Historic Ontario

The "Model Colony"

CITY OF ONTARIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION

COMMISSION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION SUBCOMMITTEE

AGENDA

August 09, 2023

All documents for public review are on file in the Planning Department located in
City Hall at 303 East “B” Street, Ontario, CA 91764.

MEETINGS WILL BE HELD AT 5:30 PM IN COMMUNITY CONFERENCE ROOMS 1 & 2
LOCATED AT 303 East “B” Street

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Citizens wishing to address the Historic Preservation Subcommittee on any matter that is not on the
agenda may do so at this time. Please state your name and address clearly for the record and limit your
remarks to five minutes.

Please note that while the Historic Preservation Subcommittee values your comments, the members
cannot respond nor take action until such time as the matter may appear on the forthcoming agenda.

AGENDA ITEMS

For each of the items listed below the public will be provided an opportunity to speak. After a staff report is
provided, the chairperson will open the public hearing. At that time the applicant will be allowed five (3)
minutes to make a presentation on the case. Members of the public will then be allowed five (5) minutes each
to speak. The Historic Preservation Subcommittee may ask the speakers questions relative to the case and the
testimony provided. The question period will not count against your time limit. After all persons have spoken,
the applicant will be allowed three minutes to summarize or rebut any public testimony. The chairperson will
then close the public hearing portion of the hearing and deliberate the matter

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS

A. MINUTES APPROVAL

Historic Preservation Subcommittee Minutes of April 12, 2023 and May 10, 2023, approved as
written.




Motion to Approve/Deny

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
REVIEW FOR FILE NO. PHP22-015: A hearing to consider a Certificate of Appropriateness
to facilitate the construction of a mixed-use development consisting of 346 apartment units and
5,400 square feet of commercial space on 9.4 acres of land located at the northwest corner of
Euclid Avenue and Walnut Avenue, within the Mixed-Use — Neighborhood Hub 8e — Euclid and
Walnut (MU-NH 8e) zoning district. An Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364), which was certified by
the City Council on August 16, 2022, was prepared. This application introduces no new
significant environmental impacts. The proposed project is located within the Airport Influence
Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to be consistent with the
policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan; (APNss:
1051-271-67, 1051-271-06, and 1051-271-66) submitted by Legacy/Collier Residential LLC.
Planning/Historic Preservation Commission action is required.

1. CEQA Determination

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial of an Addendum to a previously approved EIR

2. File No. PHP22-015 (Certificate of Appropriateness)

Motion to recommend Approval/Denial

If you wish to appeal a decision of the Historic Preservation Subcommittee, you must do so within ten
(10) days of the Historic Preservation Subcommittee action. Please contact the Planning Department
for information regarding the appeal process.

If you challenge any action of the Historic Preservation Subcommittee in court, you may be limited to
raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Historic Preservation Subcommittee at, or prior to, the public
hearing.

The next Historic Preservation Subcommittee meets on September 13, 2023.

I, Angie Alvarez Cruz, Office Specialist of the City of Ontario, or my designee, hereby certify that a true,
accurate copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on or before August 4, 2023, at least 72 hours prior to
the meeting per Government Code Section 54954.2 at 303 East “B” Street, Ontario.

qt ~  Office Specialist




CITY OF ONTARIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Historic Preservation Subcommittee Special Meeting

Minutes

April 12, 2023

REGULAR MEETING:  Called to order by Nancy DeDiemar, at 5:35pm

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT

Nancy DeDiemar, Planning Commissioner
Ken Dean, Planning Commissioner

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT

Rick Gage, Chairman

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT

Diane Ayala, Senior Planner
Elly Antuna, Associate Planner
Kimberly Ruddins, Sustainability Program Manager

PUBLIC COMMENTS

No one responded from the public.

MINUTES

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Motion to approve the minutes of the March 8, 2023, meeting of
the Historic Preservation Subcommittee as written were approved unanimously by those present

(2-0).

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR FILE
NO. PHP22-010: A hearing to consider a Certificate of Appropriateness to facilitate the construction of a
mixed-use development consisting of 109 residential apartment units and approximately 4,000 square feet
of ground floor retail on 2.38-acres of land within the LUA-1 (Euclid Avenue Entertainment) of the MU-1
(Downtown Mixed Use) zoning district located at the northeast corner of Euclid Avenue and D Street,
bordered by E Street on the north and Lemon Avenue on the east. The project is categorically exempt from
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15331 (Class
31, Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation) of the CEQA Guidelines. The proposed project is
located within the Airport Influence Area of Ontario International Airport and was evaluated and found to
be consistent with the policies and criteria of the Ontario International Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan; (APNs: 1048-363-05, 1048-363-04, 1048-363-03 and 1048-363-02) submitted by Ontario Place D
Block LLC. Planning/Historic Preservation Commission is required.

Diane Ayala, Senior Planner, presented the staff report for File No. PHP22-010. Ms. Ayala stated
that the Historic Preservation Subcommittee would be considering a recommendation to the
Historic Preservation/Planning Commission who would be the final approving body for the
Certificate of Appropriateness.

Motion to recommend the Historic Preservation/Planning Commission approve File No. PHP22-
010 was approved unanimously by those present (2-0).

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Model Colony Award. Ms. Antuna shared the 5 nominations for the 23" Annual Model Colony
Awards. The Planning Commission will consider the nominations at the April 25, 2023 Planning
Commission meeting and the award presentation by City Council is scheduled for the May 16,
2023 City Council meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

¥ Antuna
Associate Planner
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CITY OF ONTARIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
Historic Preservation Subcommittee Meeting
Minutes

May 10, 2023

REGULAR MEETING:  Called to order by Rick Gage, at 5:30pm

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT

Rick Gage, Chairman

Ken Dean, Planning Commissioner

BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT

Nancy DeDiemar, Planning Commissioner

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT

Diane Ayala, Senior Planner
Elly Antuna, Associate Planner

PUBLIC COMMENTS

No one responded from the public.

MINUTES

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Approval of the minutes for the April 12, 2023, was continued to

the next regular meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

Gilbert Caughman, spoke regarding Agenda Item B.
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS REVIEW
FOR FILE NO. PHP23-002: A hearing to consider a Certificate of Appropriateness to facilitate the
construction of a 26-foot 9-inch tall, 2-story, 1,136 square-foot detached accessory residential structure to
accommodate a 2-car garage and one bedroom Accessory Dwelling Unit on 0.2-acre of land located at 734
East F Street, an Eligible historic resource, within the MDR-11 (Medium Density Residential-11.1 to 18.0
DU/Acre) zoning district. The Project is categorically exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15331 (Class 31, Historical Resource
Restoration/Rehabilitation) of the CEQA Guidelines.; (APN: 1048-412-08) submitted by Gilbert
Caughman.

Elly Antuna, Associate Planner, presented the staff report for File No. PHP23-002. Ms. Antuna
stated that the applicant has also submitted a Conditional Use Permit (File No. PCUP23-003) and
that the Certificate of Appropriateness approval is contingent upon Zoning Administrator approval
of Conditional Use Permit File No. PCUP23-003.

Jose Macias, the project representative, spoke in favor of the project.

Motion to recommend the Historic Preservation/Planning Commission approve File No. PHP23-
002 was approved unanimously by those present (2-0).

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. CPF Conference. Diane Ayala, Senior Planner, discussed the 2023 California Preservation
Conference held in San Francisco at the end of April.

Respectfully submitted,

y Antuna
Associate Planner
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Historic Ontario

@b\_ Historic Preservation Subcommittee
O QO "0
- August 9, 2023

The "Model Colony"

DECISION NO:

FILE NO: Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report for File No. PHP22-015

DESCRIPTION: A hearing to consider the use of an Addendum to The Ontario Plan
2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Certified SEIR”) for a Certificate of
Appropriateness to facilitate the construction 346 apartment units and 5,400 square feet
of commercial space on 9.4 acres of land, located at the northwest corner of Euclid
Avenue and Walnut Street, within the Mixed Use — Neighborhood Hub 8e — Euclid and
Walnut (MU-NH 8e) zoning district;. Submitted by Legacy/Collier Residential LLC.
Planning/Historic Preservation Commission action is required.

PART I: BACKGROUND & ANALYSIS

LEGACY/COLLIER RESIDENTIAL LLC, (herein after referred to as "Applicant")
has filed a request to consider the use of an Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 (“TOP
20507) Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (“Certified SEIR”) for the approval of
a Certificate of Appropriateness, File No. PHP22-015, as described in the subject of this
Decision (herein after referred to as "Application" or "Project").

(1) Project Setting: The Project site is comprised of 9.4 acres of land located
at the northwest corner of Euclid Avenue and Walnut Street and is depicted in Figure 1:
Project Location, below. Existing land uses, and Policy Plan (general plan) and zoning
designations on and surrounding the Project site are as follows:

L - Policy Plan Zoning
ST S D Land Use Designation Designation
Site Commercial Mixed Use — Neighborhood | MU-8E (Euclid/Walnut Mixed Use) & EA
Activity Hub (Euclid Avenue) Overlay
Single-family and multi- v 0§ Jse — Neighborhood ' MU-8E (Euclid/Walnut Mixed Use) and EA
North family residential, and . .
. Activity Hub (Euclid Avenue) Overlay
commercial
. . . . . . . LDR-5 (Low Density Residential- 2.1 to
South Single-family residential Low Density Residential 5.0 DU/Acre)
East Commercial Neighborhood Commercial CN (Nelghborhpod Commercial—0.4
Maximum FAR)
West Multi-family residential Medium Density MDR-18 (Medium Density Residential-

11.1 to11.0 DU/Acre)
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Historic Preservation Subcommittee
File No. Addendum to TOP 2050 SEIR (File No. PHP22-015)
August 9, 2023

(2) Project Description: The Project to be analyzed under the Addendum to
The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report ("Certified SEIR")
consists of a Certificate of Appropriateness to determine if the construction of a
commercial and residential mixed-use development comprised of 346 dwelling units and
5,400 square feet of ground-floor commercial space on 9.4 acres of land will not cause
an adverse effect to the Euclid Avenue median and the related historic district.

The Application is a project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA") and an Addendum has been prepared
to determine possible environmental impacts. Although the proposed project could have
a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects have
been analyzed adequately in an earlier Certified SEIR, and have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier Certified SEIR, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed on the proposed project, nothing further is required. The
Project will introduce no new significant environmental impacts beyond those previously
analyzed in the Certified SEIR, and all mitigation measures previously adopted by the
Environmental Impact Report, are a condition of project approval and are incorporated in
the Addendum (see Attachment A—Addendum).

PART II: RECITALS

WHEREAS, The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364) was certified on August 16, 2022, (hereinafter
referred to as "Certified SEIR"), in which development and use of the Project site was
discussed; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Director of the City of Ontario prepared and approved
for attachment to the Certified SEIR, an Addendum to the Certified SEIR (hereinafter
referred to as "SEIR Addendum") in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, together with State and local guidelines implementing
said Act, all as amended to date (collectively referred to as "CEQA"); and

WHEREAS, the environmental impacts of this Project were thoroughly analyzed in
the SEIR Addendum, which concluded that implementation of the Project could result in
a number of significant effects on the environment that were previously analyzed in the
Certified SEIR, and that the Certified SEIR identified mitigation measures that would
reduce each of those significant effects to a less-than-significant level; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a), a lead agency
shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are
necessary to a project, but the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not
required; and
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Historic Preservation Subcommittee
File No. Addendum to TOP 2050 SEIR (File No. PHP22-015)
August 9, 2023

WHEREAS, the City determined that none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a subsequent or supplemental EIR would occur from the Project, and that preparation
of an Addendum to the Certified SEIR was appropriate; and

WHEREAS, the City of Ontario is the lead agency on the Project, and the Historic
Preservation Subcommittee (hereinafter referred to as "HPSC") is the recommending
authority for the requested approval to construct and otherwise undertake the Project;
and

WHEREAS, the HPSC has reviewed and considered the SEIR Addendum and
related documents for the Project, and intends to take actions on the Project in
compliance with CEQA and state and local guidelines implementing CEQA; and

WHEREAS, the SEIR Addendum and related documents are on file in the City of
Ontario Planning Department, located at 303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764, and are
available for inspection by any interested person at that location and are, by this
reference, incorporated into this Resolution as if fully set forth herein; and

WHEREAS, City of Ontario Development Code Table 2.02-1 (Review Matrix)
grants the HPSC the responsibility and authority to review and act, or make
recommendation to the Planning Commission on the subject Application; and

WHEREAS, City of Ontario Development Code Division 2.03 (Public Hearings)
prescribes the manner in which the public notification of environmental actions shall be
provided and hearing procedures to be followed, and all such notifications and procedures
have been accomplished pursuant to Development Code requirements; and

WHEREAS, on August 7, 2023, the HPSC of the City of Ontario conducted a
hearing on the Project, and concluded said hearing on that date; and

WHEREAS, all legal prerequisites to the hearing and adoption of this Decision
have occurred.

PART Ill: THE DECISION

SECTION 1: As the recommending body for the Project, the HPSC has reviewed
and considered the information contained in the Addendum, the initial study, and the
administrative record for the Project, including all written and oral evidence provided
during the comment period. Based upon the facts and information contained in the
Addendum, the initial study, and the administrative record, including all written and oral
evidence presented to the HPSC, the HPSC finds as follows:
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Historic Preservation Subcommittee
File No. Addendum to TOP 2050 SEIR (File No. PHP22-015)
August 9, 2023

a. The environmental impacts of the Project were reviewed in conjunction with
an Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(State Clearinghouse No. 2021070364, certified by the Ontario City Council on August 16,
2022, in conjunction with File No. PGPA20-002); and

b. The EIR Addendum and administrative record have been completed in
compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City of Ontario Local CEQA
Guidelines; and

c. The City's "Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)" provide for the use of a single environmental
assessment in situations where the impacts of subsequent projects are adequately
analyzed. This Application introduces no new significant environmental impacts; and

d. All previously adopted mitigation measures shall be a condition of Project
approval, as they are applicable to the Project, and are incorporated herein by this
reference; and

e. The SEIR Addendum contains a complete and accurate reporting of the
environmental impacts associated with the Project, and reflects the independent judgment
of the Historic Preservation Subcommittee; and

f. There is no substantial evidence in the administrative record supporting a
fair argument that the Project may result in significant environmental impacts.

SECTION 2: Subsequent or Supplemental Environmental Review Not Required.
Based on the EIR Addendum, all related information presented to the HPSC, and the
specific findings set forth in Section 1, above, the HPSC finds that the preparation of a
subsequent or supplemental Certified SEIR is not required for the Project, as the Project:

a. Does not constitute substantial changes to the Certified SEIR that will
require major revisions to the Certified SEIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; and

b. Does not constitute substantial changes with respect to the circumstances
under which the Certified SEIR was prepared, that will require major revisions to the
Certified SEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of the previously identified significant effects; and

c. Does not contain new information of substantial importance that was not
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the Certified SEIR was certified/adopted, that shows any of the following:
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Historic Preservation Subcommittee
File No. Addendum to TOP 2050 SEIR (File No. PHP22-015)
August 9, 2023

i. The Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
Certified SEIR; or

ii. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe
than shown in the Certified SEIR; or

iii. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of
the Project, but the City declined to adopt such measures; or

iv. Mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those
analyzed in the Certified SEIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects
on the environment, but which the City declined to adopt.

SECTION 4: The HPSC does hereby find that based upon the entire record of
proceedings before it, and all information received, that there is no substantial evidence
that the Project will constitute substantial changes to the Certified SEIR, and does hereby
recommend the Planning Commission recommend the adoption of the Addendum to the
Certified SEIR, included as Attachment A of this Decision.

SECTION 5: The Applicant shall agree to defend, indemnify and hold harmless,
the City of Ontario or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or
proceeding against the City of Ontario or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set
aside, void or annul this approval. The City of Ontario shall promptly notify the applicant
of any such claim, action or proceeding, and the City of Ontario shall cooperate fully in
the defense.

SECTION 6: The documents and materials that constitute the record of
proceedings on which these findings have been based are located at the City of Ontario
City Hall, 303 East “B” Street, Ontario, California 91764. The custodian for these records
is the City Clerk of the City of Ontario.

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 9th day of August 2023.

Historic Preservation Subcommittee
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Historic Preservation Subcommittee
File No. Addendum to TOP 2050 SEIR (File No. PHP22-015)
August 9, 2023

Attachment A—Addendum to The Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report

(SEIR Addendum follows this page)
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CEQA Environmental Checklist Form
File Nos.: PDEV22-027, PUD22-004, PHP22-015

City of Ontario ) _ ] )

Planning Department California Environmental Quality Act
303 East B Street .

ontaro. calioma 1762 Addendum to The Ontario Plan

Phone: 909.395.2036 Environmental Impact Report
Fax: 909.395.2420

Project Title/File No.: Euclid/Walnut Planned Unit Development Mixed-Use Project (File Nos. PDEV22-
027, PUD22-004, and PHP22-015)

Lead Agency: City of Ontario, 303 East “B” Street, Ontario, California 91764, (909) 395-2036

Contact Person: Alexis Vaughn, Associate Planner, 909.395.2416, Email: avaughn@ontarioca.gov

Project Sponsor: Legacy/Colliers Residential, LLC

Project Location: The 10.6-acre project site is located in southwestern San Bernardino County, within the
City of Ontario (City) as shown in Figure 1 below. The City of Ontario is located approximately 40 miles
from downtown Los Angeles, 20 miles from downtown San Bernardino, and 30 miles from Orange County.
As illustrated in Figure 2 below, the project site is almost square shaped and located north of W. Walnut
Street and west of Euclid Avenue in the southwest portion of the City (just south of SR-60). The project site
includes Assessors’ Parcel Numbers; 1051-271-67, 1051-271-06, 1051-271-66. All full rights-of-way for
public streets that are required for this project have already been dedicated and granted to the City.

Figure 1: REGIONAL LOCATION MAP

PROJCT SITE

Page 1 of 70
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CEQA Environmental Checklist Form
File Nos.: PDEV22-027, PUD22-004, PHP22-015

June 28, 2023
Figure 2: PUD VICINITY MAP

Page 2 of 70

Iltem B - 8 of 1826



CEQA Environmental Checklist Form
File Nos.: PDEV22-027, PUD22-004, PHP22-015

General Plan/Zoning. The Ontario Plan (TOP) is the City’s comprehensive plan for the community over
the next thirty years. TOP 2050 is the City’s established framework for development and has three policy
level components, the Vision, a Governance Manual and the Policy Plan. The most current version of TOP
and its environmental impact report (EIR) are dated August 16, 2022 (State Clearinghouse No.
2021070364). Figure LU-01 of The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 is the City’s current Land Use Plan which
indicates the project site is designated as Mixed Use but is further classified as a Neighborhood Community
Hub (NH). The site is currently zoned Mixed-Use (MU-8e) within the Euclid Avenue (EA) overlay corridor
as shown below:

General Plan Designation: Existing — Mixed Use Neighborhood Community Hub (MU-NH)
Proposed — Mixed Use Neighborhood Community Hub (MU-NH)

Zoning: Existing — Mixed-Use 8e (Euclid and Walnut)

Proposed — Planned Unit Development (PUD) with Commercial/
Residential Mixed Use within Euclid Avenue Overlay Zoning District (EA)

The Mixed-Use Neighborhood Hub (MU-NH) designation allows low-rise buildings (3-5 stories) with a
mixture of retail and residential uses that will create identity and place and serve the surrounding residents.
This category allows for residential densities ranging from 20 - 75 dwelling units per acre and non-residential
intensity of 1.00 Floor Area Ratio.

The TOP shows a total of five locations within the City with the MU-NH land use designation. The Future
Buildout Projections Table of the Land Use Element provides further details for each of these five MU-NH
sub-areas. The three parcels subject to this PUD make up 10.6 acres (“PUD site”) of the overall 16 acres
that comprise the “MU-NH" sub-area. The remaining 5.4 acres of the MU-NH area include approximately
28,000 square feet of existing businesses (gas station, pre-school, and 2 small businesses) and 15 single
family homes between the PUD site and the SR-60 Freeway to the north. The PUD site currently contains
a Carl’'s Jr. restaurant, former Kmart Shopping Center, and a strip retail building. The TOP indicates the
projected buildout for the entire 16 acres of this sub-area will eventually have a total of 369 dwelling units
and 142,840 square feet of non-residential development. Development of the proposed PUD would slightly
exceed the total number of residential units for this area under the TOP (369 MF+15 SF=384 total units vs.
369 projected total units). However, development of the PUD would substantially reduce the amount of
anticipated non-residential growth in this sub-area (12,000 SF in the PUD plus 28,000 existing = 40,000 SF
vs. 142,840 SF). Therefore, development of the “PUD project” would result in a 4% increase in residential
impacts but a 28% decrease in commercial impacts. While this Addendum only covers impacts of the new
residential and commercial uses currently proposed under the PUD Project described below, the preceding
analysis demonstrates the anticipated impacts of growth in this MU-NH sub-area with the PUD are
considered to be equivalent or less than those identified in TOP EIR for this sub-area.

Description of PUD Project: The Euclid/Walnut Planned Unit Development (PUD) project proposes to
demolish the existing commercial center and construct a total of 369 apartment units with 12,000 square
feet (SF) of ground floor retail uses. The PUD project is expected to be completed in two phases. Phase 1
would leave the existing Carl's Jr. site in its current condition, demolish the other existing commercial
structures, and develop 5,400 SF of ground floor retail space and 346 apartment units consisting of 18
studio units, 190 one-bedroom units, and 138 two-bedroom units. Phase 2 would consist of demolishing
the existing Carl's Jr. and constructing an additional 23 apartment units and 6,600 SF of ground floor retail
space. Table 1 shows the building characteristics of the proposed project as part of the PUD while Figure
3 shows the proposed zoning of the PUD project.

Page 3 of 70
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CEQA Environmental Checklist Form
File Nos.: PDEV22-027, PUD22-004, PHP22-015

Table 1: Proposed PUD Project Land Uses

AREA/TIMING ACRES UNITS | SQUARE FEET

Existing Uses 10.6 0 105,050
(to be demolished)

Euclid/Walnut PUD 10.6 369 12,000
Phase 1 9.4 346 5,400
Phase 2 1.2 23 6,600

Remainder of MU-NH Area 5.4 0 130,840

TOTAL 16.0 369 142,840

Source: PUD May 2023 NA = acres not applicable due to mixed use development

Figure 3: PROPOSED PUD ZONING

Source: PUD May 2023

Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD provides planning and design principles, development
regulations, and performance standards to guide the redevelopment of an existing commercial shopping
center. The PUD will facilitate mixed-use development of high-density apartments, restaurants, retail shops,
and other commercial services. The PUD is intended to achieve the City’s goals to economically revitalize
and aesthetically enhance an underutilized parcel located along the Euclid Avenue corridor.

The PUD is organized to meet the requirements of the Ontario Development Code (ODC) and will replace
the existing zoning district designation and ODC regulations applicable to the affected properties. The PUD
site also falls within the “Euclid Avenue Overlay” Zoning District (EA) and any applicable requirements of
the EA will remain in effect. City staff and private developers will rely on this PUD to determine whether
future precise plans for development ("Development Plans™) adequately meet the City's land use and design
objectives as outlined in The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050.

Page 4 of 70
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CEQA Environmental Checklist Form
File Nos.: PDEV22-027, PUD22-004, PHP22-015

The PUD establishes a singular zoning district of Commercial/Residential Mixed Use consistent with TOP
2050 MU-NH land use designation. The PUD allows both horizontal and vertical mixed-use buildings with
a combination of three- and four-story buildings. Buildings with direct Euclid Avenue frontage will contain
ground-floor commercial uses and residential units directly above. All other buildings will contain residential
units on all floor levels. A combination of garages, tandem spaces, carports, and surface level parking
spaces will be provided onsite with gated access limited to residents and residents’ guests. Unrestricted
access to surface level parking will serve the commercial uses and provide additional resident guest parking
spaces.

It should be noted the TOP EIR addendum is required in order for the PUD project’s density to exceed the
TOP 2050 land use assumptions for the site (i.e., Mixed-Use — Neighborhood Activity Hub 8e - Euclid &
Walnut) which designates the site at 75% of the area at 30 du/ac and 25% of the area at 0.80 FAR retalil.
The proposed PUD would slightly exceed the total number of residential units for this area under the TOP
(384 total units with PUD vs. 369 projected total units). However, development of the PUD would
substantially reduce the amount of anticipated non-residential growth in this sub-area (40,000 SF with the
PUD vs. 142,840 SF under TOP growth). Therefore, development of the “PUD project” would result in a
4% increase in residential impacts but a 28% decrease in commercial impacts compared to what was
analyzed in TOP EIR.

Phasing. The PUD project will be completed in two phases. Phase 1 comprises the entire PUD site except
for the existing drive-thru restaurant site (Carl’s Jr.) which is occupied by an approximately 4,100 square
foot building and its related site improvements. Phase 1 will require the demolition of a combined 100,950
square feet of commercial/retail buildings (not including the Carl’s Jr.) and related site improvements. Phase
I will be redeveloped with two four-story buildings and six three-story buildings, providing a combined total
of 346 dwelling units; 5,400 square feet of ground floor commercial space, associated on-site parking areas
for both residential and non-residential land uses, and landscaping and recreational amenities for residents.
Figure 4 shows the Phase 1 Conceptual Site Plan.

Phase 2 will finish implementation of the total build-out of the area within the PUD project by demolishing
the Carl's Jr. restaurant building and related site improvements and replacing them with additional vertical
mixed-use development, constructing an additional four-story building. Completion of the second phase
would provide up to an additional 23 dwelling units and up to an additional 6,600 square feet of ground-
floor commercial space, and the associated site improvements.

The PUD is applicable to both phases of the project, which will construct a horizontal and vertical mixed-
use development, with a maximum of 369 dwelling units and up to 12,000 square feet of commercial land
uses occupying the ground floor of buildings with Euclid Avenue frontage.

Construction. All construction activities, including site demolition, regrading, building construction, paving,
and the application of architectural coatings, are expected to take approximately 28 months for Phase 1.
The specific timing of development of Phase 2 has not yet been determined but will include similar activities
as those listed for Phase 1. The overall construction of the PUD project is consistent with the level of
development outlined in TOP and its EIR and would only differ by having +4% more units but 28% less
non-residential square footage with the PUD. While no additional specific information on Phase 2
construction is presented at this time, overall development and construction of the 10.6-acre MU-NH sub-
area would be similar with or without the PUD in terms of land area developed.
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Figure 4: PHASE 1 CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

Development Regulations. Development within this PUD will comply with Ontario Development Code
(ODC) standards and requirements applicable to Multiple-Family Dwellings and Commercial development,
as determined appropriate by the City Director of Community Development. Table 2 provides a summary
of development standards for the PUD project. The PUD project will not exceed a maximum 40 dwelling
units per acre and will not exceed 369 dwelling units upon build-out of Phase 2. The overall building height
of four-story buildings will not exceed 60 feet and all other buildings will not exceed 50 feet (max. 3 stories),
inclusive of architectural projections. Non-residential development is subject to a maximum 0.5 floor area
ratio based upon the net site area.

Access and Improvements. Vehicular access from the public right of way will be limited to two locations
along Euclid Avenue and a maximum of three locations along Walnut Street as approved by the City
Engineer. As determined by the City Engineer, design and construction of street improvements, adjacent
to the property frontage of Euclid Avenue and Walnut Street will be conditioned and may include, but are
not limited to concrete curb and gutter, sidewalk, LED streetlights, signing and striping, and parkway
landscaping.
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Table 2: Summary of PUD Development Standards

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD

REQUIREMENT

NOTES

Maximum Intensity — Floor Area Ratio 0.50 FAR Gross building square
footage of commercial
space

Density Range — Minimum and Maximum 20.1-40 Up to a maximum of 369
dwelling units

Maximum Building Height by Number of Inclusive of architectural

Stories projections and equipment

Four Stories 60 feet screening
Three Stories 50 feet

Building Setbacks — From Right-of-Way

10 feet minimum

Setbacks — Interior Property Line
Buildings Adjacent to Residential
Buildings Adjacent to Non-Residential
Carport or Trash Enclosure

50 feet minimum
5 feet minimum
5 feet minimum

Building Separation
Building to Building
Building to Drive Aisle or Parking Areas
Building to Carport
Patio to Patio

25 feet minimum
5 feet minimum
25 feet minimum
15 feet minimum

Individual driveway depth
limited to 5 ft. or less, or 18
ft. or more

Minimum Number Parking Spaces
Ratio for Residential Uses
Ratio for Non-Residential Uses

1.2 spaces/bedroom
1 space/250 square feet

Inclusive of guest spaces

Residential Open Space and Common

Amenities — Combined Minimum Ratio
Minimum Private Open Space Ratio
Minimum Common Amenity Ratio

250 square feet/dwelling unit
50 square feet/dwelling unit
175 square feet/dwelling unit

5 feet min. width and length
15% maximum indoor

Residential Storage Units

150 cubic feet/dwelling unit
minimum

Does not include closets or
cabinets interior to the unit

Source: PUD Table 4-1, Summary of Development Standards

Grading and Drainage. The PUD site is already developed and essentially flat so its development is not
expected to require substantial grading and earthwork is generally expected to be balanced onsite (i.e., no
substantial import or export of soil). Under the PUD, onsite stormwater drainage facilities will be provided
consistent with the San Bernardino County Stormwater Program's Water Quality Management Plan
(WQMP) requirements for new development projects. Stormwater capture and infiltration facilities may
include the utilization of vegetated swales, depressed landscaped basins, pervious concrete pavement or
underground stormwater retention/infiltration vaults.

Landscaping. The PUD site will be fully landscaped according to a detailed Landscaping Plan that will be
submitted with the Development Plan. The Landscaping Plan will specify all landscape and hardscape
elements of the residential open space and common amenities, as well as the perimeter yards abutting the
street rights-of-way and all street trees. The Plan will provide water conservation through low water using
plant materials, hydro zones, water efficient irrigation and weather-based controllers. Landscaped areas
will also be used for storm water infiltration through vegetated swales, retention basins, or dry wells as
needed with appropriate planting materials. The Landscaping Plan will satisfy the requirements of the City’s
Landscape Development Standards outlined in the ODC. Street trees shall comply with the variety, size,
and spacing as directed by the City of Ontario Master Street Tree Plan.

Open Space/Recreation. The PUD indicates each residential unit will have 50 square feet of private open
space (i.e., balcony or patio) and will have 175 square feet per residential unit of common amenities. The
PUD project proposes a total of 369 units so the overall development will have a minimum of 64,575 square
feet of common open space amenities. This may include a combination of passive and active, indoor and
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outdoor spaces, roof top or upper floor decks, as well as landscaped and hardscaped ground surfaces
providing paseos between or adjacent to buildings. Up to 15 percent of the overall common amenity square
footage may consist of indoor area and be grouped into a single building that is accessible to all residents;
providing opportunities for fitness, various lounge/gathering space, business/mail center and similar
amenities. The remaining common amenities provided shall be in the form of outdoor common areas
consisting of both programmed and unprogrammed spaces. Programmed space may provide specific
amenities such as a dog park, seating/conversational area, outdoor cooking facilities with table seating
areas, etc. while unprogrammed space may provide passive use, such as landscaped paseos.

Fences and Walls. Exhibit 5-6 in the PUD provides a comprehensive plan for walls and fences that is
compatible with the proposed building architecture and will not encroach into the public right-of-way.

Lighting. The PUD project includes security and decorative lighting for the new proposed commercial and
residential buildings, parking areas, and access routes consistent with the PUD and the City’s Development
Code. The lighting plan shows that all lighting is shielded and directed toward the ground to the extent
necessary to minimize potential impacts on neighboring residential uses.

Utilities. The PUD project site is already developed so its redevelopment will be served by existing water
lines and wastewater flows and/or upgraded to satisfy the required capacities as determined by the City
and its service purveyors/agencies.

Requested Approvals. The PUD project requires approval of the PUD and subsequent approval of site
plans and improvement plans consistent with the PUD. The project application includes a Development
Plan (File No. PDEV22-027, a Planned Unit Development (File No. PUD22-004), and an Addendum to the
EIR prepared for TOP which was certified by the City Council on August 16, 2022. The EIR Addendum will
allow the PUD project to comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

PUD Objectives. The proposed PUD will facilitate the redevelopment of the project site with structures
and related improvements that support both residential and non-residential land uses within the same
project site. In addition to facilitating achievement of many City TOP goals and policies, this PUD
establishes the following objectives:

« Develop and provide new, high-quality rental housing combined with a mixed-use component.

% Provide transition between new mixed-use development and surrounding residential
neighborhoods and commercial properties.

% Provide areas of private and passive open space for each residential unit, as well as community
gathering and active open spaces.

% Promote development that is consistent with the MU-NH — Mixed Use Neighborhood Activity Hub
land use designation.

« Promote revitalization of commercial uses on the project site by establishing new ground-floor
retail and similar uses that serve on-site residents and those in surrounding neighborhoods.

% Provide outdoor gathering places adjacent to commercial storefronts, such as outdoor patio or
bench seating with inviting/attractive landscape elements.

% Orient non-residential, ground-floor uses towards Euclid Avenue.
« Incorporate site design solutions to allow for phased development.

+ Satisfy the build-out projections for residential dwelling units within the MU-NH (Euclid- Walnut)
sub-area, as defined in TOP 2050.

Project Setting: The PUD project site consists of approximately 10.6 acres of land within western Ontario.
The site is almost square in shape and is located at the northwest corner of Euclid Avenue and W. Walnut
Street just south of the SR-60 Freeway. The site is currently developed with a 4,100-square foot Carl’s Jr.
drive-through restaurant and 100,950 square feet of commercial buildings including a former Kmart
building) plus a small retail building with several tenants. The site is relatively flat with elevations ranging
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from 818 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeast corner down to 810 feet amsl at the southeast
corner with a gentle slope of less than one percent to the southwest. Runoff from the site generally flows
toward the adjacent roadways (Euclid to the east and Walnut to the south).

The site is in a built-up urbanized area with existing residential uses to the west, south, and southeast,
commercial uses to the east, and mixed residential and commercial uses to the north up to the freeway.
The location and extent of existing land uses are shown in the previous Figure 2.

Project Background: The PUD project site was developed in the later part of the 20t Century with a variety
of commercial uses, many of which are now vacant. No major planning, development, or environmental
work has been done in the past 10+ years on this site. However, the City’'s TOP and its EIR was most
recently adopted in 2022 and contain current and accurate environmental information about the project site
and applicable mitigation as explained below and as summarized at the end of this document.

On August 16, 2022, the Ontario City Council adopted the latest version of TOP, which serves as the City’s
General Plan under state law and provides a foundation for the City to operate as a municipal corporation.
The TOP consists of six (6) distinct components: 1) Vision; 2) Governance Manual; 3) Policy Plan; 4)
Council Priorities; 5) Implementation; and 6) Tracking and Feedback. The Policy Plan component of TOP
meets the functional and legal mandate of a municipal General Plan and contains nine elements; Land Use,
Housing, Parks and Recreation, Environmental Resources, Community Economics, Safety, Mobility,
Community Design and Social Resources.

The City Council certified TOP EIR (SCH # 2021070364) which analyzed the direct and physical changes
in the environment that would be caused by implementation of TOP; focusing on changes to land use
associated with the buildout of the proposed land use plan and impacts from population and employment
growth in the City. The project proposes land uses consistent with TOP 2050. The significant unavoidable
adverse impacts that were identified in TOP EIR included: agriculture resources, air quality, cultural
resources, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, noise and transportation/traffic.

CEQA requires lead agencies to use the most current and accurate environmental information in analyzing
project impacts. Therefore, consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the proposed project has been
analyzed relative to current technical studies and TOP EIR. These uses will be consistent with the
residential uses to the west, south, and southwest, the commercial uses to the east, and the mixed
residential and commercial uses to the north.

CEQA Requirements for an Addendum: If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new
information becomes available after adoption of an EIR or negative declaration, the lead agency may: (1)
prepare a subsequent EIR if the criteria of CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a) are met, (2) prepare a
subsequent negative declaration, (3) prepare an addendum, or (4) prepare no further documentation.
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(b)). When only minor technical changes or additions to the EIR (or
negative declaration) are necessary and none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the
preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred, CEQA allows the lead agency to
prepare and adopt an addendum. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(b).)

Under Section 15162, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration is required only when:

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken
which will require major revisions of the EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of any new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects; or

3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with
the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the EIR or negative declaration was adopted, shows
any of the following:
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a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative
declaration;

b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous
EIR;

c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible and
would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents
decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the
previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

Thus, if the PUD project does not result in any of the circumstances listed in Section 15162 (i.e., no new or
substantially greater significant impacts), the City may adopt an addendum to TOP EIR.

CEQA Analysis: According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an Addendum to a previously certified EIR
may be used if some changes or additions are necessary, but none of the conditions described in Section
15162 requiring the preparation of a subsequent negative declaration or EIR have occurred. The CEQA
Guidelines require that a brief explanation be provided to support the findings that no subsequent EIR or
negative declaration are needed for further discretionary approval. These findings are described below:

1) Required Finding: Substantial changes are not proposed for the project that will require major revisions
of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new, significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified effects.

Substantial changes are not proposed by the project compared to what is allowed in TOP, and project
implementation will not require revisions to TOP EIR. TOP EIR analyzed the direct and physical
changes in the environment that would be caused by TOP; focusing on changes to land use associated
with the buildout of the proposed land use plan. The site is located within the Mixed Use — Neighborhood
Community Hub (MU-NH) designation of TOP. The PUD project will provide both mixed uses and be
an activity hub for the surrounding neighborhoods.

Under TOP, projected buildout of the entire 16 acres of MU-NH overlay property would have a total of
369 dwelling units and 142,840 square feet of non-residential development. The PUD project proposes
369 units and approximately 12,000 square feet of the non-residential development on 10.6 acres,
leaving 130,840 square feet of non-residential development to be built in the remainder of the MU-NH
area adjacent to the SR-60 Freeway.

Since the anticipated buildout resulting from the PUD project will be equivalent to or less than that
originally analyzed in TOP EIR, no revisions to TOP EIR are required.

In addition, all previously adopted mitigation measures of TOP EIR are conditions of project approval
or mitigation measures and are incorporated herein by reference. This document provides an analysis
of the project and verification that the project will not cause any new or more significant environmental
impacts.

2) Regquired Finding: Substantial changes have not occurred with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is undertaken, that would require major revisions of the previous Environmental
Impact Report due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase
in the severity of previously identified significant effects.

Substantial changes have not occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project was
undertaken, that would require major revisions to TOP EIR. TOP EIR evaluated the site as a mixture
of land uses up to 369 residential units and 142,840 square feet of non-residential development. The
PUD project proposes 369 units and approximately 12,000 square feet of the non-residential
development, leaving 130,840 square feet of non-residential development to be built in the remainder
of the MU-NH area adjacent to the SR-60 Freeway.
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Therefore, no proposed changes or revisions to TOP EIR are required. In addition, all previously
adopted TOP EIR mitigation measures are incorporated herein by reference. This document provides
an analysis of the project and verification that the project will not cause any new or more significant
environmental impacts.

3) Regquired Finding. No new information has been provided that would indicate that the proposed project
would result in one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR.

No new information has been provided that would indicate the proposed project would result in any
new significant effects not previously discussed in TOP EIR. TOP EIR evaluated the site as a mixture
of land uses up to 369 residential units and 142,840 square feet of non-residential development. The
PUD project proposes 369 units and approximately 12,000 square feet of the non-residential
development, leaving 130,840 square feet of non-residential development to be built in the remainder
of the MU-NH area adjacent to the SR-60 Freeway.

TOP Figure LU-01, Land Use Plan, and TOP EIR Figure 1-3, Proposed Land Use Plan, indicate the
proposed PUD project is consistent with the surrounding residential, commercial, and mixed uses.
Since adoption of the 1992 General Plan, 2022 TOP, and certification of the 2010 TOP EIR, the subject
site has been planned for a mixture of residential and commercial uses.

Conclusion: TOP EIR, certified by the City Council on August 16, 2022 was prepared as a Program EIR
in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines section 15121(a), and the City’s Rules for the
Implementation of CEQA. TOP EIR considered the direct physical changes and reasonably foreseeable
indirect physical changes in the environment that would be caused by TOP. Consequently, TOP EIR
focused on impacts from changes to land use associated with buildout of the City and impacts from the
resulting population and employment growth in the City. The proposed project is consistent and compatible
with existing and planned uses in the surrounding area and would only differ by having +4% more units but
28% less non-residential square footage with the PUD. While no additional specific information on Phase
2 construction is presented at this time, overall development and construction of the 10.6-acre MU-NH sub-
area would be similar with or without the PUD in terms of land area developed. The overall construction of
the PUD project is generally consistent with the level of development outlined in TOP and its EIR The
amount of development anticipated at PUD project buildout as shown in the previous Table 1 and outlined
in the Project Description will be equivalent to the development analyzed in TOP EIR.

The proposed PUD differs from the TOP’s assumptions for this project site, so this addendum and
supplemental studies are required to ensure the project introduces no new significant environmental
impacts that were identified in TOP EIR. The City's "Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)" provide for the use of a single environmental assessment in situations
where the impacts of subsequent projects are adequately analyzed. Should no new significant
environmental impacts arise as a result of this project and related analyses, all previously adopted
mitigation measures shall be a condition of project approval.

Accordingly, and based on the conclusions of the previously certified TOP EIR, the analysis in this
document, CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including Sections 15164 and 15162, the PUD project will not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in
TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary, nor is there a need for additional
mitigation with implementation of the number of conditions of approval required by the City based on the
results of the site-specific technical studies for burrowing owl and airport safety.

Surrounding Land Uses: The project site is in a built-up urbanized area with existing residential uses to
the west, south, and southeast, commercial uses to the east, and mixed residential and commercial uses
to the north up to the freeway. See Table 3 for onsite and surrounding land uses and zoning designations.
Onsite and surrounding land uses are also shown in the previous Figure 2.
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Table 3: Existing Land Uses and Zoning Designations

Location Existing _TOP _ Z_oning_
Land Uses Designation Designation
PUD Site Vacant older retail commercial Mixed Use-Neighborhood Mixed-Use 8e (Euclid and Walnut)
and fast-food restaurant Community Hub (MU-NH) within Euclid Avenue Overlay (EA)
North Mixture of residential and Mixed Use-Neighborhood Mixed-Use 8e (Euclid and Walnut)
commercial uses Community Hub (MU-NH) within Euclid Avenue Overlay (EA)
South Single Family Residential Residé_r?t\i/:'liltzghls-lkt')ydu/ac) Low Density Residential (LDR-5)
East Commercial shopping center Neighborhood Neighborhood Commercial (CN)
Commercial (0.4 FAR) within Euclid Avenue Overlay (EA)
West Multi-Family Residential Med'ur(qfi?;é%lszil)dem'al Medium Density Residential (MDR-18)

Source: City Website 2022 and Google Earth 2022 du/ac = dwelling units per acre

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval or participation
agreement): None

Tribal Consultation: Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? [X] Yes [ ] No

If “yes”, has consultation begun? [dYes [JNo [X Completed

NOTE: Consultation was already conducted as part of TOP EIR and no new consultation is required
for this Addendum to TOP EIR

Additional Studies: The following additional studies have been or are being prepared in support of the
analysis in this document regarding potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. These
studies are in the Appendices to this document and include:

e Euclid/Walnut Planned Unit Development (PUD) (Appendix A)

e Health Risk Assessment (Appendix B)

¢ Hydrology and Water Quality (Appendix C)

e Trip Generation (Appendix D)
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Agriculture/Forestry [] Air Quality
Resources
[] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [] Geology/ Soils
[[] Greenhouse Gas [] Hazards & Hazardous [[] Hydrology / Water Quality
Emissions Materials
[] Land Use/ Planning [] Mineral Resources [] Noise
[] Population/Housing [] Public Services [] Recreation
[] Transportation [] Utilities / Service Systems [] Mandatory Findings of
Significance
[] Tribal Cultural [] Wildfire [] Energy

Resources

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[] I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[] I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[] I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant" or "potentially significant unless
mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

X 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is

required.
July 5, 2023
Signature Date
Alexis Vaughn, Associate Planner City of Ontario
Printed Name and Title For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation,
or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence
that an effect is significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from the “Earlier
Analyses” Section may be cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 15063I(3)(D).
In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. For this project,
reference will be made to TOP EIR as appropriate.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed in
TOP FEIR

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

b. Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

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

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest protocols adopted by
the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impacts
Previously
Analyzed in
TOP FEIR

e. Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

O

O

O

X

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

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

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

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section
15064.5?

O

O

O

X

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5?

c. Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

6. ENERGY. Would the project:

a. Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,
injury or death involving:

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

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv. Landslides?

b. Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

o O 0o

o O 0o

o O 0o

Xl XX KX

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18 1 B of the Uniform Building Code, creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the
project:

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?

O

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emission of greenhouse gases?

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

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

f. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would
the project:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
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c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through
the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:

O

O

O

X

i result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

ii. substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or offsite;

iii. create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?

OO

OO

OO

X | X

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan?

13. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Generation of excessive
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

ground-borne

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
project:

a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of road or other
infrastructure)?

O

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

15. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:

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

i. Fire protection?

ii. Police protection?

iii. Schools?

iv. Parks?

V. Other public facilities?

Ogoioo

Ogoioo

Ogoioo

X XXKXX

16. RECREATION. Would the project:

a. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

O

O

O

X

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

17. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:

a. Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent
with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

Cc. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g.,
farm equipment)?

d. Resultininadequate emergency access?
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the
project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources
Code section 5020.1(k)?

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

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the
project:

a. Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project's projected demand in addition to the provider's
existing commitments?

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e. Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

20. WILDFIRES. |If located in or near state
responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project:

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

O

O

O

X

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

d. Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively  considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current project, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

c. Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Note: Authority cited: Public Resources Code sections 21083, 21083.05, 21083.09.

Reference: Gov. Code section 65088.4; Public Resources Code sections 21073, 21074, 21080(c), 21080.1,
21080.3, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083, 21083.3, 21083.5, 21084.2, 21084.3, 21093, 21094, 21095 and
21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors
(1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 ©3.App.4th 357,
Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 ©3.App.4th 1099, 1109; San
Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 ©2|.App.4th 656.
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EXPLANATION OF ISSUES

1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR concludes... “the scale and design of the City under TOP 2050 would not
deter views of the San Gabriel Mountains which are the dominant scenic resource in the City of Ontario.
Regulations such as the City’s Municipal Code and policies [of TOP] would ensure that increased
development would not impact scenic vistas” (SEIR p. 5.1-5). TOP Policy CD1-5 requires all major north-
south streets be designed and redeveloped to feature views of the San Gabriel Mountains.

The project site is located at the northwest corner of Euclid Avenue and Walnut Street just south of the SR-
60 Freeway. Surrounding roadways and public areas have views of the mountains to the north. The PUD
project proposes 3 and 4-story buildings with the taller buildings along the west side of Euclid to
accommodate commercial uses on the ground floors. The residential uses to the south are across Walnut
Street from the site so the new buildings would not block public views from this area as well. The future
buildings would be consistent in terms of mass and height with what is allowed in TOP and current zoning
although they would be controlled by the PUD. The new uses are already allowed under TOP and do not
obstruct views of the San Gabriel Mountains from onsite or surrounding north-south streets. No adverse
impacts are anticipated in relation to the project.

Therefore, the project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously
considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR states “...The Euclid Corridor and the Mission Boulevard Corridor are the
primary scenic corridors in Ontario. These are not State-designated scenic highways, and Ontario does not
have any State scenic highways through or in the vicinity of the City” (SEIR 5.1-6). The City is served by
three freeways: I1-10, 1-15, and SR-60. I-10 and SR-60 traverse the northern and central portion of the City,
respectively, in an east—west direction. I-15 traverses the northeastern portion of the City in a north—south
direction. The project site is just south of SR-60 and west of the I-15 freeway. These segments of I-10, |-
15, and SR-60 have not been officially designated as scenic highways by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) or the City.

The project site currently supports commercial buildings of various types and sizes but the largest buildings
on the west side of the property (former Kmart) are vacant. The site does not contain any visual or scenic
resources or historic buildings. Therefore, it will not damage any scenic resources and not result in any
adverse environmental impacts.

The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered
and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to the EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

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

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR characterized this area as having existing commercial development and
the area contained urban land uses including both residential and commercial development planned on and
around the project site. TOP EIR concluded that future development in the City, which includes the mixed
uses planned on the PUD project site, would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
or its surroundings and no mitigation was required (SEIR p. 5.1-7).
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TOP EIR also states:

...future development under the [TOP 2050] would still be required to adhere to the City's
Development Code, which includes general development requirements for development density,
screening and setback, signing, landscaping, lighting, height limitations, and other aspects related to
the aesthetic of the City. Finally...the Development Code is enacted to assist implementation of
planning, zoning, development, subdivision, and environmental laws and the TOP and to achieve
the proper arrangement of land uses envisioned in TOP. Because it is the overriding planning
document for the City, and because it is intended to improve consistency with existing regulations
and conditions, the...TOP 2050...would not have a significant impact with respect to being
inconsistent with policies or regulations governing scenic quality. (SEIR p. 5-1-7)

The project site is located in a completely urbanized area with developed uses surrounding the site. The
PUD project would introduce new buildings onto the site which would have a suburban/urban appearance
consistent with newer uses and buildings along the Euclid Avenue corridor to the north. Therefore, the
project is consistent with TOP land uses and zoning so it would not degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site or its surroundings.

The proposed project will be required to comply with the policies of the Community Design Element of TOP
Policy Plan and zoning designations on the property, as well as the design requirements of the
Euclid/Walnut PUD. Therefore, no adverse visual impacts are anticipated, and the project will not result in
any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR.
No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR concluded that new development throughout the City would increase
ambient light levels over time as development occurred, but that compliance with Development Code
lighting requirements would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels, and no mitigation was
required (SEIR p. 6.1-7).

The project proposes the development of several residential and mixed-use buildings on the site, with the
mixed uses (retail commercial on the ground floor and residential above) along Euclid Avenue and the
residential buildings in the central and western portions of the site.

New development will have architectural and security lighting on buildings and in parking lots, and streets
will have new lighting installed or existing street lighting continue in place. Pursuant to the requirements of
the Euclid/Walnut PUD and the City’s Development Code, onsite lighting will be shielded, diffused or
indirect, to avoid glare to onsite users, pedestrians, and motorists. In addition, lighting fixtures will be
selected and located to confine the area of illumination to within each building site and minimize light
spillage. Site lighting plans will be subject to review by the Planning Department and Police Department
prior to issuance of building permits (pursuant to the City’s Building Security Ordinance). Therefore, no
adverse impacts are anticipated.

The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered
and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model prepared by the California Department of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts
to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to
information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted
by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR states that the City is underlain by prime agricultural soils in a number of
areas but that the City envisions a natural transition of these lands to suburban and urban uses over time
based on market forces and the desires of property owners. The EIR concluded TOP “... would have no
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating to conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use” (SEIR p.
5.2-12). The EIR concluded this because those changes had already been evaluated in the 2010 TOP
which represents the baseline condition for the 2050 TOP. TOP EIR did not anticipate these changes to
be a significant adverse impact and as a result did not recommend mitigation.

The project site is presently fully developed and does not contain any agricultural uses. Although the
general area supported agriculture long ago, the site is identified as Urban and Built-up Land on the map
prepared by the California Resources Agency as part of the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP). Based on the information above, no adverse environmental impacts from the project related to
prime farmland are anticipated.

Therefore, the project will have no significant impacts on agricultural resources and no mitigation is
required. The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts other than those
previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR indicates that some areas of the City were used for agriculture in the past,
including the general project area. However, the City currently has no agricultural land use or zoning
designations. Figure 5.2-2 of TOP EIR indicates there are a number of Williamson Act contracts in the City
but they are in the southern portion of the City which also is transitioning to suburban land uses. The project
area long ago transitioned from agriculture to suburban and urban land uses, and no Williamson Act
contracts are active in this area at present. In this regard, no significant impacts were anticipated in TOP
EIR and no mitigation was recommended.

The PUD project site is not zoned for agricultural use and the site is designated for mixed residential and
commercial uses which are permitted under TOP. Future development will be consistent with the
development standards and land uses allowed under TOP and the proposed Euclid/Walnut PUD.

Therefore, no impacts to agricultural uses are anticipated, nor will there be any conflict with Williamson Act
contracts. The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously
considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g)?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR indicated there were no forest resources in the City, so development of
planned land uses in the City, including the mixed uses of the PUD project site, would not result in any
impacts related to rezoning of forest or timberland to non-forest use.
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The PUD project proposes residential and commercial buildings consistent with the mixed-use land use
designation in TOP and the Euclid/Walnut PUD. The PUD project would not result in the rezoning of forest
land, timberland, or land zoned Timberland Production because such land use designations do not exist
within the City.

Therefore, no impacts to forest or timberland are anticipated and the PUD project will not result in any new,
increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No
changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

d. Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR indicated there were no forest resources in the City, so development of
planned land uses, including the mixed uses of the PUD project site, would not result in any impacts related
to the conversion of forest land to non-forest use (SEIR p. 5.2-13).

There is currently no land in the City that qualifies as forest land as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g), including the project site. Neither TOP nor the City’s Zoning Code provide designations
for forest land anywhere in the City.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land. The project will
not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed
in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

e.Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could
individually or cumulatively result in loss of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR indicated future development would not conflict with agricultural uses and
would not result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. It also concluded there is no forest land
in Ontario, and therefore the project would not result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use (SEIR p.
5.2-14). TOP envisions a natural transition of these lands to suburban and urban uses over time based on
market forces and the desires of property owners. TOP EIR indicated there were no forest resources in
the City, so development of planned land uses, including the mixed uses of the PUD project site, would not
result in any cumulative impacts related to loss of forest land.

Implementation of the PUD project would not result in changes to the existing environment other than those
previously addressed in TOP EIR. While conversion of farmland increases the potential for adjacent areas
to also be converted from farmland to urban uses, there are no agricultural uses occurring onsite or in the
vicinity and the project will not directly or indirectly result in conversion of farmland. No new cumulative
impacts beyond those identified in TOP EIR would result from project implementation. As a result, the
project will not result in loss of farmland to non-agricultural use.

Additionally, there is currently no land in the City that qualifies as forest land as defined in Public Resources
Code Section 12220(g). Neither TOP nor the City’s Zoning Code provide designations for forest land.

Based on available data, the proposed PUD project would not result in changes to the existing environment
that would affect forest land. There will be no impacts and no mitigation is required. The project will not
result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in
TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.
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3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would
the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Discussion of Effects: The project site was analyzed in the current (2022) and previous (2010) TOP EIR as
a mixture of residential and commercial uses, consistent with the surrounding mixture of similar land uses.
TOP EIR concluded future land uses, including the proposed project, may conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). TOP EIR concluded that future development and the cumulative air
pollutant emissions would exceed the SCAQMD daily thresholds. As noted in the previous TOP EIR
(Section 5.3) from 2010, pollutant levels in the City already exceeded Federal and State standards at that
time. To reduce pollutant levels, the City is actively participating in efforts to enhance air quality by
implementing control measures in the AQMP for local jurisdictions within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB).

TOP EIR in 2022 evaluated the development of a maximum of 369 residential units and approximately
142,840 square feet of non-residential development on the Overlay Planning Area. The PUD project
proposes 369 units and approximately 12,000 square feet of non-residential development in Phases 1 and
2, leaving 130,840 square feet of non-residential development to be built in the remainder of the MU-NH
area adjacent to the SR-60 Freeway.

The TOP indicates the projected buildout for the entire 16 acres of this sub-area will eventually have a total
of 369 dwelling units and 142,840 square feet of non-residential development. Development of the
proposed PUD would slightly exceed the total number of residential units for this area under the TOP (369
MF+15 SF=384 total units vs. 369 projected total units). However, development of the PUD would
substantially reduce the amount of anticipated non-residential growth in this sub-area (12,000 SF in the
PUD plus 28,000 existing = 40,000 SF vs. 142,840 SF). Therefore, development of the “PUD project” would
result in a 4% increase in residential impacts but a 28% decrease in commercial impacts. While this
Addendum only covers impacts of the new residential and commercial uses currently proposed under the
PUD Project, the anticipated impacts of growth in this MU-NH sub-area with the PUD are considered to be
equivalent or less than those identified in TOP EIR for this sub-area. The proposed project is therefore
generally consistent with TOP land use designations upon which the AQMP is based. Furthermore, the
project is consistent with the City’s participation in the AQMP and will not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the plan. The project will be required to implement TOP EIR Mitigation Measures AQ 3-
1, 3-2, and 3-3 which include fugitive dust control measures pursuant to SCAQMD’s Rule 403, use of Tier
3 construction equipment, proper service and maintenance of construction equipment, limiting nonessential
idling of construction equipment, use of Super-Compliant volatile organic compounds (VOC) paints for
coating and architectural surfaces, providing non-vehicular access options, and calculate and reduce any
significant health risks from future development on nearby sensitive receptors (MM 3-1 through 3-3,
respectively).

At the request of City staff, a health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared for the project to determine if air
pollutant emissions from the nearby freeway would result in any significant impacts to human health
including cancer and non-cancer related deaths of project residents. The HRA concluded that freeway
emissions would not result in any significant human health risks for project residents. Minimum Efficiency
Rating Value (MERV) 13 filters, which are required for the residential buildings by the CalGreen Code, are
sufficient to reduce risks below SCAQMD thresholds. (see Appendix B).

Therefore, the project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously
considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required but the following measures from TOP EIR are applicable
to the proposed project:

AQ 3-1: Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Ontario for development projects subject to CEQA
(California Environmental Quality Act) review (i.e., nonexempt projects), project applicants shall prepare
and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project construction-related air quality impacts to
the City of Ontario Planning Department for review and approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in
conformance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) methodology for
assessing air quality impacts. If construction-related criteria air pollutants are determined to have the
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potential to exceed the South Coast AQMD-adopted thresholds of significance, the City of Ontario Building
Department shall require feasible mitigation measures to reduce air quality emissions. Potential measures
shall be incorporated as conditions of approval for a project and may include:

 Require fugitive dust control measures that exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District's Rule
403, such as:

- Requiring use of nontoxic soil stabilizers to reduce wind erosion.
- Applying water every four hours to active soil disturbing activities.

- Tarping and/or maintaining a minimum of 24 inches of freeboard on trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or
other loose materials.

* Using construction equipment rated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency as having
Tier 4 interim or higher exhaust emission limits.

* Ensuring construction equipment is properly serviced and maintained to the manufacturer’s standards
« Limiting nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than five consecutive minutes.

 Using Super-Compliant VOC paints for coating of architectural surfaces whenever possible. A list of
Super-Compliant architectural coating manufactures can be found on the South Coast Air Quality
Management District's website at: http://www.agmd.gov/prdas/brochures/SuperCompliant_AIM.pdf.
These identified measures shall be incorporated into all appropriate construction documents (e.g.,
construction management plans) submitted to the City and shall be verified by the City’s Planning
Department.

AQ 3-2: The City of Ontario shall evaluate new development proposals within the City and require all
developments to include access or linkages to alternative modes of transportation, such as transit stops,
bike paths, and/or pedestrian paths (e.g., sidewalks).

AQ 3-3: Prior to discretionary approval by the City of Ontario for development projects subject to CEQA
(California Environmental Quality Act) review (i.e., nonexempt projects), project applicants shall prepare
and submit a technical assessment evaluating potential project operation-phase-related air quality impacts
to the City of Ontario Planning Department for review and approval. The evaluation shall be prepared in
conformance with South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) methodology in
assessing air quality impacts. If operation-related air pollutants are determined to have the potential to
exceed the South Coast AQMD-adopted thresholds of significance, the City of Ontario Planning
Department shall require that applicants for new development projects incorporate mitigation measures to
reduce air pollutant emissions during operational activities. The identified measures shall be included as
part of the conditions of approval. Possible mitigation measures to reduce long-term emissions could
include but are not limited to the following:

e For site-specific development that requires refrigerated vehicles, the construction documents shall
demonstrate an adequate number of electrical service connections at loading docks for plug-in of the
anticipated number of refrigerated trailers to reduce idling time and emissions.

« Applicants for manufacturing and light industrial uses shall consider energy storage and combined heat
and power in appropriate applications to optimize renewable energy generation systems and avoid peak
energy use.

« Site-specific developments with truck delivery and loading areas and truck parking spaces shall include
signage as a reminder to limit idling of vehicles while parked for loading/unloading in accordance with
California Air Resources Board Rule 2845 (13 CCR Chapter 10 sec. 2485).

e Provide changing/shower facilities as specified in Section A5.106.4.3 of CALGreen (Nonresidential
Voluntary Measures).

* Provide bicycle parking facilities per Section A4.106.9 of CALGreen (Residential Voluntary Measures).

« Provide preferential parking spaces for low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/van vehicles per Section
A5.106.5.1 of CALGreen (Nonresidential Voluntary Measures).

« Provide facilities to support electric charging stations per Section A5.106.5.3 and Section A5.106.8.2 of
CALGreen (Nonresidential Voluntary Measures; Residential Voluntary Measures).
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 Applicant-provided appliances shall be Energy Star—certified appliances or appliances of equivalent
energy efficiency (e.g., dishwashers, refrigerators, clothes washers, and dryers). Installation of Energy
Star—certified or equivalent appliances shall be verified by the City during plan check.

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR in 2022 evaluated the development of a maximum of 369 residential units
and approximately 142,840 square feet of non-residential development on the Overlay Planning Area. The
PUD project proposes 369 units and approximately 12,000 square feet of non-residential development in
Phases 1 and 2, leaving 130,840 square feet of non-residential development to be built in the remainder of
the MU-NH area adjacent to the SR-60 Freeway. The remainder of the MU-NH area is currently built out
with 15 single-family dwellings and approximately 28,000 square feet of commercial uses.

TOP EIR concluded that air pollutant emissions from future development within the City consistent with
TOP land uses, including the proposed project, would exceed established SCAQMD thresholds. The
proposed PUD project is within the amount of growth planned for the project site under TOP and would
make an incremental contribution to the significant air pollutant emissions and impacts identified for TOP.

As outlined in Section 3.a above, development of the “PUD project” would result in a 4% increase in
residential impacts but a 28% decrease in commercial impacts from what was analyzed in TOP EIR. While
this Addendum only covers impacts of the new residential and commercial uses currently proposed under
the PUD Project, the anticipated impacts of growth in this MU-NH sub-area with the addition of the PUD
are considered to be generally equivalent or less than those identified in TOP EIR for this sub-area.

Mitigation Measures AQ 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 as outlined in Section 3.a have already been adopted by the City
that would facilitate continued City cooperation with the SCAQMD and Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) to reduce short-term construction emissions, help promote regional air quality
improvement goals and energy conservation design and development techniques, encourage alternative
modes of transportation, and implement transportation demand strategies. However, TOP EIR concluded
that air pollutant impacts would be significant even with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM AQ 3-
1 through 3-3.

The proposed PUD project would implement MM AQ 3-1 through AQ 3-3 and is generally within the limits
established for the site in TOP and evaluated in TOP EIR. Therefore, the PUD project itself will not result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality because the project is consistent with the existing
TOP land use designation for the site and the overall air quality impacts of TOP have already been
evaluated in TOP EIR and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was prepared and certified along with
TOP EIR.

Due to the size of the PUD project site and the amount of development proposed, construction under either
Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the PUD, or the combination of both phases, will not exceed the applicable regional
significance thresholds and less than significant impacts would occur. No mitigation beyond that identified
in TOP EIR is required.

The PUD project will comply with Mitigation Measures AQ 3-1 through 3-3 outlined in TOP FEIR as
recommended by the SCAQMD, resulting in project level impacts that are less than significant with
mitigation. The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously
considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measures AQ 3-1 through AQ 3-3 as described in Section 3.a above,
otherwise, no project specific mitigation is required.

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR concluded that development and operation of new land uses
accommodated under TOP 2050 proposed land use plan could generate new sources of localized criteria
air pollutant and Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) in the City from area/stationary sources and mobile
sources.
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The Overlay Planning Area was previously analyzed by TOP EIR as a mixture of residential and commercial
uses under the MU-MH land use designation. Certain land uses contain persons especially susceptible to
air pollutants (children, the elderly, sick persons, etc.). These types of “sensitive” land uses include
residences, day care centers, hospitals, etc. and are referred to as sensitive receptors. The SCAQMD
recommends that the nearest sensitive receptor be considered when determining the project’s potential to
cause an individual or cumulatively significant impact. The PUD project does have sensitive receptors west
and north of the site. However, the size of the site and anticipated amount of new development is not
expected to result in significant short- or long-term air quality impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.

With implementation of TOP EIR Mitigation Measures AQ 3-1 through AQ 3-3, the proposed PUD project
would not result in any new impacts beyond those identified in TOP EIR and no project specific mitigation
is required for sensitive receptors. The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different
impacts not previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR
analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR concluded TOP would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts relating to other emissions, such as those leading to odors (SEIR p. 5.3-47). The subject
site was previously analyzed by TOP EIR as a mixture of residential and commercial uses which is
consistent with the existing land uses surrounding the site. The mixed uses proposed on the project site
will not create objectionable odors. Further, the project shall comply with the policies of the Ontario
Municipal Code and TOP regarding solid waste storage and disposal which will prevent potential odor
impacts. Therefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated.

The project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered
and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR concluded that “no sensitive plant species have been observed in Ontario,
and the only such species that are considered potentially present in the City have a low potential due to
lack of suitable habitat. Therefore, implementation of TOP 2050 would not have substantial adverse impacts
on sensitive plant species” (SEIR p. 5.4-30). The project site was previously analyzed by TOP EIR as a
mixture of residential and commercial uses.

According to TOP EIR, the Overlay Planning Area (including the PUD project site) is located within an area
that has been identified as having the potential to contain species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). These species include: the Delhi
Sands flower-loving fly (DSFLF), coast horned lizard, burrowing owl, and various species of nesting birds
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The proposed project is consistent with TOP land use
designation and zoning classification for the site of mixed use (MU) as a Neighborhood Community Hub
(NH). The project does have a potential to impact nesting birds by removal of landscaping during
redevelopment. However, governmental database information and TOP EIR indicate there is little or no
potential for any listed or otherwise sensitive species to be present on the project site. With regulatory
compliance (e.g., Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Fish and Game codes), TOP EIR concluded that future
development in the City would not have significant impacts on listed or sensitive species and no mitigation
was recommended.
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The PUD project site is currently developed with several commercial buildings. Due to its developed
condition and surrounding urban land uses, the project site does not contain or support any listed or
otherwise sensitive species of plants or animals. With regulatory compliance, the PUD project will not result
in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in TOP
EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

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

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR indicated development “of new, previously undeveloped areas of the City
even though it would result in an increase in land use intensity. Individual projects undergoing
environmental review under CEQA would be required to determine whether there is potential habitat on-
site for sensitive species. If sensitive species were found on-site, the project proponent would be required
to consult with the CDFW regarding impacts to sensitive species and ensuing mitigation” (SEIR p. 5.4-31).
The EIR concluded TOP would have a less than significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating
to riparian habitat or sensitive natural community. In TOP EIR, the Overlay Planning Area, including the
PUD project site, was previously analyzed as mixed use. TOP EIR does not identify any natural drainage
features in this portion of the City due to its urbanized condition. With regulatory compliance, the EIR did
not recommend any specific mitigation for future development relative to jurisdictional features.

Based on a review of aerial photographs, the site is totally developed and does not contain any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified by CDFW or USFWS (GoogleEarth). Therefore, no
adverse environmental impacts are anticipated. In addition, the project will not result in any new, increased
or substantially different impacts not previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or
additions to TOP EIR analyses are necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

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

Discussion of Effects: TOP EIR did not identify any wetland habitat or resources on the project site or in the
immediate surrounding area due to its urban condition. The EIR stated TOP “would have a less than
significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts relating to state or federally protected wetlands.
Accordingly, no changes or alterations to the TOP [2050] were required to avoid or substantially lessen any
significant environmental impacts under those thresholds” (SEIR p. 5.4-33).

According to aerial photographs, the site is developed and no drainage areas or wetland habitat are present
on the project site (GoogleEarth). Therefore, project implementation would have no impact on these
resources. In addition, the project will not result in any new, increased or substantially different impacts not
previously considered and addressed in TOP EIR. No changes or additions to TOP EIR analyses are
necessary.

Mitigation: No project specific mitigation is required.

d. In