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SECTION 11.0: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

Ten comment letters on the Draft Subsequent EIR were submitted to the City during the public review 
period from June 25 to August 8, 2007.  This section provides a discussion of the comments on the Draft 
Subsequent EIR and responses to those comments.  Section 11.1 identifies the individuals and agencies that 
submitted written comments on the Draft Subsequent EIR.  The EIR preparers and the City of Ontario, as the 
Lead Agency, then prepared point-by-point responses to the comments received.  The responses are provided 
beside each comment in Section 11.2 below.  Modifications to the Draft Subsequent EIR required as a result of 
the comments and responses are listed in Section 11.3, along with other City revisions or clarifications.  These 
changes are shown in strikeout/underline text in the pertinent sections of this Final Subsequent EIR.  The changes 
to the Draft Subsequent EIR are relatively minor and do not alter the analysis or conclusions.  
 
11.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 
 
Persons and agencies that commented on the Draft Subsequent EIR include the following: 
 

A. San Bernardino County Department of Public Works, Nancy Sansonetti, July 11, 2007 
B. Southern California Association of Governments, Sheryll Del Rosario, July 12, 2007 
C. South Coast Air Quality Management District, James Koizumi, July 13, 2007 
D. John Jasbinsek, August 4, 2007 
E. Daryl Vollrath, August 8, 2007 
F. Lionel Hauder, August 8, 2007 
G. Southern California Edison Company, Neiland Derry, August 6, 2007 
H. South Coast Air Quality Management District, Steve Smith, August 8, 2007 
I. Department of Toxic Substances Control, Greg Holmes, August 9, 2007 
J. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Terry Roberts, August 9, 2007 

 
 
11.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Provided below are point-by-point responses to the environmental issues raised by the written comments. 
The letters are provided on the left-hand side of the page, with corresponding responses on the right-hand 
side of each page. 
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A1 Response:  We received this letter on July 12, 2007.  Thank you 
for confirming the adequacy of the City’s analysis and for participating 
in the environmental review process for this Project.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
require additional analysis or change the significance determination of 
the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is 
warranted. 

A1 
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B1 B1 Response:  We received this letter on July 13, 2007.  Thank you for 
explaining that the Project is not regionally significant under CEQA and 
for participating in the environmental review process for this Project.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that require 
additional analysis or change the significance determination of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is warranted.
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C1 Response:  The CO hotspot analysis was prepared using a screening 
procedure based on the Caline4 model.  Files used in performing the CO 
hotspot analysis were mailed to SCAQMD on July 18, 2007.  Subsequent 
requests for remodeling were provided on August 13, 2007.   
 
C2 Response:  Files used in performing the HRA were mailed to 
SCAQMD on July 18, 2007, including yearly emission factors used for the 
70-year average. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that require 
additional analysis or change the significance determination of the Draft 
Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is warranted. 

C1 

C2 
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D1 

D1 Response:  As stated in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, 
mitigation includes measures that avoid the impact altogether; minimize the 
impact; rectify the impact; reduce the impact over time; or compensate for 
the impact.  The mitigation measures identified in the Subsequent EIR do 
not necessarily entirely avoid the impact, but include those that minimize, 
rectify, reduce, or compensate for the impact.  CEQA Section 21002 states 
that when all feasible mitigation or alternatives have been adopted or if 
specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible the 
alternatives or mitigation measures, the lead agency may approve the 
project.   
 
D2 Response:  The Subsequent EIR has been written to provide an 
objective analysis and full disclosure to the public of project impacts.  
Impacts of the project on surrounding land uses, including impacts on 
schools, churches, and Munoz Park, as they relate to traffic and 
circulation, noise, air quality, land use, visual quality, and public services, 
were fully analyzed in the Subsequent EIR.  As discussed under Section 
4.11.1, Police Protection and Law Enforcement Services, the potential for 
increased crime was fully analyzed, but this Project would not have 
significant adverse impacts on the Ontario Police Department service levels 
or facilities.  Home values might be influenced by the presence of urban 
decay and blight.  However, this Project will actually redevelop existing 
empty buildings and thus, reduce blight conditions in the area.  Socio-
economic impacts are discussed in Section 4.15 as they relate to the 
demand for and supply of retail stores and grocery stores in the market 
area.  Alternative sites for the project are addressed in Section 9.0 of the 
Subsequent EIR.  In 1994, the site was included in the “Added Area”, 
which anticipated the redevelopment of the project site.  The project 
represents this redevelopment.   
 
D3 Response:  In accordance with Section 15003(i) of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City has prepared the Subsequent EIR to provide an 
adequate, complete, and good faith effort at full disclosure of the project’s 
potential environmental impacts.  The Subsequent EIR was prepared to 
comply with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City’s Guidelines 
for Implementing CEQA.  It was further expanded to address concerns that 
have been raised by written and oral comments received by the City.  

D2 

D3 
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D4 

D4 Response:  The City held a community meeting on November 
28, 2004 and a scoping meeting on November 20, 2006.  A public 
hearing has been scheduled before the Ontario Planning 
Commission on August 30, 2007 at the Ontario Convention 
Center.  The public is welcome to attend this hearing and the 
Planning Commission will be accepting comments on the project.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
require additional analysis or change the significance 
determination of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further 
environmental analysis is warranted. 
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E1 

E1 Response:  The City held a community meeting on 
November 28, 2004 and a scoping meeting on November 20, 
2006, at which the City received comments on the Project.  
Subsequently, the Draft Subsequent EIR for the project has 
been made available for public review for 45 days, as required 
by Section 15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Interested 
and affected agencies and individuals were provided an 
opportunity to submit comments on the environmental 
analysis, including any request for clarification of the issues 
addressed in the Draft Subsequent EIR, up to the end of the 
comment period on August 8, 2007.  The City will be holding 
a public hearing before the Ontario Planning Commission on 
August 30, 2007 at the Ontario Convention Center.  During 
the hearing, the public will be welcome to express their 
comments on the project.   
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E2 

E2 Response:  During the public hearing before the Ontario 
Planning Commission on August 30, 2007 at the Ontario 
Convention Center, residents would be allowed to provide 
comments on the project.   
 
E3 Response:  While consultants that prepared the 
Subsequent EIR are independent entities and provided an 
objective analysis of the project’s impacts, the Subsequent 
EIR has been thoroughly and independently reviewed by the 
City and thus, reflects the City’s conclusions.  
 
E4 Response:  The City Attorney will be present at the public 
hearing before the Ontario Planning Commission on August 
30, 2007 at the Ontario Convention Center. 
 
E5 Response:  Staff from various City departments that 
evaluated the project would be at the public hearing on August 
30, 2007 at the Ontario Convention Center to respond to 
questions that pertain to their respective responsibilities, such 
as fire protection, police protection, water and sewer services, 
storm drainage, traffic, etc. 
 
E6 Response:  Police protection services are addressed in 
Section 4.11.1 of the Subsequent EIR.  City staff will be 
present at the public hearing on August 30, 2007 at the 
Ontario Convention Center to address issues related to police 
protection. 
 

E3 

E4 

E5 

E6 
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E7 

E7 Response:  Consultants on the EIR will be at the public 
hearing on August 30, 2007 at the Ontario Convention Center to 
provide any needed clarification on the analysis contained in the 
Subsequent EIR. 
 
 
E8 Response:  The City’s standard time limit for speakers during 
the hearing would allow all interested speakers an opportunity to 
express their comments and allow members of the public an equal 
opportunity to present their comments to the City. 
 
 
E9 Response:  This comment letter was received on August 8, 
2007, prior to the end of pubic review period.  Impacts on the 
intersection of Fifth Street and Mountain Avenue are addressed in 
Section 4.3 of the Draft Subsequent EIR. 
 
 
E10 Response:  A public hearing before the Ontario Planning 
Commission has been scheduled for August 30, 2007 at the 
Ontario Convention Center, during which members of the public 
would be allowed to provide comments on the project.   

E8 

E9 

E10 
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E11 

E11 Response:  The purpose of the scoping meeting was 
to identify the environmental issues that needed to be 
addressed in the Subsequent EIR and not to discuss the 
merits of the project itself. 
 
 
E12 Response:  The City held a community meeting on 
November 28, 2004 and a scoping meeting on November 
20, 2006.  Subsequently, the Draft Subsequent EIR was 
subject to a 45-day public review period, during which 
comments were accepted and responses provided.  A 
public hearing before the Ontario Planning Commission 
has been scheduled for August 30, 2007 at the Ontario 
Convention Center, during which members of the public 
would be allowed to provide comments on the project.   

E12 
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E13 

E13 Response:  Comment noted.  No response required.  Thank you 
for participating in the City’s environmental review process. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
require additional analysis or change the significance determination 
of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is 
warranted. 
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F1 Response:  Project impacts on traffic and circulation are 
addressed in Section 4.3 of the Subsequent EIR.  Mitigation 
measures have been provided where significant adverse impacts are 
expected.  Access to La Deney Drive from southbound Mountain 
Avenue would be available through Sixth Street, San Antonio 
Avenue, Hawthorne Street, and Cypress Avenue or through Fifth 
Street and Boulder Avenue.  Access from all other directions would 
remain the same. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
require additional analysis or change the significance determination 
of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is 
warranted. 

F1 
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G1 Response:  Standard Condition 4.12.6 on page 4.12-35 of the 
Subsequent EIR states that the applicant will need to coordinate with 
SCE on future electrical power service and power line 
undergrounding that would be needed or made part of the project.  
The developer will pay for the cost of undergrounding existing 
overhead lines.  Early consultation and coordination with SCE would 
be encouraged by the City.  
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
require additional analysis or change the significance determination 
of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further environmental analysis is 
warranted.

G1 
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H1 

H1 Response:  We received this fax on August 8, 2007.  Thank you 
for participating in the environmental review process for this project. 
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H2 

H2 Response:  As required by Section 15088 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the City has prepared written responses to this comment letter 
and has provided this response to SCAQMD at least 10 days prior to the 
public hearing for the project, scheduled for August 30, 2007 at the 
Ontario Convention Center. 
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H3 

H4 

H5 

H6 

H3 Response:  Page 17 of the AQIA discusses emissions from off-site 
infrastructure improvements that may occur with the project.  Except for 
NOx.during demolition, the margins between the estimated on-site 
construction emissions and SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, CO, SO2, and 
PM10 ranges from 20 to 100 percent of thresholds.  Infrastructure 
construction represents a relatively small portion of on-site demolition and 
construction and would occur intermittently throughout the construction 
time period.  Thus, additional emissions from roadway and infrastructure 
work are not expected to be high enough to lead to exceedances of the 
thresholds.  However, there remains a potential for exceeding the threshold 
for NOx. This is acknowledged on page 4.5-14 of the Subsequent EIR. 
 
H4 Response:  As stated on page 4.5-15, LST analysis is not required and 
SCAQMD acknowledges that this should be done at the discretion of the 
lead agency.  The City of Ontario does not normally perform LST 
analyses.  However, a comparison of project emissions with the LST 
guidelines for 5-acre sites is provided on pages 4.5-15 to 16.  The margins 
between the estimated on-site construction emissions and SCAQMD LST 
guidelines ranges from 64 to 96 percent and are not expected to be 
exceeded by emissions from off-site infrastructure improvements. 
 
H5 Response:  Files used in performing the CO hotspot analysis were 
mailed to SCAQMD on July 18, 2007.  As requested, the CO hotspot 
analysis was rerun using the EMFAC2007 factors and sent to SCAQMD 
on August 13, 2007.  The revised numbers are provided in Table 4.5-9 on 
pages 4.518 to 19.  While the EMFAC2007 factors result in higher CO 
concentrations along Mountain Avenue near the site, these levels would 
still not exceed CO standards due to the fact that the current background 
concentrations of 3.0 ppm are much lower than the 20.0-ppm State 
standard.  This information merely clarifies and amplifies the conclusions 
already set forth in the Draft Subsequent EIR. 
 
H6 Response:  No electronic files were generated to prepare the CO 
hotspot analysis but detailed calculations were provided to SCAQMD on 
July 18, 2007.  At SCAQMD’s request, additional runs using the EMFAC 
2007 numbers were made and provided to SCAQMD on August 13, 2007.  

H7 
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H7 

H10 

H8 

H9 

 
H7 Response:  While Caltrans CO protocols specify a 10-foot setback 
as the minimum analysis distance where a receptor might logically be 
exposed continuously to vehicular exhaust, the 25-foot distance is 
considered more reasonable.  The front porches and building facades 
of most residences in the project vicinity are set back 25 feet or more 
from the roadway edge.  If the most conservative assumption is used 
that a person sits on the curb for one hour, the CO exposure would be 
approximately 50 percent higher.  Such an increase would still not 
create a CO hotspot along area roadways.  Thus, the 25-foot receptor 
distance was used in the analysis. 
 
H8 Response:  Files used in performing the HRA were mailed to 
SCAQMD on July 18, 2007.  At SCAQMD staff’s request, the heavy 
duty truck emissions were recalculated using the EMFAC2007 
computer model for the San Bernardino County input conditions with 
the output specified as PM2.5.  The results of the re-calculation and the 
details of the assignment of the emissions to the loading dock areas and 
the site traversal have been provided to SCAQMD.  The previous 
emissions calculation had been based on the statewide travel fleet and 
produced very small differences when run for a county-specific travel 
fleet.  Given the large margin of safety between the predicted worst-
case excess cancer risk for adjacent receptors and the adopted 
threshold of significance, small variations in assumed diesel exhaust 
emission rates are inconsequential.   
 
H9 Response:  The assumptions for the HRA include the following:  
 
Each of five trucks idles 10 minutes in each of two loading areas with 
the following LD1 & LD2 emissions: 
 
0.317 g/hour X 5/6 hour/day X 1000000 microg/g / 915 m*m / 86,400 
sec/day  = 0.0033 microg/m*m/second 
 
With an additional 0.5 grams from the TRU, the other loading dock 
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Running exhaust is assumed spread over the entire site at 0.25 gram 
per mile times 0.2 mile times ten trucks per day divided by 66,000+ 
meters squared divided by 86,400 seconds per day, or 0.00008 
micrograms per meter squared per second. 
 
 
H10 Response:  Thank you for confirming that the URBEMIS 2002 
model is acceptable for use in the air quality analysis for this Project. 
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter that 
change the significance determination of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  
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I1 
 
 
I2 

The City of Ontario received this letter on August 10, 2007, 
after the close of the public review period.  However, DTSC is a 
public agency and thus, in an effort to provide the fullest 
response possible, the City is providing responses to the 
comments raised by the letter.   
 
 
I1 Response:  Page 4.13.2 of the Subsequent EIR discusses past 
land uses on the site, based on a Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) conducted in October 2004. 
 
 
I2 Response:  Hazardous material users on and near the site are 
identified on pages 4.13-1 to 3 of the Subsequent EIR.  This 
information was summarized from the Phase 1 ESA that is 
provided in Appendix I.  The Phase 1 ESA included a record 
search of the NPL, CalSites, RCRIS, CERCLIS, SWIS, LUST, 
FUDS, and other databases for hazardous material sites on or 
near the project site.  Consultations with the County and 
SCAQMD were also made to determine hazardous waste sites 
on or near the site. 
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I2 

I3 

I4 

I2 Response:  Hazardous material users on and near the site are 
identified on pages 4.13-1 to 3 of the Subsequent EIR.  This 
information was summarized from the Phase 1 ESA that is 
provided in Appendix I.  The Phase 1 ESA included a record 
search of the NPL, CalSites, RCRIS, CERCLIS, SWIS, LUST, 
FUDS, and other databases for hazardous material sites on or 
near the project site.  Consultation with the County and 
SCAQMD was also made to determine hazardous waste sites on 
or near the site. 
 
 
I3 Response:  Page 4.13-5 of the Subsequent EIR acknowledges 
a potential that investigation and/or remediation may be needed 
if a UST, clarifier or hydraulic lift, is proposed at the 
northeastern section of the site.  Mitigation Measure 4.13.4 on 
page 4.13-14 addresses this future contingency. 
 
 
I4 Response:  Should future hazardous material investigation 
and/or remediation be necessary, the project shall comply with 
applicable laws and regulations regarding the preparation of a 
Work Plan and oversight by a regulatory agency with 
jurisdiction for the clean up.  The findings of the Phase 1 ESA 
for the site have been summarized into Section 4.13, Human 
Health and Hazards, of the Subsequent EIR.   
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I4 

I9 

I8 

I5 

I6 

I7 

I4 Response:  Should future hazardous material investigation and/or 
remediation be necessary, the project shall comply with applicable laws 
and regulations regarding the preparation of a Work Plan and oversight by 
a regulatory agency with jurisdiction for the clean up.  The findings of the 
Phase 1 ESA for the site have been summarized into the Subsequent EIR.   
 
I5 Response:  The Phase 1 ESA indicates that investigation, sampling, 
and remediation may be necessary at the northeastern section, if 
subsurface excavation is proposed.  Since no UST, clarifier or hydraulic 
lift, is proposed at the northeastern section of the site, no investigation is 
needed.  Standard conditions and mitigation measures in Section 4.13 
require the project to comply with existing regulations regarding 
hazardous materials use and disposal during construction and operation of 
the project.   
 
I6 Response:  Based on the findings of the Phase 1 ESA, the project site 
is not located near a property that is contaminated with hazardous 
chemicals or within 2,000 feet of a contaminated site.  Thus, the project 
site is not within the “Border Zone of a Contaminated Property”.  
 
I7 Response:  Standard Condition 4.13.1, Mitigation Measure 4.13.1, and 
Mitigation Measure 4.13.2 in Section 4.13 of this Subsequent EIR address 
the need for the disposal of hazardous wastes, including ACM, lead, 
ballasts, capacitors, light bulbs, Freon, and Transite, in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  Additionally, the City will comply with all 
applicable laws and regulatory requirements regarding the disposal of any 
hazardous wastes. 
 
I8 Response:  Previous soil testing and remediation has occurred on-site 
and no contaminated soils are expected.  Mitigation Measure 4.13.4 
requires soil, vapor, and groundwater testing for MTBE prior to 
subsurface excavation at the northeastern section of the site.  In addition, 
soil excavation and filling shall be made in compliance with EPA’s Land 
Disposal Restrictions, as implied in the standard condition requiring 
compliance with applicable regulations. 
 
I9 Response:  Impacts on sensitive receptors near the site have been 
analyzed in the Subsequent EIR and mitigation provided as necessary.  
The Health Risk Assessment is provided in Appendix E and summarized 
in Section 4.5, Air Quality. 
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I17 

I16 

I15 

I14 

I13 

I12 

I11 

I10 

I10 Response:  Standard Condition 4.13.2 states that the use, storage, 
sale, and disposal of hazardous materials at the Wal-Mart Supercenter 
shall comply with the provisions of the Uniform Fire Code, the City’s 
Hazardous Waste Ordinance, and applicable local, County, state, and 
federal regulations, per Section Sec. 9-1.3330 of the Ontario 
Development Code. 
  

I11 Response:  As provided in Standard Condition 4.13.2, the project 
operations shall comply with pertinent regulations if hazardous wastes 
would be stored, treated, or disposed on-site. 
 

I12 Response:  The project shall comply with this regulation prior to the 
disposal of any hazardous wastes off-site, as provided in Standard 
Condition 4.13.1.   
 

I13 Response:  Standard Condition 4.13.6 states that the project shall 
obtain a hazardous materials handler permit from the San Bernardino 
County Fire Department - the local CUPA. 
 

I14 Response:  The project will dispose of wastewater into the sewer 
system.  Permits will be obtained, including those from RWQCB, as 
necessary.  
 

I15 Response:  Standard Condition 4.13.1 requires demolition and 
construction activities to comply with applicable regulations.  Former 
soil testing and remediation was done on-site and no soil and 
groundwater contamination is expected.  Further, Mitigation Measure 
4.13.4 requires soil, vapor, and groundwater testing for MTBE prior to 
subsurface excavation at the northeastern section in the site. 
 

I16 Response:  Page 4.13-7 states that residual impacts of former 
agricultural uses are not expected to pose significant environmental 
concerns due to the time interval since these uses occurred on-site; the 
subsequent use of the site for commercial development; subsequent soil 
testing and remediation efforts at the site; and the site’s largely paved 
condition at this time. 
 

I17 Response:  The Phase 1 ESA states that there are no facilities on or 
near the site that are listed in the Envirostor (formerly CalSites) 
database. 
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I18 Response:  Thank you for the additional information and 
for participating in the City’s environmental review process.   
 
No new environmental issues have been raised by this letter 
that require additional analysis or change the significance 
determination of the Draft Subsequent EIR.  No further 
environmental analysis is warranted. 
 

I18 
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J1 

J1 Response:  We received this letter on August 13, 2007, 
signifying the end of the comment period.  Thank you for 
confirming that the City has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for Draft EIRs under 
CEQA.   
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J2 

J2 Response:  Comment noted.  No response required. 
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11.3 CHANGES TO DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 
 
Based on the comments and responses to comments, changes have been made to the text of the Final 
Subsequent EIR as referenced in the applicable response(s) to comments and responses.  These changes 
merely clarify or amplify the existing analysis in the Subsequent EIR or refine the standard conditions and 
mitigation measures proposed for the project.  No major changes to the Draft Subsequent EIR have been 
made nor have changes to the significance conclusions of the environmental analysis occurred. 
 

 Clarification of the proposed slope and wall on Fifth Street are made on pages S-9, S-11, 3-6, 3-7, 4.6-
10, 4.6-18, 4.6-24, and 10-11. 

 
 Minor refinements to the number of parking spaces are made on pages 3-3 and 4.4-25.  

 
 Recent consultations with the City of Upland have indicated that the Upland Department of Public 

Works does not foresee adverse impacts from the project on the Mountain Avenue–Eighth Street 
intersection and no mitigation is necessary.  This information is added in Section 4.4 on pages 4.4-17 
and 34. 

 
 Consultation with the SCAQMD has also indicated that the CO attainment redesignation for the South 

Coast air basin has been approved by the EPA on May 11, 2007.  This information has been added 
into Section 4.5, Air Quality, on page 4.5-5. 

 
 CO concentrations were recalculated using the EMFAC2007 factors and are provided in Table 4.5-9 

on pages 4.518 to 19.   
 

 Mitigation Measure 4.6.1a has been clarified to state that the wall along Fifth Street would be up to 7.5 
feet high and would be a combination sloped berm and wall.  This change is made on pages S-11, 4.6-
24, and 10-11. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 6.1a has been clarified by spelling out the acronym TRU into Trailer Refrigeration 

Units.  This change is made on pages S-23, 6-62, and 10-14. 
 

 Mitigation Measure 6.1b has been clarified to specify that this will apply to the company fleet.  This 
change is made on pages S-23, 6-62, and 10-14. 

 
 In addition, a number of typographical errors have been corrected in the document.  These include 

changes in the numbering of the mitigation measures and standard conditions and deletions of standard 
conditions that have been completed to maintain consistency between the analysis in Section 4.0, 
Environmental Analysis, and the Executive Summary and Section 10.0, Mitigation Monitoring 
Program.  

 
 Changes have also been made to delete references to the document as a Draft Subsequent EIR and to 

include the new Section 11.0, Response to Comments. 
 
As indicated earlier, these changes clarify and/or update the discussion in the Subsequent EIR or refine the 
standard conditions and mitigation measures but do not alter the analysis or conclusions in the document.  
 




