – 28-year duration 3.6 0.002 
Cumulative Total2 7.6 0.015 
SCAQMD Threshold 10 1.0 
Exceeds Threshold? No No 
Sources: Appendix C2. 
Notes: 
1 Incorporates Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-1116, which requires all equipment of 50 horsepower or more used for Phase 1 rough grading activities and Phase 

2 building construction activities be fitted with engines that meet the EPA’s Tier 4 Interim Final emissions standards. 
2 Totals are not rounded. 

 

Page 5.2-52, Section 5.2, Air Quality. The following text has been revised in to reflect the updated mitigation 
measure numbering. 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1217 would ensure that odor impacts are minimized and facilities would comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 402. Therefore, Impact 5.2-8 would be reduced to less than significant. 

Page 5.3-22, Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The following mitigation measures have been revised in response 
to Comments A6-1, A6-3, and A6-7. 

Impact 5.3-1 
BIO-1 Prior to the issuance of  permits for any construction activity, the project applicant shall 

demonstrate compliance with the federal MBTA and Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 
3503 to the satisfaction of  the City of  Ontario that either of  the following has been 
accomplished: 

 Conduct grading activities and vegetation removal outside of  the nesting season (February 
1 to August 31) to avoid impacts to nesting birds, including raptors. 

 If  vegetation removal will occur during the bird nesting season, between February 1 and 
August 31, pre-construction nesting bird surveys shall be performed within three days 
prior to any disturbance of  the site, including disking, demolition activities, and grading. 
If  active nests are found, they shall be flagged and the biologist shall establish suitable 
buffers around the nest (generally a minimum of  200 feet up to 500 feet for raptors and 
a minimum of  50 feet up to 300 feet for passerine species, with specific buffer widths to 



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Page 3-32 PlaceWorks 

be determined by a qualified biologist). The buffer areas shall be avoided until the nests 
are no longer occupied and the juvenile birds can survive independently from the nests.  

BIO-3 Prior to issuance of  a demolition or grading permit for any ground disturbing activity, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction presence/absence survey for burrowing 
owls within 14 days prior to site disturbance. Surveys shall be conducted consistent with the 
procedures in outlined in the “California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 2012 
Staff  Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.” If  the species is absent, no additional mitigation 
will be required. 

  Areas Outside of  the Chino RMP Boundary. If  burrowing owl(s) are observed onsite 
during the pre-construction clearance survey; 

 Prior to disturbance of  the occupied burrows, suitable and unoccupied replacement 
burrows shall be provided at a ratio of  2:1 within designated off-site conserved lands to 
be identified through coordination with CDFW and the City in which the burrowing 
owl(s) is(are) detected (either the City of  Ontario or the City of  Chino). A qualified 
biologist shall confirm that the artificial burrows are currently unoccupied and suitable 
for use by owls. 

 Until suitable replacement burrows have been provided/confirmed within the off-site 
conserved lands to be identified through coordination with CDFW and the City of  
Ontario or the City of  Chino, no disturbance shall occur within 50 meters (approximately 
160 feet) of  occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through 
January 31) or within 75 meters (approximately 250 feet) during the breeding season 
(February 1 through August 31). If  reduced setbacks are implemented, a broad-scale, long-
term, scientifically-rigorous monitoring program shall be implemented by the City to 
ensures that burrowing owls are not detrimentally affected by the project. 

 Occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1 through 
August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive 
methods that either: 1) the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; or 2) that 
juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of  
independent survival. 

 If  burrowing owls are present at the time that the occupied burrows are to be disturbed, 
then the owls shall be excluded from the site following the 2012 CDFG Staff  Report. 

City of  Chino, RMP Boundary. If  burrowing owl(s) is(are) detected within the Project’s 
disturbance footprint in the City of  Chino RMP boundary, the owl(s) are required to be 
handled as indicated by the RMP: 

 The RMP addresses mitigation requirements for impacts to burrowing owls. The RMP states 
that the 1995 CDFG Staff  Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (as supplemented by the 
RMP) shall be followed when burrowing owls are detected on properties. If  avoidance of  
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occupied habitat is infeasible, provisions shall be made to passively relocate owls from sites in 
accordance with the current 2012 CDFG Staff  Report (supersedes 1995 CDFG Staff  Report). 

According to the Preserve EIR and RMP, Burrowing Owls to be relocated from properties 
within the City’s Subarea 2 are intended to be accommodated within a “300-acre conservation 
area” and/or additional Candidate Relocation Areas as described on Page 4-16 and 4-21 of  
the RMP. One such contingency conservation area is identified in the RMP as “Drainage Area 
B”. 

Drainage Area B consists of  a series of  Natural Treatment System (NTS) facilities that were 
constructed south of  Kimball Avenue and west of  Mill Creek Road. When the NTS facilities 
were constructed, approximately 50 artificial owl burrows were installed within the basins to 
accommodate relocated owls and additional owls dispersing to the site. This location was given 
top priority as an owl relocation site by the RMP due to its proximity to areas that have been 
and will be converted to urban development. If  Burrowing Owls are present at the Project 
site at time of  site disturbance, the Burrowing Owls would be more likely to initially relocate 
to the immediately surrounding properties, including additional locations within the Chino 
Airport. However, the NTS basins represent the nearest conservation area providing regional 
mitigation for the loss of  burrowing owl habitat. 

 Consistent with the RMP, the following measures shall apply to the portion of  the Project site 
within the RMP boundary regarding burrowing owl mitigation: 

 Prior to disturbance of  the occupied burrows, suitable and unoccupied replacement 
burrows shall be provided at a ratio of  2:1 within the City of  Chino designated relocation 
area (e.g. the NTS basins). A qualified biologist through coordination with the City shall 
confirm that the artificial burrows are currently unoccupied and suitable for use by owls. 

 Until suitable replacement burrows have been provided/confirmed within the designated 
relocation area (e.g. the NTS basins), no disturbance shall occur within 50 meters 
(approximately 160 feet) of  occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 
1 through January 31) or within 75 meters (approximately 250 feet) during the breeding 
season (February 1 through August 31). 

 Occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1 through 
August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive 
methods that either: 1) the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; or 2) that 
juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of  
independent survival. 

 If  Burrowing Owls are present at the time that the occupied burrows are to be disturbed, 
then the owls shall be excluded from the site following the 2012 CDFG Staff  Report and 
Table 4-6 of  the RMP. 
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 Pursuant to mitigation measure B-3(8) of  The Preserve EIR, and as noted on Page 4-39 
of  the RMP, the Project shall pay the required mitigation fee prior to initiation of  ground 
disturbing activities. One priority for funding supported by the mitigation fees is the 
establishment and long-term management of  burrowing owl habitat within the Drainage 
Area B conservation area. 

BIO-4 Prior to implementation of  project activities, a qualified biologist shall be retained to 
determine whether potential roosting sites for bats may be affected. For large ornamental trees 
habitats or structures suitable for bat roosting/nursery, an appropriate combination of  
structure inspection, sampling, exit counts and acoustic surveys shall be performed prior to 
initial ground disturbance and vegetation removal to determine whether the project footprint 
and a 300-foot buffer supports a nursery or roost, and by which species. This survey work will 
occur between late-spring and late summer and/or in the fall (generally mid-March through 
late October)April 1 through August 31. 

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

BIO-5 Within 14 days the breeding season (May – July) prior to the onset of  construction activities, 
a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction visual surveys, following U.S. Geological 
Survey visual survey protocol, for western pond turtle within all areas that fall within 100 feet 
of  any suitable aquatic and upland nesting habitat for this species (retention ponds). If  
Western pond turtles are observed during the pre-construction survey, the Applicant shall 
prepare for CDFW review and approval, a translocation plan identifying proposed protocol 
for trapping and relocating turtles, including identifying potential, appropriate receiver sites 
shall be contacted to relocate western pond turtles to ensure that no western pond turtles are 
harmed. If  no western pond turtles are observed during the pre-construction survey, then 
construction activities may begin. If  construction is delayed or halted for more than 30 days, 
another pre-construction survey for western pond turtle shall be conducted. Within seven days 
of  the pre-construction survey, a report of  findings from the survey shall be submitted to the 
CDFW. 

During construction, a qualified biological monitor who has been approved by the CDFW to 
relocate western pond turtles shall be onsite to ensure that no western pond turtles are harmed. 
If  western pond turtles are observed in the construction area at any time during construction, 
the onsite biological monitor shall be notified and construction in the vicinity of  the sighting 
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shall be halted until such a time as a turtle has been removed from the construction zone, and 
relocated by an approved biologist. If  a sighting occurs during construction, the biologist shall 
prepare a report of  the event and submit it to CDFW. 

Page 5.7-7, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The following text has been revised in to reflect the updated 
mitigation measure numbering. 

Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2010/2012) 

The federal government issued new Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards in 2012 for model 
years 2017 to 2025, which required a fleet average of  54.5 miles per gallon in 2025. However, on March 30, 
2020, the USEPA finalized an updated CAFE and GHG emissions standards for passenger cars and light trucks 
and established new standards, covering model years 2021 through 2026, known as The Safer Affordable Fuel 
Efficient (SAFE) Vehicles Final Rule for Model Years 2021-2026. The current Corporate Average Fuel 
Economy (CAFE) standards (for model years 2011 to 2016) incorporate stricter fuel economy requirements 
promulgated by the federal government and California into one uniform standard. Additionally, automakers 
were required to cut GHG emissions in new vehicles by roughly 25 percent by 2016 (resulting in a fleet average 
of  35.5 miles per gallon by 2016). Rulemaking to adopt these new standards was completed in 2010. California 
agreed to allow automakers who show compliance with the national program to also be deemed in compliance 
with state requirements. The federal government issued new standards in 2012 for model years 2017 to 2025 
that will require a fleet average of  54.5 miles per gallon in 2025. While the EPA is reexamining the 2017–2025 
emissions and CAFE standards However, a consortium of  automakers and California have agreed on a 
voluntary framework to reduce emissions that can serve as an alternative path forward for clean vehicle 
standards nationwide. Automakers who agreed to the framework are Ford, Honda, BMW of  North America 
and Volkswagen Group of  America. The framework supports continued annual reductions of  vehicle 
greenhouse gas emissions through the 2026 model year, encourages innovation to accelerate the transition to 
electric vehicles, and provides industry the certainty needed to make investments and create jobs. This 
commitment means that the auto companies party to the voluntary agreement will only sell cars in the United 
States that meet these standards (CARB 2019d). 

Page 5.7-41, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The following text has been revised as a result of  revised 
mitigation measures numbering.  

Mitigation Measures AQ-5 through AQ-1015 from Section 5.3, Air Quality, apply and would reduce GHG 
emissions of  the proposed project. 



O N T A R I O  R A N C H  B U S I N E S S  P A R K  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  F I N A L  E I R  
C I T Y  O F  O N T A R I O  

3. Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Page 3-36 PlaceWorks 

Page 5.7-43, Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The following mitigation measure numbering has been 
revised.  

Landscaping Equipment 

AQ-89 All landscaping equipment (e.g., leaf  blower) used for property management shall be electric-
powered only. The property manager/facility owner shall provide documentation (e.g., 
purchase, rental, and/or services agreement) to the City of  Ontario Planning Department to 
verify, to the City’s satisfaction, that all landscaping equipment utilized will be electric-powered. 

Page 5.8-10, Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following text is revised in response to Comment 
A1-1.  

… The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for Chino Airport completed by the County of  
Riverside in 2008 provides additional guidance for development around Chino Airport. The project site is not 
within an existing or current airport noise hazard zone and is in Zone D Zone E as designated in the ALUCP 
(Mead and Hunt 2004a). 

Page 5.8-16, Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The following text is revised in response to Comment 
A1-1.  

As discussed in Section 5.8.1.2 and shown in Figures 5.8-1 and 5.8-2 the project site is within the ONT and 
Chino Airport’s AIA. The proposed project is in Zone D Zone E of  the Chino Airport as designated in the 
ALUCP. Warehousing and office buildings are permitted in Zone D Zone E (Mead and Hunt 2004b)… 

Page 5.10-14, Section 5.8, Land Use and Planning. The following text is revised in response to Comment A1-1.  

 
Goal Land Use 5: Integrated airport systems and facilities that minimize negative impacts to the community and maximize economic 
benefits. 

LU5-1: Coordination with Airport Authorities. We collaborate 
with FAA, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics, airport owners, 
neighboring jurisdictions, and other shareholders in the 
preparation, update and maintenance of airport-related plans. 

Policy LU5-1 reduces adverse impacts associated with 
airfield/airport operations. 

Consistent: The Applicant and City Staff would coordinate with the 
airport authority for the Chino Airport in evaluation of project land uses 
in the context of the Chino Airport Overlay and Riverside County 
ALUCP for Chino Airport as the Project site is in Zone D Zone E of the 
Chino Airport as designated by ALUCP. The project resides in airport 
influence areas (AIA) for both the Chino Airport and the Ontario 
International Airport, however, the project is not within an Ontario 
International Airport safety zone, noise impact zone, or airspace 
protection zone. Please refer also to related discussions presented in 
this EIR Section 5.8, Hazards/Hazardous Materials. 
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The project does not propose elements or aspects that would interfere 
with or obstruct City collaboration or coordination with agencies or 
shareholders participating in or responsible for the preparation, update 
and maintenance of airport-related plans. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with Policy LU5-1. 

 

Page 5.10-23, Section 5.10, Land Use and Planning. The following text is revised in response to Comment A1-1.  

The project site is not within a safety zone, a noise impact zone, or an airspace protection zone of  Ontario 
International Airport. The proposed project is in Zone D Zone E of the Chino Airport as designated in the 
ALUCP. Warehousing and office buildings are permitted in Zone D Zone E (Mead and Hunt 2004b). 
Furthermore, the maximum building height for the proposed project is 55 feet and do not require ALUC review 
(Mead and Hunt 2004c), and would not conflict with building height restrictions identified in the airport land 
use plans. 

Page 5.12-5, Section 5.12, Population and Housing. The following text has been updated.  

On January 28March 30, 2020, the Planning CommissionCity Council approved a revision to the Policy Plan 
(General Plan) land use table (see General Plan Table LU-03) showing this change. 159 of  these 975 units will 
directly offset the units that are permitted on the project site under the current General Plan designation. 
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3.  Project Description
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Note: Traffic signals will be interconnected. All access points shall conform to  
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Figure 3-7a - Potable Water Plan
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Figure 3-7b - Potable Water Plan
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Figure 3-8 - Recycled Water Plan
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Figure 3-9 - Sewer Plan
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Figure 3-14 - Conceptual Phasing Plan
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Figure 4-1 - Surrounding Land Use Map

Source: City of Ontario, 2010; City of Chino, 2020
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4.  Environmental Setting
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2. Project Description 
The Ontario Ranch Business Park project site encompasses 11 parcels totaling 85.6 acres in the City of  Ontario. 
The project site is in the southwestern portion of  Ontario, immediately north of  the City of  Chino in San 
Bernardino County. The project site is located east of  Euclid Avenue, north of  Merrill Avenue, west of  the 
unimproved right-of-way of  Sultana Avenue, and south of  Eucalyptus Avenue. The development would include 
eight warehouse and business park buildings ranging from 46,900 square feet to 618,353 square feet, for a 
maximum development of  1,905,027 square feet of  warehouse and office uses. Office uses are ancillary to the 
warehouses and occupy up to 75,000 SF spread across the eight buildings. 

The project site and vicinity are depicted in Figure 1. Nearby surrounding land uses consist of  agricultural uses 
designated for future mixed-use to the north, residential and recreational uses within the City of  Chino to the 
west, agricultural, public uses and the Chino Airport to the south, and agricultural uses to the east. The project 
site contains an operational dairy farm. The site contains two single-family residential structures, a dairy barn, 
a storage structure, approximately 10 feed storage barns, and numerous livestock corrals. 

The Ontario Ranch Business Park Specific Plan (ORBPSP) consists of  two Planning Areas (PA), PA-1 and PA-
2, that will accommodate a variety of  commercial, office, technology, light manufacturing, and 
warehouse/distribution uses. The ORBPSP land use plan implements the vision of  the City’s General Plan by 
providing opportunities in two land use designations, approximately 24 acres of  Business Park (BP) and 62 
acres of  Industrial General (IG), which would allow for employment in manufacturing, distribution, research 
and development, service, and supporting retail at intensities designed to meet the demand of  current and 
future market conditions. 

The project would be built in two Phases. Phase 1 would include PA-2 (Buildings 1-3), the southern portion of  
the project site identified for industrial development. Phase 2 would develop PA-1 (Buildings 4-8) which is the 
northern portion of  the project site identified for business park development. The project includes frontage 
improvements to the buildout condition identified in the TOP Circulation Element. Full buildout is identified 
below, with the project responsible for a half-width improvement only: 

 Merrill Avenue: Collector Street, 4 Lanes (98-ft right-of-way [ROW]) 

 Euclid Avenue: Other Principal Arterial, 8 Lanes (200-ft ROW) 

 Eucalyptus Avenue: Collector Street, 4 Lanes (108-ft ROW) 

 Sultana Avenue: Collector Street, 2 Lanes (66-ft ROW) 

For purposes of  the environmental analysis, to analyze worst case conditions, construction of  the project site 
under the Specific Plan is anticipated to occur over a 26-month period, commencing in October 2020 with 
completion in November 2022. 
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Page 4 PlaceWorks 

The proposed site plan is depicted in Figure 2. The proposed site configuration includes the following details: 

 Building 1: 600,964 SF and 82 truck bays 

 Building 2: 618,353 SF and 82 truck bays 

 Building 3: 227,806 SF and 39 truck bays 

 Building 4: 130,030 SF and 21 truck bays 

 Building 5: 79,200 SF and 11 truck bays 

 Building 6: 46,900 SF and 6 truck bays 

 Building 7: 95,624 SF and 14 truck bays 

 Building 8: 106,150 SF and 14 truck bays 

 Building Total: 1,905,027 SF with 269 total truck bays 

The anticipated total development is proposed to consist of  the following: 

 1,019,317 SF high-cube fulfillment center warehousing, 

 200,000 SF high-cube cold storage warehousing, 

 357,836 SF warehousing, and 

 327,874 SF business park (mix of  merchant wholesale, professional services, warehouse/storage, and 
research and development uses. 

Typically, industrial warehouse projects include indoor and outdoor cargo handling equipment to move 
containers short-distances on-site. As part of  the Project’s design, all indoor cargo handling equipment (i.e., 
forklifts) will be electric consistent with industry standards. However, outdoor equipment such as yard trucks 
will have a mix of  diesel-fueled and non-fueled engines. Warehouse projects typically have 3.6 yard trucks per 
million square feet of  building space (SCAQMD, 2014). Therefore, a total of  7 yard trucks (3 diesel-fueled, 4 
compressed natural gas [CNG] fueled) were assumed operating 4 hours per day, 365 days per year at the project 
site. 



Operation Localized Significance Thresholds - Sensitive Receptor

SRA No. Acres

Source 
Receptor 
Distance 
(meters)

Source 
Receptor 

Distance (Feet)
33 5.00 25 82

Source Receptor Southwest San Bernardino Valley NOx CO PM10 PM2.5
Distance (meters) 25

NOx 270
CO 2,193 Mobile Truck 187.66 44.49 30.75 10.11

PM10 4.00
PM2.5 2.00

Total VMT 31,840          Total Feet 168,115,200
Acres 25 50 100 200 500 Total Trips 796               Feet per trip travel onsite 3200

NOx 5 270 303 378 486 778
5 270 303 378 486 778 Total Feet Traveled onsite 2,547,200     Percent of MMT 1.52%

270 303 378 486 778
CO 5 2193 2978 5188 9611 29410 NOx CO PM10 PM2.5

5 2193 2978 5188 9611 29410 Mobile-Source Emissions (highest) 187.66 44.49 30.75 10.11
2193 2978 5188 9611 29410 % Mobile Source Emissions onsite 2.84 0.67 0.47 0.15

PM10 5 4 12 20 34 78
5 4 12 20 34 78

4 12 20 34 78 Mobile Truck 2.84 0.67 0.47 0.15
PM2.5 5 2 3 5 11 41

5 2 3 5 11 41 Total 2.84 0.67409 0.465977273 0.15312
2 3 5 11 41

Southwest San Bernardino Valley LST Thresholds 270 2193 4 2
5.00 Acres Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

25 50 100 200 500 Amount Exceeding Thresholds 0 0 0 0
NOx 270 303 378 486 778
CO 2193 2978 5188 9611 29410

PM10 4 12 20 34 78
PM2.5 2 3 5 11 41

Acre Below Acre Above
SRA No. Acres SRA No. Acres

33 5 33 5
Distance Increment Below

25
Distance Increment Above

25 Updated: 10/21/2010 - Table C-1. 2006 – 2008



Regional Operation Emissions Worksheet*
*CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2 and EMFAC2017, Version 1.0.2

Unmitigated
Summer

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total
Area 43.12 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.38 3.44 2.89 0.02 0.26 0.26
Mobile - Passenger 11.98 12.06 158.95 0.42 44.62 12.00
Mobile - Trucks 5.60 183.36 44.49 0.80 30.75 10.11
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.52 4.21 6.44 0.00 0.07 0.06
Off-Road Equipment 0.12 3.35 31.18 0.01 0.02 0.02
Total 61.72 206.42 244.14 1.25 75.72 22.44

Winter
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 43.12 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.38 3.44 2.89 0.02 0.26 0.26
Mobile - Passenger 11.34 12.81 136.61 0.39 44.62 12.00
Mobile - Trucks 5.16 187.66 30.84 0.80 30.65 10.06
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.52 4.21 6.44 0.00 0.07 0.06
Off-Road Equipment 0.12 3.35 31.18 0.01 0.02 0.02
Total 60.63 211.47 208.15 1.22 75.61 22.40

Max Daily
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 43.117600 0.001820 0.199200 0.000010 0.000710 0.000710
Energy 0.378100 3.437200 2.887200 0.020600 0.261200 0.261200
Mobile - Passenger 11.982300 12.806600 158.952200 0.419700 44.618200 11.996400
Mobile - Trucks 5.600400 187.662300 44.489700 0.798500 30.754500 10.105700
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.522721 4.205970 6.436041 0.000909 0.066529 0.061207
Off-Road Equipment 0.119230 3.353921 31.178660 0.008349 0.016969 0.015611
Total 61.72 211.47 244.14 1.25 75.72 22.44

Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds? Yes Yes No No No No



Mitigated1

Summer
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 39.55 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.38 3.44 2.89 0.02 0.26 0.26
Mobile - Passenger 11.98 12.06 158.95 0.42 44.62 12.00
Mobile - Trucks 5.60 183.36 44.49 0.80 30.75 10.11
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.52 4.21 6.44 0.00 0.07 0.06
Off-Road Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 58.04 203.06 212.88 1.24 75.70 22.42

Winter
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 39.55 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.38 3.44 2.89 0.02 0.26 0.26
Mobile - Passenger 11.34 12.81 136.61 0.39 44.62 12.00
Mobile - Trucks 5.16 187.66 30.84 0.80 30.65 10.06
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.52 4.21 6.44 0.00 0.07 0.06
Off-Road Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 56.95 208.11 176.89 1.21 75.59 22.38

Max Daily
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 39.551700 0.001010 0.115700 0.000010 0.000300 0.000300
Energy 0.378100 3.437200 2.887200 0.020600 0.261200 0.261200
Mobile - Passenger 11.982300 12.806600 158.952200 0.419700 44.618200 11.996400
Mobile - Trucks 5.600400 187.662300 44.489700 0.798500 30.754500 10.105700
Transport Refrigeration Units 0.52 4.21 6.44 0.00 0.07 0.06
Off-Road Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 58.04 208.11 212.88 1.24 75.70 22.42

Regional Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds? Yes Yes No No No No

1 Incorporates Mitigation Measure AQ-5 which requires off-road equipment used for daily operations be electric-powered only.



Localized Operation Emissions Worksheet*
*CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2 and EMFAC2017, Version 1.0.2

Unmitigated
Summer

NOx CO PM10 Total PM2.5 Total
Area 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00
Off-Road Equipment 3.35 31.18 0.02 0.02
Onsite Truck Travel 2.84 0.67 0.47 0.15
Truck Idling 5.19 2.97 0.01 0.01
Transport Refrigeration Unit 4.21 6.44 0.07 0.06
Total 15.59 41.46 0.56 0.24

Winter
NOx CO PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00
Off-Road Equipment 3.35 31.18 0.02 0.02
Onsite Truck Travel 2.84 0.67 0.47 0.15
Truck Idling 5.19 2.97 0.01 0.01
Transport Refrigeration Unit 4.21 6.44 0.07 0.06
Total 15.59 41.46 0.56 0.24

Max Daily
NOx CO PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

Area 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00
Off-Road Equipment 3.35 31.18 0.02 0.02
Onsite Truck Travel 2.84 0.67 0.47 0.15
Truck Idling 5.19 2.97 0.01 0.01
Transport Refrigeration Unit 4.21 6.44 0.07 0.06
Total 15.59 41.46 0.56 0.24

5-Acre-LST 269.99 2,192.80 4.00 2.00
Exceeds Thresholds? No No No No
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Ontario Ranch Business Park Traffic Impact Analysis 
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1.6 SITE ACCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following site adjacent roadway and site access improvements are necessary to facilitate site 
access.  Exhibit 1-4 shows the improvements described below. 

1.6.1 SITE ADJACENT ROADWAY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) – Euclid Avenue (SR-83) is a north-south oriented roadway located along 
the Project’s western boundary.   Construct Euclid Avenue (SR-83) from Eucalyptus Avenue to 
Merrill Avenue at its ultimate half-section width as an 8-lane other principal arterial (200-foot 
ultimate right-of-way) in compliance with the circulation recommendations found in City of 
Ontario General Plan.  Improvements include curb and gutter, a 15-foot parkway including 
sidewalk, and a 33-foot half-width raised median.  This raised median will prohibit left turns into 
and out of Driveways 1 and 2 on Euclid Avenue (SR-83). 

Eucalyptus Avenue – Eucalyptus Avenue is an east-west oriented roadway located along the 
Project’s northern boundary.   Construct Eucalyptus Avenue from Euclid Avenue (SR-83) to 
Sultana Avenue at its ultimate half-section width as a 4-lane collector (108-foot ultimate right-
of-way) in compliance with the circulation recommendations found in City of Ontario General 
Plan.  Improvements include curb and gutter and a 12-foot parkway including sidewalk. 

Merrill Avenue – Merrill Avenue is an east-west oriented roadway located along the Project’s 
southern boundary.   Construct Merrill Avenue from Euclid Avenue (SR-83) to Sultana Avenue at 
its ultimate half-section width as a 4-lane collector (108-foot ultimate right-of-way) in compliance 
with the circulation recommendations found in City of Ontario General Plan.  Improvements 
include curb and gutter and a 12-foot parkway including sidewalk. 

Sultana Avenue – Sultana Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway located along the Project’s 
eastern boundary.   Construct Sultana Avenue from Eucalyptus Avenue to Merrill Avenue at its 
ultimate half-section width as a 2-lane local street (84-foot ultimate right-of-way) in compliance 
with the circulation recommendations found in City of Ontario General Plan.  Improvements 
would include 48-feet of pavement, 9-foot parkway, 5-foot sidewalk, and 4-feet of curb adjacent 
landscaping. 

1.6.2 SITE ACCESS RECOMMENDATIONS 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) & Driveway 1 (#9) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the westbound approach and a westbound right turn lane. 

• Add a northbound right turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage. 

Euclid Avenue (SR-83) & Driveway 2 (#10) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the westbound approach and a westbound right turn lane. 

• Add a northbound right turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage.  
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EXHIBIT 1-4: SITE ADJACENT ROADWAY AND SITE ACCESS RECOMMENDATIONS
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GRADING, LANDSCAPE AND STREET IMPROVEMENT
PLANS.

EUCALYPTUS AVENUE IS AN
EAST-WEST ORIENTED ROADWAY
LOCATED ALONG THE PROJECT'S
NORTHERN BOUNDARY. CONSTRUCT
EUCALYPTUS AVENUE FROM EUCLID
AVENUE (SR-83) TO SULTANA AVENUE
AT ITS ULTIMATE HALF-SECTION
WIDTH AS A 4-LANE COLLECTOR
(108-FOOT ULTIMATE RIGHT-OF-WAY)
IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE
CIRCULATION RECOMMENDATIONS
FOUND IN THE CITY OF ONTARIO'S
GENERAL PLAN. IMPROVEMENTS
INCLUDE CURB AND GUTTER AND A
12-FOOT PARKWAY INCLUDING
SIDEWALK.

EUCLID AVENUE (SR-83) IS A NORTH-SOUTH
ORIENTED ROADWAY LOCATED ALONG THE
WESTERN BOUNDARY. CONSTRUCT EUCLID
AVENUE (SR-83) FROM EUCALYPTUS
AVENUE TO MERRILL AVENUE AT ITS
ULTIMATE HALF-SECTION WIDTH AS AN
8-LANE OTHER PRINCIPAL ARTERIAL
(200-FOOT ULTIMATE RIGHT-OF-WAY) IN
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOUND IN THE CITY OF
ONTARIO'S GENERAL PLAN. IMPROVEMENTS
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TURNS INTO AND OUT OF DRIVEWAYS 1
AND 2 ON EUCLID AVENUE (SR-83).
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AVENUE FROM EUCLID AVENUE (SR-83)
TO SULTANA AVENUE AT ITS
ULTIMATE HALF-SECTION WIDTH AS A
4-LANE COLLECTOR (108-FOOT
ULTIMATE  RIGHT-OF-WAY) IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CIRCULATION
RECOMMENDATIONS FOUND IN THE
CITY OF ONTARIO'S GENERAL PLAN.
IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDE CURB AND
GUTTER AND A 12-FOOT PARKWAY
INCLUDING SIDEWALK.

SULTANA AVENUE IS A NORTH-SOUTH
ORIENTED ROADWAY LOCATED ALONG
THE PROJECT'S EASTERN BOUNDARY.
CONSTRUCT SULTANA AVENUE FROM
EUCALYPTUS AVENUE TO MERRILL
AVENUE AT ITS ULTIMATE HALF-SECTION
WIDTH AS A 2-LANE LOCAL STREET
(84-FOOT ULTIMATE RIGHT-OF-WAY) IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CIRCULATION
RECOMMENDATIONS FOUND IN THE CITY
OF ONTARIO'S GENERAL PLAN.
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48-FEET OF PAVEMENT, 9-FOOT
PARKWAY, 5-FOOT SIDEWALK, AND
4-FEET OF CURB ADJACENT
LANDSCAPING.
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• Add a northbound left turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage in the two-way-left-turn 
lane and a northbound through lane. 

• Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

Sultana Avenue & Driveway 8 (#23) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the eastbound approach and an eastbound shared left-right turn lane. 

• Add a northbound left turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage in the two-way-left-turn 
lane and a northbound through lane. 

• Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

Sultana Avenue & Driveway 9 (#24) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the eastbound approach and an eastbound shared left-right turn lane. 

• Add a northbound left turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage in the two-way-left-turn 
lane and a northbound through lane. 

• Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

Sultana Avenue & Driveway 10 (#25) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the eastbound approach and an eastbound shared left-right turn lane. 

• Add a northbound left turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage in the two-way-left-turn 
lane and a northbound through lane. 

• Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

Sultana Avenue & Driveway 11 (#26) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the eastbound approach and an eastbound right turn lane.  The 
intersection should be constructed to prohibit left turns in and out of this driveway. 

• Add a northbound through lane. 

• Add a southbound shared through-right turn lane. 

Sultana Avenue & Merrill Avenue (#27) – The following improvements are necessary to 
accommodate site access: 

• Install a stop control on the southbound approach and a southbound shared left-right turn lane. 

• Add an eastbound left turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage. 

• Add a westbound right turn lane with a minimum of 100-feet of storage. 
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Table 3‐3

Density2 LOS3 Density2 LOS3

Southbound Loop On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 2 9.7 A 10.4 B

South of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 2 12.2 B 12.9 B

Northbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 3 13.7 B 21.1 C

South of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 3 8.9 A 15.6 B

West of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 33.9 D 31.5 D

Westbound On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 28.5 D 27.2 C

Westbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.0 E 35.8 E

East of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 34.6 D 33.3 D

West of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 31.2 D 25.7 C

Eastbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.3 D 28.6 D

Eastbound On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 28.1 D 24.0 C

East of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.9 D 26.4 D

North of Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 4 18.5 C 14.8 B

Southbound Off‐Ramp at Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 4 27.2 C 22.8 C

North of Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 5 16.2 B 14.1 B

Northbound On‐Ramp at Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 3 34.5 D 30.8 D
* BOLD = Unacceptable Level of Service 

1 Number of lanes are in the specified direction and is based on existing conditions.

3 LOS = Level of Service
4 SB = Southbound; NB = Northbound
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Table 5‐3

Density2 LOS3 Density2 LOS3 Density2 LOS3 Density2 LOS3

Southbound Loop On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 2 9.7 A 10.4 B 9.7 A 10.6 B

South of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 2 12.2 B 12.9 B 12.3 B 13.1 B

Northbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 3 13.7 B 21.1 C 14.0 B 21.2 C

South of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 3 8.9 A 15.6 B 9.1 A 15.7 B

West of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 33.9 D 31.5 D 34.0 D 32.2 D

Westbound On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 28.5 D 27.2 C 28.7 D 27.6 C

Westbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.0 E 35.8 E 36.8 E 35.9 E

East of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 34.6 D 33.3 D 34.8 D 33.4 D

West of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 31.2 D 25.7 C 31.4 D 25.8 C

Eastbound Off‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.3 D 28.6 D 32.6 D 28.8 D

Eastbound On‐Ramp at Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 28.1 D 24.0 C 28.3 D 24.2 C

East of Euclid Avenue (SR‐83) 4 32.9 D 26.4 D 33.0 D 26.6 D

North of Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 4 18.5 C 14.8 B 18.7 C 14.8 B

Southbound Off‐Ramp at Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 4 27.2 C 22.8 C 27.6 C 22.9 C

North of Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 5 16.2 B 14.1 B 16.2 B 14.2 B

Northbound On‐Ramp at Cantu Galleano Ranch Road 3 34.5 D 30.8 D 34.5 D 31.1 D
* BOLD = Unacceptable Level of Service 

1 Number of lanes are in the specified direction and is based on existing conditions.

3 LOS = Level of Service
4 SB = Southbound; NB = Northbound
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Table 5‐1

Page 1 of 2

E+P
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 WB Ramps TS 22.3 18.6 C B 23.4 20.3 C C D

2 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 EB Ramps TS 25.9 22.3 C C 27.0 22.5 C C D

3 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Walnut Av. TS 30.1 32.5 C C 30.3 32.8 C C E

4 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Riverside Dr. TS 47.0 55.5 D E 48.7 65.0 D E D

5 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Chino Av. TS 21.5 23.2 C C 21.8 23.9 C C D

6 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Schaefer Av. TS 23.6 26.2 C C 25.4 27.9 C C D

7 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Edison Av. TS 38.1 39.7 D D 41.9 44.3 D D D

8 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Eucalyptus Av. TS 13.8 13.2 B B 17.7 15.4 B B D

9 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 1 CSS 14.4 15.4 B C D

10 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 2 CSS 14.5 15.2 B C D

11 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Merrill Av. TS 26.4 29.9 C C 30.9 46.1 C D D

12 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Kimball Av. TS 32.4 38.3 C D 33.8 39.0 C D D

13 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Bickmore Av. TS 16.3 14.0 B B 16.4 14.1 B B D

14 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Pine Av. TS 31.9 39.5 C D 33.0 41.1 C D D

15 SR‐71 NB Ramps & Euclid Av. (SR‐83) TS 27.2 43.1 C D 27.1 42.7 C D D

16 SR‐71 SB Ramps & Butterfield Ranch Rd. TS 40.0 39.8 D D 40.0 39.8 D D D

17 Driveway 3 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.2 10.0 A B D

18 Driveway 4 & Merrill Av. CSS 11.9 10.9 B B D

19 Driveway 5 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.1 10.1 A B D

20 Sultana Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 10.4 11.0 B B E

21 Sultana Av. & Driveway 6 CSS 9.3 9.3 A A D

22 Sultana Av. & Driveway 7 CSS 9.2 9.2 A A D

23 Sultana Av. & Driveway 8 CSS 8.9 9.0 A A D

24 Sultana Av. & Driveway 9 CSS 8.8 8.9 A A D

25 Sultana Av. & Driveway 10 CSS 8.8 9.1 A A D

26 Sultana Av. & Driveway 11 CSS 8.5 9.0 A A D

27 Sultana Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 13.0 13.8 B B D

28 Bon View Av. & Eucalyptus Av. AWS 8.6 9.1 A A 9.2 10.1 A A E

29 Bon View Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 13.2 16.4 B C 14.2 18.0 B C D

30 Grove Av. & Edison Av. AWS 71.9 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F E

31 Grove Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 20.0 >100.0 C F 23.1 >100.0 C F E

32 Grove Av. & Merrill Av.  AWS 34.6 43.7 D E 57.2 70.5 F F D

33 Walker Av. & Edison Av. CSS 25.2 60.1 D F 27.6 77.3 D F E

34 Walker Av./Flight Av. & Merrill Av.  CSS 27.2 25.0 D D 32.0 30.3 D D D

35 Baker Av./Van Vliet Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 11.3 13.6 B B 11.7 14.5 B B D

36 Vineyard Av. & Edison Av. E

37 Vineyard Av./Hellman Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 9.4 10.9 A B 9.5 11.4 A B D

38 Carpenter Av. & Merrill Av. AWS 86.2 89.5 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

39 Hellman Av. & Edison Av. E

40 Archibald Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 31.4 27.0 C C 34.6 27.9 C C E

41 Archibald Av. & Eucalyptus Av. TS 5.8 3.2 A A 5.8 3.3 A A E

42 Archibald Av. & Merrill Av.  TS 33.6 29.2 C C 38.0 32.3 D C E

43 Archibald Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 48.0 29.6 D C 54.9 33.7 D C D

44 Turner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 16.5 14.5 B B 16.7 14.9 B B E

Existing (2019)
Acceptable 

LOS3

Intersection Analysis for E+P Conditions

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location

2040 Analysis Location

Future Intersection

Future Intersection
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Table 5‐1

Page 2 of 2

E+P
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control
2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

Existing (2019)
Acceptable 

LOS
3

Intersection Analysis for E+P Conditions

45 Harrison Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 19.1 17.1 B B 19.2 17.1 B B D

46 Haven Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 25.0 22.8 C C 25.2 22.9 C C E

47 Sumner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 18.4 18.4 B B 18.6 18.4 B B D

48 Scholar Way & Limonite Av.  TS 16.2 14.8 B B 16.2 14.8 B B D

49 Hamner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 42.7 109.0 D F 45.0 111.5 D F D

50 Hamner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 24.2 27.1 C C 24.3 27.1 C C D

51 I‐15 SB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 14.7 13.1 B B 15.1 13.2 B B D

52 I‐15 NB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 18.9 12.5 B B 18.8 12.5 B B D
* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or

all way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
2 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; AWS = All‐Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement
3 Minimum acceptable LOS for each applicable jurisdiction.



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

E+P - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 263 547 29 21 15
Future Vol, veh/h 22 263 547 29 21 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 24 286 595 32 23 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 627 0 - 0 945 611
          Stage 1 - - - - 611 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 334 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 965 - - - 293 497
          Stage 1 - - - - 546 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 730 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 965 - - - 286 497
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 466 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 532 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 730 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.7 0 13.2
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 965 - - - 478
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.025 - - - 0.082
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.8 - - - 13.2
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.3



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

E+P - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 496 338 11 80 55
Future Vol, veh/h 7 496 338 11 80 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 539 367 12 87 60
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 379 0 - 0 928 373
          Stage 1 - - - - 373 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 555 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1191 - - - 300 678
          Stage 1 - - - - 701 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 579 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1191 - - - 298 678
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 489 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 696 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 579 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 13.9
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1191 - - - 552
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.006 - - - 0.266
HCM Control Delay (s) 8 - - - 13.9
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 1.1



Table 6‐1

Page 1 of 2

2022 With Project
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 WB Ramps TS 25.6 21.3 C C 27.6 23.2 C C D

2 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 EB Ramps TS 32.8 24.5 C C 36.7 25.5 D C D

3 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Walnut Av. TS 32.2 35.2 C D 32.5 35.7 C D E

4 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Riverside Dr. TS 56.9 75.0 E E 61.0 90.1 E F D

5 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Chino Av. TS 23.6 26.4 C C 24.3 27.9 C C D

6 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Schaefer Av. TS 28.8 31.5 C C 31.7 34.7 C C D

7 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Edison Av. TS 47.0 53.5 D D 53.7 57.2 D E D

8 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Eucalyptus Av. TS 15.8 16.2 B B 21.0 18.8 C B D

9 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 1 CSS 15.6 17.3 C C D

10 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 2 CSS 15.7 17.1 C C D

11 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Merrill Av. TS 39.8 60.2 D E 50.6 78.2 D E D

12 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Kimball Av. TS 41.0 51.5 D D 42.8 52.9 D D D

13 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Bickmore Av. TS 19.2 16.2 B B 19.4 16.3 B B D

14 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Pine Av. TS 44.8 68.5 D E 46.8 73.1 D E D

15 SR‐71 NB Ramps & Euclid Av. (SR‐83) TS 33.7 49.7 C D 35.1 54.1 D D D

16 SR‐71 SB Ramps & Butterfield Ranch Rd. TS 43.6 48.7 D D 46.8 54.2 D D D

17 Driveway 3 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.2 10.1 A B D

18 Driveway 4 & Merrill Av. CSS 12.4 11.6 B B D

19 Driveway 5 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.1 10.2 A B D

20 Sultana Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 10.5 11.1 B B E

21 Sultana Av. & Driveway 6 CSS 9.3 9.3 A A D

22 Sultana Av. & Driveway 7 CSS 9.2 9.2 A A D

23 Sultana Av. & Driveway 8 CSS 8.9 9.0 A A D

24 Sultana Av. & Driveway 9 CSS 8.8 8.9 A A D

25 Sultana Av. & Driveway 10 CSS 8.8 9.1 A A D

26 Sultana Av. & Driveway 11 CSS 8.5 9.0 A A D

27 Sultana Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 13.7 15.1 B C D

28 Bon View Av. & Eucalyptus Av. AWS 8.8 9.3 A A 9.5 10.4 A B E

29 Bon View Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 15.7 19.9 C C 17.0 22.4 C C D

30 Grove Av. & Edison Av. AWS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F E

31 Grove Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 29.4 >100.0 D F 41.8 >100.0 E F E

32 Grove Av. & Merrill Av.  AWS >100.0 87.2 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

33 Walker Av. & Edison Av. CSS 32.3 >100.0 D F 36.3 >100.0 E F E

34 Walker Av./Flight Av. & Merrill Av.  CSS 54.7 41.7 E E 71.2 55.5 F F D

35 Baker Av./Van Vliet Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 17.8 19.6 C C 19.3 21.7 C C D

36 Vineyard Av. & Edison Av. E

37 Vineyard Av./Hellman Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 37.9 27.1 E D 46.1 30.7 E D D

38 Carpenter Av. & Merrill Av. AWS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

39 Hellman Av. & Edison Av. E

40 Archibald Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 44.7 30.9 D C 54.5 32.2 D C E

41 Archibald Av. & Eucalyptus Av. TS 6.5 3.6 A A 6.5 3.6 A A E

42 Archibald Av. & Merrill Av.  TS 46.9 44.6 D D 53.6 52.9 D D E

43 Archibald Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 69.6 53.4 E D 77.8 61.6 E E D

44 Turner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 17.3 15.4 B B 17.6 15.8 B B E

2040 Analysis Location

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location

Intersection Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) Conditions

2022 Without Project
Acceptable 

LOS3

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

Future Intersection

2040 Analysis Location
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Table 6‐1

Page 2 of 2

2022 With Project
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control
2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

Intersection Analysis for Opening Year Cumulative (2022) Conditions

2022 Without Project
Acceptable 

LOS
3

45 Harrison Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 20.0 17.5 B B 20.1 17.5 C B D

46 Haven Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 27.1 23.9 C C 27.6 24.0 C C E

47 Sumner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 19.6 19.8 B B 19.8 20.0 B B D

48 Scholar Way & Limonite Av.  TS 16.9 15.3 B B 17.0 15.4 B B D

49 Hamner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 51.9 134.5 D F 54.5 137.1 D F D

50 Hamner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 25.6 29.2 C C 26.0 29.6 C C D

51 I‐15 SB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 15.8 13.5 B B 16.3 13.7 B B D

52 I‐15 NB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 21.2 13.1 C B 21.2 13.3 C B D
* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or

all way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
2 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; AWS = All‐Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement
3 Minimum acceptable LOS for each applicable jurisdiction.



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Opening Year Cumulative (2022) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 335 595 29 21 15
Future Vol, veh/h 22 335 595 29 21 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 24 364 647 32 23 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 679 0 - 0 1075 663
          Stage 1 - - - - 663 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 412 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 923 - - - 245 465
          Stage 1 - - - - 516 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 673 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 923 - - - 239 465
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 431 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 503 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 673 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.6 0 13.9
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 923 - - - 445
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - - 0.088
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 - - - 13.9
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.3



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Opening Year Cumulative (2022) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 551 416 11 80 55
Future Vol, veh/h 7 551 416 11 80 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 599 452 12 87 60
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 464 0 - 0 1073 458
          Stage 1 - - - - 458 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 615 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 246 607
          Stage 1 - - - - 641 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 543 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 244 607
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 445 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 637 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 543 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 15.2
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1108 - - - 499
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - 0.294
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 - - - 15.2
HCM Lane LOS A - - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 1.2



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Opening Year Cumulative (2022) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 335 595 29 21 15
Future Vol, veh/h 22 335 595 29 21 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 24 364 647 32 23 16
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 679 0 - 0 1075 663
          Stage 1 - - - - 663 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 412 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 923 - - - 245 465
          Stage 1 - - - - 516 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 673 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 923 - - - 239 465
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 431 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 503 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 673 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.6 0 13.9
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 923 - - - 445
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.026 - - - 0.088
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 - - - 13.9
HCM Lane LOS A - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.3



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Opening Year Cumulative (2022) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 551 416 11 80 55
Future Vol, veh/h 7 551 416 11 80 55
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 599 452 12 87 60
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 464 0 - 0 1073 458
          Stage 1 - - - - 458 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 615 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 246 607
          Stage 1 - - - - 641 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 543 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 244 607
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 445 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 637 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 543 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 15.2
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 1108 - - - 499
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - 0.294
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 - - - 15.2
HCM Lane LOS A - - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 1.2



Table 7‐1

Page 1 of 2

2040 With Project
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

1 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 WB Ramps TS 79.7 72.6 E E 87.7 81.0 F F D

2 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 EB Ramps TS 81.4 58.9 F E 90.9 67.8 F E D

3 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Walnut Av. TS 54.8 54.1 D D 55.9 55.5 E E E

4 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Riverside Dr. TS 108.5 182.8 F F 121.4 197.8 F F D

5 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Chino Av. TS 51.4 107.4 D F 61.8 122.4 E F D

6 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Schaefer Av. TS 136.1 173.8 F F 152.4 188.0 F F D

7 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Edison Av. TS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F D

8 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Eucalyptus Av. TS 52.2 122.5 D F 62.9 140.2 E F D

9 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 1 CSS 20.5 29.4 C D D

10 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Driveway 2 CSS 20.7 29.1 C D D

11 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Merrill Av. TS 126.7 >200.0 F F 137.4 >200.0 F F D

12 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Kimball Av. TS 94.9 182.5 F F 98.7 187.6 F F D

13 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Bickmore Av. TS 50.9 53.3 D D 52.0 54.3 D D D

14 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Pine Av. TS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F D

15 SR‐71 NB Ramps & Euclid Av. (SR‐83) TS 42.6 12.5 D B 42.4 12.5 D B D

16 SR‐71 SB Ramps & Butterfield Ranch Rd. TS 57.9 78.0 E E 58.2 78.1 E E D

17 Driveway 3 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.8 16.8 A C D

18 Driveway 4 & Merrill Av. CSS 17.1 21.3 C C D

19 Driveway 5 & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 9.6 17.2 A C D

20 Sultana Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS 14.3 24.6 B C E

21 Sultana Av. & Driveway 6 CSS 7.6 9.4 A A D

22 Sultana Av. & Driveway 7 CSS 9.3 9.4 A A D

23 Sultana Av. & Driveway 8 CSS 9.1 9.1 A A D

24 Sultana Av. & Driveway 9 CSS 8.8 9.0 A A D

25 Sultana Av. & Driveway 10 CSS 8.5 8.9 A A D

26 Sultana Av. & Driveway 11 CSS 8.5 9.0 A A D

27 Sultana Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 21.1 59.9 C F D

28 Bon View Av. & Eucalyptus Av. AWS 22.3 >100.0 C F 37.0 >100.0 E F E

29 Bon View Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 70.5 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

30 Grove Av. & Edison Av. AWS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F E

31 Grove Av. & Eucalyptus Av. CSS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F E

32 Grove Av. & Merrill Av.  AWS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

33 Walker Av. & Edison Av. CSS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F E

34 Walker Av./Flight Av. & Merrill Av.  CSS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

35 Baker Av./Van Vliet Av. & Merrill Av. CSS 48.4 68.9 E F 59.1 88.3 F F D

36 Vineyard Av. & Edison Av. CSS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F E

37 Vineyard Av./Hellman Av. & Merrill Av. CSS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

38 Carpenter Av. & Merrill Av. AWS >100.0 >100.0 F F >100.0 >100.0 F F D

39 Hellman Av. & Edison Av. CSS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F E

40 Archibald Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F E

41 Archibald Av. & Eucalyptus Av. TS 111.2 181.5 F F 112.0 183.9 F F E

42 Archibald Av. & Merrill Av.  TS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F E

43 Archibald Av. & Limonite Av.  TS >200.0 >200.0 F F >200.0 >200.0 F F D

44 Turner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 155.4 122.7 F F 166.8 132.6 F F E

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions
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2040 With Project
Delay

1 Level of Delay1 Level of
Traffic (secs.) Service (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control
2 AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions

2040 Without Project
Acceptable 

LOS
3

45 Harrison Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 29.9 26.3 C C 30.3 27.8 C C D

46 Haven Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 185.8 83.7 F F 195.3 86.0 F F E

47 Sumner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 30.5 39.5 C D 31.1 40.7 C D D

48 Scholar Way & Limonite Av.  TS 22.2 30.3 C C 22.6 30.8 C C D

49 Hamner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd. TS 152.5 >200.0 F F 156.8 >200.0 F F D

50 Hamner Av. & Limonite Av.  TS 42.6 53.3 D D 43.2 53.8 D D D

51 I‐15 SB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 18.7 15.6 B B 19.7 15.9 B B D

52 I‐15 NB Ramps & Cantu Galleano Ranch Rd. TS 36.0 43.4 D D 37.4 50.7 D D D
* BOLD = Level of Service (LOS) does not meet the applicable jurisdictional requirements (i.e., unacceptable LOS).
1 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or

all way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
2 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; AWS = All‐Way Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; CSS = Improvement
3 Minimum acceptable LOS for each applicable jurisdiction.



Timings Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 84 42 205 385 194 221 1533 133 114 1587 51
Future Volume (vph) 84 42 205 385 194 221 1533 133 114 1587 51
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 46.8 46.8 46.8 46.8 46.8 8.5 30.7 30.7 8.5 37.7 37.7
Total Split (s) 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 59.0 12.0 49.0 49.0 12.0 49.0 49.0
Total Split (%) 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 49.2% 10.0% 40.8% 40.8% 10.0% 40.8% 40.8%
Yellow Time (s) 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 3.0 4.7 4.7 3.0 4.7 4.7
All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 -0.8 0.5 -1.7 -1.7 0.5 -1.7 -1.7
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min Min None Min Min
Act Effct Green (s) 36.6 36.6 36.6 36.6 36.6 8.1 45.6 45.6 8.1 45.6 45.6
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.08 0.45 0.45 0.08 0.45 0.45
v/c Ratio 0.41 0.06 0.30 0.84 0.59 1.67 0.68 0.18 0.86 1.01 0.07
Control Delay 29.9 20.1 5.6 46.0 25.8 364.9 26.2 14.2 97.2 54.8 7.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 29.9 20.1 5.6 46.0 25.8 364.9 26.2 14.2 97.2 54.8 7.5
LOS C C A D C F C B F D A
Approach Delay 13.6 36.0 65.1 56.2
Approach LOS B D E E

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 102.4
Natural Cycle: 115
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 53.5 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.8% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av.



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 84 42 205 385 194 187 221 1533 133 114 1587 51
Future Volume (veh/h) 84 42 205 385 194 187 221 1533 133 114 1587 51
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 86 43 123 393 198 183 226 1564 135 116 1619 41
Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 266 701 594 509 335 310 133 2267 704 133 1578 703
Arrive On Green 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.36 0.08 0.44 0.44 0.08 0.44 0.44
Sat Flow, veh/h 1018 1900 1610 1239 909 840 1714 5187 1610 1714 3610 1608
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 86 43 123 393 0 381 226 1564 135 116 1619 41
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1018 1900 1610 1239 0 1749 1714 1729 1610 1714 1805 1608
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.7 1.5 5.4 30.9 0.0 18.2 8.0 25.0 5.3 6.9 45.0 1.5
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 25.8 1.5 5.4 32.4 0.0 18.2 8.0 25.0 5.3 6.9 45.0 1.5
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.48 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 266 701 594 509 0 645 133 2267 704 133 1578 703
V/C Ratio(X) 0.32 0.06 0.21 0.77 0.00 0.59 1.70 0.69 0.19 0.87 1.03 0.06
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 434 1015 860 714 0 934 133 2267 704 133 1578 703
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 36.7 21.0 22.2 31.5 0.0 26.4 47.5 23.4 17.8 47.0 29.0 16.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.0 0.1 2.9 0.0 0.6 343.6 0.9 0.1 41.6 29.6 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.9 0.7 2.0 9.0 0.0 7.2 15.9 9.2 1.8 4.3 23.4 0.5
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 37.2 21.0 22.3 34.3 0.0 27.0 391.1 24.3 17.9 88.6 58.6 16.8
LnGrp LOS D C C C A C F C B F F B
Approach Vol, veh/h 252 774 1925 1776
Approach Delay, s/veh 27.2 30.7 66.9 59.6
Approach LOS C C E E

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 12.0 49.0 42.0 12.0 49.0 42.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 3.5 5.7 4.8 3.5 5.7 4.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 8.5 43.3 54.2 8.5 43.3 54.2
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.9 27.0 27.8 10.0 47.0 34.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 9.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 56.1
HCM 6th LOS E



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
9: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Driveway 1 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 5 1882 11 0 2177
Future Vol, veh/h 0 5 1882 11 0 2177
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 5 2046 12 0 2366
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1023 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.9 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 203 - - 0 -
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 203 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 23.2 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 203 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.027 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 23.2 -
HCM Lane LOS - - C -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
10: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Driveway 2 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 5 1889 9 0 2177
Future Vol, veh/h 0 5 1889 9 0 2177
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 5 2053 10 0 2366
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1027 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.9 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 202 - - 0 -
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 202 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 23.3 0 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 202 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.027 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 23.3 -
HCM Lane LOS - - C -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 -



Timings Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
11: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & E. Facility Dr./Merrill Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 5

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 10 10 388 60 458 13 1428 443 364 1764
Future Volume (vph) 10 10 388 60 458 13 1428 443 364 1764
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 10.0 46.0 46.0 9.5 9.5 28.0 28.0 9.5 28.0
Total Split (s) 49.0 49.0 49.0 49.0 12.0 12.0 59.0 59.0 12.0 59.0
Total Split (%) 40.8% 40.8% 40.8% 40.8% 10.0% 10.0% 49.2% 49.2% 10.0% 49.2%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 0.0 -0.5 -2.0 -2.0 -0.5 -2.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min Min None Min
Act Effct Green (s) 37.8 37.8 37.8 49.5 6.2 52.4 52.4 8.1 60.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.45 0.06 0.47 0.47 0.07 0.55
v/c Ratio 0.07 0.89 0.10 0.64 0.14 0.86 0.54 3.00 0.95
Control Delay 14.5 57.8 25.2 27.0 56.6 33.0 17.1 937.9 37.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.5 57.8 25.2 27.0 56.6 33.0 17.1 937.9 37.4
LOS B E C C E C B F D
Approach Delay 14.5 40.0 29.4 187.8
Approach LOS B D C F

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 110.5
Natural Cycle: 115
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 3.00
Intersection Signal Delay: 100.1 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 100.1% ICU Level of Service G
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     11: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & E. Facility Dr./Merrill Av.



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
11: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & E. Facility Dr./Merrill Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 10 10 21 388 60 458 13 1428 443 364 1764 49
Future Volume (veh/h) 10 10 21 388 60 458 13 1428 443 364 1764 49
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 10 21 400 62 445 13 1472 414 375 1819 37
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 132 139 238 515 595 608 34 1763 786 136 1980 40
Arrive On Green 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.02 0.49 0.49 0.08 0.55 0.53
Sat Flow, veh/h 280 445 761 1400 1900 1610 1714 3610 1610 1714 3617 73
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 41 0 0 400 62 445 13 1472 414 375 905 951
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1487 0 0 1400 1900 1610 1714 1805 1610 1714 1805 1885
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.4 2.3 23.9 0.8 35.5 17.8 8.0 45.8 46.4
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 0.0 0.0 27.1 2.3 23.9 0.8 35.5 17.8 8.0 45.8 46.4
Prop In Lane 0.24 0.51 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.04
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 510 0 0 515 595 608 34 1763 786 136 988 1032
V/C Ratio(X) 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.10 0.73 0.38 0.84 0.53 2.75 0.92 0.92
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 701 0 0 703 849 824 136 1972 880 136 988 1032
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.5 0.0 0.0 32.9 24.6 26.9 48.7 22.3 17.7 46.3 20.7 20.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 1.2 2.5 3.0 0.5 809.0 12.8 13.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.7 0.0 0.0 8.9 1.0 8.6 0.3 13.6 5.9 33.8 19.2 20.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 24.5 0.0 0.0 35.4 24.6 28.2 51.2 25.3 18.3 855.3 33.5 33.9
LnGrp LOS C A A D C C D C B F C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 41 907 1899 2231
Approach Delay, s/veh 24.5 31.1 23.9 171.8
Approach LOS C C C F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 12.0 53.2 35.5 6.0 59.1 35.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 6.0 5.0 4.5 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.5 53.0 44.0 7.5 53.0 44.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.0 37.5 3.7 2.8 48.4 29.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 9.7 0.2 0.0 3.8 1.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 90.2
HCM 6th LOS F



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
17: Driveway 3 & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 256 34 0 765 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 256 34 0 765 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 278 37 0 832 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 - - - 158
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 0 - 0 866
          Stage 1 - - 0 - 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 866
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 9.2
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 866 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.2 - - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
18: Merrill Av. & Driveway 4 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 817 898 47 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 0 817 898 47 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 888 976 51 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 514
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 511
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 511
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12.2
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 511
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.017
HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 12.2
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - - 0.1



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
19: Driveway 5 & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 231 33 0 765 0 8
Future Vol, veh/h 231 33 0 765 0 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 251 36 0 832 0 9
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 - - - 144
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 0 - 0 884
          Stage 1 - - 0 - 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 884
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 9.1
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 884 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.01 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.1 - - -
HCM Lane LOS A - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
20: Sultana Av. & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 164 75 67 747 18 9
Future Vol, veh/h 164 75 67 747 18 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 200 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 2 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 178 82 73 812 20 10
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 260 0 1177 130
          Stage 1 - - - - 219 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 958 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.6 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.8 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1316 - 200 902
          Stage 1 - - - - 802 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 376 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1316 - 189 902
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 328 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 802 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 355 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.6 14.3
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 416 - - 1316 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.071 - - 0.055 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 14.3 - - 7.9 -
HCM Lane LOS B - - A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0.2 -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 795 932 42 25 13
Future Vol, veh/h 22 795 932 42 25 13
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 24 864 1013 46 27 14
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1059 0 - 0 1948 1036
          Stage 1 - - - - 1036 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 912 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 665 - - - 72 284
          Stage 1 - - - - 345 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 395 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 665 - - - 69 284
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 249 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 333 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 395 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 21.4
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 665 - - - 260
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.036 - - - 0.159
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.6 - - - 21.4
HCM Lane LOS B - - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.6



Timings Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 47 202 266 413 157 148 1772 383 260 1794 78
Future Volume (vph) 47 202 266 413 157 148 1772 383 260 1794 78
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Prot NA Perm Prot NA Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 5 2 2 1 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 46.8 46.8 46.8 46.8 46.8 8.5 30.7 30.7 8.5 37.7 37.7
Total Split (s) 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 48.0 10.0 61.0 61.0 11.0 62.0 62.0
Total Split (%) 40.0% 40.0% 40.0% 40.0% 40.0% 8.3% 50.8% 50.8% 9.2% 51.7% 51.7%
Yellow Time (s) 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 3.0 4.7 4.7 3.0 4.7 4.7
All-Red Time (s) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 3.5 5.7 5.7 3.5 5.7 5.7
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min Min None Min Min
Act Effct Green (s) 43.2 43.2 43.2 43.2 43.2 6.5 55.3 55.3 7.5 56.3 56.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.05 0.46 0.46 0.06 0.47 0.47
v/c Ratio 0.28 0.32 0.44 1.29 0.64 1.75 0.81 0.51 2.67 1.15 0.11
Control Delay 32.6 29.4 19.1 185.6 31.6 411.5 31.1 17.1 799.6 106.5 9.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 32.6 29.4 19.1 185.6 31.6 411.5 31.1 17.1 799.6 106.5 9.2
LOS C C B F C F C B F F A
Approach Delay 24.4 110.4 53.2 187.5
Approach LOS C F D F

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Natural Cycle: 115
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 2.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 108.4 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.1% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av.



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
8: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 47 202 266 413 157 237 148 1772 383 260 1794 78
Future Volume (veh/h) 47 202 266 413 157 237 148 1772 383 260 1794 78
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.98
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 51 220 177 449 171 255 161 1926 415 283 1950 73
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 205 684 580 337 248 370 93 2390 742 107 1694 740
Arrive On Green 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.05 0.46 0.46 0.06 0.47 0.47
Sat Flow, veh/h 977 1900 1610 1003 688 1027 1714 5187 1610 1714 3610 1577
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 51 220 177 449 0 426 161 1926 415 283 1950 73
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 977 1900 1610 1003 0 1715 1714 1729 1610 1714 1805 1577
Q Serve(g_s), s 5.6 10.1 9.5 33.1 0.0 25.4 6.5 38.2 22.5 7.5 56.3 3.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 31.0 10.1 9.5 43.2 0.0 25.4 6.5 38.2 22.5 7.5 56.3 3.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.60 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 205 684 580 337 0 617 93 2390 742 107 1694 740
V/C Ratio(X) 0.25 0.32 0.31 1.33 0.00 0.69 1.73 0.81 0.56 2.64 1.15 0.10
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 205 684 580 337 0 617 93 2390 742 107 1694 740
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 45.9 27.8 27.6 46.4 0.0 32.7 56.8 27.7 23.5 56.3 31.9 17.7
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.5 0.2 0.2 168.5 0.0 3.0 371.0 2.1 0.9 764.7 75.4 0.1
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.4 4.5 3.6 25.8 0.0 10.6 12.3 14.7 8.0 25.9 39.5 1.1
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 46.4 28.0 27.8 214.9 0.0 35.7 427.7 29.9 24.4 821.0 107.3 17.8
LnGrp LOS D C C F A D F C C F F B
Approach Vol, veh/h 448 875 2502 2306
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.0 127.7 54.6 192.0
Approach LOS C F D F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 11.0 61.0 48.0 10.0 62.0 48.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 3.5 5.7 4.8 3.5 5.7 4.8
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 7.5 55.3 43.2 6.5 56.3 43.2
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.5 40.2 33.0 8.5 58.3 45.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 11.4 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 114.9
HCM 6th LOS F



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
9: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Driveway 1 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 20 2284 4 0 2473
Future Vol, veh/h 0 20 2284 4 0 2473
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 22 2483 4 0 2688
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1242 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.9 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 145 - - 0 -
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 145 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 34.2 0 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 145 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.15 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 34.2 -
HCM Lane LOS - - D -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.5 -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
10: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & Driveway 2 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 20 2268 3 0 2473
Future Vol, veh/h 0 20 2268 3 0 2473
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - 100 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 22 2465 3 0 2688
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1233 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.9 - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 147 - - 0 -
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 147 - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 33.7 0 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 147 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.148 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 33.7 -
HCM Lane LOS - - D -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.5 -



Timings Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
11: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & E. Facility Dr./Merrill Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 5

Lane Group EBL EBT WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 14 37 633 3 421 5 1838 801 392 2080
Future Volume (vph) 14 37 633 3 421 5 1838 801 392 2080
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA pm+ov Prot NA Perm Prot NA
Protected Phases 4 8 1 5 2 1 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 8 2
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 1 5 2 2 1 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 15.0 15.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 10.0 46.0 46.0 14.5 14.5 28.0 28.0 14.5 28.0
Total Split (s) 49.0 49.0 49.0 49.0 14.5 14.5 56.5 56.5 14.5 56.5
Total Split (%) 40.8% 40.8% 40.8% 40.8% 12.1% 12.1% 47.1% 47.1% 12.1% 47.1%
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.5 5.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 4.5 6.0 6.0 4.5 6.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min Min None Min
Act Effct Green (s) 44.0 44.0 44.0 59.0 10.0 50.5 50.5 10.0 62.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.49 0.08 0.42 0.42 0.08 0.52
v/c Ratio 0.11 1.42 0.00 0.57 0.04 1.32 1.10 3.00 1.21
Control Delay 20.8 231.5 24.3 23.5 51.4 177.7 91.4 938.1 128.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 20.8 231.5 24.3 23.5 51.4 177.7 91.4 938.1 128.4
LOS C F C C D F F F F
Approach Delay 20.8 148.1 151.3 256.7
Approach LOS C F F F

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 120
Actuated Cycle Length: 120
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 3.00
Intersection Signal Delay: 191.2 Intersection LOS: F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 130.3% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     11: Euclid Av. (SR-83) & E. Facility Dr./Merrill Av.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 14 37 15 633 3 421 5 1838 801 392 2080 1
Future Volume (veh/h) 14 37 15 633 3 421 5 1838 801 392 2080 1
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900 1800 1900 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 15 40 15 688 3 448 5 1998 807 426 2261 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cap, veh/h 138 358 125 571 697 725 22 1519 678 143 1774 0
Arrive On Green 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.01 0.42 0.42 0.08 0.49 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 276 976 341 1370 1900 1610 1714 3610 1610 1714 3705 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 70 0 0 688 3 448 5 1998 807 426 2261 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1594 0 0 1370 1900 1610 1714 1805 1610 1714 1805 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.0 0.1 25.4 0.3 50.5 50.5 10.0 59.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.0 0.0 0.0 44.0 0.1 25.4 0.3 50.5 50.5 10.0 59.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.21 0.21 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 621 0 0 571 697 725 22 1519 678 143 1774 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.11 0.00 0.00 1.20 0.00 0.62 0.23 1.32 1.19 2.98 1.27 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 621 0 0 571 697 725 143 1519 678 143 1774 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 24.1 25.1 58.6 34.8 34.8 55.0 30.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 108.0 0.0 1.2 1.9 146.6 100.1 910.5 128.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 1.3 0.0 0.0 33.9 0.1 9.3 0.2 51.0 36.7 40.3 54.2 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.1 0.0 0.0 148.0 24.1 26.3 60.6 181.4 134.9 965.5 158.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A F C C E F F F F A
Approach Vol, veh/h 70 1139 2810 2687
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.1 99.8 167.8 286.6
Approach LOS C F F F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 4 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.5 56.5 49.0 6.0 65.0 49.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 4.5 6.0 5.0 4.5 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 10.0 50.5 44.0 10.0 50.5 44.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 12.0 52.5 5.0 2.3 61.0 46.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 202.3
HCM 6th LOS F



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
17: Driveway 3 & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 7

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 833 12 0 806 0 31
Future Vol, veh/h 833 12 0 806 0 31
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 905 13 0 876 0 34
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 - - - 459
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 0 - 0 554
          Stage 1 - - 0 - 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 554
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 11.9
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 554 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.061 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.9 - - -
HCM Lane LOS B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
18: Merrill Av. & Driveway 4 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 8

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1230 1026 17 0 31
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1230 1026 17 0 31
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 1337 1115 18 0 34
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 - 0 - 567
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - - 0 472
          Stage 1 0 - - - 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 472
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 13.2
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - - - 472
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.071
HCM Control Delay (s) - - - 13.2
HCM Lane LOS - - - B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - - 0.2



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
19: Driveway 5 & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 9

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 851 12 0 806 0 31
Future Vol, veh/h 851 12 0 806 0 31
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 925 13 0 876 0 34
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 - - - 469
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - - - - 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - - - 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 0 - 0 546
          Stage 1 - - 0 - 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 - 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - - - 546
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 12
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 546 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.062 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 12 - - -
HCM Lane LOS B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
20: Sultana Av. & Eucalyptus Av. 04/30/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 10

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 836 46 26 735 71 35
Future Vol, veh/h 836 46 26 735 71 35
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - 200 - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 2 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 909 50 28 799 77 38
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 959 0 1789 480
          Stage 1 - - - - 934 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 855 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.1 - 6.6 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.8 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.2 - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 725 - 82 537
          Stage 1 - - - - 348 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 420 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 725 - 79 537
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 261 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 348 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 404 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.3 23
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 314 - - 725 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.367 - - 0.039 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 23 - - 10.2 -
HCM Lane LOS C - - B -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1.6 - - 0.1 -



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 1223 998 16 95 45
Future Vol, veh/h 7 1223 998 16 95 45
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 1329 1085 17 103 49
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1102 0 - 0 2439 1094
          Stage 1 - - - - 1094 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 1345 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 641 - - - ~ 35 263
          Stage 1 - - - - 324 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 245 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 641 - - - ~ 35 263
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 185 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 320 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 245 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 61.4
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 641 - - - 204
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - - 0.746
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 - - - 61.4
HCM Lane LOS B - - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 5

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



Table 7‐4

Page 1 of 3

Delay
2

Level of
Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

1 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 WB Ramps

Without Project TS 2 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 32.4 28.9 C C

With Project TS 2 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 36.2 32.9 D C

2 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & SR‐60 EB Ramps

Without Project TS 0 2 1 2 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 28.1 21.9 C C

With Project TS 0 2 1 2 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 30.7 22.1 C C

4 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Riverside Dr.

Without Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1> 1 2 1 1 2 d 36.8 45.4 D D

With Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1> 1 2 1 1 2 d 37.2 46.4 D D

5 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Chino Av.

Without Project TS 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 25.6 35.3 C D

With Project TS 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 26.1 37.7 C D

6 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Schaefer Av.

Without Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 50.1 40.4 D D

With Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 0 54.9 42.9 D D

7 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Edison Av.

Without Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1> 2 3 1 2 2 1> 41.0 42.3 D D

With Project TS 2 3 1 2 3 1> 2 3 1 2 2 1> 42.7 44.1 D D

8 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Eucalyptus Av.

Without Project TS 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 24.2 41.9 C D

With Project TS 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 26.6 47.3 C D

11 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Merrill Av.

Without Project TS 1 3 1> 1 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 1> 25.3 50.4 C D

With Project TS 1 3 1> 1 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 1> 27.0 54.6 C D

12 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Kimball Av.

Without Project TS 1 3 1> 2 3 1> 2 2 1 2 2 1> 35.7 54.3 D D

With Project TS 1 3 1> 2 3 1> 2 2 1 2 2 1> 35.9 54.9 D D

14 Euclid Av. (SR‐83) & Pine Av.

Without Project TS 2 3 1>> 2 3 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 38.3 39.9 D D

With Project TS 2 3 1>> 2 3 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 38.6 40.5 D D

27 Sultana Av. & Merrill Av.

Without Project

With Project CSS 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 17.5 29.3 C D

28 Bon View Av. & Eucalyptus Av.

Without Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 10.8 10.7 B B

With Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 11.3 11.3 B B

29 Bon View Av. & Merrill Av.

Without Project TS 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 12.3 13.4 B B

With Project TS 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 13.2 13.5 B B

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions With Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes
1

Not Applicable
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Table 7‐4

Page 2 of 3

Delay
2

Level of
Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions With Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes
1

30 Grove Av. & Edison Av.

Without Project TS 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 41.9 67.1 D E

With Project TS 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 44.4 75.4 D E

31 Grove Av. & Eucalyptus Av.

Without Project TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 28.9 37.8 C D

With Project TS 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 29.3 43.5 C D

32 Grove Av. & Merrill Av. 

Without Project TS 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 37.0 40.2 D D

With Project TS 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 39.1 40.2 D D

33 Walker Av. & Edison Av.

Without Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 27.3 40.8 C D

With Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 27.4 42.5 C D

34 Walker Av./Flight Av. & Merrill Av. 

Without Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 26.3 26.8 C C

With Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 26.9 27.6 C C

35 Baker Av./Van Vliet Av. & Merrill Av.

Without Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 12.6 11.4 B B

With Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 12.8 11.5 B B

36 Vineyard Av. & Edison Av.

Without Project TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 18.4 55.8 B E

With Project TS 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 18.7 59.2 B E

37 Vineyard Av./Hellman Av. & Merrill Av.

Without Project TS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 42.1 48.6 D D

With Project TS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 43.3 50.8 D D

38 Carpenter Av. & Merrill Av.

Without Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 17.9 13.7 B B

With Project TS 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 1 2 0 18.0 13.8 B B

39 Hellman Av. & Edison Av.

Without Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 19.7 48.5 B D

With Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 20.1 51.5 C D

40 Archibald Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd.

Without Project TS 2 3 1>> 2 3 1> 2 4 1>> 2 4 1 64.1 74.6 E E

With Project TS 2 3 1>> 2 3 1> 2 4 1>> 2 4 1 64.8 77.3 E E

42 Archibald Av. & Merrill Av. 

Without Project TS 1 3 1 2 3 1> 2 1 1>> 1 1 1 58.9 55.9 E E

With Project TS 1 3 1 2 3 1> 2 1 1>> 1 1 1 68.6 62.1 E E

43 Archibald Av. & Limonite Av. 

Without Project TS 1 3 1> 2 3 0 2 2 0 2 2 1> 40.5 51.9 D D

With Project TS 1 3 1> 2 3 0 2 2 0 2 2 1> 41.0 54.0 D D

 



Table 7‐4

Page 3 of 3

Delay
2

Level of
Traffic Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound (secs.) Service

# Intersection Control3 L T R L T R L T R L T R AM PM AM PM

Intersection Analysis for Horizon Year (2040) Conditions With Improvements

Intersection Approach Lanes
1

44 Turner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd.

Without Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 1 31.8 28.1 C C

With Project TS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 3 1 34.5 29.5 C C

46 Haven Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd.

Without Project TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 59.5 43.5 E D

With Project TS 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 1 3 1 61.6 44.3 E D

49 Hamner Av. & Ontario Ranch Rd.

Without Project4 TS 2 3 1> 2 3 0 2 4 1> 2 3 1 38.8 54.4 D D

With Project4 TS 2 3 1> 2 3 0 2 4 1> 2 3 1 38.9 54.9 D D
1  When a right turn is designated, the lane can either be striped or unstriped.  To function as a right turn lane there must be sufficient width for right

turning vehicles to travel outside the through lanes.

2 Per the Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition), overall average intersection delay and level of service are shown for intersections with a traffic signal or

all way stop control.  For intersections with cross street stop control, the delay and level of service for the worst individual movement (or 

movements sharing a single lane) are shown.
3 CSS = Cross‐street Stop; TS = Traffic Signal; TS = Improvement
4 Improvement consists of modifying the traffic signal to extend the cycle length to 130 seconds.

 L  =  Left;  T  =  Through;  R  =  Right; > = Right‐Turn Overlap Phasing; >> = Free Right Turn Lane;  d = Defacto Right Turn Lane;1 = Improvement

 



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - AM Peak Hour WITH IMPROVEMENTS Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 21 796 930 40 23 13
Future Vol, veh/h 21 796 930 40 23 13
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 23 865 1011 43 25 14
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1054 0 - 0 1512 527
          Stage 1 - - - - 1033 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 479 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.8 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.8 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.8 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 668 - - - 113 501
          Stage 1 - - - - 309 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 595 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 668 - - - 109 501
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 265 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 298 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 595 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 0 17.9
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 668 - - - 319
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.034 - - - 0.123
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.6 - - - 17.9
HCM Lane LOS B - - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.4



HCM 6th TWSC Ontario Ranch Commerce Center (JN 12248)
27: Merrill Av. & Sultana Av. 05/04/2020

Horizon Year (2040) With Project - PM Peak Hour WITH IMPROVEMENTS Synchro 10 Report
Urban Crossroads, Inc. Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 1223 1000 15 89 43
Future Vol, veh/h 7 1223 1000 15 89 43
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 200 - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 2 -
Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 1329 1087 16 97 47
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1103 0 - 0 1776 552
          Stage 1 - - - - 1095 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 681 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.8 6.9
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.8 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.8 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 640 - - - ~ 75 483
          Stage 1 - - - - 286 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 469 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 640 - - - ~ 74 483
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 238 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 283 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 469 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 0 29.8
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 640 - - - 285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - - 0.503
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.7 - - - 29.8
HCM Lane LOS B - - - D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - 2.6

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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